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Preface and Acknowledgments

We have both been working on the “dark” side of politics for a few years, but we really began drafting this manuscript in early 2020.

What a year 2020 was. As a global pandemic unfolded, the “spectacle of the Trump presidency”1 was in full swing in the United States. As the death toll from the pandemic there quickly reached six digits, a culture war brewed over whether wearing a protective mask was the reasonable thing to do, or whether it was instead the visible symbol of governmental outreach and outright cowardice.2 Discontent was brewing on both sides of the ideological divide. On the one side, increasingly harsh attacks against the 45th president and renewed claims about his mental unfitness for office3 were building up in anticipation of an unforgiving battle for the presidency later that year. On the other side, hasty claims about the effectiveness of injecting disinfectants to cure the virus4 were quickly followed by the promotion of the umpteenth conspiracy theory about political rivals or voting fraud5—and extremely worrisome episodes of political violence. In May of that year, several protesters staged the hanging and lynching of Democratic governor Andy Beshear in front of Kentucky State Capitol, using a puppet wearing a sign reading “Sic semper tyrannis”—a phrase translating to “thus always to tyrants” and attributed to the assassins of Julius Caesar and Lincoln.6 This came only weeks after armed militias “occupied” the public grounds of the Michigan State Capitol and forced the ongoing legislative session to be canceled for fears of violence against lawmakers7—and, of course, preceded by a few months the violent storming of the US Capitol in January 2021. On top of this tense situation, the killing of George Floyd in Minnesota in May of 2020 rocked the country and exposed for the umpteenth time the festering wound of systemic racial inequalities in the United States (and beyond). As a response to the mounting social dissent Trump declared himself the “president of law and order,” called for a muscular approach to protesters, and bullied governors to use the military to “dominate the streets” and thus “solve the problem.”8 This prompted many observers to point to Trump’s “authoritarian” traits.9 His answer to the pandemic was equally panned, with many questioning whether he gave priority to cushioning the impact on the economy and less to contain the pandemic. Did he prioritize “the economic costs, not the human ones”?10 Not for the first time, his personality and character, for instance, his alleged lack of empathy,11 became the focus of political debate.

The (dark) personality of politicians and political leaders, and its relationship to the more confrontational and aggressive aspects of contemporary democracy, is the focus of this book—not only in the United States, but worldwide.

Are we witnessing the emergence of a new “strain” of politicians, more confrontational, controversial, disagreeable? To what extent is this related to the use of harsher, more negative, and more uncivil rhetoric during election campaigns? And what are the consequences of dark politics? Are “darker” candidates more likely to win elections? To what extent are dark politicians linked to increased cynicism in the voters, entrenched affective polarization, and populism? And are dark leaders dangerous for democracy?

We answer these questions by triangulating large-scale observational evidence from surveys and novel experimental evidence. Much of the empirical evidence discussed in this article comes from a large-scale comparative expert survey (NEGex). Since its inception in June 2016, more than 2,000 scholars in politics, elections, and political communication have kindly agreed to take part in our study. Chances are, dear reader, that you are one of them (or that you might become one of them in the future). A sincere thank you to all the experts that have given us some of their precious time so that we could develop our data set and write these lines today. As scholars, they are of course used to doing important work behind the scenes that receives little or no acknowledgment. We cannot stress enough how grateful we are for their kindness, insights, and constructive suggestions.

Data collection for the data set was possible thanks to a generous funding from the Swiss National Science Foundation12 and was initially set up while Alex was a visiting fellow at the Electoral Integrity Project (EIP) at the University of Sydney. Many thanks to all the wonderful colleagues at the EIP, in particular to Pippa Norris, Max Grömping, and Ferran Martínez i Coma, for their insights—well beyond this book.

Data collection for the large-scale comparative data set and the experiment presented in this book have also greatly benefited from the institutional and financial support from the Amsterdam School of Communication Research (ASCoR) at the University of Amsterdam. Thank you in particular to Claes de Vreese and Rens Vliegenthart for continuous support and inspiration. Our sincere thank you also to the wonderful students at the University of Amsterdam who helped us over the years to gather the large amount of data that ended up in our comparative data set—in particular, and in alphabetical order, thanks to Michele Consolini, Camilla Frericks, Céline Murri, Vlad Petkevic, Chiara Valli, Nynke Verhaar, Jug Vranić, and Nilou Yekta.

A shout-out also to friends and coauthors who have worked with us in recent years on articles using our comparative data set—including articles with data from two “parallel” expert surveys on the 2018 US elections and the 2019 elections for the European Parliament.

We are sincerely grateful to the two anonymous reviewers who assessed previous versions of the manuscript. Reviewer number 1, in particular, made excellent suggestions that ended up altering quite substantially the scope of this book. We just wanted to let them know, in case they get the chance to read these lines, that we truly appreciate the time they invested in our manuscript. A sincere thank you also to Angela Chnapko, Alexcee Bechthold, and Jubilee James at Oxford University Press for guiding us through this process and for believing in this book, and to Kim Greenwell13 for exceptional support in the editing process.

Further thanks from Alex: I wish to thank my colleagues at the University of Amsterdam, past and present, for making it such a wonderful place for research, in particular Linda Bos, Katjana Gattermann, Lukas Otto, Andreas Schuck, and Penny Sheets. Some of them, who shall not be named, hold perhaps debatable opinions about 1980s music, but no one is perfect. A sincere thank you to Chiara Valli, Chiara Vargiu, and Philipp Mendoza—currently putting the final touches on their dissertations—for their great work in our ongoing projects. I am impressed by their dedication and professionalism, and am honoured to be part of their first steps into academia. This manuscript was finalized while I was spending the summer of 2022 and 2023 in Tokyo for short sabbaticals; many thanks to Airo Hino and Waseda University for their very warm welcome and for creating a stimulating environment. I am very grateful to Jürgen for believing in this project from the beginning, and for being a fantastic coauthor, and am looking forward to our many upcoming projects. I want to thank Corrado for being the best brother one could hope for (and for encouraging me to plant references to Tarantino movies in my work—yes, including in this book), and my papi Marco for giving me the curiosity to explore the unknown and not choose the easy path. Hy and Bob welcomed me with open arms into their family from the beginning, and I hope they know, and knew, how much it meant. Finally, I am grateful to the lucky multiverse planetary alignment that allowed me to relocate to Australia in 2015 and, there, meet my wife. Thank you, Elizabeth, for your continuous support and encouragements, without which I would definitely not be sitting here writing these lines, and for just being an all-around awesome human being. I know that in our future there are many more travel adventures, and this, quite simply, makes me happy. If Elsa ever learns to wear her kitty harness, she can come too.

Further thanks from Jürgen: I want to thank my wife Michaela and also my (now grown-up) children, Phillip and Paul, for their support for my work and all the inspiring discussions about politics and election campaigns in particular. Michaela’s expertise on political communication is always an extremely helpful source with which to have a preliminary “elk test” for hypotheses and the interpretation of empirical findings before facing the critical comments from reviewers and colleagues. Of course, all mistakes and misinterpretations of the results are our responsibility alone. Furthermore, I want to thank all my friends and colleagues from the United States who helped me to understand current US politics from different angles—as this book often puts the United States and its president in its focus. Last but not least, I want to thank Alex, who invited me to be his copilot on this exciting book project. My role in this project was more of a consultant one; most of the text and the analyses came from the pen of Alex. Without his gigantic effort this book would never have existed.

Many of the ideas presented in this book germinated during Alex’s visit in the spring of 2018 to the University of Koblenz-Landau, supported by the generous KoMePol (Communication-Media-Politics) Fellowship Grant. The wonderful coffee at Parezzo in Landau fueled many great discussions. We cannot think of a better way to set up a long-term research agenda than sharing a coffee among friends on a sunny terrace.

Alex Nai and Jürgen Maier

Amsterdam and Landau

December 2023
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Introduction

Investigating Dark Politicians

Contemporary politics seems on the brink of a profound normative crisis. Antiestablishment movements are on the rise in nearly all regions of the globe, and populist rhetoric is becoming entrenched in the public sphere. Reality-TV stars become presidents of superpowers. Elections are fought via negative and uncivil campaigns intended to raise the anxieties of the public against real or imaginary enemies. Voter turnout drops, while political tribalism deepens the partisan rift in the public. And support for democracy seems to crumble under the joint attack of authoritarian strongmen and rising support for illiberalism. In the words of John Keane (2009), sharp observer of the rise and fall of democracy and electoral institutions, in contemporary democracies “Foolish illusions, cynicism and disaffection are among the biggest temptations facing citizens and their elected and unelected representatives” (747).

Against this backdrop, recent years have seen the rise of political figures with a particularly abrasive, controversial, and even antagonistic character. The election of Donald Trump in 2016 comes immediately to mind. A few months before the election, psychologist Dan P. McAdams described Trump’s personality as exhibiting “sky-high extroversion combined with off-the-chart low agreeableness [… and] grandiose narcissism.”1 CNN journalist Chris Cillizza echoed the sentiment, describing Trump as impetuous, thin-skinned, constantly lying, insecure, brazen, vulgar, uninterested in details, and boasting a grandiose sense of self.2 Recent events in the Unites States have provided additional examples, with Trump weighting “the economic costs, not the human ones”3 of the Covid-19 pandemic, engaging in “inflammatory” rhetoric in a “moment that calls for empathy, humanity, and unity”4 during the widespread national protests following the killing of George Floyd, and fomenting the Capitol insurrection of January 2021.

The Brazilian presidential election of late 2018 propelled a politician with a similar profile, Jair Bolsonaro, into the international spotlight. Journalist Eliane Brum of The Guardian was not tender in her portrayal of the newly elected president:


To understand why Bolsonaro evokes such dread, consider some of the things he has said in the last few years: “I had four sons, but then I had a moment of weakness, and the fifth was a girl”; “I’m not going to rape you, because you’re very ugly”—to a female representative in Congress; “I’d rather have my son die in a car accident than have him show up dating some guy”; “I’m pro-torture, and the people are too”; … “You can be sure that if I get there [the presidency], there’ll be no money for NGOs. If it’s up to me, every citizen will have a gun at home.” … “You won’t change anything in this country through voting—nothing, absolutely nothing. Unfortunately, you’ll only change things by having a civil war and doing the work the military regime didn’t do. Killing 30,000, starting with FHC [former president Fernando Henrique Cardoso]. Killing. If a few innocent people die, that’s alright.” Bolsonaro has also said he will not accept the election result unless he is the winner—only to backtrack after a negative reaction.5



Indeed, many have described Bolsonaro as a Brazilian copycat of the 45th American president: “As with Trump, it is Bolsonaro’s status as an outsider and a roguish prankster that has brought him into favor. … He has been unswerving in his role as a provocateur, prone to outrageous statements that insured headlines.”6 We will get back to Trump copycats later in this chapter.

Similar examples abound across the planet. In the Netherlands, one of the central political figures of the past 15 years is the bombastic Geert Wilders, who is often accused of having “a controversial attitude and aberrant political style” (De Landsheer and Kalkhoven 2014, 25), “not trying at all to be agreeable,”7 and being a “right-wing rabble-rouser.”8 Arlene Foster of the Northern Ireland Democratic Unionist Party is similarly criticized for her “abrasive personality”9 and “steely backbone.”10 In the Czech Republic, Prime Minister Andrej Babiš is portrayed as “The Czech Donald Trump or Silvio Berlusconi, maverick millionaire, political populist, mould breaker … thanks to his divisive character and abrasive style.”11 In Russia, “Contempt, fear, and a disregard for normal social rules seem to characterize the mindset of Russia’s president. … Putin does not feel bound by the ordinary rules of civility. This, in turn, suggests that he may not be inclined to respect bigger rules.”12 Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in early 2022 certainly seems to support this idea.

All in all, there seems to be a global resurgence of political figures who take pleasure in displaying “bad manners” (Moffitt 2016), tend to use a playbook of “agitation, spectacular acts, exaggeration, calculated provocations, and the intended breech of political and socio-cultural taboos” (Heinisch 2003, 94), adopt a “transgressive political style” (Oliver and Rahn 2016, 191), introduce “a more negative, hardened tone to the debate” (Immerzeel and Pickup 2015, 350), and behave like “drunken dinner guest[s]” (Arditi 2007, 78). What is going on?

To try to answer this question, our book is the first large-scale comparative investigation into the “darker” sides of personality in politicians. Is there a new “breed” of successful political figures who take a particular pleasure in breaking political norms and displaying an abrasive and controversial personality? To what extent is the presence of such “dark” personalities related to the rise of populism and the use of more negative and uncivil campaigns? And what are the systemic consequences of dark politicians—in terms of, for instance, the rise of affective polarization and disaffection toward democracy? Are dark leaders detrimental for democracy?

We answer these questions by triangulating evidence, both observational and experimental, from several data sources. The key source of information comes from the Negative Campaigning Comparative Expert Survey (NEGex, version 2.0).13 The NEGex data set was developed to map the content of election campaigns, with a focus on campaign negativity, in elections worldwide (Nai 2019, 2020, 2021). Importantly, the data set includes measures for the personality profiles—Big Five and Dark Triad—for a selection of the top candidates who participated in national elections worldwide between June 2016 and March 2020. Such data covers 103 national elections in 76 different countries in virtually all regions of the globe and includes information for almost 200 top candidates worldwide—from Donald Trump to Hillary Clinton, Marine Le Pen, Emmanuel Macron, Angela Merkel, Jair Bolsonaro, Vladimir Putin, Boris Johnson, and many more. We complement the information in the NEGex data set with data from two main independent data sources: data from collection of postelection mass surveys from the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES),14 and experimental data we gathered ourselves on a sample of American respondents in May 2020.

The rest of this introductory chapter is structured as follows. Section 1.1 introduces the literature on the (dark) personality of voters and politicians and sets the stage for our investigation. Section 1.2 provides more details about the NEGex data set and how we use it in this book. Section 1.3 discusses the personality profile of a selection of political leaders worldwide using our data, as well as some cross-sectional trends found when looking at all candidates comparatively. Finally, Section 1.4 provides a preview of the book’s chapters.

Dark Politicians

As a “multifaceted, enduring internal psychological structure” (Mondak et al. 2010, 86) or, more simply, “who we are as individuals” (Mondak 2010, 2), personality is an important driver of individual attitudes and behaviors (Chirumbolo and Leone 2010; Gerber et al. 2011a; Vecchione and Caprara 2009). More than other factors affecting our political thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, personality is considered more biologically than socially influenced; to a large degree, our personality has genetic roots and is thus hard to change (e.g., Roberts and DelVecchio 2000; Sanchez-Roige et al. 2018). As a result, the impact of personality is relatively enduring, causing quite consistent patterns of individual beliefs and actions—even in the field of politics.

Among the multiple competing classifications of personality in the literature, the Big Five Inventory (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness; John and Srivastava 1999; McCrae and John 1992) is one of the most authoritative. Extraversion entails a developed sense of social interactions (Mondak 2010), is likely to drive people to communicate with different types of persons (Kim et al. 2013), and could be associated with greater political tolerance for compromise (Choi and Shin 2017; Marcus et al. 1995). Extraverted individuals also tend to be impulsive (Jones and Paulhus 2011), the exact opposite of individuals high in conscientiousness. Individuals high on this latter trait engage more frequently in political discussions with others (Hibbing et al. 2011) and are thus more likely to expose themselves to opinions different from their own. Nevertheless, prudence is also a central facet of this trait, which makes individuals high in conscientiousness more likely “to deliberate carefully and to inhibit impulses [… They also] consider their options carefully and tend to be cautious and self-controlled” (Lee and Ashton 2004, 336). Indeed, excessive conscientiousness “can be associated with obsessionality, perfectionism, rigidity and slowness to respond [… so that a person high in conscientiousness] may be over conventional and traditionalist, so rejecting change and innovation” (Furnham 2017, 1880). Conscientiousness has been linked with honesty (Horn et al. 2004) but also with lack of empathy (Winning and Boag 2015); high scores on this trait could thus lead people to be casually cruel in the name of being honest. Individuals high in agreeableness tend to avoid conflict as much as possible, which is perhaps why they often report being less interested in politics overall (Mondak and Halperin 2008). A central facet of agreeableness is flexibility, defined as “one’s willingness to compromise and cooperate with others. Low scorers are seen as stubborn and are willing to argue, whereas high scorers avoid arguments and accommodate others’ suggestions, even when these may be unreasonable” (Lee and Ashton 2004, 335). Agreeableness is furthermore associated with lower dominance in social interactions. Individuals low in emotional stability (high neuroticism) also tend to avoid discussions that they find unpleasant and could potentially make them upset. For instance, Gerber et al. (2012) show that neurotic individuals are particularly likely to stay away from discussions with family members on issues on which they disagree. Finally, openness is “associated with an attraction to new and challenging stimuli” (Gerber et al. 2011b, 37). Individuals high in this trait “crave experiences that will be cognitively engaging [… and] seek information of virtually all sorts” (Mondak 2010, 50). Indeed, openness has been, for example, associated with higher consumption of informative programs on TV (Kraaykamp and van Eijk 2005), but also with support for conspiracy theories (Swami et al. 2010). A central facet of openness is unconventionality, defined as “the tendency to accept the unusual [… and being] receptive to ideas that might seem strange or radical” (Lee and Ashton 2004, 336). Openness is also likely to drive people to communicate with different types of people (Kim et al. 2013), which suggests that individuals high in this trait “could develop favorable attitudes toward political compromise” (Choi and Shin 2017, 165). Perhaps because of this, openness has been associated with greater persuasibility (Gerber et al. 2013).

Narcissism, Psychopathy, Machiavellianism

Over the past three decades, an impressive amount of work has been produced on the social and political implications of individual differences in terms of the Big Five (e.g., Cooper et al. 2013; Gerber et al. 2011a, 2013; Mondak 2010). More recently, however, research in social and personality psychology has questioned the comprehensiveness of the Big Five inventory, arguing that it is suboptimal if one wants to capture the “social[ly] nefarious”—yet, nonpathological—facets of human personality (Moshagen et al. 2018). One of the most widely known inventories measuring the dark components of personality is the so-called “Dark Triad,” which identifies three additional “malevolent” traits: narcissism (ego-reinforcing behaviors and bombastic self-promotion), psychopathy (callousness, absence of remorse, and aggressive social interactions), and Machiavellianism (strategic behavior, cold calculations, and preference for sly and scheming attitudes). These traits, broadly speaking, set up a more “antagonistic” and “reprehensible” profile, in both the public at large and, most importantly, in political figures—in other words, a “dark” personality. In 2013 Adrian Furnham and colleagues (2013) published a review of all the existing literature on the Dark Triad, on the occasion of the inventory’s tenth “anniversary” (dated since the publication of Paulhus and Williams’s [2002] foundational article). Yet, more than a decade after such anniversary, large-scale comparative evidence remains scarce, and evidence about the dark personality of political figures is even rarer (but see Maier et al. 2022a; Nai and Maier 2018, 2020, 2021a; Nai et al. 2019; Nai and Toros 2020; Schumacher and Zettler 2019; Visser et al. 2017).

Psychopathy

First, psychopathy is “the tendency to impulsive thrill-seeking, cold affect, manipulation, and antisocial behaviors” (Rauthmann 2012, 487). Psychopaths usually show “a cognitive bias towards perceiving hostile intent from others” (Levenson 1990, 1074) and are impulsive, prone to callous social attitudes, and show a strong proclivity for interpersonal antagonism (Jonason 2014). Individuals high in psychopathy do not possess the ability to recognize or accept the existence of antisocial behaviors, and tend naturally to adopt a more confrontational, antagonistic, and aggressive competitive style. Individuals high in psychopathy have more successful trajectories in business (Babiak and Hare 2006) and politics (Lilienfeld et al. 2012b; Nai 2019), also due to the prevalence of social dominance in this trait, and are often portrayed as risk-oriented agents (Levenson 1990). A central facet of psychopathy is antagonism, which manifests in a greater tendency toward distrust, opposition, arrogance, and self-centeredness (Lynam et al. 2011). Furthermore, psychopathy has been associated with higher (dysfunctional) impulsivity (Jones and Paulhus 2011). Evidence also suggests that high psychopathy is associated with low cognitive dissonance (Murray et al. 2012), leading to a lower likelihood of changing opinions or attitudes.

Narcissism

Second, narcissism is “the tendency to harbor grandiose and inflated self-views while devaluing others [… and to] exhibit extreme vanity; attention and admiration seeking; feelings of superiority, authority, and entitlement; exhibitionism and bragging; and manipulation” (Rauthmann 2012, 487). Like psychopathy, narcissism—and especially its “grandiose” component of flamboyant attention seeking—has been shown to predict more successful political trajectories (Watts et al. 2013), also due to the prevalence of social dominance intrinsic in the trait. Narcissism is, furthermore, linked to overconfidence and deceit (Campbell et al. 2004), and hypercompetitiveness (Watson et al. 1998), which could explain why narcissists are more likely to engage in angry/aggressive behaviors and general uncivility in their workplace (Penney and Spector 2002), particularly when criticism threatens their self-esteem (Baumeister et al. 2000). Narcissism is also linked to reckless behavior and risk-taking (Campbell et al. 2004), and with resistance towards information that is not ideologically aligned with their preferences. For narcissists, “Derogating the dissenter could be a form of interpersonal self-regulation with the goal of bolstering one’s own view of the self” (Saucier and Webster 2010, 20; see also Morf and Rhodewalt 2001). Indeed, Saucier and Webster (2010) show that individuals high in social vigilantism—that is, “the tendency of individuals to impress and propagate their ‘superior’ beliefs onto others to correct others’ more ‘ignorant’ opinions” (19), which correlates very strongly with narcissism—are particularly likely to resist persuasion (but see Nai et al. 2023). Perhaps also due to their tendency towards more reckless risk-taking, narcissists can at times be perceived as behaving erratically. In persons with a leadership position, narcissism has indeed been associated with greater perception of inconsistent behavior by their followers (Van Gerven et al. 2022).

 Machiavellianism

Third, Machiavellianism is the tendency to harbor “cynical, misanthropic, cold, pragmatic, and immoral beliefs; detached affect; pursuit of self-beneficial and agentic goals (e.g., power, money); strategic long-term planning; and manipulation tactics” (Rauthmann 2012, 487). Is not that Machiavellians are truly and utterly incapable of telling the truth, but more simply that they do not feel a moral reason to do so if it does not benefit them. Evidence exists that Machiavellianism also has an aggressive and malicious side—not unlike psychopathy, with which some suggest it forms the “Malicious Two” (Rauthmann and Kolar 2013). People high in Machiavellianism are characterized by “the use of calculating and cunning manipulation tactics” (Wisse and Sleebos 2016, 123), and in general tend to display a malevolent behavior intended to “seek control over others” (Dahling et al. 2009, 219). Behavioral evidence suggests that high Machiavellianism is associated with bullying at work (Pilch and Turska 2015), lower pro-victim attitudes (Sutton and Keogh 2000), and the use of more “negative” and aggressive forms of humor (Veselka et al. 2010).




Table 1.1 Dark personality traits




	
	Narcissism
	Psychopathy
	Machiavellianism





	At a glance

(Rauthmann 2012)
	Tendency to harbor grandiose and inflated self-views, devalue others, exhibit extreme vanity, attention and admiration seeking, feelings of superiority, feelings of authority, entitlement, exhibitionism and bragging, manipulation
	Tendency to impulsive thrill-seeking, cold affect, manipulation, antisocial behavior, affective shallowness, lack of empathy and remorse, superficial charm, manipulation, social deviance, low socialization, impulsivity, irresponsibility, aggression, sensation seeking, delinquency
	Tendency to be cynical, misanthropic, cold and pragmatic, immoral beliefs, detached affect, pursuit of self-beneficial and agentic goals (power, money), strategic long-term planning, manipulation tactics



	Pop culture examples

(Jonason et al. 2012)
	James Bond
	Hannibal Lecter

Dexter
	House, M.D.



	Expression in individuals

(selected examples)
	Associated with political conservatism (Jonason 2014)

The “exhibitionistic” side is associated with liberal values (Hatemi and Fazekas 2018)

Tendency to employ positive humor styles (Veselka et al. 2010)

Poorer task performance in employees (Smith et al. 2016)

More likely to be perceived as “hot” (Rauthmann and Kolar 2013)

Linked to overconfidence, deceit, reckless behavior, and risk-taking (Campbell et al. 2004)

Linked to hypercompetitiveness (Watson et al. 1998)

More likely to engage in uncivil behaviors at work (Penney and Spector 2002)
	Associated with political conservatism (Jonason 2014)

Tendency to employ negative humor styles (Veselka et al. 2010)

Engaging in fewer helping behaviors as employees (Smith et al. 2016)

Associated with physical and verbal sadism (Plouffe et al. 2017)

More likely to perceive hostile intent from others (Levenson 1990)

More likely to have success in business (Babiak and Hare 2006)

Strongly associated with cyberbullying (Goodboy and Martin 2015)

More likely (even compared with the other two traits) to have confronted the justice system (discussed in Furnham et al. 2013)
	Associated with low political liberalism (Jonason 2014)

Tendency to employ negative humor styles (Veselka et al. 2010)

Associated with verbal sadism (Plouffe et al. 2017)

Associated with bullying at work (Pilch and Turska 2015)

Associated with lower pro-victim attitudes (Sutton and Keogh 2000)

Associated with more versatile love and mating styles (Jonason and Kavanagh 2010)

More likely to successfully perpetrate “white collar” crimes (discussed in Furnham et al. 2013)







The three “dark” personality traits are summarized in Table 1.1. One way to make sense of the nature and uniqueness of the three dark traits is to follow the example of Jonason et al. (2012) and relate these traits to well-known (anti)heroes in popular culture. Starting with narcissism, perhaps no better example exists in popular fiction than the gentleman with a license to kill, James Bond. A distinctive feature of Bond’s persona and character is the upkeep and style (and arrogance, many might say) he consciously projects in each situation; in virtually every scene, Bond “dresses impeccably well, typically wearing watches from the expensive … brand Omega and tailored suits and tuxedos. He drives around in flashy Aston Martins or BMWs that are often modified to be invisible (Die Another Day) or to shoot antiaircraft missiles (The World is Not Enough). Despite scuffs with villains, James Bond always has perfect hair, and when his tie is disheveled from fighting, he knocks the bad guy off a roof and walks off as he fixes his tie (From Russia with Love, Quantum of Solace)” (Jonason et al. 2012, 194). Bond is the perfect example of an arrogant narcissist. Another fictional character easily reflecting high narcissism is Miranda Priestly, the bossy editor-in-chief in The Devil Wears Prada, played by Meryl Streep. Priestly has a grandiose and overinflated sense of herself but is at the top of her game, and she knows it. She is fabulous, and she knows it. She is also arrogant and borderline despotic, and she revels in it.

For psychopathy Hannibal Lecter, unforgettably played by Sir Anthony Hopkins in The Silence of the Lambs, is likely the fictional character who most closely resembles a true psychopath; although he is philosophically sympathetic with the mission of the FBI to find a serial killer on the loose, he does so in an extremely detached and unemotional way and frequently shows burst of savage violence and sadism. Yet, his suave and intelligent persona exemplifies the ability of adaptive psychopaths to successfully blend in society and often appear “normal.” Further examples of fictional characters with psychopathic tendencies are not hard to find, from Sarah Connor (played by Linda Hamilton in The Terminator film franchise) to The Bride (aka Beatrix Kiddo, aka “Black Mamba,” played by Uma Thurman in Quentin Tarantino’s Kill Bill). These characters often display overt bursts of violence almost offhandedly, seem to show very little concern for the consequences of their actions and have a rather bleak vision of the world they live in. Quentin Tarantino’s films are known for often featuring characters with psychopathic tendencies. Forensic psychologist Jay Richards summarizes this point quite well when discussing the profile of the characters in Tarantino’s Reservoir Dogs: “All of the members of this antisocial gang fall into the general realm of psychopathy in that they all have a problematic relationship to reality and interpret their world as a harsh, threatening place that is rotting away. Hell, for them, is the frustrating existence of other people who have competing wants and interests—people who believe they also should have the world to themselves. … Sociopathic gangs are often led by psychopaths who are normal enough to project an aura of warmth and power.”15

Finally, for a popular culture example of Machiavellianism, Jonason et al. (2012) point to House, M.D., played by Hugh Laurie in the series of the same name. In the show, House “pokes and prods his coworkers and employees, as well as bends the arms of his patients, to consent to some risky medical procedure. Audiences forgive House because he is usually correct, saving people’s lives. As head of his own department, he is able to exercise dictatorial control over his employees and because he saves people from the brink of death, his boss tolerates—and might even enable— his bad behavior” (Jonason et al. 2012, 194). But perhaps no truer Machiavellian character exists in popular fiction than Frank Underwood, the unscrupulous and ruthless main character in Netflix’s House of Cards, portrayed by Kevin Spacey. Underwood “craves power and prestige and [spoiler alert] cheats, brags, kills, lies, and bribes his way to the Presidency” (Schumacher and Zettler 2019, 173). In short, a perfect Machiavellian.

The heuristic power of fictional characters—including the ones mentioned above—to provide cues about (dark) personality profiles seems undeniable. Also with this in mind, we will use many of these examples when simulating the personality of fictive political candidates in the experimental data discussed later in this book (Chapter 4).

The Personality of Political Figures

Our book is only marginally about personality traits in the public at large, even if discussions about individual differences in voters feature prominently in Chapter 4. Rather, we are interested here in the personality traits of political figures. From an electoral perspective, since the early studies on public opinion and electoral behavior (e.g., Campbell et al. 1960), a sizable scholarship shows that candidate evaluation is one of the most important drivers of voting patterns; put simply, the ways in which voters perceive political candidates matters. On top of this, profound paradigmatic shifts in party support over the past decades have created a situation in which the nonpolitical characteristics of candidates increasingly matter to drive voters’ choices: “Dealigned electors are more susceptible to short-term factors such as the influence of political leaders and consideration of their personalities” (Costa and Ferreira da Silva 2015, 1228). For instance, Williams et al. (2018; 2020) show an association between the perception of leaders’ narcissism and their perceived charisma, leadership performance, and effectiveness. Even more fundamentally, consistent evidence shows that voters’ perceptions of leaders’ traits are powerful drivers of electoral choices (Ferreira da Silva and Costa 2019; Garzia 2012, 2013; Schmitt et al. 2015).

In recent years, several studies have detailed the personality profile of political figures using inventories similar to the ones used for the measurement of personality in the public at large (e.g., Nai and Maier 2018, 2021a; Nai et al. 2019; Visser et al. 2017). By far, the lion’s share of these studies has focused on the presence of “socially desirable” traits in politicians (Big Five). Thus, for instance, Caprara et al. (2003) assessed the personality of 103 Italian politicians and revealed significantly higher levels of extraversion and agreeableness in politicians when compared with the general public. Joly et al. (2019) found that Belgian MPs score particularly high in conscientiousness and emotional stability. Nørgaard and Klemmensen (2019) found that Danish MPs were more extraverted, conscientious, and open than the average Danish voter. And Scott and Medeiros (2020) have shown that municipal candidates in Canada score higher in extraversion, openness, and emotional stability than the public at large.

Importantly, the personality of political leaders seems to matter for their success or failure. Several studies have shown that US presidents scoring high on conscientiousness tend to perform better in terms of “presidential greatness” (Rubenzer et al. 2000; see also Simonton 1981, 1988, 2006; Winter 1987). Similarly, recent evidence shows that presidents scoring high in “excitement seeking” (a key facet of extraversion) are more likely “to issue the kind of high-profile orders that are captured by the national media” (Gallagher and Blackstone 2015, 242). Similarly, House et al. (1991) find that the “charisma” of the president drives an overall better economic performance once in office, and Simonton (1988) shows that charismatic presidents promulgate comparatively more executive orders. Lilienfeld et al. (2012b) also find that presidents rated higher on boldness (a component of psychopathic personality, but also of extraversion) tended to perform better in terms of leadership and crisis management. These results seem to confirm the intuitive image of what an “ideal political candidate” might look like, that is, “extremely competent, extremely high in character, quite composed and sociable, [and] slightly extroverted” (Heixweg 1979, 373).

At the same time, evidence exists that “disagreeable presidents do somewhat better” (Rubenzer et al. 2000, 415), in line with research by Joly et al. (2019) showing that Belgian politicians have more successful careers—in terms of longevity in parliament and obtaining more prestigious positions—when they score comparatively lower in agreeableness. Ramey et al. (2017) find similarly that more “agreeable” members of the US Congress are less effective in passing legislation. Agreeableness seems thus rather detrimental for political success, at least in highly competitive political systems (Flick Witzig and Vatter 2022). Yet one should not conclude that dark political traits are necessarily beneficial for political leaders. Watts et al. (2013) show that grandiose narcissism increases the likelihood of tolerating unethical behaviors in subordinates, “placing political success over effective policy” (2383) and having a higher chance of facing impeachment resolutions. Somewhat similarly, Simonton (1988) shows that presidents scoring lower on courtesy, patience, and willingness to compromise are more likely to veto major bills, see their vetoes overturned, and have their cabinet or Supreme Court nominees rejected.

All these isolated studies suggest that the (dark) personality profile of political leaders could matter greatly for understanding why some run successful campaigns and enjoy long political tenure, while others crash in flames. So far, studies that map the “dark” political traits of political leaders remain however quite rare (e.g., Nai 2019; Nai and Maier 2018, 2021a, 2021c; Nai and Toros 2020; Visser et al. 2017; see also, in part, Schumacher and Zettler 2019). Who are the dark politicians? What does the public, in general, think of dark politicians? Is there anyone who likes them? And are dark politicians harmful?

Mapping the Dark Personality of Politicians Worldwide

Scattered evidence across different countries and political systems seems to suggest that the presence of actors with “socially aversive” personalities is one of the defining elements of modern electoral politics. The recent elections of Donald Trump in the United States, Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil, and Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines, as well as evidence suggesting that election campaigns are growing increasingly negative and uncivil (e.g., Fowler et al. 2016; Fridkin and Kenney 2004; Geer 2012) seem to confirm this impression. Yet evidence that we are facing a global phenomenon is virtually nonexistent due to the lack of systematic comparative data on a large scale.

A Large-Scale Comparative Approach

This book is the first to introduce such large-scale data and investigate the drivers and implications of dark personalities in candidates worldwide. Most of our empirical evidence comes from a large-scale expert survey, the Negative Campaigning Comparative Expert Survey (NEGex, version 2.0).16 It is not unusual to rely on expert judgments to measure social and political phenomena. Expert judgments have been used in several major comparative projects—for example, to assess party positioning in the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Bakker et al. 2012, 2015; Hooghe et al. 2010; Steenbergen and Marks 2007), and to measure the quality of elections worldwide in the Perceptions of Electoral Integrity survey (Norris et al. 2013, 2014). Other examples in political science literature include drawing elections forecasts (Jones et al. 2007), assessing coalition formation in parliamentary democracies (Warwick 2005), and studying bureaucratic agencies and their relationship to political actors (Clinton and Lewis 2008). To be sure, the use of experts to measure social phenomena is not without its critiques and limitations (e.g., Budge 2000; McDonald et al. 2007), and we provide a detailed discussion of these matters in the methodological primer (Appendix A).

The NEGex data set was developed to map the content of election campaigns, with a focus on campaign negativity, in elections worldwide (Nai 2019, 2021). Importantly, the data set includes measures for the personality profiles—the Big Five and the Dark Triad—for a selection of the top candidates who participated in national elections worldwide between June 2016 and March 2020. The data covers 103 national elections in 76 different countries, spanning virtually all regions of the globe (Figure 1.1). Data comes from the aggregation of ratings provided by 1,861 scholars; to ensure more robust results, we excluded all elections and candidates for which less than three experts provided their independent ratings for the personality measures (see Appendix A for details about sampling, response rate, and expert profile). The lists of all countries, elections, and candidates covered in the analyses in this book are presented in Appendix B.
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Figure 1.1 Geographical coverage of the NEGex data



For some of the regions, (e.g., Northern, Eastern, and Southern Europe and the American continent), the geographical coverage of the data set is almost complete and lacks only a handful of countries. For example, Western Europe does not include recent elections in Belgium and Switzerland because of the uniqueness of these two cases: Belgian elections usually take place during the elections for the European Parliament (this was the case for the 2019 election as well), and thus the dynamics in place are radically different from those for a “regular” national election. Switzerland, on the other hand, does not have a single national election but rather a collection of 26 separate regional contests, one for each of the cantons forming the Helvetic Confederation, in which voters select the representatives that their canton will send to the national parliament. This situation, plus the fact that the campaign takes place in all the different official languages of the country (German, French, Italian; Nai 2014) makes it impossible to consider the Swiss federal elections. For other regions, most notably in sub-Saharan Africa, the coverage is less comprehensive—both because fewer elections took place in the period we observed and because we faced extra hurdles in gathering expert ratings for competing candidates in some countries (see Appendix A). Nonetheless, the coverage of the data set is extensive. According to our estimation, at least 2.2 billion citizens took part cumulatively in these 103 elections, with an average of 22 million voters per election. In other terms, the candidates under investigation in this book were engaged in elections that have concerned roughly a third of the population of the planet.

It has to be noted, of course, that many countries excluded from the list held no “free and fair” elections during the time interval covered by our data set, neither de jure (e.g., China, Cuba, North Korea, Saudi Arabia) nor de facto (e.g., Venezuela,17 Egypt,18 Cambodia19). These countries could not, by any stretch of imagination, be included in a data set that aims to study competitive elections. We furthermore excluded all small countries with a population of less than 100,000 inhabitants (e.g., Seychelles, Palau, Liechtenstein). Other countries had to be excluded due to the difficulty of finding a large enough number of experts to be contacted (e.g., Nepal, Djibouti, Honduras).

The data set includes information about the personality profile of 194 top candidates (party leaders in legislative elections or main candidates in presidential elections) that competed in these 103 national elections. The list includes, but is not limited to, key world players such as Donald Trump and Hillary Clinton, Marine Le Pen and Emmanuel Macron, Angela Merkel, Narendra Modi, Viktor Orbán, Jair Bolsonaro, Rodrigo Duterte, Vladimir Putin, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, Jeremy Corbyn, Boris Johnson, Theresa May, Andrej Babiš, Alexis Tsipras, Andrés Manuel López Obrador, Cristina Fernández de Kirchner, Sebastian Kurz, Aleksandar Vučić, Geert Wilders, Cyril Ramaphosa, and many more (full list in Appendix B).

For each of these 194 candidates the data set includes information about their full personality profile, that is, separate scores for both the “socially desirable” Big Five traits and the “socially nefarious” Dark Triad traits (see Appendix A for a critical discussion about the measurement of personality in our data). Figure 1.2 presents the distribution of all 194 candidates on all personality traits.
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Figure 1.2 Personality traits of candidates worldwide

Note: Stability, plasticity, and the dark core are underlying meta-traits. Stability is the average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability. Plasticity is the average score of extraversion and openness. The dark core is the average score of the three dark traits (narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism).

N = 194 candidates.



Several studies compare the personality profile of (local) candidates with personality traits of the public at large. Caprara et al. (2003; see also Caprara and Vecchione 2017) report, for instance, that Italian politicians score higher in agreeableness and extraversion than the Italian public. Scott and Medeiros (2020) report that Canadian municipal candidates score higher on extraversion, openness, and emotional stability than the public. And Schumacher and Zettler (2019) show that Danish candidates report substantially higher levels of honesty/humility than the average Danish citizen. Broadly speaking, these studies seem to suggest that political candidates have a more “socially desirable” profile than the public at large (but see Best 2011). These studies are, however, based on self-reported personality measures from the candidates themselves; therefore, social desirability dynamics cannot be excluded. Indeed, partially confirming that some social desirability might be at play in self-reports, the profile of the candidate in our database, as assessed by the experts, is much more nuanced on average. As seen in Figure 1.2, the “average” candidate in our database scores, comparatively speaking, higher in conscientiousness and extraversion than on the other traits—in line with some trends in self-reported scores discussed above—but also substantially higher in narcissism. The two narcissism outliers in Figure 1.2, who score particularly low on this dark trait (more than 1.5 times the interquartile range below the lower quartile of narcissism), are Katrín Jakobsdóttir (Iceland, 0.67 out of 4) and Giorgi Kvirikashvili (Georgia, 0.86).

Next to the Big Five and Dark Triad traits, Figure 1.2 also reports the scores of candidates on three underlying meta-traits. First, consistent evidence points to the existence of two meta-traits behind the structure of the Big Five (e.g., Digman 1997; DeYoung 2006), the so-called Huge Two (Silvia et al. 2008, 2009): stability, on the one hand, reflects high levels of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability and indicates a proclivity “to maintain stability and avoid disruption in emotional, social, and motivational domains” (DeYoung 2006, 1138). Plasticity, on the other hand, reflects high levels of extraversion and openness and as such reflects the desire “to explore and engage flexibly with novelty, in both behavior and cognition” (DeYoung 2006, 1138). Similarly, the “dark core” reflects the average value of the three dark traits (Book et al. 2015; Moshagen et al. 2018; Paulhus and Williams 2002; see also Furnham et al. 2013). These meta-traits provide a condensed and more parsimonious depiction of personality profiles, which is particularly useful from a large-scale comparative standpoint.

Data Set and Materials for Replication

All data sets used for the analyses in this book are freely available for replication and further analyses in the following Open Science Foundation (OSF) repository: https://osf.io/9cwtg/

The repository includes the following: (i) all data and materials related to the Negative Campaigning Comparative Expert Survey (NEGex, version 2.0), (ii) the stacked data set merging data from the NEGex and CSES data sets, and (iii) all data and materials related to the experiment we ran in May 2020 with a sample of American voters. The repository also includes the Stata scripts used to produce all analyses discussed in this book, including all robustness checks. Finally, the OSF repository is where the Online Supplementary Materials are stored, which include results for all robustness checks and additional analyses. These additional materials do not appear in print at the end of this book, due to their length.

Who Are the Dark Politicians?

We present below a series of analyses that investigate the effect of candidates’ profile (gender, age, incumbency status, ideological profile) on their personality profile. We also discuss in detail the full profile of selected political figures (Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, Boris Johnson, Theresa May, Angela Merkel, Emmanuel Macron, Silvio Berlusconi, Andrej Babiš, and Vladimir Putin). Beyond the intrinsic interest in removing the lid and peeking into the mind of these illustrious figures, this also allows us to put the scope of the data used in this book in full display.

General Trends

Consistent evidence at the individual level suggests that personality traits and meta-traits are a function of the profile of individuals (e.g., Gerber et al. 2011a). Is this also the case for the candidates in our data set? Table 1.2 regresses the score of all candidates on the three meta-traits of stability (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), plasticity (average score of extraversion and openness), and the dark core (average score of the three dark traits of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism) on their personal profile and the profile of their country.




Table 1.2 Personality meta-traits by candidate and country profile




	
	
Stabilitya
	
Plasticityb
	
Dark Corec



	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	0.10
	(0.12)
	
	0.12
	(0.12)
	
	−0.03
	(0.12)
	



	Year born
	0.01
	(0.00)
	*
	0.01
	(0.00)
	*
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	



	Incumbent
	0.02
	(0.09)
	
	−0.13
	(0.09)
	
	0.29
	(0.09)
	***



	Right-wing
	−0.12
	(0.03)
	***
	−0.04
	(0.03)
	
	0.18
	(0.02)
	***



	PR
	0.09
	(0.10)
	
	−0.15
	(0.10)
	
	−0.05
	(0.11)
	



	Presidential election
	−0.04
	(0.10)
	
	0.04
	(0.10)
	
	0.18
	(0.10)
	†



	West
	0.05
	(0.10)
	
	−0.11
	(0.10)
	
	−0.03
	(0.10)
	



	Constant
	−14.09
	(7.74)
	†
	−13.49
	(7.89)
	†
	8.82
	(7.65)
	



	N(candidates)
	191
	
	
	191
	
	
	191
	
	



	N(elections)
	101
	
	
	101
	
	
	101
	
	



	R2
	0.153
	
	
	0.0696
	
	
	0.243
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM), where candidates are nested within elections. All personality meta-traits vary between 0 “very low” and 4 “very high.”

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001,

** p < .01,

* p < .05,

† p < .1




Broadly speaking, there are no major differences in the personality meta-traits of male and female politicians. Plasticity, stability, and the dark core do not significantly differ, on average, across genders. Female candidates in our data do, however, score lower than their male counterparts on one specific dark trait: narcissism (see Table D.1.1 in the Online Supplementary Materials for separate analyses for the three dark traits). This finding seems in line with what has elsewhere been shown for organizational leaders (Jørstad 1996) and with trends in the general population (e.g., Grijalva et al. 2015). Similarly, Schumacher and Zettler (2019) show, using self-reported measures of personality for Danish candidates, that female candidates score significantly and substantially higher on honesty/humility than their male counterparts. Younger candidates score slightly higher on stability and plasticity, but no marked differences seem to exist for the dark core. Younger candidates do score lower, however, on psychopathy, all things considered (Table D.1.1).

Looking at the political profile, incumbents do not score significantly differently than challengers on the two socially desirable meta-traits of stability and plasticity, but score significantly higher on the dark traits—both when it comes to the dark core and for each of the three separate dark traits (Table D.1.1). Is this an indication that dark personality traits are “adaptive” in politicians, perhaps allowing them to perform more efficiently on the campaign trail? Evidence from the business world suggests that individuals with darker personality traits—“snakes in suits”—tend to be more successful (Babiak and Hare 2006). Looking at more than 300 white-collar workers, Boddy et al. (2010) found a substantially higher level of psychopathy at upper corporate levels. Given the capacity of individuals with darker personality traits, psychopathy, in particular, “to remain calm and focused in situations involving pressure or threat” (Patrick et al. 2009, 926), and to be seen as high achievers, intelligent, and socially skilled (Furnham et al. 2009), the association of such traits with higher levels of success might also exist in the political realm. We will return to this central question in Chapter 3.

Table 1.2 also shows that the ideological orientation of candidates is associated with their personality meta-traits. Most notably, candidates on the right of the political spectrum seem associated with lower scores on stability (their average scores on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) and, importantly, higher scores on the dark core. Table D.1.1 (Online Supplementary Materials) shows that this is the case for the three dark traits separately as well, but in particular for psychopathy. These trends, broadly speaking, are in line with the literature looking at differences in personality traits within the public at large. Gosling et al. (2003), for instance, using the shorter battery for the measure of the Big Five that we employ here, show that conservatives score lower on conscientiousness. Inversely, Jonason (2014) shows that narcissism and psychopathy are associated in the public at large with higher conservatism, and Machiavellianism is associated with lower liberalism. These findings align with other studies examining the personality of political candidates. Using self-reported measures, Caprara and Vecchione (2017) report higher levels of agreeableness and openness for Italian center-left politicians; similarly, Dietrich et al. (2012) report a negative association between conservative ideology in candidates and their scores on openness and agreeableness. Nørgaard and Klemmensen (2019) also show that Danish candidates on the left score higher on agreeableness (but not on openness). Similarly, Maier et al. (2022a) show, for candidates running for German state parliaments, that self-reported dark personality is significantly higher in more conservative candidates. It should be noted, however, that Schumacher and Zettler (2019) report higher levels of honesty/humility for right-wing Danish candidates, which contrasts with our trends (but also with the trends for the population at large; Jonason 2014).

Are right-wing candidates more likely to showcase a darker personality profile? Empirical evidence in our data seems to suggest that this is the case, perhaps due to the association between conservativism and social dominance orientations (Heaven and Bucci 2001), tough-mindedness, and “a view of the world as a ruthlessly competitive jungle in which the strong win and the weak lose” (Duckitt 2006, 685).

Importantly, the ideological effects on candidates’ dark personality traits exist also when using “adjusted” measures of personality that filter out the possible effect of ideological preferences in the experts who have evaluated the candidates. Even if they should be assumed to have more nuanced opinions than the public at large when it comes to political figures, experts remain human beings who process the information they receive about the candidates through their own motivated reasoning. In other terms, we cannot exclude the possibility that experts rate more severely the personality of candidates they disagree with ideologically, a phenomenon well known at the voter level (Caprara et al. 2007b; Fiala et al. 2020; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2021a, 2021c; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). With this in mind, we have computed “adjusted” personality measures that “filter out” the biasing effect of the average ideological expert profile. As we describe in detail in Appendix A, this is done by simply regressing the value of each personality trait on the difference between the candidate ideology and the average expert left-right position, and keeping the regression residuals as adjusted measures of personality that are independent of the effect of the (average) expert left-right position (inspired by a procedure for campaign negativity discussed in Walter and van der Eijk 2019). We will replicate all the analyses in our book using these more restrictive measures of personality, to keep the risk of any ideological biases at bay.

Tables D.1.2 and D.1.3 (Online Supplementary Materials) replicate the results discussed above, for the three meta-traits (stability, plasticity, and dark core) and the three separate dark traits (narcissism, psychopathy, Machiavellianism), using these “adjusted” measures instead of the original measures. All the effects discussed above also exist when using the adjusted measures. Female candidates score lower on narcissism, incumbents have a darker personality profile (dark core, and all three dark traits), and right-wing candidates have a darker personality profile. The effects of candidate ideology on the dark core and the three dark traits are somewhat weaker (e.g., there is no significant difference anymore for narcissism), but they remain globally in line with the result using the original measures—strongly suggesting that concern regarding experts’ ideological biases should not be overestimated. An additional series of robustness checks—where the main analyses are replicated but controlling for the average profile of experts in terms of, for example, percentage female experts, percentage domestic experts, average familiarity with the case under investigation, and average ideological self-positioning—also show quite robust results (Tables D.1.4 and D.1.5, Online Supplementary Materials).

Selected Examples

Donald Trump

Perhaps no other contemporary political figure has captured the imagination of political observers in recent times more than Donald J. Trump, a leader who “obliterated norms and changed the presidency.”20 From the very onset of his candidacy, and even more so during the first years of his presidency, much attention has been granted to Trump’s “mental fitness” for office (e.g., Lee 2017), to the point that some explicitly wondered whether a case could be made to remove him from office activating the famed section 4 of the 25th Amendment of the US Constitution (a petition on Change.org to do exactly so, launched by psychologist John Gartner, collected more than 70,000 signatures).21 In partial disregard for the “Goldwater Rule,” an ethical guideline according to which conclusions about the mental health of a public figure should not be made unless a direct examination of them has occurred22 (and that some now consider rather outdated; Lilienfeld et al. 2018), many mental health professionals chimed in. In an op-ed published in early March 2017, mere days after Trump’s inauguration, psychiatrists Judith L. Herman and Robert Jay Lifton urged action and described themselves as “struck by his repeated failure to distinguish between reality and fantasy, and his outbursts of rage when his fantasies are contradicted. Without any demonstrable evidence, he repeatedly resorts to paranoid claims of conspiracy.”23 In a widely read story published in The Atlantic a few months before the 2016 election, psychologist Dan P. McAdams famously described Trump’s personality as exhibiting “sky-high extroversion combined with off-the-chart low agreeableness [… and] grandiose narcissism.”24 Others have suggested that Trump could possibly “present a diagnose of psychopathy”25 and that his actions display “a messiah complex, no conscience, and lacks complete empathy.”26 More recently, George Conway, conservative lawyer and husband of Trump’s outspoken counselor Kellyanne Conway, famously published a story in The Atlantic that brought together the two main narratives: according to Conway, it is especially Trump’s extreme narcissism that makes him unfit for office.27

The “spectacle” of Trump’s presidency (Lynch 2017) has received a lot of attention within academia as well, with several studies examining the character and personality of the 45th president of the United States (e.g., Ashcroft 2016; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2018, 2021a; Nai et al. 2019; Visser et al. 2017).
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Figure 1.3 Personality profile of Donald Trump

The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Donald Trump (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2016 US presidential election. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 27 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of 33 expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



Figure 1.3 illustrates the personality profile of Donald Trump, as measured by our experts. The left-hand panel presents the personality profile for the Big Five and Dark Triad traits individually, whereas the right-hand panel presents the profile for the three meta-traits of stability (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), plasticity (average score of extraversion and openness), and dark core (average score in the three dark traits). The plain black line in the center of both panels represents the personality profile of the “average” candidate (average values across all 194 candidates in the data set), whereas the shaded area reflects Trump’s personality profile. In both panels, a position toward the exterior of the figure reflects higher scores, whereas a position toward the center of the figure reflects low scores.

As we have discussed elsewhere in detail (Nai and Maier 2018, 2021a; Nai et al. 2019), Trump’s is a personality of all the extremes. Looking first at the Big Five, Trump scores very high on extraversion, well beyond the levels of the “average” candidate. Several studies have documented that voters of different partisan identifications have radically opposed perceptions of the president’s personality—with the exception of his extraversion, which is rated as high by voters across all political spectrums (e.g., Fiala et al. 2020; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2021a, 2021c; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). Such high extraversion probably reflects his spontaneous and unconventional approach to politics, coupled with what we would describe as his “exuberant confidence.”

Conversely, Trump scores very low on agreeableness—indeed, he received the single lowest score on this trait among all 194 candidates, followed by Argentina’s Cristina Fernández de Kirchner. His aggressive rhetoric, personal attacks against opponents both within and outside of politics, and bleak vision for the country can all be seen as reflecting his low score on this trait. These extreme levels of perceived extraversion and agreeableness echo the “off-the-charts” scores discussed in Visser et al. (2017). Trump’s lack of political experience and generally unsophisticated style—as illustrated, for instance, by his linguistic choices (Montgomery 2017; Ott 2017; Sclafani 2017)—are confirmed by his very low scores on conscientiousness. As for agreeableness, Trump is the candidate with the single lowest score on conscientiousness across all 194 candidates, this time followed by UK’s Boris Johnson. Trump’s low score on emotional stability, furthermore, aligns with his frequent description as a thin-skinned, mercurial, and impulsive candidate. Again, these trends match the candidate’s profile discussed in Visser et al. (2017). The very low scores on agreeableness and conscientiousness likely drive the rather low stability scores (right-hand panel).

Figure 1.3 shows that Trump also scores particularly high on the three “dark” traits, and particularly on narcissism. As for extraversion, some evidence exists that voters from different political orientations converge to see Trump as relatively high on this trait (Hyatt et al. 2018; Williams et al. 2018). Again, his personality profile is one of extremes. He has the single highest score on narcissism across all candidates in the data set. His scores on psychopathy and Machiavellianism are also very high, consistently among the highest rated candidates. Over the years, Trump’s Twitter feed has provided countless examples supporting his “dark” personality. He repeatedly claimed to be the only person capable of saving the country from dire situations,28 a “very stable genius”29 and, generally, the best at building things.30 At the same time, he rarely missed an occasion to attack, belittle, or ridicule his opponents.31 The interaction between extreme narcissism, callousness, and Machiavellianism in Trump’s profile echoes what has been described by Zimbardo and Sword (2017) as “unbridled present hedonism.” According to the authors, “Present hedonists live in the present moment, without much thought of any consequences of their actions or of the future. An extreme present hedonist will say whatever it takes to pump up his ego and to assuage his inherent low self-esteem, without any thought for past reality or for the potentially devastating future outcomes from off-the-cuff remarks or even major decisions” (Zimbardo and Sword 2017, 27).

By and large, the image that emerges from Figure 1.3 is one of a toxic and malevolent personality: Trump is perceived as having very low agreeableness and warmth, low conscientiousness and discipline, high extraversion and anxiety, low emotional stability, strong ego-reinforcement behaviors, a clear tendency to seek admiration, insensitivity and lack of remorse, and a tendency to manipulate to meet his goals.

The daily press conferences organized by the Trump administration in the initial weeks of the Covid-19 crisis in the spring of 2020 put many of these characteristics on public display. Demonstrating high narcissism and a disregard for the gravity of the medical, economic, and social crisis unfolding, the daily briefings were often seized upon by president Trump as opportunities for self-promotion, including the use of campaign-style ads discrediting his political opponents and praising the merits of the administration.32 His impulsive and disagreeable answers to journalists’ questions similarly illustrated his low agreeableness and callousness, “just like a child having a tantrum.”33

Perhaps due to the uniqueness of his persona and his capacity to garner media attention, it is not a surprise that Donald Trump has generated several copycats worldwide—or, at the very least, that many international candidates are eagerly framed as such by journalists (including when preceding Trump chronologically). We discuss some of these “clones” in more detail below, but the list is extensive, including but not limited to Silvio Berlusconi, Boris Johnson, Andrej Babiš, Geert Wilders,34 Jair Bolsonaro,35 Rodrigo Duterte,36 Recep Tayyip Erdoğan,37 Norbert Hofer,38 Andrés Manuel López Obrador,39 Narendra Modi,40 Matteo Salvini,41 and Vladimir Zhirinovsky.42
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Figure 1.4 Trump clones?

Note: The plain line represents the personality of Donald Trump, whereas the shaded area represents the personality profile of the other candidate. See Appendix B for full scores.



Figure 1.4 plots the personality profile of these 12 “clones” on top of Trump’s personality profile (Big Five and Dark Triad only). In each panel, the plain black line reflects Trump’s profile, whereas the shaded area reflects the personality profile of each “clone.”

Most candidates in the selection score high in extraversion (except for Norbert Hofer), somewhat lower in agreeableness (except Berlusconi) and rather high on the Dark Triad. Yet one can hardly say that all candidates in this selection have an identical profile. One candidate does come eerily close to Trump’s personality profile: Russia’s Vladimir Zhirinovsky. Exhibiting extreme extraversion, very low agreeableness, conscientiousness and emotional stability, average openness, and high Dark Triad, the late Zhirinovsky, leader of the nationalist Liberal Democratic Party, was often portrayed in the media as “the insane clown prince of Russian politics,”43 one of “the usual nut-jobs,”44 or “Russia’s Trump.”45 In her 2013 article for Vice, journalist Diana Bruk described Zhirinovsky in less than flattering terms:


When he ran for prime minister in 1993, his campaign promises included free vodka for men and better underwear for women. He’s throttled newscasters and state officials, told world leaders to suck Russian dick, and pontificated about enslaving the planet. … And yet, even though he’s a belligerent, racist, sexist, homophobic, nationalist sociopath, you can’t help but admire his refusal to play politics as usual. With Zhirinovsky, you don’t get any fake smiles (or any smiles, period), or false promises, or two-faced diplomacy. He says what’s on his mind, even if what’s on his mind isn’t so much a political position as a violent, incoherent rant that can only be communicated through wild gestures.46



Sounds familiar.

Hillary Clinton

Unfortunate opponent of Donald Trump during the 2016 US presidential election, Hillary Clinton has a reputation for being a conscientious, stable, but rather cold and calculating politician. Visser et al. (2017), using experts in personality psychology, show that Clinton scores relatively “average” on extraversion and agreeableness, but rather high in both conscientiousness and openness. They furthermore suggest that Clinton scores low on sentimentality, displaying a public persona that “most closely resembles a Machiavellian personality” (Visser et al. 2017, 284). Others have remarked that Clinton calls herself an “intro-extrovert”; “Sometimes she likes being around people, and sometimes she prefers to be alone. … If you’ve read the definitions for introversion and extroversion and never fully identified with either, that’s likely because most people are ambiverts—that is, their personality lies somewhere in the middle of these extremes.”47
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Figure 1.5 Personality profile of Hillary Clinton

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Hillary Clinton (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2016 US presidential election. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 32 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of 25 expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



Figure 1.5 illustrates the personality profile of Hillary Clinton, as measured by our experts. As shown in the figure, Clinton scores relatively average on most “socially desirable” personality traits, but scores well above the average candidate in conscientiousness and emotional stability. Her scores on the Dark Triad are within the norm of all candidates in our data set, making her, all things considered, a rather “normal” candidate—quite likely a comparative disadvantage in the 2016 race (but see Chapter 3).

Boris Johnson

In 2012, when his country was hosting the Olympic Games, the mayor of London famously got stuck on a zip wire in Victoria Park and was left there hanging for some time. The image of Boris Johnson inelegantly dangling from the wire “like a damp towel on a line,”48 a blue hard hat askew on his head and waving two Union Jacks, is one for the ages. It is also perfectly in line with Johnson’s unkempt image and clownish persona—one that many observers and insiders have noted is carefully crafted. “The Boris persona itself is fake. Johnson cultivates a carefully crafted, bumbling clown act, one in which the character always turns up late or pretends to have forgotten his lines—a beleaguered journalist-politician-intellectual who just tumbled out of bed. But those who have watched his speeches multiple times realize that the entire presentation, including seemingly off-the-cuff jokes and stories where he appears to lose the thread halfway through, is replicated word for word. It’s all pretend.”49 Journalist Matthew d’Ancona agrees with this take, and remarks that “the personality that Johnson has presented to the world is a confection, a stage act with roots in his true nature but with many affectations and contrivances.”50 Acting like a true Machiavellian, Johnson notoriously “penned two versions of his Telegraph column in 2016 announcing his position on Brexit—one pro, one contra—as he plotted his path to power.”51 Buffoon or cunning strategist?
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Figure 1.6 Personality profile of Boris Johnson

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Boris Johnson (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2019 UK general elections. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 10 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of eight expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



The personality profile of Boris Johnson, as rated by our experts (Figure 1.6), is first one of very high extraversion. Johnson has the second highest score on this trait across all 194 candidates in our database, preceded only by Zimbabwe’s Nelson Chamisa. Johnson’s comparatively lower score on conscientiousness and above-average levels of openness go in the same direction and cement his superficial “clownish” image. Yet, in keeping with the argument that his unkempt and socially awkward persona is carefully crafted, Johnson also scores particularly high in narcissism and Machiavellianism. Only a handful of candidates in our database (e.g., Israel’s Bibi Netanyahu and Australia’s Scott Morrison) score higher than Johnson on this latter. Some even wondered at the time whether the “zip line” incident was done on purpose, a cunningly calculated public stunt. Either way, it is undeniable that it perfectly played into his public reputation. As journalist Esther Addley noted, Johnson “seemed to take the buffoon and run with it.”52 Our data suggest a personality in line with this impression: high extraversion, coupled with high narcissism and Machiavellianism. Boris Johnson is often compared to Donald Trump, but while the two leaders share a broadly similar profile on extraversion and the Dark Triad, Johnson scores substantially higher than Trump on other “socially desirable” traits of agreeableness, emotional stability, and openness.

Theresa May

Perhaps even more than Hillary Clinton, the former UK Conservative prime minister Theresa May has a reputation of being a competent, yet relatively unimaginative, cold, and distant politician. Observers and commentators are frequently unsparing when describing May’s character and personality. Her awkwardness is often pointed out, for instance when she displayed “wooden and cringeworthy” dance moves while walking on stage at the Conservative Party conference of October 2018.53 Selected quotes in recent media products easily illustrate this portrait—often also likely displaying some level of sexism in the observer. Theresa May “lacks a personality. … Inconspicuous. … She has all the warmth of a wet weekend in Whitstable. May looks as if she would rather be anywhere but around real people. She may well be perfectly nice in real life but the Tories are keeping her locked away, only letting her out briefly to repeat her robotic mantras.”54 Other observers note that she “has the emotional intelligence of the Terminator,”55 and that she lacks any “personality and passion.”56 Even more brutally, “Theresa May’s inability to show emotion to the public proves that she isn’t fit to be Prime Minister. Of course she has heart, but she doesn’t think it’s as important as a cool head in a crisis. … She finds it difficult to speak to folk she doesn’t know. … Shy, brittle, private, visibly ill at ease when invited to open up, unsympathetic: this politician isn’t a very good politician.”57
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Figure 1.7 Personality profile of Theresa May

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Theresa May (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2017 UK general elections. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of eight expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of 13 expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



This reputation seems to find confirmation in May’s personality traits, as assessed by our experts (Figure 1.7). If Theresa May scores relatively average on conscientiousness and emotional stability, she is rated very low in extraversion, agreeableness, and openness. Her low scores on all the socially desirable traits appear quite evident in the right-hand panel of Figure 1.7, with the rather low scores for stability and, especially, plasticity. Her scores on the Dark Triad are globally in line with those for the “average candidate,” except for psychopathy. On this trait, Theresa May scores particularly high, likely reflecting, going back to the quotes above, her oft-criticized lack of emotional connection with other people and general coldness. Her seemingly unemotional reaction to the dramatic events of June 2017, when 72 people perished in the Grenfell tower fire in West London—she most notably avoided meeting survivors and families of the victims—was widely panned as an indication of her lack of empathy and emotional intelligence.58

Angela Merkel

Former German chancellor Angela Merkel is similarly renowned for not being particularly extroverted—so much so that when she appeared at a 2008 opera event in Norway dressed in an “eye-catching black evening gown”59 with a low-cut décolleté, it triggered a furor of reactions across the continent (again, reflecting a certain dose of sexism). Prior to the 2017 German federal elections, many observers contrasted her sober, calm, and often unimaginative political style with the more exuberant approach by her main rival, the Social-Democratic Martin Schulz. The comparison between the two is particularly informative of Merkel’s profile. Some observers remarked that “in terms of personality, Schulz is in many ways the ‘anti-Merkel.’ He’s a showman, loquacious, demonstrative, folksy, and empathetic—everything she isn’t. … Moreover, in striking contrast to the ever-cautious, dispassionate Merkel, Schulz speaks his mind forthrightly, often from the cuff.”60 Others remarked that “Schulz adds something essential that Merkel lacks: passion and an emphasis on feelings. His way of arguing in a passionate and eloquent way clearly puts him into sharp contrast with Merkel and her more technocratic and sober style of governance.”61 Merkel’s “lack of passion” is a frequent refrain; most memorably, Paul Hockenos in Foreign Policy remarked that she “appeared lethargic and worn-out when she declared her candidacy. Had you turned off the television’s sound, you might have thought she was reading her schedule for the following week.”62

Merkel is nonetheless often praised for her poise, patience, sense of restraint, and professionalism. In a detailed portrait of the chancellor that appeared in Der Spiegel in September 2017, a few weeks before the election, Christiane Hoffmann and René Pfister describe Angela Merkel as a resilient, private, yet extremely competent politician. The following extract from their article is particularly illuminating. Merkel, they write,


essentially has no friends in politics and has always done well by keeping her distance from everyone. … [S]he tends to be very formal in her language, because she has learned that using more personal language often doesn’t mean much. … Friendship in politics? Merkel has already ended too many of them to still believe in those kinds of fairy tales: her mentor Helmut Kohl, with his arrogance; there was Roland Koch, the scheming erstwhile governor of the state of Hesse; and Friedrich Merz, an irascible and powerful former senior CDU politician. Ultimately, Merkel defeated them all. She is infinitely disciplined, only occasionally allowing herself a pinch of Schadenfreude as a reward. … Merkel never complains about press coverage. In fact, she tends to treat articles about herself more like novels: They provide her with a bit of entertainment, but are largely irrelevant. In her universe, it is a mistake to admit even the slightest bit of vulnerability. Her strategy for getting back at those who would criticize her is to disregard them completely. … Furthermore, she seldom reveals anything about her private life. In every campaign, she’ll offer up a favorite cake recipe, but that’s about it. In this campaign, she revealed that she mashes rather than purées the potatoes she uses for the potato soup that she famously serves to guests and to her husband Joachim Sauer. … It’s Merkel’s old trick. Whenever people start saying that she is avoiding substance, she becomes ruthlessly substantive. This is a woman who wrote a Ph.D. thesis that is so complicated that nobody even understands its title. If she thinks a journalist is being stupid, she always has a detail up her sleeve that is sure to baffle all those around her. She loves the blank stares that result. … At the end of the day, the Germans have a choice between a chancellor who has proven her ability but who governs with an almost unlimited degree of self-contentedness. And a candidate who has yet to prove that he has the necessary desire for power.63
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Figure 1.8 Personality profile of Angela Merkel

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Angela Merkel (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2017 legislative election in Germany. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 11 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of 13 expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



The personality profile of Angela Merkel that comes from the expert assessments is, by and large, in line with this general narrative. As shown in Figure 1.8, Angela Merkel is the anti-Trump par excellence. She scores extremely low on extraversion—indeed, she has the single lowest score on this trait among all 194 candidates, followed by Theresa May—and relatively high on agreeableness. Most notably, Angela Merkel is a very conscientious politician, receiving the single highest score on this trait across all 194 candidates. She also scores very high on emotional stability (only Cyprus’s Stavros Malas scores higher than her in our database). The very high level on stability shown on the right-hand panel perfectly reflects her personality profile. Her level of openness is relatively average, but her scores on the Dark Triad are solidly below the levels of the “average” candidate.

Philip Oltermann and Kate Connolly, in their article published in The Guardian a few days before the 2017 election, put it eloquently; Angela Merkel, they wrote, “has an ‘Ikea appeal.’ … All she needs to do is gently point at what is going on elsewhere, even in neighbouring countries, and Germans realise how lucky they are. … She is reticent, can come across as shy on the big stage, and she doesn’t claim to be the most perfect person in the country.”64

Emmanuel Macron

Beyond his image as a young and dynamic political figure, Emmanuel Macron is a rather conventional politician. Observers tend to note that his “intelligence and charisma are generally recognised,”65 and his popularity among the French public at the very beginning of his presidential adventure was often noted. Macron “is quite charismatic and good at pitching to an audience. He really knows how to mobilise a crowd. And he’s also quite politically savvy—he’s played every move very carefully, he’s made sure to keep his campaign squeaky clean.”66 Yet it also goes without saying that Emmanuel Macron has also some more controversial sides. “The 39-year-old looked more like a Hollywood president than a potential French one. The whole event felt like an Aaron Sorkin fantasy.”67 Some observers remark that he often displays “a hint of arrogance and class contempt.”68 Even the name of his political movement, En Marche! (on the move), raised some eyebrows: “From the start it had a whiff of a personality cult (note the initials).”69 In an interesting portrait published in Der Spiegel around the time of the 2017 French presidential election, Julia Amalia Heyer described a charismatic, cunning, and borderline Machiavellian candidate: “He bet big and kept his cards concealed for quite some time, maintaining a poker face until the very end. … Macron, though, helped create his own luck. … He is convinced of his educational abilities, but the truth is, he is a master of seduction. [… He can] tie a perfect Windsor without once glancing away from his conversation partner or losing his train of thought.”70
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Figure 1.9 Personality profile of Emmanuel Macron

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Emmanuel Macron (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2017 presidential election in France. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of five expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of nine expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



The personality profile of Emmanuel Macron that emerges from our expert ratings echoes the narrative described above. As seen in Figure 1.9, Macron scores somewhat higher than the average candidate on all the “socially desirable” traits (Big Five). Additionally, he scores relatively high on narcissism—something that, as noted above, could have been expected by simply looking at the surprising similarity between his initials and the initials of his shiny new political party (EM).

Silvio Berlusconi

Remember Silvio Berlusconi? The brash, bombastic, and often vulgar entrepreneur that once called himself “the ‘Jesus Christ’ of Italian politics”71 came into the (political) spotlight in the mid-1990s, with the fulgurant success of Forza Italia at the March 1994 elections. Many observers remark a certain resemblance between Berlusconi and Trump. In an article published in The Guardian in the weeks before the 2016 US presidential election, John Foot listed similarities between the two:


The parallels between Berlusconi and Trump are striking. Both are successful businessmen who struggle with “murky” aspects linked to their companies—tax, accounting, offshore companies. Berlusconi was convicted of tax fraud in 2013, which effectively put an end to his political career. But business success and huge wealth was part of his political appeal, as they are for Trump. Beyond wealth, Berlusconi, like Trump, always painted himself as an outsider, as antiestablishment, even when he was prime minister. And, like Trump, Berlusconi’s appeal was populist and linked to his individual “personality.” So-called gaffes were a frequent part of Berlusconi’s political strategy—a dog-whistle strategy that included frequent recourse to sexist, homophobic and racist stereotypes, and reference to his belief that he was irresistible to women. He flaunted his Don Giovanni image, but also attempted to keep a parallel reputation as a family man, whose main concern was the welfare of his five children. His electoral campaigns were all about him. Nothing else mattered. He dominated the agenda from start to finish. … Silvio’s “gaffes” would usually be followed by claims that he had been “misunderstood” or was the victim of a “hostile media.” He was also reluctant to accept the verdict of the electorate as final when he lost. He would make frequent (and unsubstantiated) claims of electoral fraud and ballot-stuffing. Remind you of anyone?72



In a similar vein, journalist Michael Wolff published a scathing portrait of Berlusconi over a decade ago in Vanity Fair (ironically, the most aptly named magazine for a portrait about Berlusconi?). In Wolff’s words,


What characterizes [Berlusconi] most is his crooner personality: he’s an indefatigable—and cheap—Lothario. A dime-store Sinatra. A type. An Italian stereotype. His desires are hardly a secret. He’s a braggart, which is part of his charm—furtive isn’t his style. His wife first caught his eye doing nude stage shows. Her first public letter, written two years ago, was prompted by his voluble declaration that if he weren’t married he would run away to a desert island with one of the women in his Cabinet. This was followed by the publication of telephoto pictures of a seeming bacchanal at Berlusconi’s Sardinian mansion. To him this was less cognitive dissonance than positive demonstration: this 72-year-old man is living the dream and, he says with a stagy wink, the redhead and the blonde, with whom he was walking arm in arm, were just admiring his statues and fountains.73



That’s quite the portrait.
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Figure 1.10 Personality profile of Silvio Berlusconi

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Silvio Berlusconi (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2018 legislative election in Italy. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of nine expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of nine expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



The personality profile of Silvio Berlusconi that emerges from the ratings of our experts (Figure 1.10) is definitely reminiscent of Trump’s on some traits: high extraversion, average openness, and high Dark Triad. Nonetheless, Berlusconi scores substantially higher than Donald Trump on conscientiousness and emotional stability, not far from the levels of the “average” candidate. The most substantial difference between Berlusconi and Trump is on agreeableness. If the latter scores extremely low (as discussed above, Trump has the single lowest score on this trait among all 194 candidates), Berlusconi showcases a relatively high level of agreeableness. As we will also see with the next candidate under the microscope, the Czech Republic’s Andrej Babiš, comparisons of international candidates with Donald Trump are less notable for their strict accuracy per se than for their function as a simplistic heuristic tool used by journalists to frame the peculiarity of this or that candidate. Berlusconi, with his brashness, vulgarity, and narcissism, definitely echoed the profile of Donald Trump. But the claim that “we’ve seen Donald Trump before—his name was Silvio Berlusconi,”74 is probably a stretch.

Andrej Babiš

Leader of the populist Action of Dissatisfied Citizens (ANO) and prime minister of the Czech Republic between 2017 and 2021, Andrej Babiš is another political figure often compared, in not so flattering terms, to other “market populists”—more specifically, to Donald Trump and Silvio Berlusconi.75 As journalist Chris Johnstone put it in October 2017:


The Czech Donald Trump or Silvio Berlusconi, maverick millionaire, political populist, mould breaker; these are all labels that have been tagged on to ANO leader Andrej Babiš. There’s little doubt that, in or out of office, the 63-year-old Slovak-born businessman has been the dominant figure on the Czech political scene over the last four years thanks to his divisive character and abrasive style and the fact he still dominates the party, or movement as he prefers to call it, he created in 2011. … Sometimes Babiš seems to simply enjoy stirring things up, such as when he told a meeting in Prague of the Alliance of European Liberals and Democrats attended by leader, Guy Verhofstadt, that he understood why the British had voted to leave the European Union.76
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Figure 1.11 Personality profile of Andrej Babiš

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Andrej Babiš (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2017 legislative election in the Czech Republic. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 11 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of eight expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



It is true that Babiš shares some personality traits with Trump and Berlusconi. As shown in Figure 1.11, he scores quite high on extraversion and narcissism, in line with his image as a bombastic provocateur. Moreover, like Trump, Babiš scores quite low on agreeableness. Overall, however, according to our experts, the personality profile of the former Czech prime minister does not diverge substantially from the “average” candidate.

Vladimir Putin

Vladimir Putin, one of the key figures in world politics since the early 2000s, is frequently accused of leading Russia in an autocratic direction and for his rough treatment of opposition leaders and independent press (and neighboring countries). Beyond his political positions and imperialistic worldviews, observers often describe him as a driven, hard man. In an interesting look into his “mind,” published by journalist Jian Robertson in early 2015, Vladimir Putin is described in uncompromising terms:


Contempt, fear, and a disregard for normal social rules seem to characterise the mindset of Russia’s president. … Putin does not feel bound by the ordinary rules of civility. This, in turn, suggests that he may not be inclined to respect bigger rules. … German Chancellor Angela Merkel chided Putin that he should treat his cabinet ministers with respect rather than contempt. Contempt is the emotion reserved for those we regard as inferiors, and it is likely that Putin regards the West—particularly Western Europe—as inferior in many ways, not least militarily. … There is a third factor underlying Putin’s psychology: fear. A small, thin-skinned man who grew up in poverty in a Leningrad haunted by memories of starvation and death, he was personally witness to what was for him another catastrophe—the collapse of the Soviet Union. Undoubtedly he suffers the torment of all autocrats—the fear of losing power and the consequences which follow.77



Clifford G. Gaddy and Fiona Hill (her name will ring a bell to those familiar with the impeachment proceedings against Donald Trump in late 2019 and early 2020), in an influential piece published by the Brookings Institution, went even further in describing Putin’s personality—or lack thereof. As Gaddy and Hill put it:


Even in the biographies, very little information about the Russian president is definitive, confirmable, or reliable. As a result, some observers have said that Putin has no face, no substance, no soul. He is a man from nowhere, who can appear to be anything to anybody. But Putin is a product of his environment—a man whose past experiences have clearly informed his present outlook. Indeed, Putin is best understood as a composite of multiple identities that stem from those experiences, and which help explain his improbable rise from KGB operative and deputy mayor of St. Petersburg to the pinnacle of Russian power. Of these multiple identities, six are most prominent: Statist, History Man, Survivalist, Outsider, Free Marketeer, and Case Officer. None of the single-word labels people usually attach to Putin—KGB thug, kleptocrat, autocrat—offer a satisfactory explanation for the phenomenon of his rule.78
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Figure 1.12 Personality profile of Vladimir Putin

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Vladimir Putin (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the 2018 presidential election in Russia. The scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of six expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of six expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



Putin’s personality ratings from our experts (Figure 1.12) confirm the presence of a relatively average personality, neither agreeable nor disagreeable, neither open nor closed, neither extrovert nor introvert. They do, however, note that Putin scores higher than the “average” candidate on not only narcissism and psychopathy, but also on emotional stability, reflecting the image of a political leader focused on his achievements and not afraid of playing tough. Whether Putin’s personality profile has anything to do with Russia’s aggressive and belligerent behavior toward Ukraine is a question that will undoubtedly come under scrutiny in the upcoming years.

Marine Le Pen, Nikolaos Michaloliakos, and Geert Wilders

We conclude this sweeping presentation with the personality profile of three leaders of European far-right parties: Marine Le Pen, Nikolaos Michaloliakos, and Geert Wilders. France’s Marine Le Pen is the daughter of Jean-Marie Le Pen, cantankerous first leader of the National Front, who infamously referred to the use of gas chambers by the German Nazis as “a point of detail of the history of the Second World War.”79 Marine Le Pen, president since 2011 of the now-renamed National Rally (Rassemblement National), a far-right, nationalist and Eurosceptic party-cum-movement, made a splash in the 2017 French presidential election by reaching the second round, after securing 21.3% of the votes in the first round (just behind Emmanuel Macron with 24%), and even more so in 2022 with 23.2% of all votes in the first round (vs. 27.9% for Macron). While she lost in both cases the second round against Macron, the presence of a far-right candidate in the final phase of a presidential election in France revived, for many, the shock of the 2002 election. Back in 2002 Jean-Marie Le Pen famously reached the second round against incumbent Jacques Chirac, after beating the Socialist candidate Lionel Jospin by less than a percentage point. Marine Le Pen campaigned tough in the these elections, in line with her image as a contentious and populist candidate.80 As we have discussed elsewhere (Gerstlé and Nai 2019; see also Gerstlé 2018), Le Pen’s campaign tends to deploy emotional appeals intended to stir fear and anxiety, especially on topics “owned” by her party, such as terrorism, immigration, and religious extremism. In a televised debate that vividly encapsulated the whole 2017 campaign, “While Macron deliberately set out a clear set of policies with regard to unemployment, policing and education, for example, Marine Le Pen based the vast majority of her allocated time attacking Macron, both ad hominem and criticizing his policies but often based upon fallacious data or misrepresentation” (Evans and Ivaldi 2017, 115).

Figure 1.13 (top row) confirms Le Pen’s profile as a tough and “dark” candidate, scoring substantially higher than the average candidate on psychopathy and Machiavellianism, and lower in agreeableness.
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Figure 1.13 Personality profile of Marine Le Pen, Nikolaos Michaloliakos, and Geert Wilders

Note: The plain line represents the average scores for all candidates (N = 194). The profile of Marine Le Pen (shaded area) was measured in the aftermath of the April 2017 French presidential election; the scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of six expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of seven expert answers. The profile of Nikolaos Michaloliakos was measured in the aftermath of the July 2019 Greek legislative elections; the scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of three expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of three expert answers. The profile of Geert Wilders was measured in the aftermath of the March 2017 Dutch legislative elections; the scores for the Big Five come from the aggregation of 10 expert answers, and the scores for the Dark Triad come from the aggregation of 13 expert answers. See Appendix B for full scores.



The second candidate in Figure 1.13 (center row) has a more extreme profile. Nikolaos Michaloliakos is the founder and leader of the Greek extreme right-wing Golden Dawn party. Golden Dawn, founded in the early 1980s within the ranks of far-right activists nostalgic for the military dictatorship in the Greece, is considered by many an extreme-right, fascist, and even outright neo-Nazi party.81 Golden Dawn’s official logo is a not-so-subtle nod to a symbol that was rather en vogue in Germany during the Second World War, perfectly in line with the party’s “violent rhetoric, promising to sink boats carrying migrants across the Aegean.”82 Michaloliakos was arrested in 2013 for his alleged indirect role, along other notable figures in the party, in the murder of a left-wing rapper and the disappearance of numerous immigrants. He was also famously charged for “belonging to a criminal organization”83 and found guilty in October 2020 among 68 defendants.84 Beyond his questionable personal profile, Nikolaos Michaloliakos and Golden Dawn in general campaigned fiercely in the 2019 Greek legislative elections but failed to reach the electoral threshold of 3% and thus lost all of their 18 seats in the Hellenic parliament. The personality profile of Michaloliakos is unquestionably a very “dark” one, scoring very high on all three dark traits (as shown also by the peak on the dark core in the right-hand panel), and very low on agreeableness and emotional stability.

Geert Wilders, the third candidate in Figure 1.13 (bottom row), is also the leader of a far-right, Euroskeptic, anti-Islam, and nationalist movement, the Dutch Party for Freedom (Partij voor de Vrijheid). Even in a Dutch political landscape used to colorful right-wing figures—from the late Pim Fortuyn in the early 2000 to Thierry Bauded today—Wilders has a certain reputation. He “usually crosses the line between clarity and rudeness [… and displays a] controversial attitude and aberrant political style” (De Landsheer and Kalkhoven 2014), in general “not trying at all to be agreeable.”85 Journalist James Traub published in 2017 a scathing portrait of Geert Wilders in Foreign Policy. In his words, Wilders is a “provocateur. … Netherlands’s most hated man. … Like Fortuyn, Wilders needed to be the star of his own show. … Like Fortuyn before him, Wilders has kept himself at the center of Dutch political life by testing the standards of permissible speech.”86 Wilders aggressive behavior and rhetoric is also a feature of his usual political routines, with “investigative reports on the inner workings of the party show[ing] a distrustful party leader with little respect for his MPs, whom he often refers to as incompetent or crazy.”87 His personality profile appropriately reflects a persona scoring particularly high on psychopathy and low on agreeableness.

Plan of the Book

This book is a comparative investigation into the dynamics of dark politics in elections worldwide, with a particular focus on the role of politicians’ socially aversive personality traits. Chapter 2 looks at two elements that are widely considered symptomatic of the increasing aggressiveness of contemporary democracy: populism and campaign negativity. Arguably, no element is more central in the contemporary narrative about the crisis of democratic institutions than populism, acting as a disrupting force in traditional electoral mechanisms by reshaping the dynamics of the “politics as usual.” The chapter expands recent research (Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019) and shows that populists have a distinct personality profile from mainstream candidates—for instance, they score higher on the dark traits. The chapter also investigates to what extent candidates with a “dark” personality are more likely to use “dark” campaigns (negativity, incivility, and the use of fear appeals). There are several reasons for us to expect that psychopathy, narcissism, and Machiavellianism are linked with political style. Our results provide strong confirmation to the intuition that populism and negativity are significantly more likely for candidates high on dark personality traits.

Chapter 3 explores the “So what?” question about the personality of political candidates. Do their personality profiles matter, ultimately, when it comes to their electoral performance? The chapter opens with an investigation into the voter and candidate characteristics that make some candidates more likely to be perceived as likeable by the public. To do so, we leverage the matching of our expert data with a collection of postelection mass surveys from the CSES. Our results show that the personality of candidates is a powerful driver of how likeable they are perceived to be by voters, both directly and when accounting for the ideological profile of voters and candidates. Directly, candidates scoring high on stability (agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) and plasticity (extraversion, openness) tend to be liked, whereas candidates scoring high on dark traits are much less so. These trends do not hold across the board, however. In addition, our investigation shows that candidates who generally score higher on the meta-trait of stability tend to perform significantly better at the ballot box than their low-stability counterparts. Inversely, a dark personality profile seems detrimental—with one exception: incumbents are more electorally successful when they also exhibit a dark personality profile, suggesting that dark personality can be adaptive in political leaders.

Chapter 4 dives deeper into the mechanisms of dark politics and asks a fundamental question: Are the effects of dark politics the same across all voters? They are not. During Rodrigo Duterte’s ascension to the Philippines’ presidency in 2016, many observed that “vulgarity [… and] coarse language and outrageous statements characterized his run for the presidency—to the horror of those accustomed to more genteel national politics, but to the delight of his growing base” (Teehankee and Thompson 2016, 126). Such a disconnect between the traditional political class and a rowdy and vocal base has been similarly noted in the contemporary United States. These examples beg the question of whether some citizens might be more attuned—or responsive—to dark politics than others. The chapter makes use of new experimental evidence gathered in an online sample of American citizens. We exposed respondents to fictive candidates with manipulated personality and assessed whether such controlled exposure to dark politics is particularly “effective” for some voters and not others. We show strong evidence for this argument. Broadly speaking, the experimental evidence presented suggests that some individuals “like” dark politics. Chapter 4 also includes an investigation of the driving role of populist attitudes in voters. Leveraging again the comparison between our NEGex data and the CSES data set, we show that populist voters, all things considered, like dark politicians.

The final empirical chapter (Chapter 5) presents evidence that politicians with dark personalities are potentially detrimental for the current state and functioning of democracy. The chapter investigates whether the dark personality of political figures is associated with lower turnout, often seen as an indicator of generalized political malaise and entrenched cynicism (Bromley and Curtice 2004). From an attitudinal standpoint, the chapter then investigates whether the dark personality of political figures is associated with voters’ cynicism and affective polarization, and suggests that this might seem to be the case. Finally, the chapter explores whether the personality of political leaders is related to real-world governance, looking in particular at three tangible outcomes: the economic performance of the country, how the country tackled the Covid-19 pandemic, and whether the country is facing signs of democratic deconsolidation. As we will show, leaders’ personality matters for real-world outcomes. If dark leaders tend to perform better in terms of economic outcomes (higher GDP), their countries are also marred by higher pandemic-related mortality and a deterioration of democratic rights.

A final conclusion, Chapter 6, summarizes and puts into perspective the book’s findings. The chapter also includes a preliminary analysis of the role of news media for dark politics—in particular, discussing the extent to which it might provide a platform to dark politicians and even increase their electoral success.

The content in this book is supported by three key appendices and a set of Online Supplementary Materials. Appendix A includes a detailed and critical discussion about the use of experts to measure political and psychological phenomena. The methodological primer introduces the readers to the procedure we used to gather the expert ratings, the scope and advantages of the expert survey, and the potential limitations of the study. Given the importance of the expert data set in this book, a critical methodological discussion is necessary and is therefore provided for those who want to dive deeper into the potentials and pitfalls of this approach. Appendix B lists all candidates and elections covered in our investigation and provides data on key variables (e.g., their personality profile). Appendix C provides details for the experiment we ran in May 2020, in which we simulated the personality profile of a fictive candidate. The Online Supplementary Materials includes all robustness checks and additional analyses discussed throughout the empirical chapters.


2

Dark Politicians, Populism, and Dark Campaigns

Politics is getting dark. From the supply side, two elements of modern liberal democracies stand out to explain its confrontational nature: populism and campaign negativity. Perhaps no element has a more central stage in the contemporary narrative about the crisis of democratic institutions than populism—identified as symptom or cause of nefarious occurrences such as increasing public disaffection with politics, entrenched suspicion about democratic procedures, and boosted saliency of fringe movements and issues. Populism, it is often argued, acts as a disrupting force in traditional electoral mechanisms by reshaping the dynamics of “politics as usual.” As we show in the next pages, this phenomenon is uniquely associated with the dynamics of dark personality described in this book. Populism, most importantly, is linked with political aggressiveness, and with the use of a harsher and more negative rhetoric (Corbu et al. 2017; Immerzeel and Pickup 2015; Nai 2021), another defining feature of contemporary politics. Tapping into increasing levels of affective polarization, competing parties and candidates frequently “go negative,” hoping to reduce support for their opponents, demobilize the latter’s supporters, and mobilize the more bellicose faction of their own supporters. Campaign negativity—political attacks, incivility, and the use of fear appeals—are also strongly associated with the dynamics of dark personality, as we will discuss in this chapter.

Dark Politicians and Populism

Populism is a notoriously difficult term to define, often seen, in turn, as “a pathology, a style, a syndrome and a doctrine” (Stanley 2008, 95). To simplify, two main strands of research on populism traditionally (co)existed. The first strand sees populism as an ideological feature of parties and candidates (e.g., Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008; Mudde 2004). Within this approach, most research adopts Cas Mudde’s (2004) definition of populism as a “thin-centered” ideology “that considers society to be ultimately separated into two homogeneous and antagonistic groups, ‘the pure people’ versus ‘the corrupt elite,’ and which argues that politics should be an expression of the volonté générale (general will) of the people” (543). The second strand of research moves beyond the ideological nature of parties and candidates and focuses on the features of their discourse (Aalberg et al. 2017; Jagers and Walgrave 2007; Rooduijn and Pauwels 2011). In this case, populism becomes “a communication frame that appeals to and identifies with the people, and pretends to speak in their name… , a conspicuous exhibition of closeness to (ordinary) citizens” (Jagers and Walgrave 2007, 322). Research in this tradition focuses on different communication features of “populist” language, from the use of appeals to the people to antiestablishment rhetoric, or the use of a simpler language defining communication as a colloquial and informal exercise (Ernst et al. 2019).

In addition to the two main strands of research on populism discussed above—which conceptualize it as an ideology and a communication frame, respectively—a third and more recent set of works analyzes populism as a performative style (Moffitt 2016; Moffitt and Tormey 2014). Research within this strand assumes that populists are characterized by a particular political style. Acting at odds with social norms and taking pleasure in displaying “bad manners” (Moffitt 2016), they tend to adopt a political style that demarcates them from other “mainstream” candidates, often exhibiting a more bombastic, exaggerated, spectacular, and ostensibly provocative behavior. Indeed, it is not uncommon to describe populists as adopting a “transgressive political style” (Oliver and Rahn 2016, 191) that “emphasises agitation, spectacular acts, exaggeration, calculated provocations, and the intended breech of political and socio-cultural taboos” (Heinisch 2003, 94). Acting not unlike “drunken dinner guest[s]” (Arditi 2007, 78), populists rely on provocation and an aggressive rhetoric that sets them apart from “mainstream” candidates.

We met in the previous chapter several candidates who fit this description of “bad mannered provocateurs” quite perfectly—from The Netherlands’ Geert Wilders, often accused of having “a controversial attitude and aberrant political style” (De Landsheer and Kalkhoven 2014, 25) and “not trying at all to be agreeable,”1 to Donald Trump and his late “Russian clone,” Vladimir Zhirinovsky. At the same time, the performative style of populists is also often associated with qualities of leadership and charisma. “Charismatic leadership,” a political style that “instill[s] confidence in the leader’s capacity to perform” (Barr 2009, 45), seems to be a particularly common characteristic of Latin American left-wing populists, from Chavez in Venezuela to Haya de la Torre in Peru (Roberts 2007), but is not limited to that region or ideology (Mudde 2004). This third approach attends to the way in which populists are able to establish a direct and effective connection with their followers, mobilizing them with a boldly energetic and emotional political style (Canovan 1999; Weyland 2001). Similarly, populists are often associated with a “darker” approach to election campaigning, most notably by introducing “a more negative, hardened tone to the debate” (Immerzeel and Pickup 2015, 350), and frequently relying on an “offensive” discourse “filled with invectives, ironies, sarcasm, and even personal attacks” (Corbu et al. 2017, 328; see also Nai 2021).

In this section, we provide a systematic empirical test of the assumption that populists have a different “style.” Are they a different “breed” of political animals than mainstream candidates, characterized by unique personalities? Do they really campaign in a tougher and darker way? And, if so, what are the electoral consequences?

Identifying Populists

Who are the populists? Though some names easily come to mind—Donald Trump, Matteo Salvini, Viktor Orbán, Evo Morales—a full mapping of the populism phenomenon worldwide is no easy task. Is Bibi Netanyahu a populist? What about Marine Le Pen, Narendra Modi, Vladimir Putin, or Andrés Manuel López Obrador? Quite simply, no comprehensive “repertoire of populism” exists that covers all candidates in our database. We thus created such a repertoire from scratch, combining information and evidence from four separate and complementary sources. First, we identified several candidates in our database who are often referred to as “populist” in relevant published research. We relied on the few existing comparative works (Inglehart and Norris 2016; Mudde 2007), systematic collections of case studies (Aalberg et al. 2017; Albertazzi and McDonnell 2008), and additional single case studies for selected countries (e.g., Bos and Brants 2014; Gurov and Zankina 2013) that exist—all of which share similar definitions of “populism” as an ideology that advocates for people-centrism and antielitism (Mudde 2004) or, more generally, an opposition between the common “people” and the (corrupt, wicked) elites. Some of the work collected refers to populism in general (Aalberg et al. 2017; Rooduijn and Pauwels 2011), whereas other work focuses on particular types such as right-wing populism (Ennser 2012; Mudde 2007). Second, we have tried to identify candidates who are referred to as “populists” in articles in national and international news media. Third, we have relied on the excellent classification of populist parties collated within the “PopuList” project (Rooduijn et al. 2019).2 PopuList, though probably the most systematic and comprehensive classification of populist movements out there, nonetheless focuses only on European countries and, accordingly, covers a fraction of the countries included in our data set. Fourth, similar to how we classified the candidates’ ideological stance, we relied on information provided on the Wikipedia page for each party with which the candidates are affiliated (see Appendix A). We decided to consider the candidate a “populist” if any of these four strategies enabled us to classify the candidate as such. This approach likely produced a slightly more inclusive mapping of populist candidates than we would have obtained by using only one data source (as done, for instance, in Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019). Using these four complementary data sources, 80 of the 194 candidates in our data set can be considered populists. The complete list of all populist candidates, and the source(s) used to identify them as such, can be found in Table B.4.1 (Appendix B).

The Dark Personality of Populists

Much attention has been provided to the “populist phenomenon” in recent years, and yet little is known about the populists themselves. Who exactly are they? Is there anything like a populist “style” or “personality” that can be identified? Almost every description of populists today makes some reference, directly or indirectly, to their “unusual” character or peculiar political style—an observation that provides precious little insight. Even more problematically, news media frequently use the term “populism” in a pejorative yet imprecise and inconsistent way (Bale et al. 2011). As such, systematic evidence that substantiates the character or personality of populists is badly needed to help sort between warranted characterizations and mere rhetoric embellishments.

Do populists have a unique palette of personality traits that sets them apart from “mainstream” candidates? Nai and Martínez i Coma (2019) discuss three popular archetypes that portray populists as having unique character traits: the “drunken dinner guest,” the “agent provocateur,” and the “charismatic leader.” Embedded in each archetype is an implicit narrative about which traits define and distinguish populists from others.

First, the “drunken dinner guest” narrative (Arditi 2007) describes populists as political animals who take a particular pleasure in disrupting the political game. Populists display “bad manners” (Moffitt 2016) and a “low” style of politics (Ostiguy 2009). In terms of personality traits, this narrative suggests low scores on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability. One of the main underlying facets of agreeableness is the tendency toward prosocial and communal interactions, implemented through cooperation and conflict avoidance (e.g., John et al. 2008). Indeed, agreeable individuals are usually associated with lower levels of physical and verbal aggression (Tremblay and Ewart 2005). At the same time, conscientious persons tend to show constraint and high self-control in social interactions (Roberts et al. 2005) and generally display lower levels of anger (Jensen-Campbell and Malcolm 2007). The “drunken” and “aggressive” display of bad manners seems thus at odds with both agreeableness and conscientiousness. Similarly, neuroticism (low emotional stability) is often expressed as being on edge, anxious, and nervous (Mondak 2010). Indeed, neurotics tend to score higher on anger and hostility scales (Tremblay and Ewart 2005).

The “agent provocateur” narrative is somewhat similar, but emphasizes a political style that relies on “agitation, spectacular acts, exaggeration, calculated provocations, and the intended breech of political and socio-cultural taboos” (Heinisch 2003, 94). The “carnivalesque” style (MacMillan 2017) of the left-wing populists of Podemos in Spain and of the Italian Movimento Cinque Stelle illustrate this narrative well. Other examples are Trump’s “outrageous threats” (Ahmadian et al. 2017) during his 2016 presidential bid and, of course, his unquestionably unusual presence on Twitter. The personality profile of this narrative is characterized by high extraversion—usually associated with colorful and outrageous rhetoric that captivates the attention of the public (Ashton et al. 2007)—and low emotional stability. A second central component in this narrative is the fact that populists are often accused of playing their outrageous role knowingly, in a deliberate and calculated attempt to disrupt the political game (Oliver and Rahn 2016). For instance, Schmuck et al. (2017b) argue that candidates from the far-right Austrian Freedom Party (FPÖ) are known for “intentionally provoking scandals” for political advantages (88). From a personality standpoint, such strategic behavior is captured with the “dark” trait of Machiavellianism. Machiavellians are “cynical, unprincipled, believe in interpersonal manipulation as the key for life success, and behave accordingly” (Furnham et al. 2013, 201); they have no qualms about adopting emotionally manipulative behaviors (Austin et al. 2007). Evidence outside the realm of politics shows that Machiavellians are indeed keen to provoke scandals and adopt unethical behaviors for the greater good of their organization or association (Castille et al. 2018). Third, the aggressive component of provocative behaviors could be associated with higher scores on psychopathy. Research on aggressive behaviors shows that individuals high on this trait, and in emotional detachment, tend to engage more likely in unprovoked aggression (Reidy et al. 2011).

The third narrative sees populists as “charismatic leaders,” capable of establishing a direct affective connection with their followers. Their bold, energetic, and emotional political style mobilizes, energizes, and persuades (Barr 2009). Indeed, several scholars have argued in the past that charisma ought to be a definitional characteristic of populist leaders (e.g., Canovan 1999; Weyland 2001), though other scholars see it, instead, as determining the relationship between populist leaders and their followers (McDonnell 2016). From a personality standpoint, two traits stand out: extraversion and narcissism. First, extraversion is a strong and consistent factor determining charismatic leadership (Bono and Judge 2004). This is especially during turbulent times or in highly competitive situations (De Hoogh et al. 2005), given the importance of social dominance and bold social interactions for mobilization and persuasion of followers. Second, political charisma is often associated with narcissistic tendencies (Post 1993; Rosenthal and Pittinsky 2006), due to the dimensions of self-assurance and self-promotion common to both traits. Watts et al. (2013) show, for instance, that grandiose narcissism is associated, in US presidents, with public persuasiveness and “presidential greatness.” Interestingly, evidence exists that narcissism (but not the other two dark traits) is associated with populist attitudes in voters as well (Galais and Rico 2021).

Beyond charisma, however, the “leadership” component of this narrative could be associated with a reputation of boldness and (subclinical) psychopathy. At the individual level, high scores in subclinical psychopathy have been shown to lead to more successful trajectories in socially competitive “niches” like business (Babiak and Hare 2006) and politics (Lilienfeld et al. 2012b). Those niches reward persons that show high individualism and adaptive behaviors, as well as social boldness (or “fearless dominance”; Lilienfeld et al. 2012a, 2012b)—defined as the “capacity to remain calm and focused in situations involving pressure or threat” (Patrick et al. 2009, 926), a key component of psychopathic personality (Lilienfeld et al. 2015). In this sense, a charismatic and bold personality could indicate signs of psychopathic traits.




Table 2.1 Three narratives for the personality of populists




	Narrative
	Logic
	
Big Five
	
Dark Triad




	E
	A
	C
	Es
	O
	N
	P
	M





	“Drunken dinner guest”
	Takes pleasure in displaying bad manners, “low” style of politics, low self-control
	
	↘
	↘
	↘
	
	
	
	



	“Agent provocateur”
	Engages in agitation, spectacular acts, exaggeration, provocations, and breaching of social taboos
	↗
	
	
	↘
	
	
	↗
	↗



	“Charismatic leader”
	Exhibits energetic and bold style, charisma, self-assurance, self-promotion, fearless dominance
	↗
	
	
	
	
	↗
	↗
	



	Expected profile of populists
	↗
	↘
	↘
	↘
	?
	↗
	↗
	↗





Source: Adapted from Nai and Martínez i Coma (2019).

↗ More likely associated to populism.↘ Less likely associated to populism. E “Extraversion,” A “Agreeableness,” C “Conscientiousness,” Es “Emotional Stability,” O “Openness,” N “Narcissism,” P “Psychopathy,” M “Machiavellianism.”




Taken together, these three narratives provide an intuitive framework for the expected differences in personality traits between populists and nonpopulists. As summarized in Table 2.1, we could intuitively expect populists to score higher than mainstream candidates on extraversion and on the Dark Triad traits, and to score lower on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability. A series of t-tests shows that, broadly speaking, this general intuition is confirmed (Figure 2.1). Compared to mainstream candidates, populists score significantly lower in agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability—and, in general, on the meta-trait of stability, which summarizes those three traits—providing strong support to the “drunken dinner guest” narrative. Because they also score significantly higher on extraversion and on the three dark traits, the “agent provocateur” and “charismatic leader” narratives are also generally supported.
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Figure 2.1 Average personality traits of populists and mainstream candidates



Are populists unique political animals? They are. And if the personality profile sketched above sounds familiar, it is because it matches perfectly the profile of Donald Trump—the populist per excellence, in deeds, rhetoric, and personality traits (Nai et al. 2019).

These initial trends suffer, however, from two main issues. On the one hand, they are purely bivariate, and as such fail to control for the presence of important covariates (such as, e.g., the candidate’s ideological placement or gender). On the other hand, the presented correlations do not specify the causal direction of this relationship. If recent evidence seems to suggest that the ideological stance of individuals can drive their personality profile (Bakker et al. 2021), the most consensual framework assumes that personality tends to be an underlying psychological phenomenon that shapes attitudinal differences (e.g., Mondak 2010). With this in mind, models in Table 2.2 estimate whether the candidate was classified as a populist (vs. as a mainstream candidate) as a function of the candidate personality profile, plus controls at the candidate and context level. Model M1 estimates the direct effect of the Big Five, model M2 the effect of the Dark Triad, and model M3 the effect of two meta-traits of stability and plasticity, plus the effect of the dark core (average score of the three dark traits). All models are random-effect hierarchical logistic regressions, where candidates are nested within elections.




Table 2.2 Populism and candidate profile




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	0.40
	(0.50)
	
	0.18
	(0.48)
	
	0.46
	(0.49)
	



	Year born
	0.01
	(0.02)
	
	0.02
	(0.02)
	
	0.02
	(0.02)
	



	Incumbent
	−0.30
	(0.39)
	
	−0.86
	(0.41)
	*
	−0.63
	(0.42)
	



	Right-wing
	0.15
	(0.12)
	
	0.08
	(0.12)
	
	0.14
	(0.12)
	



	PR
	−0.08
	(0.41)
	
	−0.16
	(0.40)
	
	0.05
	(0.40)
	



	EN candidates
	−0.03
	(0.13)
	
	−0.06
	(0.13)
	
	−0.04
	(0.13)
	



	Competitiveness
	−0.33
	(0.19)
	†
	−0.32
	(0.18)
	†
	−0.37
	(0.19)
	*



	Presidential election
	0.05
	(0.42)
	
	−0.15
	(0.44)
	
	−0.19
	(0.43)
	



	West
	−0.45
	(0.41)
	
	−0.58
	(0.41)
	
	−0.50
	(0.41)
	



	Extraversion
	0.28
	(0.33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	−1.01
	(0.37)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−0.08
	(0.38)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.37
	(0.40)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−0.18
	(0.35)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	−0.01
	(0.46)
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	1.31
	(0.39)
	***
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	0.18
	(0.43)
	
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−1.04
	(0.39)
	**



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	(0.30)
	



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.92
	(0.40)
	*



	Constant
	−24.51
	(33.11)
	
	−43.65
	(33.52)
	
	−29.56
	(32.10)
	



	N(candidates)
	191
	
	
	191
	
	
	191
	
	



	N(elections)
	101
	
	
	101
	
	
	101
	
	



	Log-likelihood
	−102.8
	
	
	−103.3
	
	
	−102.1
	
	



	Model chi-square
	38
	
	
	37.42
	
	
	38.19
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical logistic regressions, where candidates are nested within elections. Dependent variable in all models is whether the candidate is classified as a populist (vs. mainstream candidate), binary variable.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001,

** p < .01,

* p < .05, † p < .1
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Figure 2.2 Populism and personality meta-traits

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 2.2. All other variables fixed at their mean.



Results in Table 2.2, which are much more conservative than the bivariate associations shown in Figure 2.1, show nonetheless the presence of substantial personality effects, substantiated with marginal effects in Figure 2.2 (meta-traits only). Increased agreeableness scores are associated significantly and substantively with a lower probability that the candidate is classified as populist; such a probability drops from about 78% for candidates low in agreeableness to less than 6% for candidates high on this trait. None of the other Big Five has a significant effect per se. Yet, due to the strong effect of agreeableness, the meta-trait of stability significantly and substantively reduced the probability of being a populist; the models estimate that the probability of being labeled as such (vs. being labeled as mainstream) drops from about 86% for candidates low on stability to less than 9% for candidates high on this meta-trait—a drop even stronger than the effect shown for agreeableness. As the stability meta-trait is measured as the average score for agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability, this strong effect provides convincing support for the “drunken dinner guest” narrative. The second remarkable effect is the one played by psychopathy and, by reflection, the underlying dark core. Compared to candidates who score low on this trait, for which the model estimates a probability of being a populist just above 3%, candidates high in this dark trait are associated with a probability of 86%, a very steep rise. This effect was central in the two last narratives, which see populists in turn as “agent provocateurs” and “charismatic leaders.” Yet, because other traits fail to have a significant effect on their own—extraversion, plus emotional stability and Machiavellianism for the former and narcissism for the latter—these two narratives seem to have a weaker conceptual reach than expected.
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Figure 2.3 Populism and personality; interaction with candidate ideology

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.2.1 (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of candidate ideology (left-right scale), respectively, at one standard deviation   below the mean (left-wing) and one standard deviation above the mean (right-wing).



Figure 2.33 explores whether these general trends differ for left- and right-wing candidates. A significant interaction does exist for stability (left-hand panel); at low stability levels—that is, for candidates low in agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability—it is especially right-wing candidates who are more likely to be populists, and vice versa for high levels of stability. No substantial moderating effect for the ideological leaning of the candidate exists for the second meta-trait (plasticity). The right-hand panel shows a marginal difference between left- and right-wing candidates for the effect of the dark core, but the difference is not particularly substantial and not statistically significant overall. The moderation effect is also absent in models run using adjusted measures of personality that account for the ideological leaning of the experts that rated the candidates (see Appendix A for a primer on these adjusted measures), but the main effects of the personality traits on populism are robust even with these adjusted measures (Tables D.2.10 and D.2.11, Online Supplementary Materials). A similar conclusion can be drawn also from Tables D.2.15 and D.2.16, presenting models that control for the average expert profile in terms of, for example, percent frame experts, average familiarity with the case investigated, or average ideological self-placement.

Dark Personality and Populist Rhetoric

Beyond its (thin) ideological frame, populism can also be understood as a communication and rhetoric style (Aalberg et al. 2017; Jagers and Walgrave 2007; Rooduijn and Pauwels 2011). Populist rhetoric reflects “a communication frame that appeals to and identifies with the people, and pretends to speak in their name … , a conspicuous exhibition of closeness to (ordinary) citizens” (Jagers and Walgrave 2007, 322; see also Aalberg et al. 2017). Stemming from the definition of populism as a “thin” ideology (e.g., Mudde 2004), populist communication builds on two central elements (Rooduijn and Pauwels 2011, 1273): people-centrism—that is, appeals to “the people,” a specific national group, “the citizens,” “the country,” and so forth, composed of individuals who are sovereign by nature, and often underprivileged or misunderstood (Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser 2013); and antielitism—that is, messages and appeals that target “the system” (the government, the institutions, the politicians themselves) and globally promote an antiestablishment stance against political elites “who live in ivory towers and only pursue their own interests” (Jagers and Walgrave 2007, 324). On top of people-centrism and antielitism, populist communication has also been shown to make use of a simpler, informal language void of excessively technical terms, intended to create a sense of proximity between the candidate and the audience, and often equated with a covert form of anti-intellectualism, a “denial of expert knowledge, and the championing of common sense” (Moffitt and Tormey 2014, 391; see also Oliver and Rahn 2016). Furthermore, populist appeals are often characterized by a notable harshness and lack of respect toward opponents (Immerzeel and Pickup 2015; Nai 2021; Ostiguy 2009).

People-centrism, antielitism, simple language, and a certain lack of respect can thus be seen as the four key dimensions of populist rhetoric. To what extent are the personality effects discussed above for populism as an ideological feature reflected also in populism as a rhetoric style? Are dark candidates more likely to “go populist”? Because populism as a rhetorical frame can be adopted by all political actors, regardless of their ideological orientation (Block and Negrine 2017; Bos et al. 2013; Bossetta 2017; Schmidtke 2015), this question is far from trivial.

Experts in the NEGex survey were asked to evaluate the populist rhetoric of competing candidates; more specifically, we asked them to assess whether a candidates was someone who “identifies with the common people and celebrates their authenticity” (people-centrism), “uses an anti-establishment and anti-elite rhetoric” (antielitism), “uses an informal style and popular language” (simple language), and “treats opponents with respect” (lack of respect, reversed; all on a 0–4 scale from 0 “disagree strongly” to 4 “agree strongly”). The four dimensions of populist rhetoric are strongly correlated (α = 0.72); we have thus created a general index of populist rhetoric that takes the average score on the four dimensions and varies between 0 and 4 (M = 2.5, SD = 0.7). Out of the 181 candidates4 in our data set for whom we have a populist rhetoric score, Norway’s Jonas Gahr Støre has the lowest score (0.9), followed by Emmanuel Macron (1.1), Ireland’s Leo Varadkar (1.2), and Angela Merkel (also 1.2). At the other end of the spectrum, among candidates that score the highest in the populism of their rhetoric, we find Turkey’s Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (with a perfect 4.0), The Netherlands’ Geert Wilders, Mexico’s Andrés Manuel López Obrador, Australia’s Pauline Hanson, Italy’s Matteo Salvini, and Russia’s Vladimir Zhirinovsky (all with 3.8 out of 4). Table B.3.1 (Appendix B) lists the scores of all candidates on the four dimensions and the general index of populist rhetoric.

Unsurprisingly, populists in our data set are significantly more likely to use a populist rhetoric, even if their association is far from being tautological, r(179) = 0.58, p < .001. In particular, populists seem much more likely to rely on antielitism (r(179) = 0.56, p < .001) and lack of respect (r(179) = 0.54, p < .001), than to rely on informal language (r(179) = 0.37, p < .001) and people-centrism (r(179) = 0.19, p = .012).

To what extent is the personality of candidates associated with the populism of their rhetoric? To answer this question, we have replicated the models discussed above, but this time estimating the level of populist rhetoric (Table 2.3). All personality effects are substantiated in Figure 2.4, with marginal effects (meta-traits only).




Table 2.3 Populist rhetoric and candidate profile




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.11
	(0.12)
	
	−0.11
	(0.14)
	
	−0.10
	(0.12)
	



	Year born
	0.00
	(0.00)
	
	0.00
	(0.00)
	
	0.00
	(0.00)
	



	Incumbent
	−0.15
	(0.10)
	
	−0.34
	(0.11)
	**
	−0.20
	(0.10)
	*



	Right-wing
	0.05
	(0.03)
	†
	−0.01
	(0.03)
	
	0.03
	(0.03)
	



	PR
	0.11
	(0.10)
	
	−0.04
	(0.11)
	
	0.10
	(0.10)
	



	EN candidates
	−0.04
	(0.03)
	
	−0.06
	(0.03)
	
	−0.05
	(0.03)
	



	Competitiveness
	0.02
	(0.05)
	
	0.04
	(0.05)
	
	0.02
	(0.04)
	



	Presidential election
	−0.17
	(0.11)
	
	−0.21
	(0.12)
	†
	−0.22
	(0.11)
	*



	West
	−0.09
	(0.10)
	
	−0.13
	(0.11)
	
	−0.07
	(0.10)
	



	Extraversion
	0.25
	(0.08)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	−0.24
	(0.09)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−0.30
	(0.09)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.08
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	0.18
	(0.09)
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	0.22
	(0.13)
	†
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	0.39
	(0.10)
	***
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	−0.04
	(0.12)
	
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.47
	(0.09)
	***



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.39
	(0.07)
	***



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.22
	(0.10)
	*



	Constant
	2.67
	(8.32)
	
	0.14
	(9.25)
	
	2.13
	(8.07)
	



	N(candidates)
	178
	
	
	178
	
	
	178
	
	



	N(elections)
	93
	
	
	93
	
	
	93
	
	



	R2
	0.438
	
	
	0.296
	
	
	0.448
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM), where candidates are nested within elections. Dependent variable in all models is whether the candidate employed a populist rhetoric (additive index: people-centrism, antielitism, lack of respect, and simple language), and varies between 0 and 4.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1
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Figure 2.4 Populist rhetoric and personality meta-traits

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 2.3. All other variables fixed at their mean.



Agreeableness, having the single strongest direct effect on populism among the socially desirable traits (Big Five), is still significantly (and negatively) associated with the usage of a populist rhetoric. It is, however, candidates low in conscientiousness, in particular—or, more generally, candidates who show a low level of stability—who score high on populist rhetoric. Furthermore, candidates high in extraversion and openness seem more likely to engage in this communication style. These last two effects explain the significant and positive effect of the meta-trait plasticity on populist rhetoric, suggesting that a more energetic personality can be associated with more aggressive rhetoric as well. If we turn to the dark traits, Table 2.3 shows that, as earlier for populism, psychopathy is positively associated with a greater usage of populist rhetoric. Unsurprisingly, the underlying dark trait (dark core) is strongly and positively associated with populist rhetoric. The bivariate association between the candidates’ scores on the dark core and the index of populist rhetoric is plotted in Figure 2.5. The top-right quadrant of the scatterplot, characterized by candidates who score high in both the dark core and populist rhetoric, shows some names that we have encountered already, such as Donald Trump, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, Geert Wilders, Jair Bolsonaro, Marine Le Pen, and the leader of Greece’s Golden Dawn, Nikolaos Michaloliakos. Other notable names who score high on both axes are the leader of the neo-Nazi People’s Party Our Slovakia Marian Kotleba, Hungary’s Viktor Orbán, the former left-wing populist president of Boliva Evo Morales, and the leaders of the far-right parties Alternative for Germany (Alexander Gauland), Vox in Spain (Santiago Abascal), and FPÖ in Austria (Norbert Hofer). The former leader of the UK Independence Party, Paul Nuttall, is also not far away.
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Figure 2.5 Populist rhetoric and dark core



Replicating the analyses for the four separate dimensions of populist rhetoric yields some very interesting insights (Tables D.2.2 to D.2.5, Online Supplementary Materials). First, if extraversion seems to have a generally positive effect on all dimensions (except antielitism) and conscientiousness a generally negative effect (except on people-centrism), this is by far not the same for the other traits. Most notably, agreeableness reduces the use of antielitism and lack of respect toward the opponents but increases the use of people-centrism. This effect is found for the meta-trait of stability: the trait generally reduces the use of populist rhetoric, but not the use of appeals to the people. The dark personality traits show the opposite trends: antielitism, simple language, and lack of respect are more likely among candidates who score higher in the dark traits, but people-centrism is less likely among them. The general effects of personality traits on populist rhetoric also exist in alternative models run using the adjusted measures of personality (Table D.2.12, Online Supplementary Materials), and controlling for the average profile of experts (Table D.2.17).

Taken together, results in this section seem to indicate that populism is likely to be a feature of disagreeable, unstable, energetic, and darker candidates. The fact that this holds for most dimensions of populist rhetoric but not for the “positive” one (people-centrism) perfectly reflects the general description of populists as more aggressive political animals (Nai 2021).

Dark Politicians and Dark Campaigns

According to a widespread narrative, politics is all about conflict. Such a competitive and hostile milieu, where only some are equipped to survive (e.g., Schattschneider 1960), naturally provides a fertile ground for confrontational rhetoric. Indeed, much evidence has shown that “postmodern” election campaigns (Norris 2002) are often negative, uncivil, and ridden with fear appeals. These are the three dimensions of “dark campaigns” that we investigate in this chapter (Table 2.4). To what extent are candidates with a darker personality profile more likely to engage in dark campaigns? Given what we already know about the effects of socially aversive personality traits, it seems logical to find more aggressive communication patterns for candidates who tend to appear as socially dominant and callous (high psychopathy), who tend to aggressively defend their self-esteem (high narcissism), and who do not hesitate to lie and manipulate to succeed (high Machiavellianism).




Table 2.4 Dimensions of dark campaigns




	
	Negativity
	Incivility
	Fear appeals





	At a glance
	Critiques focus on the opponent’s programs, policies, records, ideas, profile, character, persona, and private life
	Harsh language or rhetoric that breaches the norms of respectful and polite exchanges between political actors
	Use of emotional cues intended to stir fear and anxiety in the public. Reference is made to threats, dangers, and menacing situations



	Examples in campaign ads
	Voice-over, superimposed to image of Sen. John Kerry windsurfing: “In which direction would John Kerry lead? Kerry voted for the Iraq war, opposed it, supported it, and now opposes it again. He bragged about voting for the $87 billion to support our troops before he voted against it. He voted for education reform and now opposes it. He claims he’s against increasing Medicare premiums but voted five times to do so.”13

Voice-over: “Mitt Romney paid just 14.1% in taxes last year. He keeps millions in Bermuda and the Cayman Islands. He won’t release his tax returns before 2010. Maybe instead of attacking others on taxes, Romney should come clean on his.”14

Voice-over: “Malcolm Turnbull is seriously out of touch. Having never relied on these services, Malcolm Turnbull made a choice to cut 80 Billion Dollars from health and education and privatize Medicare. When it comes to your family, Malcolm Turnbull is seriously out of touch.”15
	Voice-over: “Staggering amounts of cash poured into the Clinton Foundation from criminals, dictators, countries that hate America. [Hillary Clinton] sold out American workers, exploited Haitians in need, she even gave American uranium rights to the Russians. … Hillary Clinton only cares about power, money and herself.”18

Camera slowly zooms on a TV set reading “Agnew for Vice-President?” while from the background comes the sound of manic laughter. At the end of the spot a message reads “This would be funny if it weren’t so serious.”19

Clip showing Hillary Clinton coughing, needing assistance to climb steps and being pulled into her security van after almost fainting at the 9/11 service in NYC. Voice-over: “Hillary Clinton doesn’t have the fortitude, strength or stamina to lead in our world. She failed as secretary of state. Don’t let her fail us again.”20
	Clip showing images of war, militias, parades of nuclear missiles. Voice-over: “Our next president faces dauting challenges in a dangerous world. Iran promoting terrorism. North Korea threatening. ISIS on the rise. Libya and North Africa in chaos.”22

Voice-over by G. W. Bush, superimposed on images of war at night and missiles: “Today we live in a world of terror, mad men and missiles.”23

Physician speaks to the camera: “With the Turnbull’s government health cuts deepening, it’s getting harder to care for my patients. … Because of these cuts, many doctors are going to … charge their patients more. I’m worried that some people won’t come to the doctor anymore because they simply won’t be able to afford it.”24



	
	Voice-over: “Al Gore opposed bipartisan reforms. He is pushing a bit government plan to let Washington bureaucrats interfere with what your doctors prescribe. The Gore prescription plan? Bureaucrats decide.”16

Voice-over: “Why is former banker Malcolm Turnbull so keen to give big business a tax cut instead of properly funding our schools and hospitals? Who exactly is he looking after? Is he just for the top end of town?”17
	Clip presenting a series of statements made by Trump (e.g., “A total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the Unites States”), followed by similar statements made by Adolf Hitler (e.g., “The annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe”), interposed with images of Nazi Germany and Trump rallies. The clip ends on a logo where four big T’s (for Trump) intersect to form a giant swastika.21
	Clip of wolves roaming in a dark forest. Voice-over: “In an increasingly dangerous world, even after the first terrorist attack on America, John Kerry and the liberals in Congress voted to slash America’s Intelligence operations.”25







Negative Campaigning, Incivility, and Fear Appeals

The first dimension of dark campaigns is the use of negative campaigning. In broad terms, going negative refers to a candidate verbally criticizing their opponent (on their program, values, policy propositions, record, character, and so on) instead of advocating their own background, values, and ideas (Geer 2006; Lau and Pomper 2004; Mattes and Redlawsk 2015; Nai and Walter 2015; Mendoza et al. 2023). The most basic characteristic of a “negative” message is its “directionality”—specifically, outward, attacking one’s opponent—as opposed to a “positive” message directed inward, promoting oneself. Of course, political attacks come in many shades. Most notably, the literature often discusses the focus of an attack, which differentiates between attacks that target an opponent’s position on issues and policies (“policy attacks”) versus those that target an opponent’s character or personal life (“character attacks”; Benoit and Harthcock 1999). This second type of attack tends to be harsher and often reflects political incivility, a form of more “rude, nasty, stubborn” political rhetoric (Shea and Fiorina 2013). Incivility is certainly “easy to identify (you know it when you see it)” (Sobieraj and Berry 2011, 25), but much more complex to define conceptually (see, e.g., Jamieson et al. 2017). Most definitions tend to refer to the idea that incivility “violates some agreed upon standard of society” (Maisel 2013, 204; see also Vargiu and Nai 2022), but there does not seem to be an ultimate agreement on what those standards are (Brooks and Geer 2007; Coe et al. 2014; Maier 2021; Maisel 2013; Muddiman 2018). Broadly speaking, societal agreements for politeness tend to be associated with courtesy and reciprocity (Funk 2001), and violating such norms is often experienced as impolite (Rinke et al. 2013), discourteous (Fridkin and Kenney 2011), rude (Muddiman 2018), and disrespectful (Maier and Renner 2018; Mutz 2007; Mutz and Reeves 2005). These reactions to “incivility” can be caused by a message’s exceptional stridence (Fridkin and Kenney 2011), harshness (Hopmann et al. 2018), vulgarity (Coe et al. 2014), and/or exaggeration (Gervais 2014; Maier and Renner 2018). Political attacks tend to usually be considered as “uncivil” if they go “beyond facts and differences” (Brooks and Geer 2007, 1), focus exclusively on the personality of the political opponent (Hopmann et al. 2018), seek to diminish the opponent (Sobieraj and Berry 2011), express contempt (Borah 2013), engage in name-calling (Gervais 2014; Muddiman 2018), deride the opponent (Fridkin and Kenney 2011), or interrupt the opponent during a debate (Maier 2015). All in all, uncivil rhetoric reflects the use of particularly discourteous language, usually targeting or addressing opponents, that breaks broad social norms of politeness.

Finally, next to negativity and incivility, a third central element of dark electoral campaigns is the use of appeals to negative emotions (Brader 2006; Cranmer 2015; Crigler et al. 2006; Jerit 2004; Ridout and Searles 2011), especially the use of fear appeals. Emotional campaigns “allow candidates to capitalize on the time-honored strategy of emphasizing widely shared, or consensual, values and goals [and are thus] powerful precisely because they project images that are universally valued or reviled” (Jerit 2004, 566). Candidates have clear incentives to stir an emotional response in the audience (Jerit 2004; Brader 2005, 2006; Crigler et al. 2006), for example, by whipping up a crowd’s enthusiasm or engaging previously undecided voters by raising their anxiety on relevant issues. Fear appeals are intended, broadly speaking, to stir fear and anxiety in the masses. Fearmongering attacks linking crime and violence to immigration, so common in contemporary campaigns by European far-right movements (Allen 2017; Bennett 1988; Wodak 2015), are a perfect example.

These three “dark” campaigning dimensions are not mutually exclusive—to the contrary. Negativity, incivility, and fearmongering are often intimately related, and candidates that go negative on their opponents do so harshly and using uncivil language. Similarly, the contemporary use of fear appeals in election campaigns is often done with a negative “tone”—that is, with the intent of directly attacking the opponent. Take, for instance, the ad released in early May 2020 by the then de facto Democratic nominee for US president, Joe Biden, against President Trump: “More than 70,000 deaths. Over 1 million coronavirus cases. Over 33 million unemployment claims. Real presidents lead. Reality TV presidents don’t.”5 In this example, the negative emotionality cued via fear appeals is used with a bellicose intent against the current incumbent and, as such, includes a clear negative directionality (negative tone).

Experts in the NEGex survey were asked several questions intended to measure the content of candidates’ campaigns. They were, first, asked to assess the negative “tone” of the campaign (Lau and Pomper 2001; Nai and Walter 2015) used by competing candidates in the election—that is, to what extent they “talked about the opponents in the race by criticizing their programs, attacking their ideas and accomplishments, questioning their qualifications, and so on,” instead of “talking about one’s own accomplishments, qualifications, programs and ideas by praising them” (from −10 “very negative” to +10 “very positive”). Experts had also to evaluate whether candidates “mostly used policy or character attacks in their communication and campaign events” (from 1 “exclusively policy attacks” to 5 “exclusively character attacks”), echoing the main distinction made in the literature about issue (policy) and personal (character) attacks (Benoit 2007; Kahn and Kenney 1999; Min 2004). We use this second question to measure the level of incivility in candidates’ campaigns. To be sure, incivility and character attacks are not precisely the same; theoretically, one can have incivility without character attacks and character attacks made in a civil manner. Nonetheless, our understanding of modern campaigning dynamics suggests that the two phenomena are likely to go hand in hand. While it is true that incivility is “notoriously difficult to define” (Boyd 2004, 26), there is a general consensus in the literature that civility requires mutual respect (Brooks and Geer 2007; Carter 1998). Incivility, conversely, indicates a lack of respect for political opponents. The use of character attacks correlates rather strongly with such lack of respect, using the measure we have introduced in the previous sub-section as a dimension of populist rhetoric, r(179) = 0.74, p < .001. This strongly suggests that the use of policy versus character attacks is a rather good proxy for campaign incivility, and we will use it as such. Third, experts were asked to assess the extent to which each candidate used fear appeals in their campaigns. Because the nature of discrete emotions is understandably volatile, we provided experts with some selected examples of fear appeals,6 and asked them to rate each candidate on a scale ranging between 0 (“very low use of fear appeals”) and 10 (“very high use”). Furthermore, as a counterfactual control, experts were also asked to what extent candidates used “feel good” (enthusiasm) appeals, using the same scale. Again, we provided experts with examples7 to ensure shared understanding of what this specific type of emotional appeal entails. Confirming that the two measures tap into opposite phenomena, the use of fear and enthusiasm appeals correlate very strongly and negatively, r(192) = −0.61, p < .001.

To ensure a better comparability across these dimensions, we have forced the variables for negativity, incivility, and fear appeals into a 0–10 range, where 0 means the lowest level and 10 the highest. On average, candidates in our data set score slightly higher on their use of fear appeals (M = 5.7, SD = 2.0) and negative tone (M = 5.5, SD = 1.8) than incivility (M = 5.0, SD = 1.6). The three campaign dimensions are, of course, strongly correlated (α = 0.91); we have thus created a general index of dark campaigning that takes the average score on the three campaign dimensions (M = 5.4, SD = 1.6). Out of the 194 candidates in our data set, Angela Merkel scores the lowest on this additive index of dark campaigning (1.6 points out of 10), followed by Iceland’s Katrín Jakobsdóttir (1.8). Other notable candidates scoring relatively low on the index of dark campaigning (all within the 40 candidates with the lowest scores) are Finland’s Sauli Niinistö (1.9), Emmanuel Macron (2.7), South Africa’s Cyril Ramaphosa (2.9), Jeremy Corbyn (3.5), Indonesia’s Joko Widodo (3.6), and Vladimir Putin (3.9). At the other end of the spectrum, with high scores, we find Hungary’s Viktor Orbán with the single highest score (8.8), followed by Donald Trump—“unique in the vitriol of its rhetoric” (Eiermann 2016, 34)—Northern Ireland’s Arlene Foster, and Greece’s Nikolaos Michaloliakos (all three with 8.5). Other notable candidates scoring relatively high (all within the highest 40 candidates) are Geert Wilders (8.3), Benjamin Netanyahu (8.2), Jair Bolsonaro (8.0), Santiago Abascal (7.8), Narendra Modi (7.6), Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (7.6), Matteo Salvini (7.5), Vladimir Zhirinovsky (7.3), and Marine Le Pen (7.1). Table B.3.2 (Appendix B) lists the scores of all candidates on the three dimensions and the general dark campaigning index.

Dark Politicians and Dark Campaigns Worldwide

Modern campaigns are highly professionalized endeavors (e.g., Plasser 2000), and it is undeniable that broad campaigning tactics—for instance, which messages to push and when—are the result of carefully crafted and integrated strategies (see also Maier et al. 2022b). Yet it seems equally likely that the character and personality of candidates influence their campaigning choices. To what extent are dark politicians more likely to use dark campaigns? Are, for example, politicians scoring high on psychopathy more likely to actually go negative on their opponents? Is a psychopathic profile in politicians only related to a general gloomier and cold character, or does it also translate into more aggressive campaigning choices? Are they simply going to bark all day, or are they actually going to bite into their opponents? In this section, we explore to what extent candidates’ personality differences are associated with their use of a hostile campaigning style, when other “usual suspects” are accounted for.

Two political figures discussed earlier in this book provide circumstantial evidence that personality and campaigning choices are likely associated: Donald Trump and Angela Merkel. The contrast between the two—in terms of their personality traits and campaign strategies—could not be greater. Where Trump scores high, Merkel scores low, and vice versa, on virtually all elements of comparison. Importantly for our purposes here, their profiles seem to suggest a direct association between personality and campaigning style: low agreeableness, high extraversion, and high scores on the Dark Triad go hand in hand with more negative, uncivil, and fear-based campaigns (Trump)—and vice versa (Merkel). This comparison is, of course, only circumstantial, focusing on two extreme candidates. Yet it does seem to suggest that personality and campaigning styles go hand in hand. Evidence from other behavioral disciplines allows us to expect that candidates scoring high on the Dark Triad are more likely to “go negative” on their opponents.

Psychopathy is probably the “dark” trait with the strongest and most direct association with the use of negativity in campaigns. Psychopaths usually show “a cognitive bias towards perceiving hostile intent from others” (Levenson 1990, 1074) and tend to have hostile expectations even “in seemingly neutral or ambiguous social encounters” (Buades-Rotger et al. 2023, 1). Psychopaths are impulsive and prone to callous social attitudes, and show a strong proclivity for interpersonal antagonism (Jonason 2014). They do not possess the ability to recognize or accept the existence of antisocial behaviors, and thus should be expected to more naturally adopt a more confrontational, antagonistic, and aggressive style of political competition. They are also often portrayed as risk-oriented agents (Levenson 1990), and as such they might be less attuned to the risks inherent of running particularly hostile campaigns, such as alienating potential supporters away towards any available political alternatives (Garramone 1984; Mendoza et al. 2023). With this in mind, we should expect individuals who score high in psychopathy to make a particularly strong use of attacks, regardless of the risk of backlash effects.

Like psychopathy, narcissism—and especially its “grandiose” component of flamboyant attention seeking—has been shown to predict more successful political trajectories (Watts et al. 2013), also due to the prevalence of social dominance intrinsic in the trait. Narcissism is, furthermore, linked to overconfidence and deceit (Campbell et al. 2004) and hypercompetitiveness (Watson et al. 1998), which could explain why narcissists are more likely to engage in angry/aggressive behaviors and general uncivility in their workplace (Penney and Spector 2002), particularly when criticism threatens their self-esteem (Baumeister et al. 2000). Narcissism is furthermore linked to reckless behavior and risk-taking (Campbell et al. 2004), and thus individuals high in this trait are also expected to disregard the risk of backlash effects when defending their own image by attacking those of their opponent.

Evidence exists that Machiavellianism also has an aggressive and malicious side—not unlike psychopathy, prompting some to characterize these two traits as the “Malicious Two” (Rauthmann and Kolar 2013). People high in Machiavellianism are “characterized by cynical and misanthropic beliefs, callousness, a striving for argentic goals (i.e., money, power, and status), and the use of calculating and cunning manipulation tactics” (Wisse and Sleebos 2016, 123). Such individuals generally display malevolent behavior that intends to “seek control over others” (Dahling et al. 2009, 219). Evidence a,lso exists that Machiavellians engage in bullying at work (Pilch and Turska 2015), have lower pro-victim attitudes (Sutton and Keogh 2000), and tend to use more aggressive forms of humor (Veselka et al. 2010).

All in all, these trends seem to suggest that candidates high in the Dark Triad should be more likely to adopt aggressive communication patterns. Recent evidence showing that all three dark traits are positively associated with cyberbullying and trolling in online communication (Buckels et al. 2014) and that romantic partners scoring high on the Dark Triad tend to engage in more confrontational and hostile communications (Horan et al. 2015) seems to support this assumption. Furthermore, a link between dark personality in candidates and the use of more negative and uncivil campaign messages has been shown in selected cases, such as the 2018 Senate midterms in the United States (Nai and Maier 2020) or among local candidates in Germany (Dian et al. 2023).

Table 2.5 estimates the level of dark campaigning as a function of the candidate personality profile, plus controls at the candidate and context levels. As earlier for populism, we first estimate the direct effect of the Big Five (M1), then the effect of the three dark traits in the Dark Triad (M2), and finally of the three meta-traits (stability, plasticity, and the dark core) jointly (M3).




Table 2.5 Dark campaigning and candidate profile




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.02
	(0.19)
	
	−0.27
	(0.22)
	
	0.05
	(0.19)
	



	Year born
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.02
	(0.01)
	*
	0.02
	(0.01)
	*



	Incumbent
	−0.48
	(0.14)
	***
	−0.94
	(0.16)
	***
	−0.75
	(0.16)
	***



	Right-wing
	0.16
	(0.04)
	***
	0.14
	(0.05)
	**
	0.17
	(0.05)
	***



	PR
	0.28
	(0.21)
	
	0.25
	(0.22)
	
	0.42
	(0.19)
	*



	EN candidates
	−0.13
	(0.06)
	*
	−0.14
	(0.07)
	*
	−0.14
	(0.06)
	*



	Competitiveness
	0.19
	(0.09)
	*
	0.17
	(0.10)
	†
	0.17
	(0.09)
	*



	Presidential election
	−0.47
	(0.22)
	*
	−0.61
	(0.23)
	**
	−0.72
	(0.20)
	***



	West
	−0.69
	(0.21)
	***
	−0.69
	(0.22)
	**
	−0.73
	(0.19)
	***



	Extraversion
	0.33
	(0.12)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	−1.14
	(0.14)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−0.25
	(0.14)
	†
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.07
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−0.57
	(0.14)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	0.02
	(0.20)
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	1.31
	(0.17)
	***
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	0.12
	(0.18)
	
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−1.10
	(0.15)
	***



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.34
	(0.12)
	**



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.88
	(0.16)
	***



	Constant
	−8.15
	(12.97)
	
	−27.97
	(14.57)
	†
	−23.27
	(13.23)
	†



	N(candidates)
	191
	
	
	191
	
	
	191
	
	



	N(elections)
	101
	
	
	101
	
	
	101
	
	



	R2
	0.650
	
	
	0.595
	
	
	0.662
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM), where candidates are nested within elections. Dependent variable in all models is the level of dark campaigning in the candidate’s campaign (negative tone, incivility, fear appeals), and varies between 0 and 10.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




All models are controlled by a series of powerful alternative drivers of dark campaigning. In all models, incumbents are significantly less likely to use “dark” campaigns, in line with what discussed in the literature (e.g., Lau and Pomper 2004; Maier and Nai 2023). Indeed, “Incumbents, based on their experience, are usually able to promote themselves, their record and accomplishments—their experience in office should provide them with material over which to build positive self-promoting campaigns. Challengers usually do not have this option and are thus less likely to run positive campaigns” (Nai 2020, 432). As one of the major tasks of the opposition in democracies is to control and to criticize the government, this comes of course not as a surprise. Already holding political power, incumbents furthermore have much more to lose than challengers—losing something previously owned certainly stings much more than failing to obtain something coveted—and given the risks inherent in “going dark” should be expected to adopt a more cautious approach. Trends in our data strongly confirm this idea.

Right-wing candidates, by contrast, are significantly more likely to go dark. Circumstantial evidence suggests that more aggressive campaigns could be expected from right-wing candidates. For instance, Lau and Pomper (2001) show that Republicans tend to go more negative than Democrats, which could perhaps be due to the fact that conservative strategists have been shown to be keener in using political attacks strategically (Theilmann and Wilhite 1998). Furthermore, some evidence exists that liberal voters could be less sympathetic toward negativity than conservatives or independents (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995; Mattes and Redlawsk 2015). Similarly, the nationalist far-right Swiss People’s Party (Schweizerische Volkspartei) is systematically the most negative party during Swiss referendum campaigns (Nai and Sciarini 2018). This trend makes sense from a theoretical perspective, as differences in psychological orientations between left- and right-leaning individuals could be associated with the choice of more aggressive rhetoric. Indeed, right-wing ideology is somewhat associated with social dominance orientations (Heaven and Bucci 2001), tough-mindedness, and “a view of the world as a ruthlessly competitive jungle in which the strong win and the weak lose” (Duckitt 2006, 685).

Turning to the socio-demographic profile of candidates, according to trends in Table 2.5, female candidates are not less (or more) likely to “go dark” on their opponents. This is partially a surprise. In the literature, some evidence exists linking gender and the use of more aggressive rhetoric. For women, “tough” campaigns are somewhat at odds with rooted gender stereotypes that still see women as more passive, kind, and sympathetic social agents (e.g., Fridkin et al. 2009; Huddy and Terkildsen 1993; Krupnikov and Bauer 2014). Because disrupting such stereotypes can be potentially damaging, women face implicit incentives to campaign more positively (Kahn 1996; Trent and Friedenberg 2008). We fail to find such an effect in our data—perhaps due to the fact that our models include the effects of candidates’ personality. Psychological research has shown that women tend in general to be more agreeable than men (Costa et al. 2001); it is thus likely differences in personality rather than biological differences or differences in socialization that drives candidates’ use of dark campaigns.

Looking at the effect of context, more competitive elections tend to be associated with stronger campaign negativity, in line with the literature (Elmelund-Praestekaer 2008; Fowler et al. 2016; Kahn and Kenney 1999; Lau and Pomper 2004; Maier and Nai 2022; but see also Francia and Herrnson 2007; Nai 2020). Dark campaigns seem also less prevalent in presidential elections, which is somewhat of a surprise.
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Figure 2.6 Dark campaigning and personality meta-traits

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 2.5. All other variables fixed at their mean.



Turning to the effect of personality traits, M1 shows rather clearly that dark campaigning is less likely for candidates high on socially desirable personality traits. If more extraverted candidates are more likely to “go dark,” the other traits are generally associated with lower dark campaigning. This is especially the case for agreeableness, which likely drives the clear effect found for the underlying meta-trait of stability (M3); the average level of campaign darkness drops from an estimated 8 points (out of 10) for candidates low in stability to less than 4 points for candidates higher on this trait. Unstable, disagreeable candidates go dark. As a direct confirmation, our analyses provide a strong support for the general intuition that dark candidates tend to campaign more darkly. Table 2.5 shows that candidates scoring high on the dark core are significantly more likely to also score higher on dark campaigning. This is most likely driven by the strong and significant effect of psychopathy; narcissism and Machiavellianism have negligible effect on their own. Figure 2.6 shows that the estimated level of dark campaigning rises from about 3 points for candidates low on the dark core to just shy of 7 points for candidates scoring the highest on this meta-trait.

Tables D.2.6 to D.2.8 (Online Supplementary Materials) replicate the same models, but for the three dimensions of campaign negativity separately (negative tone, incivility, fear appeals). Broadly speaking, the trends across the three dimensions are rather comparable. We do find some differences here and there; for instance, higher conscientiousness is significantly associated with lower incivility, but not so for the other two dimensions of campaign negativity. Psychopathy, while having a positive effect on the three, seems rather associated with higher negativity and fearmongering, and (slightly) less so with higher incivility. All in all, however, these differences are marginal. This suggests that the role of personality is rather to increase (or decrease) the usage of a more negative rhetoric in general, and influences less the choices among different types of negative rhetoric.

Finally, Figure 2.78 investigates whether the effect of personality on campaign negativity exists differently for left- and right-wing candidates. While the differences are not to be overestimated, we do find a significant difference when it comes for the effect of the dark core. Right-wing candidates are significantly more likely to use dark campaigns as their personality profile turns dark (right-hand panel of Figure 2.7). This result, somewhat in line with the widespread literature discussing the centrality of harsher campaigns for (far-)right parties and movements, is nonetheless more marginal when compared to the overarching trends: across the board, and even controlling for some powerful alternatives that drive the content of their campaigns (e.g., their incumbency status), unstable, disagreeable, and generally darker candidates are significantly and substantially more likely to go negative than their peers. Furthermore, the moderation effect disappears in models run using adjusted measures of personality that account for the ideological leaning of the experts that rated the candidates—but, again, the main effects of the personality traits on dark campaigns are robust even with these adjusted measures (Tables D.2.13 and D.2.14, Online Supplementary Materials). A similar conclusion can be drawn also from Tables D.2.18 and D.2.19, presenting models that control for the average expert profile.
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Figure 2.7 Dark campaigning and personality; interaction with candidate ideology

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.2.9 (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of candidate ideology (left-right scale), respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (left-wing) and one standard deviation above the mean (right-wing).



Dark Politicians and Online Campaigning

Analyses in the previous section have shown that darker candidates are substantially more likely to go negative on their rivals. While showcasing a rather clear trend in elections worldwide, these results remain relatively general. On the one hand, the NEGex data set is only able to provide an overall assessment of the campaign waged by competing candidates, across all channels and mediums. On the other hand, as measures of both the personality and the campaign of candidates stemmed from expert assessments, we cannot exclude the possibility that judgments of these latter on both issues were somewhat related (even if robustness checks that exclude the confounding effect of experts’ ideological profile likely reduce this risk). We conclude this chapter with a complementary investigation of the relationship between candidate personality and campaigning strategies, looking at the specific case of the 2018 Senate midterm elections in the United States—and the campaign of competing candidates on Twitter, specifically.

The consolidation of social media as arenas of public and political exchanges has considerably changed the dynamics of modern electoral campaigning (Gainous and Wagner 2014; Graham et al. 2016; Stier et al. 2018; Straus et al. 2013), giving candidates access to a “one-step flow of communication” (Bennett and Manheim 2006) that puts them directly in touch with a vast audience. Unsurprisingly, political attacks have not been left out from this process of digitalization of modern campaigning (e.g., Auter and Fine 2016; Ceron and d’Adda 2016; Evans et al. 2014; Evans and Clark 2016; Gross and Johnson 2016). To what extent is negative campaigning on social media associated with the (dark) personality of candidates?

We answer this question by triangulating two data sets, both related to the 2018 Senate midterms in the United States: one data set to measure the personality of candidates, and another data set to measure the (negative) content of their Twitter posts; the intersection between the two data sets provides information for 43 unique candidates who competed in the 2018 midterms (see Table B.5.1, Appendix B).

The first data set replicates the structure and protocol of NEGex, as discussed throughout this book, but applied to the 2018 midterm elections. In the direct aftermath of the midterms we distributed, for each state in which there was a Senate seat up for grabs (33 Class 1 Senate elections), a survey to a sample of experts (using the same definition as the NEGex data set; see Appendix A) working for a US higher education institution.9 The number of experts ratings varies between three (e.g., for Washington) and 30 (California), with an average of 8.8 experts per candidate. The data set is described more in detail in Nai and Maier (2020). Experts were asked, among other things, to evaluate the personality of the two candidates running for the Senate seat, using as for the NEGex the TIPI inventory for the Big Five (Gosling et al. 2003) and the “Dirty Dozen” (D12) battery developed by Jonason and Webster (2010)—this time we included the full D12 battery not only a subset of six items as in the overall NEGex data set. We again focus here on the three meta-traits of stability (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), plasticity (average score of extraversion and openness), and the dark core (average score on the three dark traits of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism); all three meta-traits vary between 1 “very low” and 7 “very high.” Table B.5.1 lists the personality scores (meta-traits) for the 43 candidates under investigation here. Particularly high scores on stability were resulted for candidates such as Amy Klobuchar (D, MN) and Mitt Romney (R, UT), whereas low scores on this meta-trait were found for Corey Stewart (R, VA) and Rick Scott (R, FL)—this latter scoring also particularly low on plasticity and collecting the single highest score on the dark core (6.2 out of 7). High scores on the dark core were also found for candidates such as Bob Menendez (D, NJ), Ted Cruz (R, TX), and, again, Corey Stewart (R, VA).

The second data set includes information about the content of the Twitter posts for these candidates. As discussed in detail in Petkevic and Nai (2022), we collected10 all tweets posted by the candidates11 competing in the 2018 Senate midterms between September 1 and November 6 of that year (Election Day), representing an initial data set of more than 16,000 unique tweets. Unsurprisingly, the number of tweets posted by the different candidates varied considerably. Only 24 tweets were recorded for Mitt Romney (R, UT, @MittRomney), a radical difference with the whopping 1,028 tweets recorded for Rick Scott (R, FL, @SenRickScott). On average, candidates posted approximately 308 tweets (SD = 240.4) over the two-month period, representing about 4.7 tweets per day per candidate. We trained an algorithm (more specifically, a multilayer perceptron neural network classifier; MLP; Pedregosa et al. 2011) for the automated classification of the 16,000 tweets in the data set, yielding a measure for whether the tweets included an attack toward the opponent (negative tweets), and whether these attacks were rather targeted toward the policies (policy attack) or the character of the opponents (character attack).

All matters related to the algorithm development, training, and validation are discussed in detail in Petkevic and Nai (2022). We only note here that the algorithm performed quite well in a series of validity tests: On the one hand, measures created by the algorithm are strongly associated with the expert perceptions of the campaign (measured in the expert data set discussed above). On the other hand, the level of negativity estimated by the automated algorithm can be predicted by theoretically relevant factors (e.g., the incumbency status of candidates or their gender), which is also the case when replicating the analysis on tweets published for the 2020 Senate election coded using the 2018 automated classifier. All in all, the automated classifier seems to predict levels of negativity in an empirically and theoretically meaningful way.

Aggregating the results of the automated classification of all tweets at the candidate level yields a data set that includes, for each of the candidates, the percentage of their tweets that were negative, included a policy attack, and included a character attack. This is our second data set, which we will triangulate with the data set previously discussed about the personality profile of those same candidates. Before doing so, it is interesting to note that candidates went quite negative during the 2018 Senate midterms. The average candidate included an attack in approximately 30% of their tweets. Among those negative tweets, approximately 40% were classified as containing a clear policy attack, whereas 30% were classified as containing a clear character attack. All candidate scores are listed in Table B.5.1.




Table 2.6 Political attacks on Twitter and dark personality of candidates in the 2018 midterm elections




	
	
Negative tweets (%)
	
Policy attacks (%)
	
Character attacks (%)



	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Republican
	−0.01
	(0.10)
	
	−0.07
	(0.09)
	
	−0.01
	(0.10)
	



	Female
	−0.05
	(0.05)
	
	0.06
	(0.05)
	
	−0.09
	(0.05)
	†



	Incumbent
	0.06
	(0.06)
	
	0.01
	(0.06)
	
	−0.02
	(0.06)
	



	N tweets
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	



	State toss-upa
	−0.00
	(0.03)
	
	0.05
	(0.03)
	†
	−0.04
	(0.03)
	



	Percentage Trump 2016
	−0.44
	(0.37)
	
	−0.03
	(0.34)
	
	−0.20
	(0.35)
	



	Stabilityb
	−0.02
	(0.04)
	
	−0.12
	(0.04)
	***
	0.06
	(0.04)
	†



	Plasticityc
	0.03
	(0.03)
	
	0.02
	(0.03)
	
	0.01
	(0.03)
	



	Dark Cored
	0.03
	(0.04)
	
	−0.11
	(0.03)
	**
	0.07
	(0.04)
	*



	Constant
	0.41
	(0.37)
	
	1.36
	(0.34)
	***
	−0.09
	(0.35)
	



	N(candidates)
	43
	
	
	43
	
	
	43
	
	



	N(states)
	23
	
	
	23
	
	
	23
	
	



	R2
	0.203
	
	
	0.439
	
	
	0.355
	
	





Note: Dependent variables measure the percentage of, respectively, negative tweets, tweets including policy attacks among negative tweets, and tweets including character attacks among negative tweets. All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM). In all models, observations at the lower level (candidates) are nested into observations at the upper level (states).

a Measures the extent to which the state was “safe” (either for Republicans or Democrats) or undecided (toss-up) prior to the November 2018 election, based on projections made by Politico in the weeks before the vote; the variable varies between 0 “Safe state” and 3 “Toss-up.”

b Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

c Average value of extraversion and openness.

d Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Is the personality of candidates who competed in the 2018 Senate Midterms associated with the negative content of their campaign on Twitter? When comparing the two independent data sources described above, this seems to be the case. Table 2.6 presents results of a series of models that regress the content of candidates’ tweets on their general profile (party, gender, incumbency status) and personality profile (meta-traits). The models are also controlled by the total number of tweets the candidate published in the period, and two factors at the state level: whether the election was competitive or not,12 and the political leaning of the state (percentage having voted for Trump in 2016). As the table shows, if the general level of negativity seems rather independent from the (dark) personality of the candidate, this is not the case for the type of attacks. Figure 2.8 substantiates with marginal effects and 95% confidence intervals the effect of the dark core on the three measures of campaign negativity. Dark traits are weakly associated with general negativity but are strongly and negativity associated with the use of policy attacks—usually considered a gentler, more sophisticated type of attacks. Inversely, the dark core is substantially and positively associated with the use of character attacks, certainly more aggressive than their policy counterparts.
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Figure 2.8 Political attacks on Twitter and dark personality of candidates in the 2018 midterms

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 2.6. All other variables fixed at their mean.



All in all, what these analyses suggest is that dark candidates seem to have a preference for more aggressive campaigns. These results not only provide a confirmation of the trends shown beforehand for elections worldwide using our expert survey, but also suggest that the personality of candidates is a key factor also when it comes to new forms of campaigning, for instance on social media.

Discussion

Are dark candidates more likely to flirt with populism and campaign negativity? They are. High agreeableness in candidates significantly and substantively decreases the probability that they are classified as a populist; as the same was found for the meta-trait of stability (high agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), our results provide strong support for the narrative that sees populists as “drunken dinner guests” who display “bad manners” (Moffitt 2016) and a “low” style of politics (Ostiguy 2009), and take a particular pleasure in disrupting the political game. Agreeableness is furthermore associated with a significant and substantial lower use of campaign negativity (political attacks, incivility, and fearmongering). Unstable, disagreeable candidates are more likely to be populists, use a populist rhetoric, and run darker election campaigns.

Even clearer is the effect of the dark personality traits, particularly psychopathy. Compared to candidates who score low on this trait—for which our models estimate a probability of being a populist just above 3%—candidates high in this dark trait are associated with a probability of 86%, a very steep rise. Psychopathy is also positively associated with a greater usage of populist rhetoric, and with the use of dark campaigns. Dark candidates go negative. Taken together, these results indicate a clear trend: even controlling for the profile of the candidate and the nature of the electoral contest, across the world unstable, disagreeable, and generally darker candidates are significantly and substantially more likely to showcase a more populist and negative style of political communication—both in general and specifically on social media.

Populism and negativity are likely to be detrimental forces in contemporary democracies. Populism reflects and boosts public disaffection with (and suspicion about) politics, and as such poses a clear threat to democratic liberalism. The potential nefarious consequences for negative campaigning are even more patent, most notably in terms of its potential to depress turnout (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995; Ansolabehere et al. 1994; but see Brians and Wattenberg 1996; Geer 2006; Martin 2004). Similarly, incivility is likely to trigger negative emotions, such as anger (e.g., Hwang et al. 2008; Phillips and Smith 2004), reduces openness toward new information, information seeking, and the willingness to be exposed to information presenting opposing views (Minich et al. 2018), fosters attitude polarization (Anderson et al. 2014; Layman et al. 2006), and depresses political participation (Mölders et al. 2017; Otto et al. 2019; but see Ng and Detenber 2005). More broadly, incivility lowers the expectations about public deliberation (Brooks and Geer 2007; Hwang et al. 2014), erodes political trust, and increases negative assessments of political institutions and the political elite (Borah 2013; Maier 2021; Mutz 2007, 2015; Mutz and Reeves 2005). With this in mind, finding that dark candidates are substantively more likely to be associated with populism, populist rhetoric, and campaign negativity in general suggests that they play a potentially systemic nefarious role for contemporary democracy—at the very least, indirectly. We return to the central normative question about the nefarious systemic effects of dark candidates in Chapter 5.


3

Can Dark Politicians Win Elections?

In competitive elections, it is usually assumed that voters follow, often unconsciously, a complicate recipe to decide whom to give their preference for. To their previously held beliefs and political identity—the main ingredient, so to speak—a cup of the political information they have been exposed to is added, as well as several dashes of the perceived record and profile of competing candidates and parties. Literally thousands of studies working along the classic theories of voting behavior (see Campbell et al. 1960; Downs 1957; Lazarsfeld et al. 1944) have provided ample support over the years for the relevance of these factors, even as they attribute greater emphasis to one factor over another. Over the past decades, however, two trends have made this recipe more complicated—at least when it comes to how voters perceive the competing actors. First, even in parliamentary elections, candidates increasingly take center stage. In this new “candidate-centric” politics, candidate records and political profile dominate over issue orientations and partisanship, as politics itself becomes increasingly “personalised” (Garzia et al. 2022; Gattermann 2022; Swanson and Mancini 1996; Van Zoonen and Holtz-Bacha 2000). Second, and related, candidate characteristics beyond their political profile and policy increasingly participate to define their image, and their electoral success (Anderson and Brettschneider 2003).

Politics is a complex matter. Facing virtually infinite information, often lacking political sophistication (e.g., Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996), and lacking much interest in politics and the electoral race itself (e.g., Dalton 2019, 32), voters rely on cognitive heuristics to help simplify their decision (Lau and Redlawsk 2001; Sniderman et al. 1991). These heuristics can act as condensed sets of relevant information that voters can access when deciding whom to vote for (Conover and Feldman 1989). The importance of traditional heuristics, particularly party identification and fundamental ideological beliefs, however, has significantly eroded in recent decades (e.g., Dalton and Wattenberg 2000). In times of political dealignment and declining party loyalties, candidate characteristics “fill the gap,” becoming more central for voters—particularly those who belong to “far from politics” segments of the electorate. Although evidence of the increasing relevance of candidates for political decision-making is scattered (e.g., Curtice and Holmberg 2005; Holmberg and Oscarsson 2011; Karvonen 2010; for an overview on the personalization hypothesis see, e.g., Adam and Maier 2010), recent research shows that nonpolitical characteristics of candidates can act as powerful heuristics. For instance, many studies find that physically attractive candidates have a comparative advantage (Antonakis and Dalgas 2009; Berggren et al. 2010; Lawson et al. 2010; Rosar et al. 2008; see also Budesheim and DePaola 1994). Similar evidence exists for other “aesthetic” characteristics, such as the candidate’s voice (Klofstad 2016) and “facial maturity” (Olivola and Todorov 2010; Poutvaara et al. 2009).

Why the Personality of Candidates Should Matter

Due to the methodological hurdles in systematically measuring the political profile of candidates (see Appendix A), studies that assess the electoral effectiveness of political figures’ personality profiles are relatively rare (but see Joly et al. 2019; Nai 2019; Pillai et al. 2003; Scott and Medeiros 2020). Is the personality of competing candidates at all relevant to their performance at the ballot box? In this chapter, we explore the electoral consequences of candidates’ personality traits. We start from the assumption that the personality of candidates drives their electoral success for all citizens equally—that is, we study the effects of the candidates’ personality on their aggregate success (i.e., the votes they received in the ballot box). This, of course, omits the existence of more nuanced dynamics where the personality traits of candidates (let’s say, low agreeableness) have an effect on some voters but not on others. We discuss the existence of these more nuanced (“moderated”) dynamics in Chapter 4.

The Big Five

Looking at evidence in other disciplines (e.g., organizational behavior), we believe that a strong case can be made that the personality profile of politicians matters. If this book focuses more specifically on the “dark” personality traits, we briefly discuss first the extent to which the “socially desirable” personality traits (i.e., the Big Five inventory) could be associated with a better or worse electoral performance in competing candidates.

As an individual personality trait, conscientiousness has been shown to be the most consistent predictor of professional achievements (Hochwarter et al. 2000). Individuals high in conscientiousness have been associated with three important factors that could drive professional success: achievement orientation, that is, the tendency to work hard and be persistent in the pursuit of one’s own goals; dependability, that is, strong organizational skills and responsible behaviors; and a proclivity for organization and planning (Judge et al. 1999; Seibert and Kraimer 2001). Conscientious individuals tend to show more controlled behavior in social interactions and have been shown to experience more successful professional trajectories in terms of, for example, higher salary (Barrick and Mount 1991) or better job performance (Salgado 1997). Conscientiousness is a particularly useful asset in more “challenging” situations, where a predisposition for perseverance and discipline leads to a more successful identification of and coping with obstacles (Hochwarter et al. 2000). It seems reasonable to expect a similar trend for political trajectories as well. Politicians should logically be expected to face complex situations and fierce oppositions (Morrell and Hartley 2006; Silvester et al. 2014), and conscientiousness could help them to develop coping strategies to overcome them. In terms of how they are perceived by voters, it also seems logical that candidates seen as dependable, serious, and goal-oriented are rewarded electorally. Politics is a complex matter, and candidates that seem up to the task should have a comparative advantage over “sloppier” ones.

Agreeableness should also lead to higher electoral success. As a psychological trait, its principal dimension is a desire to promote prosocial interactions through conflict avoidance and communality (Jensen-Campbell et al. 2003). Agreeable individuals do tend to have more successful professional trajectories and higher job performance overall (Rode et al. 2008)—though less so in early career stages, perhaps because excessively agreeable subjects could be perceived as excessively compliant and nonassertive (Judge et al. 1999). From the perspective of voters, agreeable candidates are seen as kind, warm, and sympathetic, which are characteristics that should at the very least not be detrimental to electoral success. To be sure, as we will discuss in Chapter 4, many voters actively dislike agreeable candidates. Yet, broadly speaking, agreeable candidates can be assumed to benefit from “enhance[d] marketability perceptions” (Wille et al. 2013, 130).

A similar case can be made for extraversion. People high in this trait are sociable, energetic, active, bold, and globally “friendly.” This trait has been shown to predict charismatic leadership (Bono and Judge 2004), which in turn drives electoral success (House et al. 1991). Especially during turbulent and challenging times, social dominance and energetic charisma can be beneficial to mobilize followers and persuade the undecided and unaligned (De Hoogh et al. 2005). Indeed, several studies point to greater professional success for people high in extraversion (Judge et al. 1999); for instance, the retrospective analysis by Rubenzer et al. (2000; see also Rubenzer and Faschingbauer 2004) shows that former US presidents score quite high, comparatively, in this trait. The fact that extraversion has been shown to correlate positively with political “promotion” activities and a higher willingness to seek higher office (Dietrich et al. 2012), and even with nascent political ambition in undergraduates (Blais and Pruysers 2017), supports this overall expectation. As a perceived trait, extraversion should also lead to increased support from voters, based on the idea that energetic people are usually seen as likeable (Wortman and Wood 2011), thus in line with the broadly positive effect of agreeableness and likeability.

Expectations for the two remaining traits—emotional stability (low neuroticism) and openness—are less straightforward. Neurotic individuals tend to be edgy, anxious, and impulsive, and score higher on premeditated aggressiveness (Stanford et al. 2003); neuroticism is furthermore associated with a negative image of self and others, depression, and low happiness (Hills and Argyle 2001). Nonetheless, several studies highlight the absence of a clear relationship between (low) emotional stability and professional success (Judge et al. 2004). From a perceived personality perspective, neurotics can be expected to “nourish discouraged marketability perceptions” (Wille et al. 2013, 129), much in the same way that depression, anxiety, and associated disorders are usually still socially stigmatized (Kleinman 2004). On the other hand, emotional stability might not necessarily pay off. Excessive calm could also be perceived as inaction and lack of decisiveness—as the former German chancellor Gerhard Schröder learned the hard way. In response to the economic difficulties in Germany at the beginning of this century his much-touted slogan—“politics with a steady hand”—was widely panned as strikingly at odds with his government’s (in)capacity to deal with all the projects on the government’s plate. Much to his dismay, and likely contributing to his defeat in 2005 against Angela Merkel, his slogan was ironically reframed as “politics with a resting hand,”1 and even “politics of the lazy hand.”2 Projected stability led to perceptions of inaction.

Similarly, there seems to be no relevant argument to associate openness to higher or lower electoral performance. As a psychological trait, open individuals are described as creative, curious, unconventional, and eager to make new experiences; indeed, high openness is often associated with high consumption of news and overall exposure to information (Kraaykamp and van Eijck 2005), and nascent political ambition (Blais and Pruyser 2017). Rubenzer at al. (2000) show that US presidents higher in openness also score higher on independent measures of “historical greatness,” and Joly et al. (2019) show that this trait is significantly associated with the capacity to reach a higher “status” (party leader, speaker, state secretary) among Belgian elected officials. Yet the theoretical mechanism linking openness and electoral success is unclear. Judge et al. (1999) also fail to formulate any expectations (or find any substantial effects) for the relationship between this trait and career success.

The Dark Triad

Should the “dark” components of candidates’ personality be associated with greater or lower electoral success? They should, at least on paper. At first glance, psychopathy seems ill-fitted to drive successful social interactions. Psychopaths are impulsive and prone to callous social attitudes, show a marked proclivity for interpersonal antagonism (Jonason 2014), and tend to engage in risky, violent, and often socially deviant and even criminal behaviors (Book et al. 2015). Yet not all psychopaths are unable to follow successful trajectories—quite the opposite. The prevalence of social dominance and risk-aversion in the trait (Levenson 1990) make psychopathy a particularly “adaptive” and successful trait in certain “niches” of society, such as business (Babiak and Hare 2006) and politics (Lilienfeld et al. 2012b). Individuals high in psychopathy have the “capacity to remain calm and focused in situations involving pressure or threat” (Patrick et al. 2009, 926), which should lead to better performance. Indeed, in a study of more than 300 white-collar workers, Boddy et al. (2010) found a substantially higher level of psychopathy at upper corporate levels. Psychopaths are likely to be seen as high achievers, intelligent, and socially skilled (Furnham et al. 2009). From the standpoint of voters, candidates’ perceived psychopathy can be expected to be associated with social boldness and “fearless dominance” (Lilienfeld et al. 2012a; 2015)—the latter of which, according to the ecological approach to social perception (McArthur and Baron 1983), is an easily recognizable and rewarded attribute because “essential for survival and adaptive action” (Ambady and Rosenthal 1992, 267). Perceived dominance should cue voters that the candidate “has what it takes” to overcome difficult situations and, ultimately, successfully lead the social group toward greatness. Indeed, individuals perceived as dominant have been shown to attain higher levels of influence in social groups, likely because they are able to project a reassuring image of competence (Anderson and Kilduff 2009).

Narcissism is a “double-edged sword” (Watts et al. 2013). On the one hand, from a psychological perspective, narcissists are confident and bold. They trust their skills and capacities enough to eventually turn the odds in their favor and are “adept at persuading others to agree with them” (Goncalo et al. 2010, 484). In a sample of undergraduate students, Blais and Pruysers (2017) find that narcissism is positively associated with self-perceptions of being qualified as political candidate, as well as self-assessed chances of winning the hypothetical election. In CEOs, narcissism seems positively associated with strategic dynamism, grandiosity, and bolder acquisitions (Chatterjee and Hambrick 2007). Within politics, Watts et al. (2013) show very similarly that grandiose narcissism is associated, in US presidents, with public persuasiveness, “presidential greatness,” and even winning the popular vote. On the other hand, from a public persona perspective—that is, in the eye of the voter—excessive narcissism and bombastic ego-reinforcement behaviors are quite likely to backfire. The clinical classification of narcissism as a personality disorder as reported, for example, in the DSM-IV, highlights a proclivity for “fantasies of unlimited success,” “a sense of entitlement,” being “interpersonally exploitative,” “arrogant, haughty behaviors and attitudes,” and overall lacking in empathy (e.g., Stinson et al. 2008). Narcissism is linked to overconfidence, deceit, and an incapacity to learn from mistakes (Campbell et al. 2004). Recent research looking at the leader-follower nexus suggests that narcissism in leaders is associated with greater perception of inconsistent behavior, even by their followers (Van Gerven et al. 2022). All these characteristics are quite likely to be disliked by voters overall, and should thus be sanctioned at the ballot box. There is indeed some evidence that voters negatively evaluate candidates who display excessive levels of “overt positive self-description” (Schütz 1998, 173). In an excellent article published at the turn of the millennium, the late political scientist Betty Glad (2002) described how a “malignant narcissist” with “severe superego deficiencies” might have a slight comparative advantage at first, but once in power their “reality-testing capacities diminish. Fantasies held in check when his power is limited are apt to become his guides to action … , his behavior becomes more erratic, he runs into difficulties in meeting his goals, and his paranoid defenses become more exaggerated” (1). Sounds familiar. In the same vein, Watts et al. (2013) show that grandiose narcissism is associated in US presidents with a higher incidence of impeachment resolutions and unethical behaviors, likely ranked not particularly high on the list of preferred features for political leaders.

Third, and finally, a worse electoral performance can broadly be expected from Machiavellians. Named after the famed Italian scholar and diplomat—and often associated with everything bad in politics—this trait is reflected in individuals who are “cynical, unprincipled, believe in interpersonal manipulation as the key for life success, and behave accordingly” (Furnham et al. 2013, 201). Machiavellians are often unsuccessful, experiencing, for example, lower career performance (O’Boyle et al. 2012). In a study of salespersons’ performance, Ricks and Fraedrich (1999) promote the existence of a Machiavellianism “paradox”: persons high in this trait might score a little better in their short-term performance (e.g., sales volume), but suffer substantially in evaluations from their supervisors. From a public persona perspective, Machiavellians might suffer from a tarnished image because they are perceived as ineffective or seen with ambivalence (Ricks and Fraedrich 1999). Within the electoral realm, candidates with a Machiavellian reputation might be judged as having lower integrity and trustworthiness (Silvester et al. 2014)—traits that are, in turn, strong correlates to electoral success (Pillai et al. 2003). Being perceived as Machiavellian further fuels the conventional stereotype that politicians act selfishly, instrumentalizing others by using all legal and illegal means at their disposal to achieve their personal goals. While some level of ruthlessness can be expected in political leaders, selfishness and lack of integrity are unlikely to be particularly appreciated by voters at large.

Candidate Personality and Likeability

We start the investigation about the electoral effects of dark personality by looking at one of the key attitudinal drivers of voting preferences: candidate likeability (Bishin et al. 2006; Jäckle and Metz 2017). In line with research on the personalization of politics and the role of candidate attributes on voting patterns (e.g., Aaldering and Vliegenthart 2016; Bittner 2011; Funk 1999; Garzia 2012; Kinder et al. 1980), the overarching assumption is that voters’ perceptions of candidates matter for the former’s final choices. To what extent are these perceptions—in our case, candidate likeability—driven by the personality profile of competing candidates? And more specifically, are dark candidates more easily disliked by the public at large?

To investigate voters’ perception of candidates, we leverage evidence in the large-scale comparative electoral studies collated by module 5 of the Comparative Study of Electoral Systems (CSES).3 The third advanced release of the fifth module of the CSES (released in July 2021) collates a series of surveys on representative samples of voters conducted after 31 national elections between 2016 and 2020 in 28 countries. On average, approximately 1,800 respondents are included in each election sample. The data includes variables to measure the respondents’ profile, attitudes, and perception of the most important candidates in the election. Among the elections covered in the CSES data set, 22 are also covered by our large-scale expert survey with sufficient information about the personality of the lead candidates: Australia (2019), Austria (2017), Brazil (2018), Canada (2019), Chile (2017), Costa Rica (2018), Finland (2019), France (2017), Germany (2017), Great Britain (2017), Hungary (2018), Iceland (2016 and 2017), Italy (2018), Lithuania (2016), Montenegro (2016), New Zealand (2017), Norway (2017), Portugal (2019), Sweden (2018), Turkey (2018), and the United States (2016).

For these elections, we can match data at the voter level (i.e., voters’ profile and perceptions of main candidates competing in the election) with the full personality profile of these candidates themselves (Big Five and Dark Triad) coming from the expert data discussed in this book (NEGex). To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that such an analysis has been implemented, thus providing the single largest multilevel estimation of the effects of candidate personality across the world at the individual level. The overlap of the two data sets includes information for 49 unique candidates who competed in these elections. The list includes the likes of Jair Bolsonaro, Emmanuel Macron, Marine Le Pen, Angela Merkel, Viktor Orbán, Matteo Salvini, Silvio Berlusconi, Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, Theresa May, Jeremy Corbyn, Hillary Clinton, and Donald Trump (see the full list of candidates covered in Appendix B, Table B.1.5; candidates used in the analyses in this subsection are labeled with “CSES” in the last column of the table).

In the CSES, perceived candidate likeability is measured via a 0–10 scale (0 “Strongly dislike,” 10 “Strongly like”). On average, the 49 candidates in the data set that overlaps CSES and NEGex data score, unsurprisingly, relatively average on likeability (M = 4.4, SD = 1.2); after all, these scores come both from voters who did and did not vote for the candidates. Huge discrepancies exist nonetheless across candidates, likely indicating that likeability is not entirely driven by partisanship. Across the 49 candidates, the higher scores of likeability are given to Iceland’s Katrín Jakobsdóttir (7.1), followed by Angela Merkel (6.7) and Norway’s Erna Solberg (6.7). The lowest scores of likeability, by far, are given to the leader of Germany’s far-right AfD Alexander Gauland (1.8), United Kingdom Independence Party’s Paul Nuttall (2.3), Marine Le Pen (2.4), and the controversial leader of Australia’s far-right One Nation, Pauline Hanson (2.6). Controversial figures like Donald Trump and Jair Bolsonaro receive relatively average scores (respectively, 4.0 and 5.5), reflecting their polarizing profile: they are profoundly disliked by some voters but worshiped by others (Nai and Maier, 2021a). Importantly, the average candidate likeability is positively and significantly associated with the percentage of votes that candidates will end up receiving in the election, r(47) = 0.41, p = .003, confirming the centrality of candidate perceptions as a driver of voting patterns.

Personality and Likability

To what extent is candidate likeability, as perceived by voters, driven by the former’s personality profile? Table 3.1 regresses the average likeability score received by each of the 49 candidates in the CSES data set on their personality profile, as assessed by the experts (NEGex data set), plus a series of covariates (gender, age, incumbency status, ideological alignment, and geographical region of the country). Model M1 estimates the effect of the Big Five, model M2 the effect of the three dark traits, and M3 the effect of the three meta-traits (stability, plasticity, and the dark core).




Table 3.1 Candidate likeability by candidate profile




	
	M1 

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2 

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3 

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	0.12
	(0.39)
	
	0.23
	(0.40)
	
	0.08
	(0.37)
	



	Year born
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	



	Incumbent
	1.22
	(0.34)
	***
	1.18
	(0.30)
	***
	1.41
	(0.35)
	***



	Right-wing
	−0.02
	(0.11)
	
	−0.07
	(0.10)
	
	−0.01
	(0.10)
	



	West
	0.21
	(0.35)
	
	−0.05
	(0.31)
	
	−0.00
	(0.33)
	



	Extraversion
	−0.16
	(0.25)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	0.30
	(0.34)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	0.38
	(0.32)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.10
	(0.36)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	0.37
	(0.26)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	−0.77
	(0.34)
	*
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	−0.74
	(0.30)
	*
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	0.90
	(0.35)
	*
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.36
	(0.30)
	



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.47
	(0.26)
	†



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.62
	(0.36)
	†



	Constant
	−15.43
	(25.97)
	
	−3.26
	(23.82)
	
	−2.82
	(24.89)
	



	N(candidates)
	49
	
	
	49
	
	
	49
	
	



	R2
	0.44
	
	
	0.50
	
	
	0.45
	
	





Note: The dependent variable measures the average of voters’ rating of the candidate’s likeability and varies between 0 “Strongly dislike” and 10 “Strongly like” (data from CSES module 5 release 3). The personality profile of candidates comes from the NEGex expert survey. All models are linear regressions.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




According to our results, none of the Big Five has a significant direct effect on candidate likeability. Yet model M3 shows a positive effect for the meta-trait of plasticity, which seems to suggest that voters tend to reward candidates scoring higher on energy. Much clearer is the effect of the three dark traits, perhaps suggesting that a “negativity bias” is in play when it comes also to dark personality traits (Ohr and Oscarsson 2011; Soroka 2014; but see Aaldering et al. 2018). If narcissism and psychopathy are associated with lower scores on candidate likeability, the reverse is true for Machiavellianism. This may reflect the fact that Machiavellians are able, in fine, to strategically present a facet of their persona that is the most likely to be appreciated by voters—this is, after all, what Machiavellianism is about. Nevertheless, model M3 shows that the average effect of the dark traits (dark core) on candidate likeability is, all things considered, negative. Quite simply, voters tend to find darker candidates less palatable. The effect of all personality traits (and meta-traits) on candidate likeability is substantiated with marginal effects on Figure 3.1.
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Figure 3.1 Candidate personality and likeability

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 3.1. All other variables fixed at their mean.



The Moderating Role of Voter Ideology

Consistent evidence suggests that personality traits are not independent from individual ideological profiles. For instance, at the individual level, openness is often linked with political liberalism, conscientiousness is associated with conservatism (e.g., Gerber et al. 2011a; Gosling et al. 2003; Mondak 2010; Mondak and Halperin 2008), and agreeableness has been shown to correlate with economic liberalism but also social conservatism (Gerber et al. 2011a). The evidence for the Dark Triad is more limited, but Jonason (2014) shows that narcissism and psychopathy are associated in the public at large with higher conservatism, while Machiavellianism is associated with lower liberalism. These differences find also partial echo in studies observing the personality of political candidates. Using self-reported measures, Caprara and Vecchione (2017) report higher levels of agreeableness and openness for Italian center-left politicians; similarly, Dietrich et al. (2012) report a negative association between conservative ideology in candidates and their scores on openness and agreeableness. Nørgaard and Klemmensen (2019) also show that Danish candidates on the left score higher on agreeableness (but not on openness; see also Schumacher and Zettler 2019), whereas Maier et al. (2022a) show that dark personality is more likely among conservative candidates in Germany. All in all, evidence from both the public at large and political elites seems to equate darker personality profiles with political conservatism.

Are ideological preferences in the public at large associated with preferences for specific personality traits in political elites? The idea of a personality “homophily” (e.g., Selfhout et al. 2010) assumes that voters tend to support candidates with personalities that “match” their own (Caprara and Zimbardo 2004; Caprara et al. 2007b; but see Klingler et al. 2019) based on the assumption that “similarity in traits carries similarity in worldview and values” (Caprara and Vecchione 2017, 236). Within this framework, we might thus expect that the ideological profile of voters is associated with preferences for specific personality profiles in political elites—more specifically, that left-wing voters should prefer candidates that have traits usually associated with left-wing candidates (and vice versa for right-wing candidates). We will return in more detail to the dynamics of personality homophily in Chapter 4, where we will investigate via experimental evidence whether, as expected, an overlap exists between voters’ personality traits and the personality of candidates they like. In this subsection, we test the existence of a homophily indirectly by simply looking at whether the ideological profile of voters moderates the relationship between candidate personality and perceived likeability.

To do this, we leverage the pooled CSES data set at the individual level. On top of the variables at the candidate level discussed in the previous analysis at the aggregate level, we now run the models at the voter level. This allows us to also control for the profile of voters (above and beyond the moderating role of their ideology). To perform our analyses, we stacked the original data set at the candidate level so that the voters’ evaluation of the candidate is matched with measures of campaign content for that candidate at the upper level. This procedure yielded a large multilevel data set, with more than 70,000 individual observations (voters, nested within candidates). All models are controlled by the voter’s gender, year of birth, and political interest (1 “Not at all,” 4 “Very”). We run, first, a series of models where the perceived likeability of leaders is regressed on the voters’ and candidates’ profile. Importantly, the models are controlled by the ideological distance between the voter and the candidate, likely a major driver of candidate likeability. This latter was computed by subtracting the voters’ left-right self-rating (from 0 “Left” to 10 “Right,” forced into a 0–1 scale) from the ideological position of candidates. The absolute value of the obtained difference reflects how ideologically distant the candidate is from the voter, with greater scores indicating greater distance. Table D.3.1 (Online Supplementary Materials) shows, unsurprisingly, that candidate likeability is a strong negative function of the ideological distance between the candidate and the voter—that is, the more ideologically distant the candidate is from the voter, the lower the likeability score that the voter will assign. The table also shows that the main trends discussed above at the aggregate level seem to hold also when running the models at the voter level, controlling for their individual profile, albeit less strongly. Importantly, candidates with darker personality traits are still associated, ceteris paribus, with lower likeability in the eye of the voter (M3).




Table 3.2 Candidate likeability by voter and candidate profile; interaction with voter ideology




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Voter
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Female
	0.04
	(0.02)
	†
	0.06
	(0.02)
	**
	0.01
	(0.02)
	



	Year born
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***



	Interest in politics
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	



	Right-wing
	0.95
	(0.01)
	***
	0.06
	(0.02)
	***
	−0.93
	(0.02)
	***



	Candidate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Female
	0.03
	(0.31)
	
	0.05
	(0.36)
	
	0.04
	(0.32)
	



	Year born
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	



	Incumbent
	1.46
	(0.30)
	***
	1.50
	(0.34)
	***
	1.49
	(0.30)
	***



	Right-wing
	−0.04
	(0.09)
	
	−0.04
	(0.10)
	
	−0.05
	(0.09)
	



	West
	0.01
	(0.28)
	
	0.02
	(0.32)
	
	0.06
	(0.28)
	



	Stabilitya
	2.24
	(0.26)
	***
	0.35
	(0.29)
	
	0.38
	(0.26)
	



	Plasticityb
	0.48
	(0.22)
	*
	0.22
	(0.26)
	
	0.51
	(0.23)
	*



	Dark Corec
	−0.61
	(0.31)
	*
	−0.60
	(0.36)
	†
	−2.96
	(0.32)
	***



	Right-wing voter * Stability
	−0.36
	(0.01)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Right-wing voter * Plasticity
	
	
	
	0.05
	(0.01)
	***
	
	
	



	Right-wing voter * Dark Core
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.45
	(0.01)
	***



	Constant
	3.64
	(21.10)
	
	11.25
	(24.29)
	
	16.00
	(21.53)
	



	N(voters)
	73,098
	
	
	73,098
	
	
	73,098
	
	



	N(candidates)
	49
	
	
	49
	
	
	49
	
	



	R2
	0.118
	
	
	0.0738
	
	
	0.138
	
	





Note: The dependent variable measures voters’ rating of the candidate’s likeability and varies between 0 “Strongly dislike” and 10 “Strongly like” (data from CSES module 5 release 3). The personality profile of candidates comes from the NEGex expert survey. All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM) performed on the stacked data set, where voters are nested within individual candidates that they had to evaluate.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < 0.1




The moderating role of voters’ ideological leaning is investigated in Table 3.2. The three models estimate candidate likeability as a function of voter and candidate profile, as well as the interaction between voter ideology and the personality profile of the candidate: first the two meta-traits of stability and plasticity (models M1 and M2), then the dark core (M3). Significant and substantial interaction terms would indicate, quite simply, that the effect of candidates’ personality profile on their likeability is not the same across left- and right-wing voters. The table shows indeed the presence of significant interactions, which we substantiate with marginal effects in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2 Candidate personality and likeability, by voter ideology

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 3.2. All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of voter ideology (left-right scale), respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (left-wing) and  one standard deviation above the mean (right-wing).



The moderating effect of voters’ ideology is remarkable, especially for stability and the dark core. Starting with stability (left-hand panel)—which reflects candidates’ scores on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability—a radically different effect of this meta-trait on candidate likeability exists for left- and right-wing voters. For the latter, represented with black diamonds in the graph, increasing scores of candidate stability only marginally decrease candidate likeability. Inversely, for left-wing voters (that is, voters that score one standard deviation below the mean score on the left-right scale, reflected in the graph by white circles), increasing scores of candidate stability very strongly increase perceived candidate likeability. The magnitude of the effect of left-wing voters is very important. Compared to candidates scoring low on stability, candidates higher on this meta-trait receive from left-wing voters up to six additional likeability points (on a 0–10 scale), which is considerable. The decrease in likeability for right-wing voters when candidate stability increases is much less remarkable, just above one point. In short, a stable personality in candidates is rewarded by left-wing voters and (slightly) penalized by right-wing voters.

The right-hand panel of Figure 3.2 shows that exactly the opposite is in play for candidates’ “dark” personality profile. For right-wing voters, higher candidate likeability is associated with increasing scores on the candidate dark core (reflecting the average scores of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism). Inversely, increasing scores on the candidate dark core are associated with lower candidate likeability for left-wing voters. In other terms, right-wing voters prefer candidates with a dark personality, whereas left-wing voters tend to find them much less likeable.

All in all, what these analyses indicate is that different candidate profiles find a different echo in voters with different ideological profiles. Left-wing voters tend to prefer candidates with a more stable profile (higher agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), whereas right-wing voters tend to prefer darker candidates. The contrasts showed in Figure 3.2 could not be clearer, and seems to support the thesis of an attitudinal “asymmetry” between liberals and conservatives (e.g., Carney et al. 2008; Jost 2017, 2021); for instance, Womick and King (2021) find that liberal voters tend to score lower on cognitive rigidity but higher on interpersonal warmth than conservative voters.

In addition to the ideology of voters, the ideological leaning of candidates themselves is also likely to play a role. We cannot assume that it is only the ideological distance between the voter and the candidate, or a different specific personality preference for left- and right-wing voters, that drives differential likeability assessments. To test for the further moderating role of candidates’ ideological leaning, Table D.3.2 (Online Supplementary Materials) replicates the models discussed above but also includes three-way interactions between voter ideology, candidate ideology, and candidate personality profile (stability, plasticity, and dark core). Significant three-way interactions, found again for stability and the dark core, indicate that the moderating role of voters’ ideology on the effect of candidate personality on their likeability are likely to be different for left- and right-wing candidates. To make sense of the existing interactions, Figure 3.3 substantiates them via marginal effects.
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Figure 3.3 Candidate personality and likeability, by voter and candidate ideology

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.3.2 (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of voter ideology (left-right scale), respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (left-wing) and one standard deviation above the mean (right-wing). The graphs in panel (a) are for left-wing candidates (one standard deviation below the mean of candidate ideology), whereas the graphs in panel (b) are for right-wing candidates (one standard deviation above the mean of candidate ideology).



The figure is similar in nature to Figure 3.2 discussed above. In each panel, the effect of increasing scores of candidates’ personality profile (stability, plasticity, dark core) on their likeability is estimated for left- and right-wing voters (white circles and black diamonds, respectively). The difference with Figure 3.2 is that, this time, the effect is estimated separately for candidates on the left (top row of graphs) and on the right (bottom row of graphs), reflecting the three-way interaction between candidate personality profile, candidate ideology, and voter ideology. The first element that appears clearly when comparing the two rows of panels in Figure 3.3 is that voters tend to find more likeable candidates of their own ideological orientation; likeability scores are on average higher for left-wing voters (white circles) in the top row of graphs and higher for right-wing voters (black diamonds) in the bottom row of graphs. This is hardly a surprise and simply reflects what we discussed earlier regarding the direct effect of ideological distance between voters and candidates as a key driver for candidate likeability. The main difference between the two rows of graphs is, however, the differential effect of left- and right-wing voter ideology on candidate likeability. Broadly speaking, it is mostly for left-wing candidates (top row) that the effects of their personality profile on likeability differ for left- and right-wing voters. For right-wing candidates (bottom row), the effect of stability, plasticity, and dark core on candidate likeability are rather similar for all voters. Furthermore, the effects for left-wing candidates are particularly strong for left-wing voters. These latter particularly reward left-wing candidates when they showcase a stable profile, and strongly penalize them when they showcase a dark profile.

All in all, our investigation suggests that the personality of candidates is a powerful driver of how likeable they are perceived to be by voters, both directly and when accounting for the ideological profile of voters and candidates. Directly, candidates scoring high on stability (agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) and plasticity (extraversion, openness) tend to be liked, whereas candidates scoring high on dark traits are much less so. But these trends do not exist across the board. The positive effect of candidate stability on likeability exists especially for left-wing voters (and much less so for right-wing voters). Furthermore, the generally negative effect of the dark core on candidate likeability exists only for left-wing voters; right-wing voters tend to like dark candidates more than voters belonging to the left segments of the electorate. Finally, these effects exist particularly among left-wing candidates; for right-wing candidates, different personalities have only a small effect of their likeability in different voter segments.

The main results resist alternative model specifications, based on models run with the “adjusted” personality variables that filter out the effect of experts’ ideological placement (Appendix A), even if the effects are at times weaker. Results of all models run with these alternative measures are in the Online Supplementary Materials, Tables D.3.3 to D.3.5. All effects resist additional alternative models that control for the average expert profile in terms of, for example, percentage female experts, average familiarity with the case at hand, and ideological self-placement (Tables D.3.6 to D.3.8).

The Electoral Fortunes of Dark Politicians

Personality and Electoral Success

The personality of candidates is a rather strong predictor of their likeability, as we have seen in the previous section. Yet likeability and voting choices do not perfectly overlap. Though liking candidates goes a long way to predict the chances that voters will ultimately vote for them, the two cannot be fully equated. Voters might like candidates but still decide not to vote for them, perhaps preferring a more secure choice in a strategic way or choosing not to vote altogether. In this sense, an investigation into the electoral consequences of candidates’ personality cannot simply focus on voters’ attitudes, but ought to also consider the real, concrete outcomes of the election in which the candidates competed.

In the following pages we investigate precisely this question: are candidates’ personalities in any way associated with their concrete performance at the ballot box? Does their personality translate into more (or less) votes received, all things considered? To answer this question, we revert back to the large-scale expert data set (NEGex), which includes data about the personality profile and electoral performance for 194 candidates worldwide. We measure electoral success as the percentage of votes they received in the election (0%–100%).

On average, among those for which we have a personality score, the candidate in our database won 30.8% of votes (SD = 15.8). The candidate that received the smallest percentage of votes was Paul Nuttal, during UKIP’s disastrous 2017 UK election, with a tiny 1.8%. On the other end of the spectrum, with the largest share of votes in our database, we find Shavkat Mirziyoyev, with a whopping 88.6% of votes received during the 2016 election in Uzbekistan, when he competed as interim president, following the death of President Islam Karimov.




Table 3.3 Electoral results by candidate profile




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.90
	(2.37)
	
	−0.94
	(2.50)
	
	−0.91
	(2.36)
	



	Year born
	−0.17
	(0.08)
	*
	−0.15
	(0.08)
	†
	−0.19
	(0.08)
	*



	Incumbent
	14.45
	(1.87)
	***
	14.74
	(1.97)
	***
	13.85
	(1.96)
	***



	Right-wing
	0.50
	(0.60)
	
	0.38
	(0.60)
	
	0.41
	(0.58)
	



	PR
	−0.11
	(1.97)
	
	0.49
	(2.00)
	
	0.18
	(1.93)
	



	EN candidates
	−3.81
	(0.60)
	***
	−3.71
	(0.62)
	***
	−3.77
	(0.60)
	***



	Competitiveness
	1.19
	(0.89)
	
	0.85
	(0.89)
	
	0.94
	(0.87)
	



	Presidential election
	6.03
	(2.04)
	**
	6.51
	(2.14)
	**
	6.03
	(2.07)
	**



	West
	−2.26
	(1.94)
	
	−2.04
	(1.96)
	
	−2.26
	(1.93)
	



	Extraversion
	−2.07
	(1.58)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	0.78
	(1.75)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	3.29
	(1.83)
	†
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.03
	(1.91)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	1.52
	(1.72)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	−2.35
	(2.23)
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	−1.03
	(1.88)
	
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	0.52
	(2.10)
	
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5.31
	(1.85)
	**



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.36
	(1.45)
	



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.83
	(1.89)
	



	Constant
	352.68
	(157.53)
	*
	334.86
	(163.55)
	*
	385.43
	(156.60)
	*



	N(candidates)
	191
	
	
	191
	
	
	191
	
	



	N(elections)
	101
	
	
	101
	
	
	101
	
	



	R2
	0.524
	
	
	0.495
	
	
	0.516
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM), where candidates are nested within elections. Dependent variable in all models is the percentage of votes received by the candidate in the election (0%–100%).

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 3.3 estimates the absolute electoral success of candidates as a function of their profile, their personality, and the nature of the context in which they competed. Following the same logic discussed earlier for candidate likeability, to avoid overspecifying our models we present separate estimations for the effect of the Big Five (M1), the Dark Triad (M2), and the three meta-traits (M3). At the candidate level, models are controlled by gender, age, incumbency status, and ideology. It is important to control for the gender of candidates, as gender stereotypes invariantly play a role in candidates’ success (Fox and Oxley 2003), even if not significantly so in our case. Similarly, the association between personality traits and professional success is stronger for older people (Judge et al. 1999), and as such it is important to control for age; in all four models, older candidates in general receive more votes. Unsurprisingly, the key driver of electoral performance at the candidate level is incumbency status, in line with the well-known “incumbency bonus” in elections (Cox and Katz 1996). The ideology of candidates does not seem to drive their electoral performance overall.

At the contextual level, we control for both the electoral and party system, both of which are likely to affect electoral competition and alter candidates’ scores at the ballot box. We use a binary variable that sorts countries with a PR electoral system (including Mixed Member Proportional) from countries with a plurality/majority system (including Mixed Member Majoritarian; Gallagher 2014), and a simple binary variable distinguishing presidential (2) and legislative (1) elections. Unsurprisingly, the share of votes is higher in presidential elections, as the number of competitors is usually larger than in legislative elections. Of course, our measure of electoral success suffers from the fact that elections with a larger (effective) number of candidates decrease the chances that any given candidate scores particularly high. Because of this, all our models that use the absolute success of candidates are controlled by the “effective” number of candidates having competed in the election. The effective number of candidates (ENC) is inspired by the formula proposed by Laakso and Taagepera (1979) and, broadly speaking, reflects the number of competing candidates with a similar strength. Thus, an election with a lot of candidates but where two were very strong (let’s say, around 45% of the votes each) and the remaining dozen were very small candidates totaling around 1% will have a rather small “effective” number of candidates (just above 2), whereas an election with four candidates all polling around 25% will have a larger ENC (around 4); see also Gallagher (2014). Unsurprisingly, the effective number of candidates having competed in the election is strongly and negatively associated with electoral success—quite simply, the higher the number of candidates competing in any given election, the lower the chances that the average candidate receives a lot of votes. Because we use the percentage of votes received as the main dependent variable in this chapter, controlling for the (effective) number of competing candidates is essential to avoid spurious results. Our models also control for the competitiveness of the race, measured via a question in the expert survey that asked experts to evaluate how much they agree that “the race was not competitive, the winner was clearly known beforehand.” We recoded the aggregated scores into a variable that varies between 0 “very low competitiveness” and 4 “very high competitiveness.” Finally, we control for the geographical region of the country (West vs. Non-West).

Turning to the effect of personality, using a previous iteration of the data set that included approximately half of the candidates covered in this book, Nai (2019) showed a positive effect of conscientiousness. We find this effect here as well: M1 in Table 3.3 indicates that candidates scoring high on conscientiousness are significantly more likely to perform better than candidates scoring low on this trait. Conscientious candidates are rewarded quite clearly; compared to candidates who score the lowest on this trait, for which our model predicts an average percentage of votes received around 22%, high-conscientiousness candidates are predicted to receive more than 35% of the votes—an increase of more than 13 percentage points, which can be, all things considered, rather consequential. When comparing the extremes, the effect of conscientiousness is on par with the “bonus” naturally received by incumbents (Cox and Katz 1996; about 13% in our models). Nai (2019) also found a positive effect for openness and a negative effect for extraversion. We find trends in this direction in our data, but the effects are not statistically significant. Yet driven by the strong effect of conscientiousness, M3 shows that candidates who generally score higher on the meta-trait of stability (high agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) perform significantly better than their low-stability counterparts. Compared to candidates who score the lowest on this trait, high-stability candidates are predicted to receive twice as much support in the polls (20% vs. 39%). Voters, it seems, tend to prefer candidates at the ballot box that showcase a stable and conscientious profile.

Models M2 and M3 test for the effect of candidates’ dark traits on their electoral performance during the election. Using a previous iteration of the data, Nai (2019) found a slight positive effect of psychopathy that no longer exists in our models. On their own, none of the three dark traits, nor the underlying “dark core” meta-trait, have a significant effect on electoral results.

The dark core is, however, electorally successful for one category of candidates: incumbents. As shown in Figure 3.4 (right-hand panel), whereas there is no relationship between increasing dark core scores and electoral success for challengers, a clear upward trend exists for incumbents. Compared to candidates who score the lowest on the dark core—for which the models estimate a percent of votes received around 30% (28% for challengers and 31% for incumbents)—incumbents that score the highest on the dark core receive an estimated 45% of votes, an extremely substantial increase, especially considering how close contemporary elections tend to be. Considering more conservative critical values, the models estimate 37.5% of votes for leaders scoring one standard deviation below the mean score of dark core across all leaders, and 42.3% of votes for leaders scoring one standard deviation above the mean score of dark core across all leaders, which remains a quite substantial difference.
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Figure 3.4 Electoral results by candidate profile; interaction with candidate incumbency

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.3.9 (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean.



To be sure, the interaction term itself between the dark core and incumbency is not statistically significant (Table D.3.9, Online Supplementary Materials); this does not prevent, as clearly shown here, the existence of substantive marginal differences at selected levels of the predictor (Brambor et al. 2006). Furthermore, the interaction between incumbency and the dark core is statistically significant when using an alternative dependent variable (final rank; Table D.3.13). All in all, what these results suggest is that the dark core is unlikely to have a substantial effect across the board, but it is a potentially important advantage for incumbents, for whom a dark personality might be, after all, adaptive. This seems perfectly in line with the trends discussed in Chapter 1, where we showed that incumbents tend to showcase a darker profile overall.

The Moderating Role of Candidate Ideology

As earlier for candidate likeability, it is unlikely that the trends shown for electoral success exist across the board. Most notably, given the strong moderating role played by candidate (and voter) ideology, the effect of candidates’ personality on their electoral success cannot be expected to exist equally across the ideological spectrum. To test for this intuition, Table 3.4 regresses candidates’ electoral success (percentage of votes received in the election) on their personality profile (the two meta-traits of stability and plasticity, and the dark core) interacted with their ideological position.






Table 3.4 Electoral results by candidate profile; interaction with candidate ideology




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.61
	(2.34)
	
	−0.98
	(2.39)
	
	−1.04
	(2.33)
	



	Year born
	−0.19
	(0.08)
	*
	−0.19
	(0.08)
	*
	−0.21
	(0.08)
	*



	Incumbent
	13.23
	(1.96)
	***
	13.82
	(1.96)
	***
	13.31
	(1.94)
	***



	Right-wing
	−3.06
	(1.81)
	†
	0.84
	(2.10)
	
	5.85
	(2.36)
	*



	PR
	0.17
	(1.92)
	
	0.15
	(1.94)
	
	0.61
	(1.92)
	



	EN candidates
	−3.80
	(0.60)
	***
	−3.77
	(0.60)
	***
	−3.71
	(0.60)
	***



	Competitiveness
	0.81
	(0.87)
	
	0.94
	(0.87)
	
	0.77
	(0.86)
	



	Presidential election
	6.00
	(2.05)
	**
	6.02
	(2.08)
	**
	6.46
	(2.05)
	**



	West
	−1.85
	(1.92)
	
	−2.34
	(1.97)
	
	−1.82
	(1.91)
	



	Stabilitya
	−2.63
	(4.35)
	
	5.35
	(1.87)
	**
	5.19
	(1.83)
	**



	Plasticityb
	−0.17
	(1.44)
	
	0.51
	(4.32)
	
	0.27
	(1.46)
	



	Dark Corec
	0.28
	(1.90)
	
	0.90
	(1.93)
	
	9.06
	(3.93)
	*



	Right-wing candidate * Stability
	1.71
	(0.85)
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Right-wing candidate * Plasticity
	
	
	
	−0.21
	(0.97)
	
	
	
	



	Right-wing candidate * Dark Core
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−2.07
	(0.87)
	*



	Constant
	418.42
	(156.13)
	**
	387.41
	(157.29)
	*
	399.58
	(154.71)
	**



	N(candidates)
	191
	
	
	191
	
	
	191
	
	



	N(elections)
	101
	
	
	101
	
	
	101
	
	



	R2
	0.527
	
	
	0.516
	
	
	0.531
	
	





Note: All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM), where candidates are nested within elections. Dependent variable in all models is the percentage of votes received by the candidate in the election (0%–100%).

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1
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Figure 3.5 Electoral results by candidate profile; interaction with candidate ideology

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 3.4. All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of candidate ideology (left-right scale), respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (left-wing) and one standard    deviation above the mean (right-wing).



As previously for candidate likeability, the table shows two significant interactions between candidate ideology and stability, on the one hand (M1), and the dark core, on the other hand (M3). These two traits, simply said, do not have the same effect on the electoral fortunes of right- and left-wing candidates. Figure 3.5 substantiates the magnitude of these interaction terms with marginal effects. As the figure shows, both the positive effect of stability and the negative effect of the dark core on electoral success exist particularly for right-wing candidates (black diamonds) but are much more subdued for left-wing candidates (white circles). Compared to candidates who score low on stability, right-wing candidates who score higher on this trait gain up to 30% more votes (percentage points), whereas left-wing candidates gain about 7% more votes. Similarly, compared to candidates who score the lowest on the dark core, right-wing candidates who score the highest on this trait lose almost 15% of votes (percentage points).

This last result is interesting in light of the fact that it is especially for left-wing candidates that personality seems to matter for likeability, whereas the effect of personality on electoral results seems to be more present for right-wing candidates. At face value, this could reflect psychological differences between liberal and conservatives in how social and political dynamics are perceived (e.g., Duckitt and Sibley 2010). As Laustsen (2017) posits: “Because conservatives tend to see the social world as dangerous and threatening they will prefer powerful and strong candidates, while liberals will prefer warm candidates due to their tendency to perceive society as a peaceful and cooperative place” (884). Triangulating observational evidence from the United States and experimental evidence from Danish respondents, Laustsen (2017) shows that liberal voters tend to prefer candidates who showcase a warmer profile, whereas conservatives have a proclivity to rather support “stronger” candidates who prioritize power and leadership. Our results, broadly, fit with this overall trend, in that the personality of left-wing candidates is more relevant for likeability, whereas the personality of right-wing candidates matters more for success and concrete results.

Populism and Dark Campaigns

In Chapter 2, we discussed evidence suggesting that candidates with a darker personality profile are more likely to have a populist profile and rely on a darker campaign rhetoric. In light of the fact that both populism and dark campaigns are likely to have electoral consequences, to what extent are these two elements interacting with the effect of personality traits on the electoral success of candidates? Figure 3.6 presents such trends.4
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Figure 3.6 Electoral results by candidate profile; interaction with candidate populism and dark campaigning

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.3.10 (populism) and D.3.11 (negativity) (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean. In panel (b) the two lines in each graph reflect two critical values of dark campaigning, respectively at one standard deviation below the mean (low dark campaigns) and one standard deviation above the mean (high dark campaigns).



Figure 3.6 plots the marginal effect of the three meta-traits (stability, plasticity, dark core) on the electoral success of candidates (percentage of votes received) for populists and mainstream candidates (top row), and as a function of dark campaigns (bottom row). The effects shown in Figure 3.6 are not extremely strong, but they indicate a rather clear trend. A stronger positive relationship between stability and electoral results exists in particular for populists (top-left panel); a similar trend exists for dark campaigns, even if the interaction term is not significant per se. Similarly, the negative effect of the dark core on electoral results is somewhat strong for candidates who used a darker style of electoral campaigning (bottom-right panel); a somewhat similar interaction exists also for populism and the dark core (top-right panel), even though, in both cases, the interaction term is not significant per se. All in all, these results suggest the presence of a substitution effect, not a reinforcing one. Better electoral results are somewhat more likely for populists and candidates who use dark campaigns—as long as they showcase a stable personality profile and score lower on dark personality traits.

The main results discussed in this chapter resist alternative model specifications. First, we replicated the models using an alternative dependent variable, that measures the final rank of the candidate in the election (count variable, 1 = winner) instead of the percentage of votes received, to standardize even further the differences across different types of elections in term of electoral competition; results were generally in line with those discussed above, even if effects for some interactions were decidedly weaker (Tables D.3.12 to D.3.16, Online Supplementary Materials). Second, as before, we replicated the models using instead the “adjusted” measures of personality that filter out the effect of experts’ political profile; again, results were generally robust (Tables D.3.17 to D.3.21). Very similar results were also found in models that controlled for the average profile of experts who evaluated the personality of the candidates (Tables D.3.22 to D.3.26).

Discussion

Is the personality of candidates useful to understand their electoral performance? It is. Our investigation shows that candidates who generally score higher on the meta-trait of stability (high agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) tend to perform significantly better at the ballot box than their low-stability counterparts. A dark personality is unlikely to have a substantial effect across the board, but it is a potentially important advantage for incumbent candidates, for whom a dark personality might be adaptive. This aligns with the trends discussed in Chapter 1, where we showed that incumbents tend to showcase a darker profile overall.

Our results also show, however, that candidates with dark traits tend to be disliked by voters when the latter are asked about it explicitly. Personality goes a long way, and our investigation suggests that the personality of candidates is a powerful driver of how likeable they are perceived to be by voters—both directly and when accounting for the ideological profile of voters and candidates. Directly, candidates scoring high on stability (agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) and plasticity (extraversion, openness) tend to be liked, whereas candidates scoring high on dark traits are much less so (except somewhat for Machiavellianism); all in all, voters tend to find darker candidates less palatable.

These trends do not, however, exist across the board. The positive effect of candidate stability on likeability exists especially for left-wing voters, but much less so for right-wing voters. Furthermore, the generally negative effect of the dark core on candidate likeability exists only for left-wing voters; right-wing voters tend to like dark candidates more. This last effect naturally raises questions about the existence of heterogeneous effects of candidate personality—that is, that these effects could be contingent on individual differences in the public. Are some voters more likely to like dark politics? We dedicate Chapter 4 to this matter.


4

Who Likes Dark Politicians?

The dynamics discussed in the previous chapters, most notably the observational analyses discussed in Chapter 3, assumed a homogeneous electorate. Yet the assumption that dark politics affects all citizens equally is certainly simplistic. While it seems safe to argue that the public at large generally dislikes the “nastier” elements of contemporary politics (Fridkin and Kenney 2011; Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1989; but see Mattes and Redlawsk 2015), the specifics of who likes what tend to be in the eye of the beholder (Lipsitz and Geer 2017; Sigelman and Kugler 2003). Different individuals might perceive certain elements, such as political incivility, quite differently—and react differently to those elements depending on their own personality and dispositional attitudes (Fridkin and Kenney 2011, 2019; Maier and Faas 2015; Nai and Maier 2021b). The question is thus whether some citizens are more likely than others to “like” dark politics.

In this chapter, we present new evidence showing that this is, indeed, the case. We start, first, by exploring whether some individuals are more likely to like and support candidates with darker personalities. Evidence in this sense is relatively scattered, and usually unable to disentangle the personality and ideological profile of the candidates. We present new experimental evidence using the manipulated personality profile of a fictive candidate, which shows rather clearly that dark voters prefer dark candidates. In a second, section, we revert back to observational data and show that, when comparing candidates worldwide, it is particular voters with a more aggressive and uncompromising profile—that is, high populist attitudes—who are more likely to appreciate candidates with dark personality traits. All in all, evidence in this chapter supports the idea that the effect of dark politics is likely contingent on the personality and attitudes of voters.

Psychological Predispositions for Dark Politics

Do some voters “like it dark”? This is certainly the conclusion that stems from recent research looking at individual differences in the processing of dark campaigns. Weinschenk and Panagopoulos (2014) show via a survey experiment that respondents high in extraversion are more likely to be mobilized by negative campaign messages; inversely, respondents high in agreeableness can be discouraged from participating when exposed to negativity. In a study by Kalmoe (2019), the use of “aggressive metaphors” in political messages tends to mobilize voters with “aggressive traits” (associated with low agreeableness and extraversion, and high neuroticism) and demobilize strong partisans low in aggression. Elsewhere, Kalmoe (2014) also showed that violent metaphors have the power to increase support for political violence, especially among more aggressive citizens. Similarly, in the study by Bjarnøe et al. (2020) political news that employs a conflict framing—that is, focusing on disagreements and clashes inherent in the political game—is more successful in mobilizing voters that score low in conflict avoidance. Maier and Faas (2015), looking at German televised debates, also find that attacks are more effective for recipients low in conflict avoidance. Experimental evidence from Nai and Maier (2021b) likewise shows that exposure to negative campaign messages is more effective at reducing positive evaluations of the target of the attacks among respondents scoring high in psychopathy. Inversely, Mutz and Reeves (2005) show that exposure to uncivil content lowers political trust, especially in respondents high in conflict avoidance. Otto et al. (2019) suggest that individuals with lower levels of “tolerance to disagreement” are more affected by political incivility, and Fridkin and Kenney (2011, 2019) show the same for low “tolerance to negativity.” Finally, Nai and Otto (2021) show that respondents low in schadenfreude are much more likely to reject political attacks—perhaps because they do not see an entertainment value in them, which has been shown to mitigate the backlash effects of negativity (Verhulsdonk et al. 2022).

With this in mind, it seems safe to assume that specific personality profiles in candidates might seem more appealing for some voters than others. Although the evidence here is more limited, some studies suggest, for example, that voters scoring low in agreeableness are more likely to support populist candidates (Bakker et al. 2016), who have been shown to exhibit a specific set of personality traits (high extraversion and narcissism, low agreeableness; Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019). Similarly, one might expect candidates high in conscientiousness to be preferred by voters on the right, and candidates high in openness and agreeableness preferred by voters on the left, reflecting correlations between ideology and personality found at the individual level (Gerber et al. 2011a; Vecchione and Caprara 2009). A rather consistent body of evidence with observational data shows the existence of a congruence between party leaders and their supporters (Caprara et al. 2003), with voters often more likely to support candidates with personalities that “match” their own (Caprara and Zimbardo 2004; Caprara et al. 2007b; but see Klingler et al. 2019). This “homophily” effect, also observed in primates (Massen and Koski 2014) and thus likely to have an evolutionary origin, holds that individuals with congruent personality profiles tend to like (and be attracted to) each other (e.g., Selfhout et al. 2010). As summarized by Caprara and Vecchione (2017), “Traits represent important elements through which the similarity-attraction principle may operate in politics because they allow voters to organize their impression of politicians, to link politicians’ perceived personalities to their own, and ultimately to justify their preferences on the assumption that similarity in traits carries similarity in worldview and values. … Therefore, the more voters acknowledge their own pattern of behavior in a political leader, the more they may assume that the leader in question also shares their own principles” (236). Recent research by Fortunato et al. (2018) suggests that similar mechanisms were also at play during the 2016 US presidential primaries.

All in all, these scattered studies suggest that some citizens are more “attuned” to negativity, incivility, and politicians with abrasive personalities—in short, to “dark politics”—than others. Put differently, a case can be made, in our opinion, that individual differences are an important moderator when it comes to the effects of dark politics, and that darker voters tend to prefer darker politicians. Yet, to the best of our knowledge, a systematic exploration about the role of individual differences on the perception of the personality of candidates remains elusive. We present one such exploration in this chapter.

Simulating the Personality of Candidates

Assessing voters’ perception of real political figures is an exercise that is likely to reflect their underlying partisan preferences for these candidates. For instance, there is consistent evidence that liberals have a much more critical perception of Donald Trump than do their conservative counterparts. The former mostly highlight Trump’s low agreeableness, low conscientiousness, and low emotional stability, whereas the latter rate Trump higher on all the Big Five traits, especially openness and conscientiousness (e.g., Fiala et al. 2020; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2021a; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). In this case, how voters on both “sides” perceive Trump’s personality traits is “contaminated” by their political opinions about Trump himself.

With this in mind, we designed an experiment that “simulates” the personality traits of a fictive candidate in such a way that the respondents’ partisan preferences are unlikely to matter prima facie (Nai et al. 2021). We created eight mock magazine interviews (“vignettes”) with a fictive candidate: independent Paul A. Bauer, running for a seat in the US House of Representatives for Minnesota’s Ninth Congressional District (Minnesota only has eight). Each mock interview was designed to cue respondents toward a specific personality trait of the fictive candidate, using both the framing of the journalist conducting the interview and the candidate responses. For instance, for the “extraversion vignette,” the introductory paragraph read as follows (excerpt):


Bauer is a rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown to the public at large. In our first interview last week, we discussed his policies and political views; this week, we want to get to know him more as a person. Acquaintances describe him as enthusiastic and outgoing, but also as extremely talkative. I asked him three short questions, and found him to be extraverted and warm.



After this initial introduction, tailored to the specific trait we wanted to cue, all vignettes were set up as a series of questions and answers. For instance, the “emotional stability vignette” provided the following response from Bauer to the journalist’s question, “What is politics to you?”:


Politics is being able to take the best decision in the most calm and nuanced way possible. Impulsivity cannot have a place in politics. At the end of the day, only nuanced and rational decisions matter.



Finally, the fictive candidate was asked to identify which “fictional character” he would like to be “for just a single day.” The use of a fictional character to illustrate personality traits and facets is relatively common in the literature. For instance, as we have seen in Chapter 1, in order to illustrate the dark traits of narcissism, psychopathy and Machiavellianism, Jonason et al. (2012) refer to the fictive characters of James Bond, Hannibal Lecter, and House, M.D., respectively. Similarly, Schumacher and Zettler (2019) contrast the opposing personas of the fictive US presidents Josaiah Bartlett (The West Wing) and Frank Underwood (House of Cards) to illustrate high and low scores, respectively, on the “Honesty-Humility” trait in the HEXACO inventory. McCrae et al. (2013) do the same for the Big Five and refer, for example, to Antigone (in Sophocles’s play of the same name) to reflect high conscientiousness, or Sir John Falstaff (in Shakespeare’s Henry IV) to reflect high extraversion.

Drawing inspiration from these works, we had the fictive candidate refer to two fictive characters he’d like to be for one day, with the idea that such characters would reflect his personality and thus enhance the cueing potential of the vignette. The fiction characters matched with relevant traits were as follows: Han Solo (Star Wars) and Michael Scott (The Office) for extraversion; WALL-E (Pixar’s WALL-E) and Forrest Gump (Forrest Gump) for agreeableness; Hermione Granger (Harry Potter books and movies) and Batman (Batman movies) for conscientiousness; Samwise Gamgee (The Lord of the Rings book and movies) and Sancho Panza (Don Quixote) for emotional stability; Lisa Simpson (The Simpsons) and Huckleberry Finn (The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn) for openness; James Bond (James Bond movies and novels) and Miranda Priestly (The Devil Wears Prada) for narcissism; Hannibal Lecter (The Silence of the Lambs) and Sarah Connor (The Terminator) for psychopathy; House, M.D (House, M.D.) and Frank Underwood (House of Cards) for Machiavellianism. The mock magazine interview included a picture of the fictive Paul A. Bauer—a portrait of former Swiss federal councilor Didier Burkhalter, who reflects in our opinion the perfect stereotype of a “normal” white, middle-aged male candidate. All materials are available in Appendix C.1

We conducted the experiment in May 2020 with a convenience sample of US residents via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online platform where “workers” execute small tasks for compensation. Because of their opt-in logic, MTurk samples cannot be assumed to be representative of the population. Indeed, our sample includes a larger share of respondents affiliated with the Democratic Party than exists in the American population in general (see below). Nonetheless, evidence suggests that MTurk samples yield results that are similar to more traditional surveys. Berinsky et al. (2012) find that MTurk samples tend to be more representative of the US population than other types of convenience samples, whereas Clifford et al. (2015) report that MTurk samples tend to reflect the psychological divisions of liberals and conservatives in the US general population. All in all, the literature seems to suggest that MTurk offers a cheap and reliable alternative to traditional surveys (Casler et al. 2013; Hauser and Schwarz 2016). Nonetheless, for a more critical take, see Ford (2017) and Harms and DeSimone (2015).

Participants were invited to fill in a short online survey in return for a small payment (70 US cents; initial N = 2,010). The questionnaires included an “attention check” (Berinsky et al. 2014; Oppenheimer et al. 2009) in which specific instructions—select the option ‘other’ and write a keyword in the entry box—were embedded within a long and digressing question. Respondents who failed such attention checks (N = 39, 1.9%) were assumed to have only skimmed the questions and were thus excluded. The analyses were run on a final sample of 1,971 respondents. About half of respondents in the final sample are female (48.7%), 75% are white (11.8% African American), and the average age of the sample is around 42 years (SD = 13.5). Respondents were rather interested in politics, with only 2% declaring being not interested at all (41% very interested). Slightly more than half (52.1%) of respondents declare a preference of the Democratic Party, against 36.3% for the Republican Party (11.7% independents).

After random exposure to one of the eight “personality vignettes,” respondents were asked to rate the candidate using the personality batteries discussed earlier in this book: the “TIPI” for the Big Five (Gosling et al. 2003) and the “Dirty Dozen” for the Dark Triad (D12; Jonason and Webster 2010). In general, respondents perceived the personality of the fictive candidate in line with the cues we provided them. Figure 4.1 shows the perceived meta-traits of the fictive candidate as a function of the vignettes respondents were presented, also grouped along the three meta-traits discussed in this book: stability, plasticity, and dark core. As the figure shows, scores are systematically higher for the perceived meta-trait that is aligned with the personality cues in the vignette. For instance, respondents who were shown a “stability” vignette (that is, a vignette cueing agreeableness, conscientiousness, or emotional stability) were substantially more likely to perceive the fictive candidate as higher on stability (M = 5.7, SD = 1.0) than on plasticity (M = 4.5, SD = 1.0) or on the dark traits (M = 3.3, SD = 1.4). A series of ANOVAs that compare the perceived meta-traits across the three experimental (meta)conditions shows significant differences throughout.2 Furthermore, a series of t-tests run on the eight separate traits (e.g., extraversion, psychopathy) shows that respondents presented a vignette for a specific trait systematically rated the candidate as significantly higher on that trait when compared to the average of the other seven traits.3
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Figure 4.1 Experimental vignettes and perceived personality traits of the fictive candidate



On average, thus, the “personality vignettes” were quite successful: they seemingly were able to paint in the mind of respondents the personality profile that we intended to manipulate in the first place. In very anecdotal support of this conclusion, one respondent commented at the end of the survey that they “really did think the guy described in the article was a psychopath,” even though respondents were not prompted to comment on the personality of the candidate, and we did not use the term “psychopathy” anywhere in the survey or materials (see Appendix C). Sure enough, that participant had been presented the “psychopathy” vignette.

Does It Take One to Know One?

The Self-Other Knowledge Asymmetry model, developed by Simine Vazire (2010), suggests diverging degrees of accuracy in rating the personality of others. Some characteristics of the observed person could be hidden behind the “facade” of the public persona, whereas other elements might be better judged by observers than by the observed individuals themselves (“blind spot”; Vazire 2010, 282). Research in organizational psychology suggests, moreover, that subordinates are not all equally able to rate the personality of their leaders, suggesting that individual differences in observers can drive such assessments (e.g., Bono et al. 2012). All this leads to a first question when it comes to disentangling how voters perceive political figures: to what extent are individual differences of observers associated with perceived individual differences in the observed candidates? Intuitively, for several factors we could expect that “it takes one to know one”—that is, that individuals scoring high on a specific trait are more likely to rate candidates higher on that same trait. For instance, Bernadin et al. (2000) suggest that respondents high in agreeableness are more likely to rate the academic performance of their peers positively. Bono et al. (2012) have a similar expectation, suggesting that “more agreeable individuals will provide higher ratings on desirable rater characteristics” (135). Similarly, extraverted individuals could be more attuned to a leader’s charisma (Keller 1999). Does it take one to know one? As illustrated in Figure 4.2, this does seem to be the case, but for socially desirable traits only. The figure presents, for each of the eight “personality vignettes,” the linear association between the scores of respondents on that trait (e.g., agreeableness), measured using the same batteries discussed beforehand (TIPI and D12), and their rating of the fictive candidate on that very same trait. Thus, for instance, the second panel in the top row shows that, among respondents presented the “agreeableness” personality vignette, the more respondents scored high on agreeableness themselves, the more they also perceived the candidate as high on that trait. In other terms, agreeable respondents were more likely to find “agreeable candidates” agreeable as well, r(248) = 0.41, p < .001. This “mirroring” perception existed also for conscientiousness, r(232) = 0.43, p < .001, emotional stability, r(243) = 0.33, p < .001, and openness, r(249) = 0.27, p < .001, but not for extraversion.
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Figure 4.2 Perceived personality traits of the fictive candidate and respondent personality

Note: All panels present the association between the respondents’ personality trait (e.g., extraversion) and the scores that they assigned to the fictive candidate on that trait, only for respondents who were presented the “personality vignette” reflecting that trait. Thus, for instance, the top-left panel shows the linear association between increasing scores on extraversion for respondents and their ratings of the candidate extraversion, but only for respondents who were presented the “extraversion personality vignette.”

A slight spherical random noise (“jitter”) has been used to avoid excessive points overlap in the figures (jitter(10) in Stata).



This was not, however, the case for the dark personality traits. The mirroring perception did not exist for psychopathy and Machiavellianism; respondents presented those vignettes were neither more nor less likely to rate the fictive candidate as such depending on their own levels on those traits. For narcissism, the effect was even reversed: respondents presented the narcissism vignette were less likely to rate the fictive candidate as such if they themselves scored high on this trait, r(245) = −0.21, p = .001. This result could be read in light of research showing that narcissist individuals tend to exhibit more jealous behaviors, especially when combined with entitlement and self-esteem (Chin et al. 2017), and can even strategically induce jealousy in their partners when driven by power and control motives (Tortoriello et al. 2017). The conceptual affinity between narcissism and jealousy is likely due to “the inherent insecurity and self-consciousness associated with the trait” (Chin et al. 2017, 24). With this in mind, in our data, narcissistic respondents could be more likely to dismiss narcissistic candidates as such because they feel threatened by the similarity between them—There can be only one. It is also not unlikely that individuals scoring high on narcissism, quite simply, are less effective at identifying traits in other individuals, precisely because they are self-absorbed and have “overly positive interpretations of their [own] particular attributes and performances, including intelligence and attractiveness” (Ames and Kammrath 2004, 191), which in turn skews their perception of others. Indeed, evidence suggests low empathy in individuals scoring high on narcissism (Watson et al. 1984).
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Figure 4.3 Perceived personality meta-traits of the fictive candidate and respondent personality

Note: All panels present the association between the respondents’ personality meta-trait (e.g., plasticity) and the scores that they assigned to the fictive candidate on that meta-trait, only for respondents who were presented the “personality vignette” reflecting that meta-trait.

A slight spherical random noise (“jitter”) has been used to avoid excessive points overlap in the figures (jitter(10) in Stata).



All in all, respondents scoring higher on the “socially desirable” traits were more likely to perceive these traits in candidates, whereas respondents scoring higher on the “dark” traits did not seem more or less likely to identify such traits when compared to respondents scoring lower on those same dark traits. This broad trend is also confirmed when looking at the meta-traits of stability, plasticity, and dark core (Figure 4.3).

Projected Partisanship

As we discussed earlier in this book, Donald Trump’s personality is likely one of all the extremes: very high extraversion; low agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability; and very high scores on the Dark Triad (see also Nai and Maier 2018; Nai et al. 2019; Visser et al. 2017). This assessment, nonetheless, is far from unanimously held by the general public. Is Trump a charismatic leader who “tells it like it is” or an insecure, hot-headed egocentric? Several studies have documented that voters of different partisan identifications have radically opposed perceptions of Trump (Fiala et al. 2020; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2021a, 2021c; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). These studies, broadly speaking, show that liberals tend to have a much more critical perception than conservatives. The former mostly pinpoint Trump’s (very) low agreeableness, low conscientiousness, and low emotional stability, whereas the latter rate him much higher on all the Big Five, and especially on openness and conscientiousness (Nai and Maier 2021a). There is relatively more consensus regarding Trump’s extraversion, which is rated high across all voters; some evidence also exists that different voters converge in seeing Trump as relatively high in narcissism (Hyatt et al. 2018; Williams et al. 2018). Paraphrasing the title in Hyatt et al.’s (2018) excellent investigation, where some voters overwhelmingly see in Trump the evil Mr. Hyde, others see instead the tame and unwavering Dr. Jekyll. Of course, in a context deeply fraught with affective polarization (Iyengar et al. 2012) these contrasting opinions are no “strange case.” We will return to the dynamics of affective polarization in the next chapter.

The curious case of Trump’s personality exemplifies a known trend in the literature—namely, that voters often use partisan schemata to infer the personality of candidates, assigning desirable traits to political leaders they have a partisan affinity for, while being less likely to do so for socially nefarious traits (e.g., Caprara and Zimbardo 2004; see also Nai et al. 2023). The experiment described above tests the relationship between perceived personality and partisanship, but in a more nuanced and complex way: by exploring which partisan identification voters projected on the candidate. The “personality vignettes” used in the experiment presented the portrait of a fictive candidate with an “independent” political affiliation, ensuring the partisan nature of the candidate would not affect how voters perceive his personality profile. But we can, however, test the reversed effect—that is, whether personality cues drive the perceived ideology leaning of the candidate. After exposure to the vignette, respondents were told that the fictive independent candidate “has rather clear ideas about politics,” and were asked to form a judgment about whether he leans more toward the Democratic Party or the Republican Party (from 1 “certainly Democrat” to 7 “certainly Republican”). It is important to note again that no explicit political cues, such as policy positions or opinion about political matters, were provided in the vignettes (see Appendix C); accordingly, we can likely assume that the way in which voters project partisanship onto a politically “neutral” candidate is mainly driven by their impression of his personality, which we manipulated experimentally.

Across all vignettes, the average partisan projection of the fictive candidate spans between the two extremes and is rather normally distributed (M = 4.12, SD = 1.55). Interestingly, only one respondent out of five approximately (19.2%) rated the candidate as a pure independent (“Neither Democrat nor Republican”), suggesting that when prompted to do so voters tend to project partisanship even when there isn’t any.




Table 4.1 Projected partisanship of the fictive candidate by personality vignettes




	
	M1

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M2

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M3

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M4

Coef.
	Se
	sig





	Extraversiona
	0.09
	(0.13)
	
	
	
	
	0.83
	(0.27)
	**
	
	
	



	(R) * Conscient
	0.50
	(0.14)
	***
	
	
	
	0.92
	(0.28)
	**
	
	
	



	(R) * Emot. Stab
	0.36
	(0.13)
	**
	
	
	
	0.75
	(0.27)
	**
	
	
	



	Openness
	0.05
	(0.13)
	
	
	
	
	1.18
	(0.27)
	***
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	0.92
	(0.13)
	***
	
	
	
	3.01
	(0.27)
	***
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	1.10
	(0.13)
	***
	
	
	
	3.00
	(0.27)
	***
	
	
	



	(R) * Machiav
	0.97
	(0.13)
	***
	
	
	
	3.57
	(0.27)
	***
	
	
	



	Dark traitsb
	
	
	
	0.80
	(0.07)
	***
	
	
	
	2.47
	(0.14)
	***



	Republican (R)c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.65
	(0.06)
	***
	0.45
	(0.03)
	***



	(R) * Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.27
	(0.09)
	**
	
	
	



	(R) * Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.18
	(0.09)
	*
	
	
	



	(R) * Emotional stability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.14
	(0.09)
	
	
	
	



	(R) * Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.42
	(0.09)
	***
	
	
	



	(R) * Narcissism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.76
	(0.09)
	***
	
	
	



	(R) * Psychopathy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.70
	(0.09)
	***
	
	
	



	(R) * Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.95
	(0.09)
	***
	
	
	



	(R) * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.60
	(0.05)
	***



	Constant
	3.62
	(0.09)
	***
	3.82
	(0.04)
	***
	1.85
	(0.19)
	***
	2.58
	(0.09)
	***



	Observations
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	



	R-squared
	0.07
	
	
	0.06
	
	
	0.20
	
	
	0.18
	
	





Note: In all models, the dependent variable is projected partisan identity of the fictive candidate and varies between 1 “certainly Democrat” to 7 “certainly Republican.”

a Reference category is “Agreeableness” (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

b Reference category is Big Five (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

c Respondent partisan identification. Five-point scale ranging from 1 “Strongly Democrat” to 5 “Strongly Republican.”

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 4.1 shows models where the partisan identification that respondents projected on the fictive candidate was regressed on the personality vignette they were presented. The dependent variable takes lower scores if the respondent perceived the candidate as being a Democrat, and higher scores if the respondent perceived the candidate as being a Republican. Model M1, first, shows the estimated partisan identification of the candidate as a function of the eight separate personality vignettes. When compared to those who were shown the “agreeableness” vignette (reference category), respondents were more likely to perceive the candidate as being a Republican (shown by the significant positive regression coefficient) when presented the “conscientiousness” vignette—in line with research at the individual level, where political conservatism is often associated with higher levels of conscientiousness (e.g., Gerber et al. 2011a; Gosling et al. 2003; Jonason 2014). Clearly, voters perceive conscientious candidates as more conservative. They also perceive emotionally stable candidates as more conservative, at least when compared to agreeable candidates.

Importantly, respondents who were shown each of the three “dark” vignettes were significantly more likely to perceive the candidate as being a Republican. This effect is clearly shown also in Model M2, which simply contrasts respondents exposed to any of the “Big Five” vignettes with respondents exposed to any of the three “dark” vignettes. Respondents were significantly more likely to project a more liberal partisanship over the fictive candidate if they were presented a vignette cueing a “socially desirable” personality, and significantly more likely to project a more conservative partisanship onto the fictive candidate if presented a “dark” vignette. These trends echo, broadly speaking, the association between personality traits and partisan identification, in both voters (Gerber et al. 2011a; Jonason 2014) and candidates (especially for the Big Five: Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Dietrich et al. 2012; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; but see Schumacher and Zettler 2019).

It seems unlikely, however, that voters project partisanship as a function of personality traits without accounting for their own partisan preferences (Fiala et al. 2020; Hyatt et al. 2018; Nai and Maier 2021a; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). The two last models in Table 4.1 test for this assumption. The two models regress the projected partisanship of the fictive candidate over the vignette respondents were exposed to, as in M1 and M2, but including the moderating role of the respondents’ own partisan identification. Significant interactions will imply that respondents exposed to a certain vignette project the partisanship of the candidate differently depending on whether they are themselves liberals or conservatives. M3 does so, first, for the separate traits, and shows there is indeed motivated reasoning at play, with the results shown beforehand for the whole sample being essentially reversed for Republican voters. M4 presents a more simplified model and shows the extent of this perceptive bias in projected partisanship. The model shows a significant negative interaction between the respondent partisan identification and being shown a “dark” personality vignette (vs. being shown a “Big Five” vignette, reference category). The interaction is substantiated with marginal effects and 95% confidence intervals in Figure 4.4.
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Figure 4.4 Projected partisanship by candidate personality vignette and respondent partisan identification

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 4.1 (M4).



As the figure shows, respondents exposed to a “dark” vignette (black diamonds) were substantially more likely to believe that the candidate was a Republican if they (the respondents) were themselves affiliated with the Democratic Party (left-hand side of the x-axis), and less likely to believe that the candidate was a Republican if they (the respondents) were themselves Republicans (right-hand side of the x-axis). The effect is completely reversed for exposure to a “socially desirable” trait (any of the Big Five vignettes, white circles). In other words, voters’ partisan biases voters strongly affect the interplay between the perceived personality of candidates and their projected partisan affiliation. We tend to assign dark traits to candidates we dislike or, more precisely, we tend to think that candidates are part of the political out-group when we do not like their personality. This clear trend has profound implications for the role of dark candidates in fostering affective polarization, which we discuss further in Chapter 5.

Individual Differences and Preferences for Dark Candidates

Evidence discussed in Chapter 3 suggests that some personality traits in candidates are more (and less) likely to be liked and electorally successful. This, we argued, could either come from the higher adaptive nature of some traits (e.g., conscientious individuals perform better at their job, so it is natural to expect better results from conscientious candidates) and/or from the perception that voters have of such traits.

Do some voters prefer dark candidates? To investigate this question with our experimental data we analyzed candidate likeability as a function of the personality vignette respondents were shown. To measure candidate likeability, we relied on the “feeling thermometer” developed by the ANES research group (Wilcox et al. 1989), measured after exposure to the personality vignettes. Responses range on a 0–100 scale, where low scores indicate a unfavorable or “cold” opinion and high scores a favorable or “warm” one. On average, across all vignettes, respondents had rather average feelings about the candidate (M = 58.4, SD = 26.2). Table 4.2 presents the results of four models that estimate such likeability as a function of the personality vignette respondents were shown, first directly (M1 and M2), then in interaction with their partisan affiliation (M3 and M4).




Table 4.2 Candidate likeability by personality vignettes and respondent partisan identification




	
	M1

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M2

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M3

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M4

Coef.
	Se
	sig





	Extraversiona
	−7.40
	(2.03)
	***
	
	
	
	−8.05
	(4.31)
	†
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−4.47
	(2.06)
	*
	
	
	
	−8.98
	(4.52)
	*
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	0.28
	(2.04)
	
	
	
	
	−2.25
	(4.38)
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−8.58
	(2.02)
	***
	
	
	
	−9.48
	(4.37)
	*
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	−27.27
	(2.03)
	***
	
	
	
	−34.80
	(4.34)
	***
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	−28.15
	(2.03)
	***
	
	
	
	−36.95
	(4.38)
	***
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	−35.21
	(2.03)
	***
	
	
	
	−41.99
	(4.34)
	***
	
	
	



	Dark traitsb
	
	
	
	−26.17
	(1.06)
	***
	
	
	
	−32.34
	(2.28)
	***



	Republican (R)c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.18
	(1.00)
	
	0.40
	(0.45)
	



	(R) * Extraversion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.23
	(1.40)
	
	
	
	



	(R) * Conscientiousness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.57
	(1.43)
	
	
	
	



	(R) * Emotional stability
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.93
	(1.42)
	
	
	
	



	(R) * Openness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.33
	(1.42)
	
	
	
	



	(R) * Narcissism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.73
	(1.40)
	†
	
	
	



	(R) * Psychopathy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3.16
	(1.41)
	*
	
	
	



	(R) * Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.48
	(1.41)
	†
	
	
	



	(R) * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.24
	(0.73)
	**



	Constant
	72.28
	(1.43)
	***
	68.23
	(0.65)
	***
	72.77
	(3.09)
	***
	67.12
	(1.41)
	***



	Observations
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	



	R-squared
	0.25
	
	
	0.23
	
	
	0.26
	
	
	0.24
	
	





Note: In all models, the dependent variable is candidate likeability (feeling thermometer) and varies between 0 “very cold” and 100 “very warm” feelings toward the candidate.

a Reference category is “Agreeableness” (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

b Reference category is Big Five (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

c Respondent partisan identification. Five-point scale ranging from 1 “Strongly Democrat” to 5 “Strongly Republican.”

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




The first model in Table 4.2 shows very clearly that dark candidates are profoundly disliked. Compared to the reference category (the “agreeableness” vignette), respondents who saw the narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism vignettes scored the fictive candidates with up to 35 points less on the likeability scale. Open, conscientious, and extraverted candidates also scored lower on likeability when compared to agreeable candidates—but the effects were substantially smaller than those shown for the three dark traits. Model M2 confirms the detrimental effect of dark traits and shows that voters who saw a dark vignette gave the fictive candidate up to 26 points less on likeability, on average, compared to respondents who saw any of the “Big Five” vignettes.

Voters, clearly, dislike dark candidates. But is this true for all voters? The last two models in Table 4.2 test for the moderating role of partisan preferences in respondents. Model M3, based on the direct effect of the separate personality vignettes, and, especially, model M4, based on the contrast between exposure to a dark vignette (vs. a Big Five vignette) show a rather clear trend: candidate likeability after exposure to a dark vignette increased for more conservative voters, perfectly confirming the observational evidence discussed in Chapter 3. The effect in model M4 is substantiated with marginal effects in Figure 4.5. As the figure shows, voters on average clearly disliked dark candidates, as shown by the large gap in average likeability between respondents presented a Big Five vignette (white circles) and those presented a dark vignette (black diamonds). Yet, if the effect of the “socially desirable” traits on candidate likeability is constant regardless of the partisan identification of the respondent (x-axis), this is not the case for the effect of the dark traits. Respondents who were shown a dark vignette rated the fictive candidate increasingly more positively as they move from a Democrat to a Republican affiliation—from about 37 points on average for voters with a strong Democratic identification to about 48 points for respondents on the other end of the political spectrum, an overall increase of more than 10% considering the scale used. This clear result is in line with what we discussed above for projected partisanship, and generally echoes the literature at the individual level (Gerber et al. 2011a; Jonason 2014) and the candidate level (especially for the Big Five: Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Dietrich et al. 2012; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; but see Schumacher and Zettler 2019). More conservative voters tend to score higher on dark traits, and so do more conservative candidates. Likely as a result, more conservative voters tend to demonstrate a greater preference for darker candidates, even if in general the latter are rather disliked across the board.
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Figure 4.5 Candidate likeability by candidate personality vignette and respondent partisan identification

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 4.2 (M4).



Going one step further, we also investigated whether candidate likeability is a function of exposure to candidates with a personality profile similar to that of the respondent. As discussed earlier in this chapter, evidence exists that voters tend to support candidates with a personality profile that matches their own (Caprara and Zimbardo 2004; Caprara et al. 2007b; Selfhout et al. 2010), mostly because voters assume that “similarity in traits carries similarity in worldview and values” (Caprara and Vecchione 2017, 236). While there is considerable evidence of this “homophily” effect when it comes to “socially desirable” traits (Big Five), whether this effect is also at play for dark personality traits remains an open question. Figure 4.6 illustrates our findings.
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Figure 4.6 Candidate likeability by candidate personality vignette and respondent personality

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.4.1 (Online Supplementary Materials).



The figure presents three panels, each estimating candidate likeability as a joint function of candidate vignette and respondent personality profile—respectively, their level of stability (their average score on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability; left-hand panel), plasticity (average score on extraversion and openness, middle panel), and dark core (average score on narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism; right-hand panel). Full results are in Table D.4.1 (Online Supplementary Materials). The figure, broadly speaking, shows a rather clear homophily effect for the dark meta-trait, much more so than for the two other meta-traits. It is true that candidate likeability increases slightly more as a function of respondents’ stability (left-hand panel) for respondents who saw a stability vignette (white circles) compared to the other respondents; but the effect is only marginally stronger when compared to plasticity (gray triangles), and is mostly driven by the strong negative effect of exposure to a dark vignette (black diamonds). Much clearer is the situation in the right-hand panel. Candidate likeability is a clear positive function of voters’ dark traits, among those who were shown a dark vignette. For all other voters who saw one of the two “socially desirable” meta-traits (plasticity and stability), increasing levels on the dark core are irrelevant in explaining whether they liked the candidate or not. In other words, dark voters like dark candidates. For dark candidate traits, then, the conclusion is incontrovertible: it does not take one to know one, as we discussed earlier, but it certainly takes one to like one.

Populist Voters Like Dark Candidates

The results discussed in the previous section showed, broadly speaking, that dark voters like dark candidates. While the data used had the advantage of experimentally simulating the personality of a candidate net of the direct effect of ideological affiliations—which allowed us to explore more specifically the direct and indirect effect of perceived personality on candidate likeability—it nonetheless remains experimental data based on fictive candidates and hypothetical attitudes (and for the very specific case of the United States). Would we find convergent results in real life, looking at candidates who competed in real elections across the world? Unfortunately, no large-scale postelection data set exists (yet) that includes measures for the dark personality of voters, allowing us to replicate the dynamics shown above on a real setting. This being said, the comparative postelectoral data we introduced in the previous chapter (Comparative Study of Electoral Systems data set) does contain an individual measure that allows us to test for similar mechanisms: populist attitudes (Akkerman et al. 2014; Schulz et al. 2018). As we have shown in Chapter 2, there are strong reasons to expect that populism and dark personality go hand in hand. At the level of political elites, populists take pleasure in displaying “bad manners” (Moffitt 2016) and usually bring “a more negative, hardened tone to the debate” (Immerzeel and Pickup 2015, 350; see also Nai 2021). Furthermore, populists have a considerably “darker” personality profile (Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019). As we have seen, all these trends are amply confirmed in our large-scale comparative study: populist candidates go negative and showcase a very dark personality profile. This trend is matched by research at the individual level, showing that voters with a darker personality profile (low agreeableness, to be more precise; Bakker et al. 2016) tend to vote for populist parties. With this in mind, we expand here on analyses discussed in Nai (2022) regarding the reverse effect: populist voters tend to like dark candidates.

We rely here again on the triangulation between our large-scale expert survey and module 5 of the CSES, which provides data at the individual level for a large selection of elections worldwide. As discussed in Chapter 3, the two data sets overlap for 22 elections—that is, the elections for which we can match information at the individual level (voters, CSES data) and at the candidate level (NEGex data), most notably in terms of their personality traits. We can do so for 49 “top” candidates (leading presidential candidates and party leaders), including Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, Jair Bolsonaro, Emmanuel Macron, Marine Le Pen, Angela Merkel, Viktor Orbán, Matteo Salvini, Silvio Berlusconi, Recep Erdoğan, Theresa May, and many more. See Table B.1.5 (Appendix B) for a list of the 49 candidates. As done in Chapter 3, we estimate again the likeability of these candidates on a 0–10 scale, as expressed by voters in all 22 elections. Most notably, we test here whether such likeability is a function of candidate personality traits, in conjunction with voters’ populist attitudes.

Voter Populist Attitudes and Candidate Personality

Populist attitudes in the CSES data set are measured via a series of statements about respondent’s attitudes toward elites and political governance in their country (e.g., “Most politicians do not care about the people,” and “The people, and not politicians, should make our most important policy decisions”), which they were asked to assess via a five-point agreement scale.4 We computed an additive index based on the average across all these statements (α = 0.76), which then also varies between 1 (low populist attitudes) and 5 (high populist attitudes). On average, respondents in the whole sample had relatively average scores on the scale (M = 3.2, SD = 0.8), with some notable exceptions. Respondents scoring higher on interest in politics have substantially lower scores on the populist attitudes scale, r(76092) = −0.32, p < .001, and so do people with a stronger satisfaction in democracy, r(76092) = −0.43, p < .001. Right-wing voters are marginally more likely to score high on the scale, r(76092) = 0.07, p < .001. Age and gender are also significantly related to populist attitudes, but very weakly so (and the significance is likely only due to the very large sample). Figure 4.7 also shows considerable variations in average populist attitudes across countries.
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Figure 4.7 Populist attitudes across the CSES countries

Note: Data from CSES Module 5 release 3






Table 4.3 Candidate likeability, personality traits, and voter populist attitudes




	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	Sig
	M2

Coef
	Se
	Sig
	M3

Coef
	Se
	Sig





	Voter
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Populist attitudes (POP)
	1.62
	(0.05)
	***
	−0.23
	(0.05)
	***
	−0.73
	(0.05)
	***



	Satisfaction with democracy
	0.29
	(0.02)
	***
	0.30
	(0.02)
	***
	0.30
	(0.02)
	***



	Interest in politics
	0.03
	(0.01)
	*
	0.03
	(0.01)
	**
	0.04
	(0.01)
	**



	Ideological distance with candidate
	−5.84
	(0.06)
	***
	−5.89
	(0.06)
	***
	−5.88
	(0.06)
	***



	Female
	0.06
	(0.02)
	**
	0.07
	(0.02)
	***
	0.07
	(0.02)
	**



	Year born
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	−0.01
	(0.00)
	***



	Candidate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Female
	0.38
	(0.30)
	
	0.44
	(0.33)
	
	0.41
	(0.30)
	



	Year born
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	



	Incumbent
	1.14
	(0.28)
	***
	1.24
	(0.31)
	***
	1.22
	(0.28)
	***



	Western country
	−0.37
	(0.27)
	
	−0.37
	(0.29)
	
	−0.35
	(0.27)
	



	Stabilitya
	2.42
	(0.26)
	***
	0.04
	(0.27)
	
	0.06
	(0.24)
	



	Plasticityb
	0.53
	(0.20)
	**
	0.32
	(0.22)
	
	0.54
	(0.19)
	**



	Dark Corec
	−0.59
	(0.26)
	*
	−0.65
	(0.29)
	*
	−1.48
	(0.27)
	***



	POP * Stability
	−0.75
	(0.02)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	POP * Plasticity
	
	
	
	0.08
	(0.02)
	***
	
	
	



	POP * Dark core
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.28
	(0.02)
	***



	Intercept
	14.79
	(20.11)
	
	19.65
	(21.90)
	
	20.95
	(19.90)
	



	N(voters)
	70,690
	
	
	70,690
	
	
	70,690
	
	



	N(candidates)
	49
	
	
	49
	
	
	49
	
	



	R2
	0.214
	
	
	0.194
	
	
	0.197
	
	





Note: The dependent variable measures voters’ likeability of the candidate and varies between 0 “Strongly dislike” and 10 “Strongly like” (data from CSES module 5 release 3). The personality profile of candidates comes from the NEGex expert survey. All models are random-effect hierarchical linear regressions (HLM) performed on the stacked data set, where voters are nested within individual candidates that they had to evaluate.

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 4.3 presents a series of models that estimate candidate likeability, as expressed by voters in the CSES data set, as a function of the profile of such voters, the personality profile of the candidates (coming from our NEGex data set), and the interaction between the candidate personality profile and voters’ populist attitudes. Model M1 does so for the “stability” meta-trait, model M2 for the “plasticity” meta-trait, and M3 for the dark core. As the table shows, candidate stability and the dark core seem to interact in a substantial way with populist attitudes to explain candidate likeability. The effects are substantiated in Figure 4.8, using marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, where all other variables in the models are kept constant to their mean value. Each panel in the figure shows the interaction between the candidate personality meta-trait (e.g., stability for the left-hand panel) and two critical values of voters’ populist attitudes, at one standard deviation below the mean (low populism) and one standard deviation above the mean (high populism), respectively. As the figure shows, stable personality traits (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) are particularly appreciated by voters scoring low on populist attitudes; for them, a positive association between candidate stability and likeability appears clearly. Inversely, voters scoring higher on populist attitudes demonstrate an aversion to candidate stability, and grant candidates increasingly low scores of likeability as the latter increase on this trait. The right-hand panel shows a somewhat reversed situation, even if less intensely so. Darker candidates are especially disliked by voters scoring low on populist attitudes, but receive somewhat more support among voters high on populist attitudes. All in all, what these trends show is that populist voters seem to have an aversion for stable candidates and tend to prefer darker candidates.
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Figure 4.8 Candidate likeability, personality traits, and voter populist attitudes

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 4.3. All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values for populist attitudes, respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (low populism) and one standard deviation above the mean (high populism).



A series of additional models suggest that the significant interaction between voter populist attitudes and candidate dark traits is driven by psychopathy, in particular (Table D.4.2, Online Supplementary Materials). The interaction effect for psychopathy is approximately five times stronger than the effect for narcissism, and about twice the size of the effect for Machiavellianism. This additional result makes sense. Psychopathy, much more so than narcissism and Machiavellianism, includes an aggressive component rooted in social dominance and callousness (Czar et al. 2011; Lilienfeld et al. 2012a; van Dongen et al. 2022), which likely finds an echo in political attitudes that view social dynamics as necessarily conflictive. Populism, and by reflection populist attitudes in individuals, promotes the idea of a conflict between the ingroup and the out-group. Indeed, “In its Manichean inclination to split society into two antagonistic camps, populism is inherently adversarial and polarizing” (Rico et al. 2017, 449). It thus seems logical that populist voters see in dark candidates, especially those showcasing psychopathic traits, an embodiment of their own Weltanschauung and support them accordingly. This result, conceptually, seems aligned with the broader thesis of trait “homophily” in voter choices (Caprara et al. 2003; Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Caprara and Zimbardo 2004; Selfhout et al. 2010), not directly on personality per se but rather on related attitudinal constructs.

The Moderating Role of Candidate Ideology

Building on evidence discussed previously in this book on the potential moderating role of candidate ideology, we conclude this chapter with an investigation of whether the effects shown above for psychopathy hold equally well across the ideological line. Table D.4.3 (Online Supplementary Materials) presents the results of a model where candidate likeability, as assessed by voters, is a function of a three-way interaction between psychopathy, voter populist attitudes, and the ideological leaning of the candidate themselves. The three-way interaction is substantiated in Figure 4.9 with marginal effects and 95% confidence intervals, again keeping all other variables fixed at their mean value.
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Figure 4.9 Candidate likeability, psychopathy, and voter populist attitudes for left- and right-wing candidates

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.4.3 (Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean. The two lines in each graph reflect two critical values for populist attitudes, respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (low populism) and one standard deviation above the mean (high populism). Furthermore, the two panels reflect two critical values for candidate ideology, respectively, at one standard deviation below the mean (left-wing candidate, left-hand panel), and one standard deviation above the mean (right-wing candidate, right-hand panel).



The figure presents two panels for two critical values of candidate ideology. The left-hand panel is only for left-wing candidates (scoring one standard deviation below the mean on the left-right scale), while the right-hand panel is only for right-wing candidates (one standard deviation above the mean of the left-right scale). As previously, the two lines in each graph represent two critical values for populist attitudes, also at, respectively, one standard deviation below and above the mean of that variable. What seems to emerge from the figure, reflecting a significant and rather substantial three-way interaction, is that the conclusion advanced earlier about the role of candidate psychopathy—specifically, that it increases candidate likeability among voters scoring high on populist attitudes—holds exclusively on the right-hand of the political spectrum. For left-wing candidates, no such effect is found; indeed, a slightly reverse effect seems to appear. This result confirms the close association between dark traits and conservative worldviews (Jonason 2014).

All the results discussed in this section are found also in models with alternative specifications, most notably using “adjusted” measures for candidate personality that filter out the effect of the ideological profile of experts (Tables D.4.4 to D.4.6, Online Supplementary Materials) and controlling for the average profile of experts in terms of, for example, gender, self-reported familiarity with the case, and ideological profile (Tables D.4.7 to D.4.9).

Discussion

Evidence discussed in this chapter, from both experimental and observational data, suggests that “some like it dark.” While voters scoring themselves high on the dark traits are not more likely to rate candidates highly on the Dark Triad, they are nonetheless more likely to appreciate dark candidates. Both in our experiment, where the personality of a fictive candidate was simulated, and looking at observational evidence for 49 top candidates worldwide, our analyses show that candidate likeability is a positive function of exposure to dark candidates among voters with darker personality profiles (experiment) and populist attitudes (observational data). Dark politicians might suffer from a comparative disadvantage in terms of general likeability, but there is a clear segment of the electorate who seem particularly attuned to such candidates’ more aggressive and confrontational way of doing politics.

The chapter also presented consistent evidence about ideological dynamics at play when it comes to (perceived) personality and candidate likeability. First of all, experimental evidence shows that American voters tend to project a conservative ideology onto candidates who showcase a darker personality profile, echoing the association between (dark) personality traits and partisan identification, in both voters (Gerber et al. 2011a; Jonason 2014) and candidates (especially for the Big Five: Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Dietrich et al. 2012; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; but see Schumacher and Zettler 2019). This effect was also a function of the ideological position of the respondents themselves, who were particularly likely to see in dark politicians an expression of their disliked political stance. They assigned, in other words, darker candidates to an ideological out-group, foreshadowing dynamics of affective polarization that are discussed in the next chapter. Second, our analyses revealed that it is among more conservative voters, in particular, that candidate dark traits are associated with greater candidate likeability.

What this chapter did not demonstrate is whether all of this matters, ultimately, when it comes to the functioning of contemporary democracies. We tackle this fundamental, normative question in the next, and last, empirical chapter.


5

Dark Consequences?

Dark politics matter—at least in electoral terms. In Chapter 3, we explored the success of dark personality profiles and showed that, under certain circumstances, it can be an electoral asset. Furthermore, as discussed in the previous chapter, strong reasons exist to believe that some citizens are more “attuned” to dark politics, which begs the question of whether a “reservoir of dark politics”—in terms of both the supply of and demand for a harsher, more negative form of politics—exists in contemporary democracies. Yet these results are relevant only within a broader normative scope, one that examines these micro, electoral dynamics against the backdrop of broader, systemic consequences of dark politics. Is dark politics detrimental to contemporary democracies, as might be tempting to argue? This last chapter provides a wide-ranging series of answers to this fundamental question. We will focus more specifically on three sets of “systemic” consequences of dark politics: First, we investigate whether exposure to politicians with dark traits demobilizes the masses. Second, we look at two political attitudes that have been discussed as key factors in explaining the contemporary disenchantment of citizens with politics: cynicism and affective polarization. Third, we investigate the concrete, real-world consequences of electing leaders with dark personality traits and explore whether countries with “darker” head of states showcased poorer responses to the Covid-19 pandemic, had shoddier economic performances in the year after their election, and generally face democratic deconsolidation. Results point to some quite worrying trends.

Turnout

We begin this investigation of the “systemic” consequences of dark politics with perhaps the clearest symptom of democratic malaise: low turnout. Powell (1982) famously identified high participation in elections as one of the three key indicators of a country’s good democratic performance, a sentiment echoed by Arend Lijphart in his 1996 American Political Science Association Presidential Address, in which he stated: “Low voter turnout is a serious democratic problem” for several reasons, including the fact that it is “systematically biased against less well-to-do citizens” (Lijphart 1997, 1; see also Perrson et al. 2013; Verba and Nie 1972), which could potentially result in ideologically skewed electoral results (e.g., favoring conservative parties; Bernhagen and Marsh 2007; Rubenson et al. 2007). More broadly, low turnout is often seen as an indicator of generalized political malaise and entrenched cynicism (e.g., Bromley and Curtice 2004; but see Saunders 2012).

The idea that “dark politics” could be detrimental for turnout finds a strong echo in the negative campaigning literature. Early studies by Ansolabehere and colleagues (e.g., Ansolabehere et al. 1994; Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995), suggesting that negativity might be responsible for as much as 5% drop in popular mobilization, “generated widespread concern and sparked an explosion of follow-up research” (Lau et al. 2007, 1183). Even meta-analyses fail to find any substantive effects overall (Lau et al. 2007), the general idea that voters might react to a generalized distaste for darker forms of politics by disengaging from the political process makes sense intuitively. Unsurprisingly, to the best of our knowledge, no research has tried to assess whether the dark personality of politicians is linked with changes in turnout. Are dark leaders, perhaps more charismatic and attention-grabbing, able to mobilize the crowds? Or is the electorate instead demobilized by their uncompromising persona? Are voters expressing their malaise toward dark politicians by simply staying at home?

The observational nature of the data that used in this book on the personality of political candidates worldwide makes it relatively easy to match such candidates in our data with real-world quantities of interest. This is what we have done in Chapter 3 for electoral results, and it can easily be done as well for turnout. Over all elections in our database, 62.2% of citizens on average took part in the vote (SD = 15.2). Data for actual turnout for each election comes from the online “Election Guide” curated by the International Foundation for Electoral Systems (IFES).1 IFES calculates turnout as the ratio between valid votes cast and total number of registered voters. In some cases, data has been completed with information found on the Wikipedia page for each election (see Martínez i Coma and Nai 2017, for a discussion about different approaches to measure turnout).

Table 5.1 estimates such turnout for all elections in our data set, as a function of the personality profile of the incumbent country leader. Contrary to the analyses discussed in previous chapters, for instance related to the electoral success of competing candidates, electoral turnout is measured at the election level and does not vary across different candidates having competed in any given election. With this in mind, the link between the personality of politicians and general mobilization can be tested either by focusing on specific candidates or by looking at the “average” profile of all competing candidates. We do not believe that this second option is particularly fruitful in our case. What would an “average” personality profile be? The simple mathematical average, for each trait, across all candidates? Beyond requiring having personality measures for all candidates who competed in each election (which we do not have, as discussed earlier in the book), this also implicitly suggests that all candidates are equally relevant in the eye of the voter when deciding whether to mobilize or not, regardless of their political centrality, media visibility, and so forth. This, of course, is a hard postulate to endorse. With this in mind, we have decided to focus in the following analyses on the personality of incumbents. In addition to not suffering from the aggregation issues just mentioned, the focus on incumbents seems logical for two main reasons. First, incumbents receive, by far, higher media coverage during elections (Green-Pedersen et al. 2017; Maier and Nai 2020—see also Chapter 6). It is thus not unlikely that their character and persona, in the spotlight due to the intense media coverage, becomes an element that voters take into consideration when deciding whether to turn out or not. Second, incumbents have been in the spotlight for longer than the election campaign itself, having held office in the weeks and months leading to the election itself. In this sense, in line with work on retrospective evaluations of leaders and electoral decisions (e.g., Healy and Malhotra 2013), a focus on incumbents is also likely to reflect how voters reward, or punish, the character of the country leader with their decision to (de)mobilize when election day comes.




Table 5.1 Turnout by incumbent profile




	
	M1
Coef
	Se
	p
	M2
Coef
	Se
	p
	M3
Coef
	Se
	p
	M4
Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	10.23
	(7.60)
	
	8.24
	(8.98)
	
	8.03
	(7.58)
	
	11.40
	(3.95)
	**



	Year born
	−0.05
	(0.26)
	
	−0.00
	(0.27)
	
	−0.12
	(0.27)
	
	−0.02
	(0.14)
	



	Right-wing
	−0.40
	(1.52)
	
	−0.40
	(1.51)
	
	−0.59
	(1.39)
	
	−0.64
	(0.72)
	



	PR
	3.35
	(4.85)
	
	4.17
	(5.05)
	
	3.26
	(4.66)
	
	1.92
	(2.43)
	



	EN candidates
	−1.88
	(1.28)
	
	−2.55
	(1.34)
	†
	−2.02
	(1.30)
	
	−0.61
	(0.69)
	



	Competitiveness
	2.59
	(2.04)
	
	4.31
	(2.02)
	*
	4.16
	(1.92)
	*
	0.28
	(1.05)
	



	Presidential election
	−2.59
	(5.00)
	
	−4.66
	(5.20)
	
	−2.97
	(5.06)
	
	−1.37
	(2.64)
	



	West
	−0.98
	(5.77)
	
	−0.09
	(5.95)
	
	0.40
	(5.72)
	
	−0.28
	(2.98)
	



	Previous turnout
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.91
	(0.08)
	***



	Extraversion
	7.79
	(3.53)
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness
	4.63
	(3.95)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	2.56
	(4.00)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	3.17
	(4.28)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−6.47
	(4.43)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	
	
	
	1.57
	(5.24)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	
	
	
	−0.52
	(4.47)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	
	
	
	−1.86
	(5.18)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Stabilitya
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7.50
	(3.91)
	†
	1.86
	(2.09)
	



	Plasticityb
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3.27
	(3.08)
	
	1.49
	(1.61)
	



	Dark Corec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.83
	(3.93)
	
	2.29
	(2.05)
	



	Constant
	131.77
	(514.20)
	
	79.30
	(533.66)
	
	273.42
	(518.41)
	
	30.49
	(270.59)
	



	N(candidates)
	62
	
	
	62
	
	
	62
	
	
	62
	
	



	R2
	0.28
	
	
	0.16
	
	
	0.22
	
	
	0.79
	
	





Note: All models are linear regressions (OLS). Dependent variable in all models is valid turnout (0–100%).

a Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

b Average value of extraversion and openness.

c Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 5.1 estimates valid turnout in the election as a function of the profile of the incumbent, plus controls. Models M1 and M2 test for the direct effect of, respectively, the Big Five and the Dark Triad trait, whereas models M3 and M4 focus on the underlying meta-traits. Model M1 shows that incumbents scoring higher in extraversion are associated with greater turnout in the election, which makes intuitive sense given the relationship between extraversion and charismatic leadership (Oreg and Berson 2015) and the fact that more positive and energetic leader behavior is associated with positive “mood contagion” in the public (Bono and Ilies 2006). None of the other traits—either in the Big Five or the Dark Triad inventories—is individually associated with significant changes in valid turnout in the election. Model M3 shows a significant positive effect for the “stability” meta-trait (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), suggesting that more competent and stable leaders are better able to mobilize crowds, likely playing on their expertise and steady persona. The effect of extraversion shown in model M1 was not enough to yield a positive effect of the “plasticity” meta-trait in M3, likely because of the negative, albeit insignificant, effect of openness in M1. Also importantly for our main argument, dark personality traits—in this case, the dark core meta-trait—do not seem to be significantly or substantively associated with greater or lower turnout. Furthermore, the effect of all personality meta-traits is considerably reduced in M4 once the model is controlled for turnout in the previous election. This suggests that, when it comes to aggregate turnout, the personality of incumbents remains a marginal factor in the eye of the voter. Interestingly, in M4, one factor stands out above everything else (excluding previous turnout, which explains the lion’s share of current turnout): the gender of the incumbent. According to our estimations, countries with female leaders can expect considerably higher participation on election day—approximately 11 percentage points higher compared to countries with a male leader. This effect seems to confirm that successful (“competitive and visible”) female leaders are associated with an upward bump in electoral participation among (female) voters (Atkeson 2003).

All the results discussed in this section resist alternative model specifications, most notably using “adjusted” measures for candidate personality that filter out the effect of the ideological profile of experts (Table D.5.1) and controlling for the average profile of experts in terms of, for example, gender, self-reported familiarity with the case, and ideological profile (Table D.5.1). All in all, the (dark) personality of political leaders seems only marginally associated with aggregate turnout in elections. We should, however, be careful in concluding that exposure to politicians with dark personality traits has no effect on turnout. Aggregate patterns of turnout, like the ones investigated in the previous analyses, are affected by a large array of factors (Geys 2006; Stockemer 2017), many more than can be accounted for in our exploratory analysis. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the personality of only one candidate matters in the eye of the voter—even if, as discussed above, incumbents likely matter more than other candidates. Finally, voters’ perceptions of candidate personality, and the subsequent decision to turn out or not, are necessarily colored by partisan considerations (Nai and Maier 2021), which is not something we can address by only using aggregate data.

With all this in mind, we turn now to the investigation of the attitudinal consequences of exposure to dark politicians, most notably when it comes to the individual decision to participate. The next section will expand on those attitudes and focus on political cynicism and affective polarization. But we start here with an investigation of the individual intention to turn out. We do so by relying again on the experimental evidence introduced in Chapter 4 (Nai et al. 2021). In an experiment fielded in May 2020 on a convenience sample of US residents (N = 1,971), we randomly exposed respondents to one of eight personality vignettes—one for each of the Big Five and Dark Triad traits. In each vignette, the personality of a fictive candidate, independent Paul A. Bauer, was simulated via a mock interview with a journalist. Each mock interview cued respondents toward a specific personality trait of the fictive candidate, using both the framing of the journalist conducting the interview and the candidate responses. All experimental materials are in Appendix C. Because the candidate is fictive and his partisan affiliation (independent) is constant across all vignettes, being presented a vignette that cued his personality traits affected subsequent respondent attitudes in a way that is independent from traditional partisan considerations at play. In other terms, the experiment allows us to investigate what exposure to (dark) personality traits in candidates does for political attitudes of voters, net of their partisan and ideological predispositions.

In the study, respondents were asked, after being presented the personality vignette, whether they would be likely to participate in the election for the US House of Representatives if such election “would happen tomorrow” (and they would be eligible to vote), using a seven-point scale from “extremely unlikely” to “extremely likely.” Only a very small minority of respondents declared their unwillingness to turn out in the election (4.8% “extremely unlikely”), whereas more than 41% of voters declared themselves “extremely likely” to participate. Intended turnout was higher for older respondents, r(1969) = 0.17, p < .001, more educated respondents, r(1969) = 0.10, p < .001, and respondents scoring higher in political interest, r(1969) = 0.32, p < .001. All of these effects are in line with research in the individual drivers of turnout (Smets and Van Ham 2013). No significant effects were detected for the gender or ideology of the respondent.

Table 5.2 presents linear models where this self-estimated likelihood to participate is regressed on the vignette respondents were presented (Table D.5.3, Online Supplementary Materials, replicates these models but using ordinal logistic regressions).




Table 5.2 Candidate personality and estimated turnout




	
	M1

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M2

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M3

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M4

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M5

Coef.
	Se
	sig





	Extraversiona
	−0.18
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−0.12
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	−0.03
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−0.09
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	−0.29
	(0.15)
	†
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	−0.14
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	−0.15
	(0.15)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Dark traitsb
	
	
	
	−0.11
	(0.08)
	
	0.90
	(0.37)
	*
	−0.22
	(0.29)
	
	−0.37
	(0.19)
	*



	Voter stability (VS)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.27
	(0.04)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	VS * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.19
	(0.07)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Voter plasticity (VP)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.13
	(0.04)
	**
	
	
	



	VP * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03
	(0.07)
	
	
	
	



	Voter dark core (VD)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.06
	(0.04)
	†



	VD * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.09
	(0.06)
	



	Constant
	5.74
	(0.11)
	***
	5.66
	(0.05)
	***
	4.23
	(0.24)
	***
	5.10
	(0.18)
	***
	5.84
	(0.12)
	***



	Observations
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	



	R-squared
	0.00
	
	
	0.00
	
	
	0.02
	
	
	0.01
	
	
	0.00
	
	





Note: In all models, the dependent variable is intended turnout if election would happen tomorrow and ranges from 1 “extremely unlikely” to 7 “extremely likely.” Models are linear regressions.

a Reference category is “Agreeableness” (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

b Reference category is Big Five (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




As the table shows, exposure to the personality vignettes per se only marginally affected intentions to turn out. Across all personality traits, only narcissism, when compared to the reference category (“agreeableness” vignette),2 had a significant negative effect on self-estimated turnout, albeit only significant at p < .1. While the magnitude of this effect should not be overestimated (also because it is not present anymore in models that use an ordinal logistic linking function, Table D.5.3, Online Supplementary Materials), its direction makes intuitive sense, as narcissism in political leaders has been associated with political success but also with questionable and unethical behaviors such as placing political success over policy implementation (Watts et al. 2013).

Model M2 tests for the more conservative effect of exposure to any of the three dark traits against any of the Big Five. No significant or substantive effect is shown, indicating that simply being exposed to a dark candidate does not alter the decision to turn out in a meaningful way. We do find some conditional effects, though. Model M2 shows that exposure to a candidate with dark traits results in lower intended turnout among respondents scoring high on the meta-trait “stability” (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability), suggesting that dark politicians are potentially demobilizing for some voters, after all. The magnitude of the interaction effect, however, is not particularly large, as illustrated in Figure 5.1 with marginal effects.
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Figure 5.1 Candidate dark personality, voter stability, and estimated turnout

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 5.2 (M3). All other variables fixed at their mean.



All in all, results in this first section are relatively optimistic, in the sense that they do not suggest that dark personality in politicians—real or fictive—is associated with a greater demobilization in the public across the board, either at the aggregate level or in terms of individual turnout intentions. The public might dislike dark politicians, as discussed in previous chapters, but this does not necessarily translate into demobilization. The relative optimism of these findings, unfortunately, contrasts sharply with the findings we discuss next.

Political Attitudes

Dark Politicians and Voters’ Cynicism

Low turnout is one of the most immediate indicators of citizens’ disenchantment with politics and lack of interest. But, of course, demobilization is often the byproduct of a deeper resentment vis-à-vis politics in general, usually captured via political cynicism (e.g., Bélanger and Nadeau 2005; but see de Vreese 2005; Southwell and Pirch 2003)—that is, “the extent to which people hold politicians and politics in disrepute, the extent to which these words symbolise something negative rather than something positive” (Agger et al. 1961, 477; see also Pattyn et al. 2012). Political cynicism has been shown to be associated with increased polarization (e.g., Layman et al. 2006), and the relationship between support for populist parties and political cynicism has been amply documented (Bos et al. 2013; Fieschi and Heywood 2004; Rooduijn et al. 2017).

Some evidence in the literature links exposure to negativity and incivility to increased cynicism (e.g., Schenck‐Hamlin et al. 2000; Yoon et al. 2005), but evidence linking the dark personality of political figures with cynicism is virtually nonexistent. Research in organizational behavior has, however, shown a link between the dark personality of professional leaders and increased cynicism of employees, for instance, in terms of leader narcissism (Erkutlu and Chafra 2017). To wit, “When followers perceive their leaders to be unethical, they are more likely to experience psychological strain, pressure and depression in the workplace, and to develop negative follower attitudes such as cynicism, turnover intention, low job satisfaction and commitment” (Erkutlu and Chafra 2017, 347; see also Bommer et al. 2005; Hoyt et al. 2013). The relationship between (dark) employers and their employees is, of course, not the same as the relationship between political leaders and their followers. Nonetheless, the mechanisms associating discontent with a leader’s personality with a more critical assessment of the organization in question—in the case of voters, the realm of politics in and of itself—should not be too dissimilar.

To explore the association between the dark personality of candidates and cynicism, we rely again on the experimental data discussed above, where respondents were presented a random vignette cueing the personality of a fictive politician (Appendix C). After exposure to the personality vignette, respondents were asked to answer some questions intended to measure their political cynicism (Pattyn et al. 2012). The battery included eight statements, such as “People are very frequently manipulated by politicians” and “All politicians are bad—some are just worse than others,” which respondents had to evaluate on a seven-point agreement scale. We averaged the eight items into a generalized additive index of political cynicism, which has a very high reliability.3 In general, respondents scored relatively high on political cynicism (M = 5.1, SD = 1.1). Cynicism was slightly lower for female respondents, r(1969) = −0.08, p < .001, but slightly higher for more educated respondents, r(1969) = 0.05, p = .038, respondents on the right-hand side of the political spectrum, r(1969) = 0.06, p = .009, and respondents identifying more as a Republican, r(1969) = 0.07, p = .002. No significant effects were detected for age or political interest.




Table 5.3 Candidate personality and political cynicism




	
	M1

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M2

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M3

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M4

Coef.
	Se
	sig
	M5

Coef.
	Se
	sig





	Extraversiona
	0.07
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	0.07
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	0.04
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−0.03
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	0.10
	(0.10)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	0.28
	(0.10)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	0.22
	(0.10)
	*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Dark traitsb
	
	
	
	0.17
	(0.05)
	**
	−0.04
	(0.25)
	
	−0.12
	(0.20)
	
	0.15
	(0.13)
	



	Voter stability (VS)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.10
	(0.03)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	VS * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	(0.05)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Voter plasticity (VP)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	−0.09
	(0.03)
	**
	
	
	



	VP * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.07
	(0.04)
	
	
	
	



	Voter dark core (VD)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.11
	(0.02)
	***



	VD * Dark traits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	(0.04)
	



	Constant
	4.96
	(0.07)
	***
	4.99
	(0.03)
	***
	5.52
	(0.16)
	***
	5.37
	(0.12)
	***
	4.65
	(0.08)
	***



	Observations
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	



	R-squared
	0.01
	
	
	0.01
	
	
	0.01
	
	
	0.01
	
	
	0.02
	
	





Note: In all models, the dependent variable is political cynicism and ranges from 1 “very low” to 7 “very high.”

a Reference category is “Agreeableness” (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

b Reference category is Big Five (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 5.3 regresses the respondents’ scores on political cynicism on the personality vignette they were randomly presented (M1). Two candidate dark traits are positively associated with higher levels of political cynicism in respondents. Respondents presented the psychopathy and Machiavellianism vignettes, when compared to respondents presented the more likeable “agreeableness” vignette, were significantly more likely to express higher levels of political cynicism afterward. These effects hold also in alternative models where the effect of each vignette is contrasted with the effect of all other vignettes simultaneously—that is, isolating the “specific” effect of the candidate trait against the average of all other personality traits, b = .21, t(1,969) = 2.74, p = .006, for psychopathy, and b = .14, t(1,969) = 1.91, p = .056, for Machiavellianism. These models pick up, furthermore, a negative effect for openness, b = −.14, t(1,969) = −.87, p = .062. Quite simply, exposure to candidates who exhibit socially undesirable traits—in this case, the tougher, colder, and callous persona associated with high psychopathy, and the manipulative persona associated with Machiavellianism—makes citizens more disenchanted with politics. This generalized effect is confirmed in the more conservative model M2, where political cynicism is regressed on exposure to any of the three “dark” vignettes against exposure to any of the Big Five vignettes. Again, the magnitude of the effect should not be overestimated, but the direction is rather clear. Models M3 to M5 seem to suggest that the positive effect of dark traits on political cynicism exists across the board when it comes to the personality traits of respondents—that is, the models fail to pick up any significant or substantial interaction effect between exposure to dark vignettes and the personality profile of the respondent. This is also the case for additional models exploring the moderating role of gender, age, education, ideology, and political interest, none of which show significant interaction terms (Table D.5.4, Online Supplementary Materials).

Dark Politicians and Affective Polarization

Since the early days of research on negative campaigning, scholars have argued that political attacks have the potential to polarize the masses (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995), driving opposed camps even further away from each other. Looking at evidence from the United States, both phenomena have seen increases in recent years (Pew 2016), raising the more general question of whether dark politics drives people apart. Recent research on political polarization puts the emphasis on an affective component (e.g., Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018; Iyengar et al. 2012; Iyengar et al. 2019). Whereas ideological polarization only manifests as dissent between opposing camps with regard to political issues (e.g., Abramowitz and Saunders 2008)—for example, increased difficulty in finding a consensual position regarding immigration policies (e.g., Oosterwaal and Torenvlied 2010)—affective polarization builds on a fundamental dislike of one’s political opponent(s). Iyengar and colleagues (2012) describe affective polarization as a variant of partisan polarization, which is analytically and empirically distinct from ideological polarization (Iyengar et al. 2019). As such, affective polarization can be defined as “view[ing] opposing partisans negatively and copartisans positively” (Iyengar and Westwood 2015, 691) or, even more simply, as “the extent to which partisans view each other as a disliked outgroup” (Iyengar et al. 2012, 406).

From a psychological standpoint, affective polarization is rooted in the deep, psychological attachment to political camps, driving skewed perceptions of the in- and out-parties—for instance, experiencing particularly positive feelings with regards to one’s own party and excessively negative evaluations of other political groups. As such, affective polarization echoes the dynamics of negative partisanship (e.g., Medeiros and Noël 2014). Medeiros and Noël (2014) illustrate the dynamics of negative partisanship with the “political earthquake” that was the first round of the 2002 French presidential election, in which far-right candidate Jean-Marie Le Pen surprisingly reached the second round. As Medeiros and Noël describe, the dynamics of partisan attachment during the second round—which saw an opposition between Le Pen and conservative incumbent Jacques Chirac—were drastically reshaped, especially for voters on the left who “mobilized to prevent the worst, and … rallied under an unlikely call to ‘vote for the crook, not the fascist.’ … For these voters, the reasons to cast a ballot appeared purely negative” (Medeiros and Noël 2014, 1023).4 The mobilizing dynamics of negative partisanship described for the 2002 French presidential election, however, should not lead to the conclusion that shaping politics by invoking dislike for opponents is intrinsically positive. It is not. From a psychological standpoint, entrenched self-identification with a specific group can easily create prejudices, stereotypes, and discriminatory behavior (e.g., Billig and Tajfel 1973; Tajfel et al. 1971). As Liliana Mason (2018) points out in her investigation on political polarization and social identity, “humans are hardwired to cling to social groups” (8). The theory of social identity (Tajfel and Turner 1986) argues that social identity is part of an individual’s self-concept, and that all individuals strive to maximize positive evaluations of this image of the self. Social categorization is one of the most basic dynamics of human information processing (e.g., Hogg and Abrams 2003; Studdert-Kennedy 1976).

An important strategy to maintain and maximize positive evaluations of the self is to compare membership to the social group an individual belongs to (“in-group”) with other social groups (“out-group”). Yet identifying the boundaries between groups and normatively comparing them is an effortful task, one that can be heuristically simplified by systematically exaggerating the assumed intergroup variability (that is, the differences between “my” group and the “other” group), while at the same time systematically downplaying the perceived intragroup variability (Fiske and Taylor 2013, 283). Perceived group homogeneity applies in particular to the out-group, with humans being implicitly more likely to assume that “ ‘they’ are all alike” (Fiske and Taylor 2013, 285; see also, Duck et al. 1995; Linville et al. 1989). Early studies by Henri Tajfel and colleagues within the field of social identity find that humans develop a positive sense of belonging to groups even if such groups are completely meaningless to them (i.e., even when participants in experiments have been randomly assigned to a meaningless group, and have been told that they have been assigned as such). As Mason argues, “These respondents were not fighting for tangible self-interest. … They simply felt psychologically motivated to privilege members of their own imaginary and ephemeral group. … People react powerfully when they worry about a group losing status, even if the group is ‘minimal’ ” (2018, 11). Humans are intrinsically motivated toward intergroup favoritism, which “opens the door to group conflict. The human inclination is to prefer and privilege members of the in-group. … Under circumstances of threat of competition, however, the preference for the ingroup can lead to outright hostility towards the outgroup, particularly when competition is a zero-sum game” (Mason 2018, 12).

If the extent to which ideological polarization is increasing remains debatable (e.g., Abramowitz and Saunders 2008; Fiorina et al. 2010), evidence that affective polarization is on the rise is overwhelming, at least in the United States. For instance, Iyengar et al. (2019, 132; see also Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018, 204) discuss longitudinal data from 1978 to 2016 showing that the difference in “feeling thermometer” ratings between the in- and the out-party has significantly increased over time. The shift can be mainly traced to increasingly negative evaluations of the out-party (Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018; Iyengar et al. 2019), but broadly speaking, strong evidence suggests that affective polarization is on the rise “due to both ingroup favoritism and outgroup hostility” (Iyengar and Krupenkin 2018, 205).

To what extent does affective polarization stem from exposure to dark politics? Initial evidence seems to suggest that exposure to dark campaigns—that is, more negative and uncivil—is associated with deeper affective polarization in the United States (Iyengar et al. 2012) and in elections worldwide (Martin and Nai 2022), and that this seems especially the case among more populist voters (Nai and Maier 2022a). But, to the best of our knowledge, no systematic evidence exists that links exposure to dark politicians with increased affective polarization. Yet, in line with the evidence presented in this book so far—most notably, in terms of the association between dark personality, populism, and dark campaigns (Chapter 2), and the preliminary evidence presented in this chapter about the negative attitudinal effects of dark personality in leaders—we believe a strong case can be made that dark politicians are unlikely to foster a more inclusive and consensual society.

To explore this fundamental question, we rely, for the last time, on the experimental data discussed above, gathered by randomly presenting a sample of American voters to a vignette cueing the personality of a fictive politician (Appendix C). After exposure to the personality vignette, respondents were asked to rate their feelings for the two main parties in the United States, using the standard “feeling thermometer” (Wilcox et al. 1989). Reversing the polarity of the two scales, where high scores are associated with greater warmth toward the party evaluated, we obtain 0–100 variables where higher scores reflect coldness for the parties—that is, depending on the partisan affiliation of the respondent, affective polarization. On average, also reflecting the composition of the sample as discussed in the previous chapter (52.1% of respondents declare a proximity with Democrats, and only 36.3% with Republicans), respondents expressed more negative affect for the Republican Party (N = 56.0, SD = 32.1) than for the Democratic Party (N = 48.0, SD = 30.4).




Table 5.4 Candidate personality and party dislike




	
	
Negative affect for REP
	
Negative affect for DEM



	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4



	
	Coef.
	Se
	sig
	Coef.
	Se
	sig
	Coef.
	Se
	sig
	Coef.
	Se
	sig





	Extraversiona
	−0.02
	(2.88)
	
	
	
	
	−1.44
	(2.72)
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness
	−3.00
	(2.92)
	
	
	
	
	1.09
	(2.76)
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability
	0.73
	(2.89)
	
	
	
	
	−2.09
	(2.73)
	
	
	
	



	Openness
	−0.61
	(2.87)
	
	
	
	
	−0.43
	(2.72)
	
	
	
	



	Narcissism
	−3.49
	(2.88)
	
	
	
	
	2.55
	(2.73)
	
	
	
	



	Psychopathy
	−1.97
	(2.88)
	
	
	
	
	3.09
	(2.73)
	
	
	
	



	Machiavellianism
	−1.04
	(2.88)
	
	
	
	
	0.99
	(2.72)
	
	
	
	



	Dark traitsb
	
	
	
	−1.61
	(1.49)
	
	
	
	
	2.79
	(1.41)
	*



	Constant
	57.12
	(2.03)
	***
	56.57
	(0.92)
	***
	47.49
	(1.92)
	***
	46.90
	(0.87)
	***



	Observations
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	
	1,971
	
	



	R-squared
	0.00
	
	
	0.00
	
	
	0.00
	
	
	0.00
	
	





Note: In all models, the dependent variable is negative sentiment for the party and varies between 0 “very low negative sentiments for the party” and 100 “very high negative sentiments for the party.”

a Reference category is “Agreeableness” (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

b Reference category is Big Five (candidate vignette respondents were presented).

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 5.4 presents results of models that estimate the negative affect expressed for, respectively, the Republican Party (models M1 and M2) and the Democratic Party (models M3 and M4), as a function of the personality vignette respondents were presented. Overall, we find little evidence that party dislike is fostered by exposure to dark personality, even if this seems in part more likely for a negative affect expressed toward Democrats (M4).

Models in Table 5.4, however, suffer from two major limitations. First, negative affect for the two parties is expressed in absolute terms, and not in relative terms depending on the partisan affiliation of the respondent (out-party). Second, and perhaps even more important, these trends do not account for the fact that, as discussed in the previous chapter, respondents projected a partisan affiliation on the fictive candidate (who, again, did not have one explicitly assigned) also based on their dislike for the traits. More specifically, voters projected an out-group partisanship on the candidate when presented a dark personality vignette—in itself already a strong indication of affective polarization at play. To account for these two important additional factors, Table D.5.5 (Online Supplementary Materials) estimates the negative affect for the two parties, but (i) in different models for voters indicating a proximity with Democrats or Republicans (party ID), and (ii) as a function of both the vignette they were presented and the partisanship they projected on the fictive candidate. All these effects are substantiated in Figure 5.2, with marginal effects and 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 5.2 Negative affect for outgroup, partisanship, and personality vignettes

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.5.5 (Online Supplementary Materials).



The figure shows four panels. The top row is for voters close to the Democratic Party only, whereas the bottom row is for voters close to the Republican Party. In both rows, the left-hand panel estimates negative affect for the Republican Party, whereas the right-hand panel estimates negative affect for the Democratic Party. In other terms, the top-left and bottom-right panels estimate affective polarization, or dislike for the out-party. In all panels, the negative party affect is estimated as a function of the personality vignette respondents were presented—Big Five (white circles) or Dark Triad (black diamonds)—and the estimated partisanship of the fictive candidate (x-axis), from certainly a Democrat (far left on the x-axis) to certainly a Republican (far right on the x-axis).

Looking first at the top-left panel of Figure 5.2, estimating dislike for the Republican Party among Democrats, it appears that respondents presented a dark vignette were more likely to dislike the Republican Party if they estimated that the candidate was a Republican. In other words, when presented a dark personality trait, Democrats were likely to see in the fictive candidate a political opponent, and, as a result, increasingly disliked Republicans. This trend seems to suggest that affective polarization is at play, transforming (negative) perceptions of dark traits into negative affect for the outgroup. The bottom-right panel shows a similar trend, albeit less clearly; the coefficient supporting the interaction is not statistically significant (M4 in Table D.5.5), even if this does not imply that the interaction is not showing substantial differences at specific values of the variables involved (Brambor et al. 2006). What the bottom-right panel shows, albeit less clearly than in the previous panel, is that Republican voters are more likely to dislike Democrats if they (Republicans) were presented a dark vignette and think that the fictive candidate is a Democrat—essentially, supporting the idea that affective polarization is at play after exposure to dark candidates, this time for Republican voters.

All in all, the analyses in this section seem to indicate that exposure to dark candidates is likely to affect voter attitudes. First, exposure to a candidate with dark personality traits increases the level of political cynicism, independently from the personal or political profile of the respondent. Second, as just discussed, exposure to dark candidates seems to increase affective polarization when the partisan affiliation of the respondents, and the partisanship they project on the candidates, is taken into account.

Policy and Outcomes

In the previous sections, we have discussed some evidence suggesting that exposure to dark political candidates during elections has the potential to create a more disengaged, cynical, and polarized electorate. While the magnitude of these effects ought not to be overestimated, and their presence is at times conditional on voters’ profile, they nonetheless seem to suggest at least the possibility that exposure to dark politics negatively affects citizens’ political attitudes.

These results are not yet enough to ring an alarmist bell about the normatively nefarious societal consequences of dark politics. On the one hand, a deterioration of political attitudes—demobilization, cynicism, affective polarization—does not necessarily translate into systemic problems and political instability. On the other hand, the trends shown above only relate to electoral times and lack a broader scope, especially considering the trends discussed in Chapter 3, related to the electoral success of dark candidates. With this in mind, we turn our attention now to the substantive, concrete consequences of electing leaders with a darker personality profile. Does the character of leaders matter, in fine, when looking at their performance and outcomes (Sankar 2003)? To answer this fundamental question, we investigate whether the (dark) personality of heads of state—prime ministers in parliamentary democracies, or presidents in presidential democracies—is associated with the performance of their country in the months after their election in terms of economic outputs (GDP per capita, unemployment, inflation), crisis management (response to the Covid-19 pandemic), and democratic consolidation (political rights, freedom of the press). The rationale for such an investigation is twofold. On the one hand, it naturally stems from our desire to uncover the broader consequences of dark politics, moving away from attitudinal dynamics at the individual level and looking instead at tangible phenomena. On the other hand, whether dark leaders are good politicians in terms of outcomes remains an open question from an empirical standpoint.

Dark Leaders and Economic Performance

In the first half of 2022, the United States found itself in the midst of a severe, 40-year-high inflation that made the price of food, gas, and shelter skyrocket.5 As is often the case in such situations, pundits and the public at large were quick to point the finger at the current leader of the country, ultimately seen as responsible for the state of the economy. Joe Biden, in power since January of the previous year, was notably accused of not “owning [his administration’s] contribution to the inflation,”6 which he “refused to take the blame for.”7 From a political standpoint, a weak stance on the economic front from a chief executive of a country is particularly problematic in electoral years, as voters notoriously tend to vote with their wallet (e.g., Gomez and Wilson 2001). But even beyond elections and the political fortunes of leaders, the state of the economy is central to political systems. A prospering economy puts citizens to work and enables them to consume and raise their standard of living, but it also fills the treasury and allows the government to invest. Economic difficulties, on the other hand, put pressure on the state. Unemployment, for example, puts a strain not just on those affected, but also on social systems in general. Rising prices are a particular burden on the economically weaker segments of the population, further reducing their already tight budgets. An inflation out of control—as for example in some European countries in the 1920s or in numerous former Warsaw Pact states at the beginning of the 1990s (Hanke and Krus 2013)— can lead to considerable economic, social, and political upheaval.

Given the relevance of economic performance, it is not surprising that economic issues are at the center of almost every election (e.g., Kiewiet 1983, 1), which rightly gives them the status of a long-term issue (Rusk 1987). When voters are asked what issue is most troubling the country, economic issues are very often at the top of the list. Empirical studies show that voters take into account the economic competence of political actors when casting their votes (for an overview see, e.g., Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier 2007; Linn et al. 2010; Steward and Clarke 2018). However, it is not yet clear how exactly voters make up their mind regarding the economy and how much of their decision is based on purely economic reflections. Assumed mechanisms are sometimes very simple (for instance, the incumbency hypothesis, which is based on reward and punishment considerations, straightforward claims that the “bad times hurt the ins”; see, e.g., Kramer 1971; Rattinger 1986) and sometimes somewhat more complex (for example, the policy-oriented hypothesis that voters’ behavior depends on the nature of the economic threat and whether the government is perceived as competent to solve the problem; see, e.g., Hibbs 1977). Furthermore, the jury is still out as to whether voters focus more on national economic conditions or on their own “pocketbook,” rely on objective indicators or on subjective perceptions, or consider retrospective evaluations or expectations of what will happen in the future (e.g., Steward and Clarke 2018).

Although it is still unclear which mechanisms are at work when voters think about the economy, political parties and candidates assume that the economy plays an important role in voter decision-making. This is why they often put their economic policy at the center of their campaigns—but because economic policy is an extremely complex field, their plans are often presented as simple, yet memorable statements: “Are you better off than you were four years ago?” (Ronald Reagan), “Read my lips: no new taxes!” (George Bush), “It’s the economy, stupid!” (Bill Clinton), or “Go for growth” (John Howard), to mention just a few more recent examples. Populists or politicians with bolder personalities are no exception. For instance, Donald Trump has boiled down his economic policy to the simple formula “America First” and Boris Johnson has propagated (economic) independence from the EU using the slogan “Get Brexit Done.”

Given the great importance of the economy for the state and the often strong economic orientation of election campaigns, it can therefore be assumed that candidates, once elected, will try to put their economic policy ideas into practice. Is the success of such policies also a function of their character and personality? Research has shown that the personality of political leaders drives their policy accomplishments, relationships with the legislative branch, use of executive orders, and likelihood of unethical behavior (Joly et al. 2019; Lilienfeld et al. 2012b; Rubenzer and Faschingbauer 2004; Rubenzer et al. 2000; Watts et al. 2013). Based on this evidence, we can assume that the personality of presidents and prime ministers may have an impact on economic outcomes as well (see also House et al. 1991).

However, it is difficult to anticipate which personality traits affect economic performance and how. For example, “presidential greatness” (Simonton 1981; Winter 1987)—an assessment also associated with economic performance (Curry and Morris 2010; Kenney and Rice 1988)—is positively associated with both contentiousness and extraversion (Rubenzer et al. 2000). The “charisma” of political leaders has been shown to drive overall better economic performance (House et al. 1991). Charismatic presidents, however, also issue comparatively more executive orders in an effort to control processes (Simonton 1981). Turning to more aversive personality traits, it has been shown that some facets of psychopathy are correlated with better crisis management (Lilienfeld et al. 2012b), but also with placing “political success over effective policy” (Watts et al. 2013, 2383). The latter relationship has been also found for narcissism (Watts et al. 2013).

With this in mind, we start our investigation of the concrete outcomes of dark leaders with an exploration of their economic performance. We do so by looking at four indicators, all measured in the year after a candidate takes office. The first two indicators are GDP per capita and growth of GDP per capita, both of which “are considered broad measures of economic growth” (World Bank 2022a). Whereas “GDP per capita provides a basic measure of the value of output per person,” growth of GDP per capita is seen as a factor increasing “average incomes and is strongly linked to poverty reduction” (World Bank 2022a). In addition, we take into account as indicators economic performance both unemployment—because “High and sustained unemployment indicates serious inefficiencies in resource allocation” and “Unemployment is a key measure to monitor whether a country is on track to achieve … sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and productive employment and decent work for all” (World Bank 2022b) —and inflation—as this latter “puts significant pressure on households’ disposable incomes [because it] tends to hit the poor hardest [and thus] aggravate[s] inequality” and can, if out of control, cause considerable economic, social, and political upheaval (Jaramillo and O’Brien 2022). Models in Table 5.5 are run only on a subset of politicians in our database: those who won the election and are thus “in charge” of their country from that point onward. We have structured our data set in such a way that the personality of the leaders, measured during the election in year Y, estimates the performance in the leaders’ country in year Y + 1—that is, all dependent variables are measured for the year subsequent to the election that put the leader in place. All models are controlled for the values on the economic indicators during the previous year (year Y). Assessing the economic performance for the subsequent year is not only logical conceptually, as economic reforms (or mishaps) take time to unfold, but also methodologically, as the perception of leaders is necessarily related to their (economic) performance. Therefore, measuring their personality prior to their economic performance should ensure the absence of endogenous effects in the measurement itself. All models are controlled by the profile of the candidate in terms of gender, age, and incumbency status, as well as their ideological profile (left–right scale, and whether they are classified in our database as a populist, see Chapter 2). Models are also controlled by the electoral system, geographical region, and Polity IV score.




Table 5.5 Economic performance by head-of-state personality




	
	
GDP per capita

(subsequent year)a

M1
	
GDP per capita, growth

(subsequent year)b

M2
	
Unemployment

(subsequent year)b

M3
	
Inflation

(subsequent year)b

M4



	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	1.65
	(8.90)
	
	0.40
	(1.94)
	
	0.84
	(0.66)
	
	−0.29
	(10.26)
	



	Year born
	−0.53
	(0.26)
	*
	−0.04
	(0.05)
	
	0.03
	(0.02)
	
	−0.27
	(0.32)
	



	Incumbent
	−13.25
	(5.96)
	*
	−2.83
	(1.22)
	*
	0.95
	(0.43)
	*
	2.16
	(7.41)
	



	Presidentc
	−0.62
	(6.01)
	
	0.52
	(1.24)
	
	0.36
	(0.45)
	
	6.73
	(7.44)
	



	Right-wing
	0.68
	(1.91)
	
	0.47
	(0.39)
	
	0.09
	(0.14)
	
	−3.92
	(2.26)
	†



	Populist
	6.60
	(6.23)
	
	1.44
	(1.33)
	
	−1.02
	(0.52)
	†
	6.90
	(7.75)
	



	PR
	4.26
	(6.17)
	
	−0.43
	(1.27)
	
	1.10
	(0.47)
	*
	−13.81
	(7.41)
	†



	West
	4.44
	(8.14)
	
	0.97
	(1.42)
	
	−1.21
	(0.52)
	*
	2.15
	(8.69)
	



	Polity IV score
	0.05
	(0.89)
	
	−0.09
	(0.18)
	
	−0.10
	(0.06)
	
	−0.33
	(1.29)
	



	GDP/c (prev. year)
	1.04
	(0.02)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	GDP/c growth (prev. year)
	
	
	
	0.13
	(0.29)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Unempl. (prev. year)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.97
	(0.04)
	***
	
	
	



	Inflation (prev. year)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04
	(1.24)
	



	Stabilityd
	15.65
	(5.77)
	**
	2.70
	(1.20)
	*
	−0.66
	(0.44)
	
	5.43
	(7.19)
	



	Plasticitye
	2.18
	(4.40)
	
	−0.65
	(0.91)
	
	0.31
	(0.35)
	
	−10.71
	(5.58)
	†



	Dark Coref
	10.76
	(5.64)
	†
	1.60
	(1.18)
	
	−0.35
	(0.43)
	
	7.26
	(7.13)
	



	Constant
	976.99
	(509.35)
	†
	65.82
	(104.86)
	
	-57.04
	(37.48)
	
	542.52
	(615.12)
	



	N
	83
	
	
	83
	
	
	68
	
	
	79
	
	



	R2
	0.99
	
	
	0.19
	
	
	0.94
	
	
	0.21
	
	





Note: All models are linear regressions (OLS). The personality profile of head of states comes from the NEGex expert survey.

a Annual value for year after the election. Value divided by 100 for estimation purposes. Source: World Bank.

b Annual value for year after the election. Source: World Bank.

c Reference category is PM.

d Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

e Average value of extraversion and openness.

f Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Favorable economic performance should be accompanied by higher GDP per capita (growth) and lower unemployment and inflation rates. Our data suggest that leaders’ personalities matter for achieving these goals. Higher agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability (characteristics represented by the factor “stability”) lead to higher GDP and stronger GDP growth (Models M1 and M2 in Table 5.5). Furthermore, high levels of “plasticity,” that is, extraversion and openness, correlate with lower levels of inflation (Model M4 in Table 5.5). Similarly, leaders with a socially aversive or “dark” personality were capable of achieving economic success. Candidates scoring high on the dark core experienced higher GDP in the year following their election (Model M1 in Table 5.5). These results resist alternative model specifications that use “adjusted” measures to filter out the effect of expert ideology (Table D.5.6, Online Supplementary Materials) and control for the average profile of experts (Table D.5.7).

In summary, our results show that political leaders’ (dark) personality matters for economic performance. Heads of states with a stable—but also socially aversive—personality tend to achieve better results with respect to GDP and GDP growth; leaders high in extraversion and openness (“plasticity”) are able to keep consumer prices at bay. Our results also suggest that the absence of stability and plasticity in leaders’ personality can cause economic difficulties. For some readers, the positive effect of dark leaders on economic performance might come as somewhat of a surprise, insofar as dark leaders might be associated with a chaotic style of government. Of course, leaders do not start their work from scratch, but can (and often do) also benefit (or suffer) from the performance of their predecessors. That being said, positive economic outcomes of dark leaders are not rare. The case of Donald Trump is, again, telling in this sense: anecdotical evidence suggests that his economic record is roughly equivalent to that of Barack Obama.8 But, as we will see in the remainder of this section, a somewhat better economic performance is about the only positive outcome that we can confidently associate with electing dark leaders.

Dark Leaders and Responses to the Covid-19 Pandemic

The worldwide Covid-19 pandemic has been, especially in its early phases, one of the most disruptive global events of recent memory. Beyond the staggering human cost, its impact was felt across the world, on virtually all social, political, cultural, and economic aspects of our life at the dawn of the 2020s. Due to its complex and multidimensional nature, the way different countries and regions in the world tackled the unfolding pandemic—and the effectiveness of the measures they implemented—varied considerably (Capano et al. 2020). What explains such variation? Most of the research on the drivers of differential government responses to the Covid-19 pandemic has focused, perhaps unsurprisingly, on political and systemic factors (but see, on collective cultural attributes, Erman and Medeiros 2021). For instance, Alon et al. (2020) propose a comparison across different government types (see also Cepaluni et al. 2022; Norrlöf 2020); Engler et al. (2021) investigate the role of strong “democratic principles” within established democracies in shaping their willingness (or reluctancy) to implement more restrictive measures; and Greer and colleagues (2020) argue that the only way to understand how countries tackled the Covid-19 crisis is through an analysis of “policy and politics” with a focus on social policies of crisis management and recovery, regime type, formal political institutions, and state capacity. Turning to ideological and electoral dynamics, Bayerlein et al. (2021) compared the response to the Covid-19 pandemic across 42 countries and concluded that governments led by populists tended to implement less far-reaching measures to tackle the pandemic, and were, in general, hit more severely by it (see also Kavakli 2020; McKee et al. 2021), whereas Pulejo and Querubín (2021) found that an increased electoral pressure for leaders was associated with the implementation of less stringent health measures.

By comparison, the demographic characteristics of the leaders, and how the former might have influenced the latter’s pandemic responses, has received only scant attention. Abras et al. (2021) compared infection and death rates in 144 countries and show that the presence of a woman as a head of state is associated with fewer Covid-19 cases and deaths—which likely resulted in more favorable media coverage for how female head of state handled the pandemic (Johnson and Williams 2020). Martínez-Córdoba et al. (2021) also find that countries led by a woman head of state experienced more effective management of the pandemic. Unsurprisingly, the character and personality of world leaders, and how the former affected the latter’s response to the pandemic, has received even less attention so far. Global crises, and Covid-19 was not an exception, “compel leaders to make high-stakes decisions under conditions of threat, uncertainty, and time pressure” (Lipscy 2020, E99). In such a situation, it seems intuitive to expect that the (strength of) character of world leaders ought to come into play to explain their capacity, or lack thereof, to steer their country through the unfolding crisis. Looking at the content of speeches by world leaders over the early months of the pandemic, Kelsey Medeiros and colleagues (2022b) show, for instance, that a more “pragmatic” leadership style was associated with fewer infections, whereas a more “charismatic” style was associated with greater infection rates. In a very similar vein, Mike Medeiros and colleagues (2022a) show that world leaders scoring high on the “plasticity” meta-trait (extraversion and openness) tended to provide a stronger overall response to the pandemic, while leaders high on the “stability” meta-trait (conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional stability) offered both quicker and stronger financial relief.

We expand here on the work by Medeiros et al. (2022a) and focus on the dark personality traits of political leaders. To do so, we rely on the systematic and comparative data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT; Hale et al. 2021),9 which collects information about policy measures implemented by countries to tackle the pandemic. While the OxCGRT time-series data set includes much information at the granular level—for instance, in terms of public spending on vaccine development—it also includes additive indexes that summarize how countries responded to the pandemic in more general terms. We rely here on three such indicators: (i) the “stringency index,” based on nine indicators related to the containment and closure policies implemented by the country (e.g., school and workplace closings, canceling of public events, closings of public transports, home confinements, and so forth); (ii) the “containment and health index,” which expands on the previous index but includes five additional indicators related to health system policies (e.g., access to testing, contact tracing, use of facial coverings outside of the home, vaccination policies for different groups, protection of the elderly, and so forth); and (iii) the “economic support index,” based on two indicators related to the economic policies implemented to curb the nefarious effects of the pandemic (providing direct cash payments to people who lost their job or could not work due to the pandemic, and freezing financial obligations for households, such as stopping loan repayments or banning evictions). All three indicators are standardized on a 0–100 scale and are measured for each country on a daily basis since January 1, 2020.

We will limit our analysis to the countries’ response to the pandemic, measured via the three indicators described above, during the first year of the pandemic—broadly representative of how countries responded to the onset of the crisis. Subsequent years of the pandemic, with the appearance of new Covid-19 subvariants and the generalization of vaccination programs (e.g., from the spring of 2021 onward) arguably reflect the dynamics of continuous crisis management, which we voluntarily decided not to focus on here in order to focus instead on leaders’ responses to emerging crises.

The overlap between the NEGex and OxCGRT data sets yields a subsample of 54 countries for which we can compare the personality of their political leader (the elected leader in office on January 1, 2020) and the magnitude and timing of their response to the pandemic. Figure 5.3 illustrates visually such magnitude and timing, for the stringency index, over the 12 months since the beginning of 2020. Table B.6.1 (Appendix B) lists all countries and world leaders under investigation here.
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Figure 5.3. Country Covid-19 stringency index (daily score, 2020)

(a) All countries (N = 54)

(b) Selected cases

Note: Original time-series daily data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) for 2020. Each line represents a separate country. The bold dashed line in panel (a) represents the average across all countries.



The figure shows that the bulk of countries under investigation quickly ramped up the stringency of their intervention against the pandemic in March 2020, between day 60 and 80 approximately (top panel). The highest average level of stringency, represented by the bold dashed line, was reached on April 12 (82.47 out of 100 points). After that peak, and for the rest of the year, countries slowly reduced the stringency of their intervention and stabilized on average around 60 points, before ramping up their intervention again slightly during the Northern winter months (from day 300 onward approximately) to tackle what in many countries was a rather severe second wave. The figure also shows the great variation in responses across the 50-plus countries covered, particularly evident by comparing the four illustrative cases in the bottom panel. Like many other countries, India (dashed line) responded rather quickly and strongly in March 2020 and only marginally decreased the stringency of its intervention over the subsequent months (Radhakrishnan and Gupta 2021). The United States (double line) has a similar profile, but the magnitude of the initial intervention was less stringent. Japan (plain thin line) represents a good example of the opposite scenario, with an early spike in stringency but a rather average overall level over the course of the whole year—likely driven by a preexisting culture of collective effort to tackle societal challenges and higher compliance with social norms (Alon et al. 2020; Tashiro and Shaw 2020). Finally, Israel (dotted line) demonstrates a rather inconsistent response over the first year, alternating between periods of great stringency and leniency periods, between containment and mitigation (Leshem et al. 2020).

Our analyses try to account for both the overall level of response implemented by the country and the fact that the situation likely changed over time. We do so by estimating, first, the average level of stringency, containment and health, and economic support for each country for the whole of 2020, and then, second, the level of response implemented only in the second half of 2020, controlling for the severity of the crisis during the first six months of that year.




Table 5.6 Average country Covid-19 response (January–December 2020) by head-of-state personality




	
	
Stringency

index

M1
	
Containment and health

index

M2
	
Economic support

index

M3



	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	3.87
	(4.71)
	
	−0.30
	(3.82)
	
	−12.99
	(9.54)
	



	Year born
	0.01
	(0.14)
	
	−0.04
	(0.12)
	
	0.26
	(0.29)
	



	Incumbent
	3.30
	(2.74)
	
	1.46
	(2.23)
	
	−1.02
	(5.55)
	



	Presidenta
	1.43
	(2.94)
	
	0.25
	(2.38)
	
	−10.51
	(5.94)
	†



	Right-wing
	0.17
	(1.01)
	
	0.62
	(0.82)
	
	2.31
	(2.04)
	



	Populist
	5.34
	(2.75)
	†
	4.04
	(2.23)
	†
	−3.93
	(5.57)
	



	PR
	1.29
	(2.95)
	
	2.16
	(2.40)
	
	8.40
	(5.97)
	



	West
	8.27
	(4.25)
	†
	6.82
	(3.45)
	†
	−0.92
	(8.61)
	



	Polity IV score
	0.36
	(0.35)
	
	0.11
	(0.28)
	
	−0.82
	(0.70)
	



	Individualism
	−0.07
	(0.08)
	
	−0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.02
	(0.16)
	



	Doctors / 1k inhab
	1.32
	(0.96)
	
	1.32
	(0.78)
	
	0.88
	(1.95)
	



	Nurses / 1k inhab
	−0.26
	(0.42)
	
	−0.16
	(0.34)
	
	−0.42
	(0.84)
	



	Percent over 65yo
	−1.00
	(0.30)
	**
	−0.75
	(0.24)
	**
	0.69
	(0.60)
	



	Date first case
	−0.13
	(0.08)
	
	−0.12
	(0.07)
	†
	−0.21
	(0.16)
	



	Stabilityb
	3.70
	(2.78)
	
	4.08
	(2.26)
	†
	1.72
	(5.63)
	



	Plasticityc
	−0.78
	(2.13)
	
	0.83
	(1.73)
	
	4.15
	(4.32)
	



	Dark Cored
	6.53
	(2.84)
	*
	5.04
	(2.30)
	*
	2.56
	(5.74)
	



	Constant
	2,880.12
	(1,772.79)
	
	2,847.53
	(1,439.04)
	†
	4,213.88
	(3,588.15)
	



	N
	48
	
	
	48
	
	
	48
	
	



	R2
	0.50
	
	
	0.47
	
	
	0.53
	
	





Note: The dependent variables reflect country average responses to the Covid-19 pandemic during the whole of 2020 (January–December). All dependent variables vary between 0 “minimal response” to 100 “maximal response.” Original time-series daily data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT). The personality profile of head of states comes from the NEGex expert survey. All models are linear regressions (OLS).

a Reference category is PM.

b Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

c Average value of extraversion and openness.

d Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 5.6 regresses the average level on the stringency, containment and health, and economic support indexes that all countries reached over the course of 2020 as a whole, over the profile of the country leader—including their personality profile—as well as some key controls at the country level. Before diving into our results, it is important to note again that the analysis below concerns political leaders who were already in office in January 1, 2020. All personality traits for those leaders were measured during the election that put them into power, which was necessarily held prior to that date, and thus prior to the onset of the pandemic. In other terms, the measure of leader personality is completely exogenous from their (or, better, their country’s) response to the pandemic, and is not colored by how well (or poorly) any given country tackled the crisis. Mounting evidence suggests that political leaders are evaluated also as a function of their (perceived) response to the pandemic (Everett et al. 2021; Fredén and Sikström 2021; Williams et al. 2021). By measuring their personality before the onset of the crisis, our analysis ensures that such effect is not at all at play here.

All models are controlled by a series of indicators that capture the extensiveness of the healthcare sector in the country (number of doctors and nurses per 1,000 inhabitants; data from Medeiros et al. 2022a), the age structure of the population (percent over 65 years of age), as well as the political situation in the country (Polity IV score) and the country level of individualism (Hofstede et al. 2010; data from Maier and Nai 2022). Interestingly, first, our results show that populist leaders were marginally more likely to implement more stringent measures, at odds with the findings in Bayerlein et al. (2021). More centrally for our argument, our results show that the two socially desirable meta-traits (stability and plasticity) are only weakly associated with the country response to the Covid-19 pandemic. Leaders scoring higher on stability (agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability) tended to implement a broader array of containment and health measures (M2), but the coefficient is only significant at p < .1. Plasticity is not significantly associated with any of the three indexes. This is not the case for the dark personality component. Models M1 and M2 show a significant and rather substantial positive effect of the dark core on the stringency and containment and health indexes. Political leaders with a darker personality profile were, over the course of the first 12 months of the pandemic, on average, more likely to implement stricter and more widespread interventions to tackle the outbreak.

Table D.5.8 (Online Supplementary Materials) replicates the same models, but estimates this time the magnitude of the country response during only the second half of 2020 (July to December). After the first wave in March 2020 the Northern summer months generally saw a reduction in cases, with a new resurgence in the form of a second wave from September to October onward, depending on the country. Investigating this second phase of the pandemic provides additional insights into whether the character of political leaders matters for unfolding crises. Were dark leaders still likely to implement more stringent measures this second time around? Models in Table D.5.8, which also control for the severity of the pandemic in the first six months of the year (number of deaths per 1,000 inhabitants at the end of June 2020), seem to suggest that this effect was even stronger during the last half of 2020 than for the whole period. The effect of the dark core on the stringency (M1) and containment and health (M2) indexes is not only the only significant effect among the personality traits, but is also substantially stronger than in the previous models (Table 5.6). The magnitude of the effect on stringency for the three personality meta-traits is substantiated in Figure 5.4, with marginal effects keeping all other variables at their mean value. As the right-hand panel shows, the effect for the dark core is not only significant, but also quite substantial. Compared to leaders who score lower on the dark core, for which the models estimate a level of stringency around 36 over a maximum of 100, leaders who score the highest on the dark traits are associated with an average estimated level of stringency of 72. The stringency of the country response to the pandemic, in other terms, is estimated as twice as strong when comparing the two extremes of the dark personality scale. Considering more conservative critical values, the models estimate a stringency score of 52 for leaders scoring one standard deviation below the mean score of dark core across all leaders, and a stringency score of 65 for leaders scoring one standard deviation above the mean score of dark core across all leaders. The effect of the other two meta-traits, plasticity and stability, is negligible overall.
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Figure 5.4 Average country Covid-19 stringency index (July–December 2020) by head-of-state personality

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table D.5.6 (M1, Online Supplementary Materials). All other variables fixed at their mean.



All in all, our models seem to indicate that leaders with darker personality traits enacted somewhat tougher responses to the pandemic. This was the case in general over the first year and was especially so during the second half of 2020 and the second wave of the pandemic. What accounts for this effect? Might it be due to the more callous and uncompromising profile of dark leaders, perhaps more able to navigate through tough circumstances and make hard choices that require “putting their feelings aside” for the greater good? Our data is not granular enough to shed light on the rationales used to justify the different policies implemented, and even less so on whether the personality of leaders was associated with such rationales. These trends do, however, seem to echo the idea that “tougher” leaders “are somewhat more capable of quick responses to clear and present dangers” (Bayerlein et al. 2021, 392; see also Mittiga 2022). For instance, Cepaluni et al. (2022) show that countries with fewer democratic features experienced a significantly lower share of deaths in the early stages of the pandemic than democracies (see also Norrlöf 2020), indirectly echoing the comparative work by Engler et al. (2021) on how the presence of strong democratic principles shaped the “reluctance” of some democracies to implement more restrictive measures.

These results, however, contrast with research at the individual level showing that higher scores on dark personality traits are associated with lower compliance with social norms and efforts intended to reduce the spread of the pandemic (Blagov 2021; Zettler et al. 2022), and with lower preventive behavior (Nowak et al. 2020). Furthermore, a more muscular response to the pandemic is not necessarily more effective per se and could also simply reflect dark leaders’ tendency for greater social dominance (Jones and Figueredo 2013). With this in mind, how successful was the response of world leaders to the pandemic, in terms of its human costs? Good theoretical reasons exist to expect a more negative outcome here. Dark personality has been shown to be a strong predictive factor of risk-taking and recklessness (Crysel et al. 2013), moral disengagement (Jonason et al. 2015), and reduced empathy (Wai and Tiliopoulos 2012). Within the framework of a global pandemic, we could thus expect dark personality traits to be associated with a lower consideration for its human costs. Doerfler et al. (2021) show for instance, in experiments with a sample of American adults, that higher scores on psychopathy were significantly associated with risk-taking in general, and with a predisposition to “gamble with other people’s lives during the Covid-19 crisis” (623) in particular. Is this something we can find at the level of political leaders as well?




Table 5.7 Number of Covid-19 deaths per country by head-of-state personality




	
	
Deaths at month 6
	
Deaths at month 12
	
Deaths at month 18



	
	M1

Coef
	Se
	p
	M2

Coef
	Se
	p
	M3

Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.13
	(0.09)
	
	−0.30
	(0.21)
	
	−0.42
	(0.41)
	



	Year born
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	
	−0.01
	(0.01)
	
	−0.01
	(0.01)
	



	Incumbent
	−0.02
	(0.05)
	
	−0.18
	(0.12)
	
	−0.42
	(0.24)
	†



	Presidenta
	0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.10
	(0.13)
	
	0.26
	(0.26)
	



	Right-wing
	−0.03
	(0.02)
	
	−0.05
	(0.05)
	
	−0.04
	(0.09)
	



	Populist
	0.02
	(0.05)
	
	0.25
	(0.12)
	†
	0.43
	(0.24)
	†



	PR
	0.12
	(0.06)
	*
	0.34
	(0.13)
	*
	0.67
	(0.26)
	*



	West
	0.11
	(0.08)
	
	0.08
	(0.19)
	
	−0.38
	(0.37)
	



	Polity IV score
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.02
	(0.02)
	
	0.04
	(0.03)
	



	Individualism
	0.00
	(0.00)
	
	0.00
	(0.00)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	



	Doctors / 1k inhab
	−0.02
	(0.02)
	
	−0.02
	(0.04)
	
	−0.00
	(0.08)
	



	Nurses / 1k inhab
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	−0.00
	(0.02)
	
	−0.02
	(0.04)
	



	Percent over 65yo
	−0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.03
	(0.01)
	*
	0.08
	(0.03)
	**



	Date first case
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	*
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	



	Stabilityb
	0.05
	(0.05)
	
	0.14
	(0.13)
	
	0.28
	(0.24)
	



	Plasticityc
	0.04
	(0.04)
	
	0.04
	(0.10)
	
	0.10
	(0.19)
	



	Dark Cored
	0.08
	(0.06)
	
	0.23
	(0.13)
	†
	0.45
	(0.25)
	†



	Constant
	94.59
	(34.58)
	*
	62.99
	(80.20)
	
	−13.95
	(154.66)
	



	N
	48
	
	
	48
	
	
	48
	
	



	R2
	0.53
	
	
	0.59
	
	
	0.65
	
	





Note: The dependent variables reflect the number of Covid-19 deaths per 1000 inhabitants at the end of, respectively, month 6 (June 2020), month 12 (December 2020), and month 18 (June 2021). Original time-series daily data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT). The personality profile of head of states comes from the NEGex expert survey. All models are linear regressions (OLS).

a Reference category is PM.

b Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

c Average value of extraversion and openness.

d Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




Table 5.7 tests for the effect of leaders’ personality traits on the cumulative number of deaths due to the Covid-19 pandemic in their country over time, respectively at six, 12, and 18 months after January 1, 2020 (adjusted for the number of inhabitants in each country). Results are, again, relatively clear when it comes to the dark personality of politicians. If the two socially desirable meta-traits of stability and plasticity have negligible effects, leaders’ dark traits are positively associated with a greater number of deaths, in particular after 12 and 18 months. Figure 5.5 substantiates the effect of the dark core on the number of deaths at 18 months via marginal effects, keeping all other variables at their mean value. As the figure shows, the estimated number of deaths per 1,000 inhabitants climbed from virtually zero for leaders scoring the lowest on the dark core to about 1.7 for leaders scoring the highest on the scale. Considering more conservative critical values, the models estimate 0.7 deaths per 1,000 inhabitants for leaders scoring one standard deviation below the mean score of dark core across all leaders, and 1.3 deaths per 1,000 inhabitants for leaders scoring one standard deviation above the mean score of dark core across all leaders. As a point of comparison, data from Johns Hopkins’s Coronavirus Resource Center10 indicates that the average number of cumulative Covid-19 deaths in mid-2022—one full year after the data in our analyses—across 190 countries worldwide is about 1.9 deaths per 1,000 inhabitants (SD = 1.3). Dark leaders, in other words, are associated with a substantially higher number of deaths due to the pandemic.
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Figure 5.5 Covid-19 deaths per 1k inhabitants at month 18 by head-of-state dark personality

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 5.7 (M3). All other variables fixed at their mean.



All effects discussed in this section resist alternative model specifications, most notably using “adjusted” measures that filter out the effect of expert ideology (Tables D.5.9 to D.5.11, Online Supplementary Materials), and controlling for the average profile of experts in terms of, for example, percentage of female experts, average familiarity with the case, and average ideological placement (Tables D.5.12 to D.5.14).

All in all, and controlling for a wide array of factors at the country and leader levels, dark leaders seem to be associated with a more muscular answer to the pandemic in terms of the stringency of the policies implemented, but also with a significantly higher number of deaths due to the pandemic. From a theoretical standpoint, this seems to reflect quite consistently the association between dark personality and recklessness, moral disengagement, and reduced empathy (Crysel et al. 2013; Jonason et al. 2015; Wai and Tiliopoulos 2012), when it comes to the human cost of the pandemic, but also with bolder and more incisive political interventions, when it comes to the stringency of their response. The extent to which the personality of political leaders weighed on the balance between effective stringent interventions and the desire to avoid authoritarian drifts is a question that exceeds the scope of our investigation. Instead, we turn in the next section to the broader—and, perhaps, more fundamental—question about the role of leaders’ (dark) personality in shaping democratic (de)consolidation.

Dark Leaders and Democratic Backsliding

Beyond their “material” performance on economic and crisis matters, to what extent are dark leaders detrimental when it comes to democratic outcomes in the country they were called to steer? The narrative is certainly a frequent one in traditional (liberal) media—from descriptions of Hungary’s Viktor Orbán as heralding “our authoritarian future”11 to the fears that “democracy is dying in Brazil” under Jair Bolsonaro.12 Beyond these specific examples, there are strong reasons to expect that dark leaders are associated with democratic deconsolidation. Dark traits, on the one hand, seem particularly en vogue among authoritarians. Comparing the personality profile of 14 “strongmen”—Andrej Babiš (Czech Republic), Jair Bolsonaro (Brazil), Rodrigo Duterte (Philippines), Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (Turkey), Nikola Gruevski (North Macedonia), Narendra Modi (India), Benjamin Netanyahu (Israel), Viktor Orbán (Hungary), Vladimir Putin (Russia), Matteo Salvini (Italy), Serzh Sargsyan (Armenia), Heinz-Christian Strache (Austria), Donald Trump (United States), and Aleksandar Vučić (Serbia)—with the profile of 140 + mainstream politicians, Nai and Toros (2020) found that autocrats tend to score significantly and substantially lower on agreeableness and emotional stability, but significantly and substantially higher on dark personality traits, even when compared to right-wing nonautocrats.

On the other hand, as we have discussed earlier in this book, dark politicians are associated with a harder, more confrontational mode of engaging in politics—higher populism and populist rhetoric, more political aggressiveness—which under certain circumstances can be associated with (affective) polarization and political conflicts. Polarization, in turn, has been identified as one factor significantly contributing to democratic backsliding (Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018; McCoy and Somer 2019; Somer et al. 2021; but see LeBas 2018; Somer and McCoy 2018), potentially forming a “mutually reinforcing, vicious cycle” (Boese et al. 2022, 11). We thus conclude this overview about the systemic outcomes of dark leadership with an investigation on democratic deconsolidation.

Empirically speaking, democracy is under pressure worldwide. Contemporary “democratic backsliding” in electoral democracies across the world has attracted sustained attention in recent years (e.g., Diamond 2015; Foa and Mounk 2017; Levitsky and Ziblatt 2018; Norris and Inglehart 2019). In 2021, there were significantly fewer political regimes classified as liberal democracies than 10 years earlier; only 29% of today’s world population lives in liberal or electoral democracies, compared to about 50% in 2011 (Boese et al. 2022). In addition to these more categorical shifts, there are also more subtle autocratic tendencies, manifested for instance in the pushing back of democratic institutions, democratic processes, democratic rights, and democratic practices—for instance, the weakening of civil society, freedom of expression, and freedom of the media. Among the countries with a tendency for autocratization we find countries such as Brazil, Hungary, India, Poland, Turkey, and the United States (Boese et al. 2022)—all of which, as members of the G7 forum, the G20 forum, the European Union, and/or NATO, are at least performatively committed to the principles of democracy.




Table 5.8 Democratic deconsolidation by head-of-state personality




	
	
Democracy Index

(subsequent year)a

M1
	
Freedom of the press

(subsequent year)b

M2
	
Political rights

(subsequent year)c

M3
	
Deliberative democracy Index

(subsequent year)d

M4



	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p
	Coef
	Se
	p





	Female
	−0.16
	(0.11)
	
	0.19
	(0.83)
	
	−0.91
	(0.52)
	†
	−1.43
	(2.43)
	



	Year born
	−0.00
	(0.00)
	
	−0.03
	(0.03)
	
	0.01
	(0.02)
	
	0.06
	(0.07)
	



	Incumbent
	−0.16
	(0.08)
	*
	−1.26
	(0.57)
	*
	−0.42
	(0.35)
	
	0.82
	(1.60)
	



	Presidente
	−0.18
	(0.08)
	*
	−1.05
	(0.57)
	†
	−0.40
	(0.36)
	
	−0.57
	(1.62)
	



	Right-wing
	0.03
	(0.02)
	
	−0.06
	(0.18)
	
	−0.04
	(0.11)
	
	0.52
	(0.51)
	



	Populist
	−0.16
	(0.08)
	*
	−0.56
	(0.61)
	
	−0.25
	(0.36)
	
	−1.48
	(1.68)
	



	PR
	−0.05
	(0.08)
	
	0.64
	(0.59)
	
	−0.47
	(0.36)
	
	0.00
	(1.62)
	



	West
	−0.11
	(0.09)
	
	1.43
	(0.66)
	*
	−0.22
	(0.41)
	
	1.82
	(1.94)
	



	Democracy index (prev.)
	0.98
	(0.03)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Freedom of press (prev.)
	
	
	
	0.92
	(0.03)
	***
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Political rights (prev.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.00
	(0.02)
	***
	
	
	



	Delib. Democracy (prev.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.83
	(0.04)
	***



	Stabilityf
	−0.01
	(0.07)
	
	0.12
	(0.55)
	
	−0.04
	(0.34)
	
	0.94
	(1.55)
	



	Plasticityg
	−0.06
	(0.06)
	
	0.13
	(0.41)
	
	−0.23
	(0.26)
	
	−1.10
	(1.16)
	



	Dark Coreh
	−0.05
	(0.07)
	
	−0.41
	(0.53)
	
	−0.97
	(0.34)
	**
	−3.49
	(1.52)
	*



	Constant
	1.52
	(6.63)
	
	67.42
	(49.03)
	
	-17.78
	(30.80)
	
	-94.09
	(137.80)
	



	N
	86
	
	
	87
	
	
	88
	
	
	86
	
	



	R2
	0.97
	
	
	0.97
	
	
	0.98
	
	
	0.93
	
	





Note: All models are linear regressions (OLS). The personality profile of head of states comes from the NEGex expert survey.

a Annual value for year after the election. Varies between 0 (lowest level of democracy) and 10 (highest level of democracy). Source: The Economist Intelligence Unit.

b Annual value for year after the election. Varies between 0 (lowest level of freedom of the press) and 100 (highest level of freedom of the press). Source: Reporters Without Borders.

c Annual value for year after the election. Varies between 0 (lowest level of political rights) and 40 (highest level of political rights). Source: Freedom House.

d Annual value for year after the election. Varies between 0 (lowest level of deliberative democracy) and 100 (highest level of deliberative democracy). Source: V-Dem.

e Reference category is PM.

f Average value of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

g Average value of extraversion and openness.

h Average value of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1




In Table 5.8, we directly test the impact of dark leaders as heads of state on the erosion of democracy. As earlier in this chapter, when we looked at the economic performance of world leaders, we have structured our data set in such a way that the personality of the leaders, measured during the election in year Y, estimates the democratic performance in the leaders’ country in year Y + 1. That is, as in previous sections, all dependent variables are measured for the year subsequent to the election that put the leader in place. Furthermore, all models are controlled for the values on the democratic indicators during the previous year (year Y). Since gradual shifts in the level of democracy—at least within the short period of one term—are more likely than rapid and fundamental change in the nature of a political regime, we use four indicators measuring democratic developments at either a more general or a more specific level.

To measure the more general impact of dark leaders on democracy, we look first at the Democratic Index provided by the Economist Intelligence Unit13 in the year after the head of the state has been elected (Model M1). This is based on indicators grouped into five categories: electoral process and pluralism, civil liberties, the functioning of government, political participation, and political culture. Our results indicate that incumbents, presidents, and populist leaders have a negative impact on the overall level of democracy, but leaders’ personality does not matter.

A second measure focuses on more subtle changes in the level of democracy, specifically, the degree to which the press is considered free. Independent media are usually considered one of the core prerequisites for a democracy (e.g., Dahl 1971) and a universal human right (see Article 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights).14 Based on the Freedom of Press Index provided by Reporters Without Borders,15 our results indicate that incumbents and presidents tend to restrict free media in the year after they have been elected as a head of the state (Model M2). In addition, freedom of the press is enhanced by Western countries. However, the personality of political leaders does not have an immediate impact on the freedom of the media.

The third broad measure of the level of democracy is the Political Rights Index provided by Freedom House.16 The index captures a broad range of, in total, 10 political rights indicators (grouped into three subcategories: electoral process, political pluralism and participation, and functioning of government) and 14 civil liberties indicators (grouped into four subcategories: freedom of expression and belief, associational and organizational rights, rule of law, and personal autonomy and individual rights). Our results indicate that female leaders tend to be more inclined than their male counterparts to restrict political rights (Model M3). More importantly, we see a significant effect of leaders’ personality traits. In particular, dark leaders significantly push back political rights in the year after they have been elected. The effect of personality on the push back of political rights is averagely strong. The example of Donald Trump—one of the world leaders with very high levels of narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism (Chapter 1; see also Nai et al. 2019)—can be used to illustrate the magnitude of such effect. In 2016, when Donald Trump assumed presidency, the United States scored 36 out of 40 points on the Political Rights Index. That score dropped to about 32—a score closer to those of Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Indonesia, and South Africa—in 2017, one year after his election.

Rather stronger is the effect of leader personality traits on the last indicator of democratic (de)consolidation, the level of deliberative democracy in the country. The indicator for this comes from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) project,17 and, broadly speaking, measures for each country and on an annual basis “the process by which decisions are reached in a polity. A deliberative process is one in which public reasoning focused on the common good motivates political decisions—as contrasted with emotional appeals, solidary attachments, parochial interests, or coercion. According to this principle, democracy requires more than an aggregation of existing preferences. There should also be respectful dialogue at all levels—from preference formation to final decision—among informed and competent participants who are open to persuasion” (Coppedge et al. 2021, 44–45). The indicator, which we have forced onto a 0–100 scale, assigns higher scores to countries with more extensive deliberative democracy processes in place.

As shown in Model M4, the only factor having a significant or substantial effect on the level of deliberative democracy in the country—beyond the level on that same indicator for the previous year, which is logically highly correlated with current levels—is the dark personality of the leader. No other factor, personality-related or otherwise, seems to impact the level of deliberative democracy in the country. Figure 5.6 substantiates the effect of dark traits on these two last indicators of democratic (de)consolidation—political rights (Freedom House) and deliberative democracy (V-Dem)—with marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals. The detrimental effect of dark traits on deliberative democracy appears particularly clear. Even taking care not to overestimate the magnitude of the effect, it still reflects a significant and substantial drop, especially considering that our models are rather conservative, as they also control for the levels on those same indicators on the year before the election. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the most detrimental effects unfold within the relatively short term investigated here. Instead, it is quite likely that the most nefarious effects of electing dark leaders only become apparent later on—as seen, for instance, in the United States with the delayed impact of Trump’s Supreme Court justice appointments on reproductive rights. Established democracies are often resistant to change, and the US political system has shown itself to be quite resilient, at least so far—even if the storming of the US Capitol on January 6, 2021, and the second impeachment of Donald Trump, for example, are pointed to by many as representing a “clear and present danger”18 to American democracy. But when dark political leaders emerge in younger, less settled democracies, their impact has the potential to cause a considerable democratic backslide.
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Figure 5.6 Democratic deconsolidation by head-of-state dark personality

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Table 5.8 (M3 and M4). All other variables fixed at their mean. The graphs estimate the level of political rights (left-hand panel) and deliberative democracy (right-hand panel) in the year after the leader was elected.



All effects discussed in this section resist alternative model specifications that use “adjusted” measures to filter out the effect of expert ideology (Table D.5.15, Online Supplementary Materials) and control for the average profile of experts (Table D.5.16).

Discussion

The trends discussed in this last empirical chapter paint a rather bleak picture when it comes to the unintended, systemic outcomes of dark politics. To be sure, we failed, first, to find substantial evidence suggesting that exposure to dark candidates demobilizes the masses. The lack of aggregated drops in turnout could, of course, be explained by the substitution of the electorate—that is, voters who dislike dark politics are demobilized, but the reduction in their numbers is compensated by new voters enthused and mobilized by those same politics. The 2016 election and the mobilization of new voters within the “MAGA base” (Galvin 2020; Tucker et al. 2019) certainly point in this direction. But this is purely speculative, and the only factual conclusion that our data allows us to draw—confirmed by experimental evidence—is that dark candidates do not seem to be substantively detrimental to turnout in general. On top of this, we were, second, even able to show that electing dark leaders could have some positive consequences in terms of economic growth (GDP per capita) and more muscular responses to crises (such as delivering a more stringent set of measures to curb the Covid-19 pandemic). But this is where the list of positive outcomes stops.

Much more plentiful, and generally conceptually consistent, is the list of nefarious attitudinal and societal outcomes associated with dark politicians. From an attitudinal standpoint, the experimental evidence discussed in this chapter shows that being exposed to candidates with a dark personality profile leads to an increase in political cynicism and general disenchantment with politics as well as, when taking into account dynamics of partisanship, an increase in affective polarization. From a societal standpoint, the effects shown in this chapter are even more damaging. In the realm of politics, countries that elected dark leaders saw an erosion in political rights and in “deliberative quality” in the year after the election. And perhaps most troubling of all, countries that elected dark leaders were marred by a significantly and substantially higher number of deaths due to the Covid-19 pandemic. In the general conclusion, we will put these trends in perspective with the rest of the results discussed in the book.


6

Conclusion

Dark Politics and the Future of Democracy

Observing the turbulent and violent aftermath of the (first) Trump presidency in early 2021, Daron Acemoglu concluded that “it would be a mistake for Americans to take comfort in the fact that their democratic institutions survived four years of attacks by Donald Trump, culminating in the January 6 insurrection at the US Capitol. In fact, most of these institutions have been failing and are in desperate need of repair and reform.”1 Beyond the specific issues at stake for America, Acemoglu’s words highlight two important facts: First, momentous trends in the life of modern democracies can be, and are, directly attributable to specific persons. Decades of research on the personalization of politics (e.g., Garzia et al. 2022; Gattermann 2022; Van Zoonen and Holtz-Bacha 2000) would strongly agree with this assumption, of course, but it should nonetheless give us pause to consider the extent to which specific individuals—and their individual idiosyncrasies—matter for the lives of billions. Second, nefarious leaders can do a lot of damage, above and beyond the strength of safeguards put in place by established norms and institutions.

The importance of leaders’ individual attributes, and their potential nefarious consequences, have been the guiding fil rouge of this book. This chapter presents an overview of the main results, rearranged so as to explicitly answer the book’s four main questions: (i) Who are the dark politicians? (ii) What does the public, in general, think of dark politicians? (iii) Is there anyone who likes them? And (iv) Are dark politicians harmful? The answer to these four questions provide, we believe, a blueprint to look back and make sense of recent events in contemporary democracies—from the rise of Trumpism in the United States to the entrenchment of a more aggressive mode of campaigning in elections worldwide, the success (or lack thereof) of populist movements, or the rise of political leaders with uncompromising and authoritarian tendencies—with an expanded toolkit, as well as a road map for future research on these matters. The chapter also includes a final set of analyses to unpack the role of news media for dark politics—in particular, discussing the extent to which media might provide a platform to dark politicians and even increase their electoral success.

Main Results at a Glance

The main results discussed below mostly come from our large-scale comparative expert survey (NEGex), either directly or in combination with postelection individual data (CSES). Additional results from our original experiment with simulated candidate personality, as well as evidence from the use of social media by competing candidates in the United States, are also reported. For an even quicker glance, all main results are summarized in Table 6.1.




Table 6.1 Main results at a glance




	Politicians with darker personality traits …
	
	



	are not particularly rare
	Chap. 1
	NEGex



	are more likely among incumbents and conservative candidates
	Chap. 1
	NEGex



	are more likely to be populists and use a populist rhetoric
	Chap. 2
	NEGex



	are more likely to go negative on their rivals (political attacks, incivility, fear)
	Chap. 2
	NEGex, Twitter Midterms 2018



	are more likely to be electorally successful if incumbents
	Chap. 3
	NEGex



	are disliked by the public at large
	Chaps. 3, 4
	NEGex + CSES, Experiment



	are particularly liked by conservative voters
	Chaps. 3, 4
	NEGex + CSES, Experiment



	tend to be seen as more conservative
	Chap. 4
	Experiment



	are particularly liked by voters with dark traits
	Chap. 4
	Experiment



	are particularly liked by voters with high populist attitudes
	Chap. 4
	NEGex + CSES



	do not affect turnout in a substantial way
	Chap. 5
	NEGex, Experiment



	are associated with a better economic performance of their country (GDP)
	Chap. 5
	NEGex + World Bank



	can lead to increased cynicism and affective polarization in the public
	Chap. 5
	Experiment



	are associated with stringent Covid-19 responses but also with more deaths
	Chap. 5
	NEGex + OxCGRT



	are associated with shrinking political rights and deliberative democracy
	Chap. 5
	NEGex + Freedom House, V-Dem







Who Are the Dark Politicians?

As discussed in Chapter 1, the average political candidate in our data has a relatively “socially desirable” personality, in line with studies using self-reported personality measures from candidates themselves (e.g., Caprara et al. 2003; see also Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Caprara et al. 2007a; Schumacher and Zettler 2019; Scott and Medeiros 2020). At the same time, however, the candidates in our data score relatively high in narcissism and showcase an average level across the three dark traits that is higher than one might expect (or hope for) among individuals competing for high executive or legislative functions—even though evidence exists that voters do prefer, at times, more disagreeable candidates (Aichholzer and Willmann 2020).

Dark politics is not the exclusive realm of men. Broadly speaking, there are no major differences in the personality traits of male and female politicians—though female politicians do tend to score significantly lower in narcissism than their male counterparts, in line with findings for organizational leaders (Jørstad 1996) and with trends in the general population (e.g., Grijalva et al. 2015). Schumacher and Zettler (2019) similarly show, using self-reported measures of personality for Danish candidates, that female candidates score significantly and substantially higher on honesty/humility than their male counterparts.

Turning to political dynamics, incumbents score significantly higher in psychopathy and Machiavellianism, suggesting these characteristics could be adaptive for a longer political career. But perhaps the most important descriptive result when it comes to the general profile of candidates is that conservativism seems associated with a darker personality profile. Candidates on the right side of the political spectrum are associated with lower scores on stability (their average scores on agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability) and, importantly, on the dark core (and all three dark traits separately). These trends are, again, in line with the literature at the individual level, most notably in Jonason (2014), and generally echo the findings of studies that use candidates’ self-reports (e.g., Caprara and Vecchione 2017; Dietrich et al. 2012; Maier et al. 2022a; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; but see Schumacher and Zettler, 2019). Conservative candidates across the world, in other words, seem to have a consistently darker personality profile. Importantly, these ideological effects exist even in more conservative models that use adjusted measures of personality to control for the confounding effect of the expert ideological profile and control the average profile of experts. Experimental evidence discussed in Chapter 4 suggests, furthermore, that the association between dark traits and conservatism is well entrenched in the mind of voters: asked to guess the political affiliation of a fictive candidate with no identified ideological profile, respondents were significantly more likely to see him as a conservative if they were presented a vignette indicating the candidate’s “dark personality.”

As discussed in Chapter 2, dark candidates across the world are significantly and substantially more likely to be classified as populists (Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019), which makes intuitive sense. Populists tend to actively showcase “bad manners” (Corbu et al. 2017; Heinisch 2003; Moffitt 2016; Oliver and Rahn 2016), political aggressiveness (Immerzeel and Pickup 2015; Nai 2021), and generally behave like “drunken dinner guests” (Arditi 2007), subverting the established norms of political cohabitation. With this is mind, it is no surprise that we find more populists among candidates who score higher on narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism (and the dark core in general). We also showed that dark candidates are more likely to use populist rhetoric (most notably, antielitism), demonstrate a lack of respect for political opponents, and use a simplified language. Conversely, we found that more agreeable candidates are more likely to be people-centric, in line with research showing that positive in-group promotion is more likely among people high in empathy (Simas et al. 2020). In terms of the tone of campaigns, it seems that dark candidates use more aggressive rhetoric. Very consistently, and in line with findings elsewhere for US Senate candidates (Nai and Maier 2020), darker candidates are significantly and substantially more likely to go negative on their rivals—more specifically, to use political attacks (in particular, character attacks, at least in the United States), incivility, and fearmongering.

Interestingly, and confirming the driving role of candidate ideology, it is especially among conservative candidates that dark traits are associated with populism and the use of more negative campaigns.

What Does the Public Think of Dark Politicians?

Evidence about this matter was a bit more mixed. On the one hand, we found evidence that dark traits are not particularly detrimental in electoral terms. Looking at the link between the profile of candidates and their concrete electoral results in terms of votes received during the election (Chapter 3), we failed to find any significant or substantial effect of dark personality traits (except for incumbents, see at the end of this section). If we look at actual electoral results, what seemingly can make a difference on the electoral fortunes of candidates across the world are increasing levels of stability (average score across the “socially desirable” traits of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability). Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 5, we failed to find any significant evidence that dark candidates have a demobilizing effect on voters—neither with observational evidence looking at the effect of the personality of incumbent on turnout in the election, nor with experimental evidence.

On the other hand, we also found evidence that dark candidates are disliked, but their dark personality can potentially be adaptive. Triangulating our expert data with large-scale observational data from postelection surveys across the world (CSES data), we showed in Chapter 3 that the public at large seems to dislike dark candidates rather clearly and consistently, likely indicating the presence of an attitudinal “negativity bias” (Soroka 2014) similar to the one observed when asking voters about their “taste” for negative campaigning and incivility (Fridkin and Kenney 2011; Nai and Maier 2021b). At the same time, as discussed in Chapter 1, we found significantly higher levels of dark traits (both the dark core meta-trait and the three separate dark traits) in incumbents than in challengers. This trend echoes Boddy et al.’s (2010) well-known finding of a substantially higher level of psychopathy in CEOs at upper corporate levels, as well as the general idea that dark traits (psychopathy in particular) can be “adaptive” in competitive social niches such as business or politics (Babiak and Hare 2006). While dark politicians seem to be disliked by the public at large, they might nonetheless possess “successful” interpersonal and social skills that allow them to ascend to positions of (political) power. Evidence that psychopaths are able “to remain calm and focused in situations involving pressure or threat” (Patrick et al. 2009, 926) and tend in general to be seen as high achievers, intelligent, and socially skilled (Furnham et al. 2009) seems to point in this direction. Indeed, we did find in Chapter 3 that incumbents with darker traits are associated with substantially better electoral results as the darkness of their character increases (whereas dark traits are irrelevant for challengers). For incumbents, a dark personality seems adaptive—having reached a position of power, it likely helps them to navigate that environment more easily.

Does Anyone Like Dark Politicians?

While the results for the public at large are somewhat contradictory, a clearer picture emerges when looking specifically at who likes dark politicians. First, using data from our novel experiment presenting respondents with simulated personality profiles of fictive candidates, we found substantial evidence of a “homophily” effect at play (Chapter 4). For instance, when presented a “dark personality” vignette—that is, a vignette in which we cued that the fictive candidate was high in one of the three dark personality traits (narcissism, psychopathy, Machiavellianism), but without explicitly mentioning it—respondents were increasingly likely to dislike the candidate as their own level of stability increased, but increasingly likely to like the candidate as their own level of dark personality increased. Dark voters like dark candidates.

Second, in Chapter 4, we showed that darker politicians also find an attentive ear among populist voters. Triangulating, again, evidence from our NEGex data set and postelectoral data at the individual level (CSES), our models showed that stable personality traits are particularly appreciated by voters scoring low on populist attitudes, whereas voters scoring higher on populist attitudes showcased an aversion to candidate stability and even gave candidates increasingly low likeability scores as the latter’s stability increased. Inversely, albeit less intensely so, voters scoring low on populist attitudes were the most likely to dislike darker candidates, but voters scoring high on populist attitudes were more supportive of candidates who scored high in dark core traits. The link between dark personality and populism was thus confirmed in both directions: for candidates in Chapter 2 (dark candidates are more likely to be populists), and for voters in Chapter 4 (populist voters are seemingly more likely to appreciate dark candidates).

Throughout the book we also have shown the existence of effects exerted by ideological differences in voters and candidates. As shown in Chapter 3 with observational evidence (again combining our NEGex data set with individual postelection data from the CSES), among right-wing voters, higher candidate likeability is associated with higher candidate dark core scores. Inversely, among left-wing voters, higher candidate dark core scores are associated with lower candidate likeability. This trend received strong support in Chapter 4 as well, where we observed it in our experimental data. All in all, right-wing voters prefer candidates with a dark personality, whereas left-wing voters tend to find them much less to their taste.

Are Dark Candidates Harmful?

This is, from a normative standpoint, the central question that guided our investigation. If dark politicians would exert little or an irrelevant effect on the social and political life of contemporary democracies, the reasons to unfold such a large-scale and multimethod investigation would be less compelling, normatively. All in all, our investigation uncovered that dark politicians have the potential to matter greatly.

To be sure, our analyses in Chapter 5 revealed that politicians with darker personality traits are not associated with either lower or higher electoral turnout. This lack of effect was found both in our large-scale observational evidence from elections across the world and in the novel experimental evidence collected from a sample of American voters. If anything, marginal evidence seems to suggest that it is more stable politicians who are associated with higher popular mobilization on election day. The absence of a clear demobilizing effect, so often associated with dark campaigns (Ansolabehere et al. 1994; but see Brooks 2006; Martin 2004; Wattenberg and Brians 1999) could be seen as cause for cautious optimism. Our analyses also found that dark leaders are somewhat associated with a better economic performance in their country in the year after their election, at least when it comes to GDP per capita. But this is where cautious optimism stops.

From an attitudinal standpoint, experimental evidence discussed in Chapter 5 showed that exposure to dark candidates fosters political cynicism and, when partisanship is taken into account, affective polarization. Corroborating evidence discussed elsewhere for dark campaigns (Iyengar et al. 2012; Martin and Nai 2022; Nai and Maier 2022a, 2022b), these results seem to suggest that dark politics plant the seeds for a more confrontational, disillusioned, and polarized electorate.

Furthermore, our investigation of the substantive outcomes of dark leaders in Chapter 5 revealed two very disturbing trends. First, leveraging data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT; Hale et al. 2021),2 we found that countries where dark leaders were in office at the onset of the pandemic on January 1 2020, were more likely to implement more stringent measures to curb the pandemic—but also substantially more likely to see a higher death rate due to the pandemic’s spread. Put another way, despite responding in a more muscular way, likely showcasing their preference for strong leadership, dark leaders nonetheless helmed countries in which more people per capita died.

Second, leveraging data from Freedom House and V-Dem, our investigation showed that countries that elect dark leaders tend to see an erosion in political rights in the year after the election, as well as a marked reduction in “deliberative democracy”—that is, the extent to which “public reasoning focused on the common good motivates political decisions” (Coppedge et al. 2021, 44). Especially considering that our models were relatively conservative—only estimating the presence of deconsolidation in the year after the election, and controlling for the levels of civil rights and deliberation in the year prior to the election—and in light of the fact that the most nefarious effects likely take time to unfold, these trends are more than worrisome.

Fuel on the Fire?

The observational evidence discussed in this book—our large-scale expert survey (NEGex), as well as the postelection collection of survey data (CSES)—showed, broadly speaking, that voters react to dark politicians differently than they do to politicians with different personality profiles. Yet the mechanisms through which voters received the information about the personality profile of such politicians was never really accounted for. We showed, for instance, that some voters tend to particularly like candidates scoring high on psychopathy or narcissism, but we never discussed how they learned about such candidates and their personality profile in the first place. In other words, we have assumed, throughout this book, the absence of any mediatization effect connecting political information produced by political elites to the lay public. This, of course, is a gross oversimplification, one that omits a key factor in the “golden triangle of political communication” (Perloff 1998), the news media. In this section, we address this omission and ask two fundamental questions: (i) How do news media cover dark candidates? (ii) Does their coverage make a difference?

Preferential News Coverage for Dark Candidates

Do news media provide preferential coverage to candidates with darker personality traits? From a theoretical standpoint, there are a number of reasons to believe this to be the case. One of the most important daily routines of journalists is to select information for news coverage out of a vast stream of events. According to the “news value theory” (or, more generally, the study of “newsworthiness”; e.g., Boukes et al. 2022; Galtung and Ruge 1965; Maier and Ruhrmann 2008), journalists assign a set of so-called news factors to each event, reflecting its relevant characteristics—for example, how important the persons involved in an event are, or whether an incident is unexpected or already well established (e.g., Harcup and O’Neill 2017). The more news factors apply to an event, the higher its news value and, in turn, its likelihood of receiving coverage. Conflict among political actors and, indeed, the “negative” side of politics in general are major news factors in this sense (Geer 2012). On the one hand, negative information biases human information processing: it attracts more attention (e.g., Pratto and John 1991), elicits stronger and more sustained physiological reactions than positive messages (e.g., Soroka 2014; Soroka et al. 2019), and plays a major role when it comes to evaluation and decision-making (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky 2000). Because this “negativity bias” is universal for humans, there is no reason to assume that journalists process negative information differently than regular citizens. On the other hand, even journalists who, based on their professional expertise, might consider negative information no more important than positive or neutral information are nonetheless aware that negative news are likely to attract readers and viewers. Journalists, in other words, have both a human proclivity to pay more attention to the negative side of politics and a professional incentive to do so. At the same time, competition between media is increasing, and the logics of public access to and consumption of political information have undergone a profound shift. Political journalism is increasingly characterized by “infotainment” (Albæk et al. 2014), a preference for “soft” over “hard” news (e.g., de Vreese et al. 2017), and “hype” over substance (Fox et al. 2005)—all paving the way for media that focus more on the sensationalistic form than the hard substance, in particular in times of election. A large body of literature shows that the media cover campaigns through the lens of “game frames” or “strategic frames” (e.g., Aalberg et al. 2012; Schmuck et al. 2017a), which often operate by focusing on political attacks among candidates (e.g., Gerstlé and Nai 2019; Maier and Nai 2020; Pedersen 2014).

Whether this trend exists as well for the media coverage of dark candidates remains to be proven (but see, e.g., Amsalem et al. 2020). To explore this fundamental question, we investigate the association between the personality profile of candidates and the overall attention they received from news media during the election. In our large-scale comparative data set (NEGex), experts were asked to assess, on a 0–100 scale, how much the national media as a whole covered each of the top candidates during the election campaign (see Maier and Nai 2020, for more details about the measure). On average, the candidates in our data set received a considerable amount of media attention, scoring on average approximately 77 points out of a total of 100. While no significant or substantial differences existed in terms of media coverage for men and women, different ages, or different ideological profile of candidates, incumbency status plays a major role. As frequently noted in the literature, incumbents benefit from a clear “incumbency bonus” (Hopmann et al. 2011) when it comes to media coverage, which is confirmed in our data as well. Compared to challengers, incumbents receive on average up to 10% more media coverage, t(192) = −5.59, p < .001.
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Figure 6.1 Candidate personality, media attention, and incumbency

Note: Marginal effects with 95% confidence intervals, based on coefficients in Tables D.6.1 (M3) and D.6.2. All other variables fixed at their mean.
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Figure 6.1 substantiates the effects of the three meta-traits (stability, plasticity, and the dark core) on media coverage, with marginal effects and 95% confidence intervals. All models include the full set of covariates that we used in the previous empirical chapters, both at the candidate and country levels. Full results are in Tables D.6.1 and D.6.2 (Online Supplementary Materials).

The top panels of Figure 6.1 substantiate the direct effect of the three meta-traits. Looking first at the two “socially desirable” meta-traits, the figure shows that plasticity (average score of extraversion and openness) is a relatively irrelevant factor to explain media attention for the candidate, but this is not the case for stability (average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability). Candidates scoring high on stability are significantly and substantially more likely to be featured in the news media during the election. Importantly, this is also very much the case for dark candidates (right-hand top panel). As the figure shows, the estimated media attention climbs 66 points for candidates scoring the lowest on the dark core to about 84 for candidates scoring the highest on the same scale. Considering more conservative critical values, the models estimate a media attention of 74 for candidates scoring one standard deviation below the mean score of dark core across all leaders, and a media attention of 80 for candidates scoring one standard deviation above the mean score of dark core across all leaders, which represents a nonnegligible increase of 8% or so.

In short, news media like dark candidates. The second row of panels in Figure 6.1 shows furthermore that media attention is a function of both the personality profile of candidates and their incumbency status. On the one hand (left-hand bottom panels), it is especially among challengers that increasing levels of stability receive greater attention from the news media. Inversely and importantly, the positive association between dark personality traits and media attention exists in particular for incumbents (right-hand bottom panel). In other terms, a positive reinforcing effect seems at play when it comes to the attention that news media grant to dark candidates that hold political office. This is not purely anecdotal. Incumbents not only receive more media attention, but also benefit from a clear bonus when running for re-election (Cox and Katz 1996). In light of evidence, discussed in Chapter 3, suggesting that dark personality may be an important “adaptive” advantage for incumbents, one might ask whether the increased media attention accorded dark candidates is electorally beneficial for them. We answer this question below.

Amplifying Effects

Our results seem to confirm what we were able to show elsewhere for campaign negativity (Maier and Nai 2020): contemporary news media are hungry for entertaining, sensational, personalized, and negative information. Dark politicians simply give the media what they are looking for—and are rewarded with more media attention. If media are thus not innocent in the promotion and fueling of dark politics, a question can logically be asked as to whether they might even be amplifying its effects. In an ideal situation, news media would refrain from publishing exclusively sensational, flashy, and controversial information just to gain an economic advantage over their rivals. Their normative role as “watchdogs” (Nai 2019) requires that they keep the powerful accountable and criticize all political wrongdoings, but it is reasonable to ask whether some news outlets play this role a bit too eagerly. Regardless of what one thinks of Donald Trump, a case can likely be made that the obsessive coverage of all of his minute deeds and misdeeds (and tweets) often went above and beyond what is normatively required to keep the political powers in check. Much has been written about how Trump “dominated,” “colonized,” and even “took over” the media3 since his resurgence on the political scene in the months leading to the 2016 election—so much so that, some argue, the sensational and unprecedented coverage of such an unusual candidate even “created Trump”4 and provided him with unprecedented free—and potentially game-changing—coverage (Francia 2018). As this book goes to press, in late 2023, news media seems to be using exactly the same playbook they used back then—suggesting that it is very unlikely that the trends discussed here will cease to be relevant anytime soon.
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Figure 6.2 Electoral success by candidate personality and media attention; mediated effects

Note: Coefficients are bootstrapped unstandardized regression coefficients (1000 iterations). The dashed arrow represents the indirect effect. Dependent variable in all panels is the percentage of votes received by the candidate in the election (0–100%). All models controlled by the full set of covariates (candidate and country factors).*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05, † p < .1



Can we find evidence of such media amplification when it comes to the actual success of (dark) candidates? Unfortunately, we can. Figure 6.2 plots the effects of candidate meta-traits on electoral success, both directly and indirectly via the increased media attention discussed above. Does the enhanced media attention for dark candidates discussed above translate into stronger electoral results? It does. As the bottom-left panel shows, candidates with a darker personality profile benefit from greater media attention, which in turn leads to stronger electoral results. This sets up a significant indirect effect linking dark personality to stronger electoral success. In other words, even if dark candidates are not more successful electorally in general, as discussed in Chapter 3, they are more successful when we take their greater share of media attention into account. Because media like to amplify dark politics, and because media attention in itself is electorally meaningful (e.g., Colladon 2020), dark candidates benefit from an electoral bump upward when they are covered by the media. This effect is particularly consequential because (i) it exists above and beyond a negligible direct effect, (ii) it comes from models that are fully controlled by all covariates at the candidate and country levels, and (iii) it is at least on par with (if not stronger than) the effect shown for candidate stability, which also has a positive indirect effect (but also a significant and positive direct effect, as discussed earlier in this book).

All in all, these results suggest that news media are a key factor to account for when investigating the dynamics of dark politics. Media provide preferential treatment to dark candidates and, in so doing, likely increase their electoral success. To be sure, these are only preliminary results. Even if, as we discuss elsewhere, the variable we use for media coverage is strongly correlated with objectives measures,5 it nonetheless remains a rather crude and very general indicator. More specifically, two sets of factors that are quite likely to come into play cannot be addressed with our general measure of media coverage. First, it is unlikely that media coverage remains constant over time throughout the campaign; rather, the ebb and flow of coverage tend to follow the ebb and flow of the campaign itself (Schuck et al. 2013). Without a more fine-grained temporal analysis, the intricate relationship between candidates, campaigns, media coverage, and candidates’ competitive standings (e.g., in the polls) simply cannot be effectively estimated. Second, our measure is not able to account for the qualitative differences in media coverage across channels. In today’s “high choice” media environment (Van Aelst et al. 2017) voters are exposed to a large and diversified palette of news sources, each with distinct editorial patterns and information curation (if any at all), responding to radically different affordances (Rice et al. 2017; Valenzuela et al. 2018). Given the increasingly diversified media field (Moehler and Allen 2016; Young and Anderson 2017), simply looking at how news media cover candidates in general is unlikely to provide a sufficiently nuanced account of the information flow that links candidates to voters, especially in light of information microtargeting (e.g., Bimber 2014; Nielsen 2012) and personalized algorithms (Van Dijck and Poell 2013; Woolley and Howard 2016) in the “age of the like button” (Gerodimos and Justinussen 2015). Further analyses—if done with the intention of seriously investigating the dynamics of media coverage and its potential amplification of dark politics—will need to account for this temporal dimension and “high-choice” environment in a robust way.

Concluding Remarks

Dark politics is here to stay. From an objective standpoint, recent years have seen the emergence and consolidation of a harsher, more aggressive way of engaging in politics—from the expansion of negative campaigning techniques across the world (Valli and Nai 2020) to the rise of strongmen with dark personality traits (Nai and Toros 2020) and the success of populism worldwide (Norris and Inglehart 2019). From a predictive standpoint, all indicators suggest that these trends are unlikely to reverse. Dark leaders might be disliked by a considerable share of voters, but they are also very much appreciated by a very vocal segment of the population (Graham et al. 2021; Knoblock 2020; Oliver and Rahn 2016). Even more important, as we have discussed, dark personality is not only more frequent in incumbents across the world, it also seems to be adaptive for them, increasing their chances of electoral success—and likely fueling more sustained media coverage. This mutually reinforcing spiral between political power, preferential media coverage, and dark personality profile seems likely to set the stage for more of the same in future times. Yet, whether the consolidation of dark politics translates into a severe normative challenge to democracy worldwide remains an open question. While dark politics seem associated with worrisome trends, such as increased polarization and the potential for democratic deconsolidation, oppositional forces and alternative forms of pushback exist and are being activated, including through popular protests (Meyer and Tarrow 2018; O’Brien 2015). Never mind the darkness, democracy still can find a way.

Ultimately, voters will need to decide where they stand on the trade-off between a gentler and more consensual approach and harsher and darker forms of politics. The former is admittedly less exciting and certainly “mainstream,” but it is also likely associated to calmer, more inclusive, and more pacified times. Dark politics, on the other hand, might yield better economic results and satisfy an affective appetite for conflict—and certainly provide a more seducing and newsworthy spectacle—but it might also undermine democracy itself, darkening not just politics but also our collective futures.


Appendix A

Methodological Primer for the Expert Survey

Data Gathering

After each legislative or presidential national election, we contacted a sample of scholars and asked them to answer a series of standardized questions intended to measure the content of election campaigns and the personality of competing candidates. As in other expert surveys about electoral dynamics (e.g., Martínez i Coma and van Ham 2015), experts were identified by looking at existing relevant academic publications (including conference papers), classes taught, or described expertise on professional websites for scholars working in the country where the election took place. We particularly looked for expertise on electoral behavior and elections, party politics, political behavior, political communication, and political psychology. Experts were contacted in the direct aftermath of the election (often the very next day) via email and were provided a personalized link to the questionnaire hosted in Qualtrics. The questionnaire was in English. Respondents who did not complete the questionnaire were sent a reminder after one week, and a second reminder one week after that. In some cases, where too few responses were gathered following this protocol (less than 10 responses in total or a response rate lower than 10%), additional reminders were sent out to increase participation.

On average, we contacted just over 100 experts per election (M = 104.9). The number of experts contacted, however, varied greatly across countries (SD = 70.2), depending mostly on the size of the academic field in each country and the facility of retrieving the necessary (email address, specifically) from experts’ online pages. Thus, for instance, we were able to contact only 30 experts for the 2018 presidential election in Cyprus, but 649 experts received our questionnaire for the 2016 presidential election in the United States. Of course, not all the experts initially contacted took part in our questionnaire. A small number of emails bounced back (on average, 4.3 per election), and approximately 11 experts per election on average voluntarily opted out from the questionnaire, representing just 12% of the total of experts contacted. The percentage of voluntary opt-outs itself varied greatly across countries, from 0.9% for the 2017 legislative election in Bulgaria (only one voluntary opt-out among the 114 experts contacted) to 25.2% for the 2019 legislative election in South Africa (33 opt-outs among the initial 131 experts contacted).

To ensure more robust results, we excluded all elections and candidates for which less than three experts provided their independent ratings for the personality measures. We were able to collect a total of 1,861 questionnaires, or an average of 18.1 expert responses for each of the 103 elections covered (SD = 10.8). The maximum number of responses was gathered for the 2016 US presidential election (75), followed by the 2017 UK general elections (48) and the 2017 German elections (44). Of course, these absolute numbers are a function of the greater number of experts contacted. Calculating response rates should account for the variations across countries in the incidence of voluntary opt-outs and undeliverable emails. We thus calculated the total response rate using the “final” number of experts reached, that is, the total number of experts initially contacted minus the number of undeliverable emails and voluntary opt-outs. Using this final number of experts contacted as a denominator, our expert survey has a response rate of 21.7% (SD = 7.6) with, again, huge variations across countries (Table B.1.3, Appendix B). The lowest response rate was recorded for the 2020 legislative election in Israel (6.7%, with only six expert answers gathered over the 90 “final” experts contacted), whereas the highest response rate was recorded for the 2018 presidential election in Finland (45%, with 18 answers collected out of the 40 “final” experts contacted). The response rate is positively associated with the Polity IV score for regime type, r(94) = 0.18, p = .080. Elections in countries with a more solid democratic background are, on average, characterized by a higher response rate. Whether this is due to the fact that the academic market is usually less developed in less democratic countries, or rather, to the fact that in more authoritarian countries experts feel less confident in participating in comparative academic research, perhaps for fear of retributions, is not something that we can explore here unfortunately.

Experts

The data set is based on aggregated ratings provided by 1,861 scholars, approximately 18 different experts for each of the 103 elections. Who are they? Starting with their sociodemographic profile, experts in our sample are overwhelmingly “domestic”: 78% of them work in the country for which they were asked to evaluate the election, and 80% hold citizenship in that country (regardless of whether they live there or not). About a third of them are women (30.1%), with seven experts in the whole sample identifying with a nonbinary gender. The average expert is a “Gen Xer,” born around 1970.

Overall, experts declared themselves very familiar with election campaigns in the country they had to rate (M = 8.1, SD = 1.7), and estimated that the questions in the survey were relatively easy to answer (M = 6.6, SD = 2.3); both of these measures are based on self-reported assessments using a 0–10 scale. Unsurprisingly, “domestic” experts (i.e., those who live in or are citizens of the country we asked them to evaluate) reported significantly higher levels of familiarity. Younger experts scored slightly lower in self-reported expertise, as did women. The effect of gender reflects the well-known phenomenon of “female modesty” in self-rated expertise, according to which “women under‐represent their accomplishments to others whereas men consistently self‐promote their successes” (Budworth and Mann 2010, 179; see also Berg et al. 1981). Perceived facility in answering the questionnaire is largely independent from the expert sociodemographic profile, even if younger experts reported a slightly lower facility.

For one reason or another, 16.1% of experts (N = 299) did not complete the questionnaire. In contrast to public opinion surveys, where associations between answers of different questions within any given individual are the basis of most inferential analyses, the goal of expert surveys is to generate information for separate measures by aggregating all answers provided. In this sense, the answers provided by an expert to a series of questions are valid irrespective of whether they completed the questionnaire or not. When they provided answers to specific questions, experts were thus included in our final data set even if they did not answer the whole questionnaire. On average, experts who completed the questionnaires totaled an average of about 145 “ticks” (about 42 “ticks” for scholars that did not complete the questionnaire). Excluding durations of more than 3,600 seconds, which likely indicate the questionnaire was taken over multiple sessions, the survey took an average of 1,475 seconds (about 24 minutes) to complete. Survey duration is not significantly associated with self-reported expertise and facility in answering the questionnaire. The expert sample includes about a third (36.7%) of “bridge” experts—that is, experts who provided ratings for more than one election (either different elections in the same country, or elections in different countries), based on their expertise. These 306 “bridge” experts provided, on average, ratings for 2.4 different elections (SD = 1.4).

Looking at their professional profile, 86.9% of all experts held a PhD at the time of their participation in our survey; having a PhD is neither significantly associated with self-reported familiarity with election campaigns in the country they had to rate, nor with the reported facility in answering the questionnaire. We asked experts to select their discipline(s) of expertise among a series of nonexclusive options; 47.2% of them indicated an expertise in their country’s politics (that is, the politics and political system of the country for which they answered the questionnaire), 37.5% of experts in comparative politics, 36.3% in elections and electoral behavior, 30.1% in party politics, 23.5% in methods and research design, 20.4% in political communication, 13.1% in media studies and journalism, 8.2% in sociology and anthropology, and 7.7% in political psychology. Other notable answers provided by experts who selected the “other” category were history, public administration, political economy, law, international relations, and political theory. Unsurprisingly, scholars who signaled an expertise in country politics, electoral studies, party politics, political communication, and political psychology had a significantly higher self-reported familiarity with election campaigns in the country we asked them to evaluate (less so for experts who indicated an expertise in sociology and anthropology). Disciplinary expertise is, however, unrelated to whether the questionnaire was evaluated as easier to respond to (what we call “facility”).

Consistent evidence in multiple studies shows that scholars and academics in general tend to lean towards the liberal left (e.g., Carl 2015; Duarte et al. 2015; Gross 2013; Maranto and Woessner 2012). If some limited evidence seems to suggest a direct relationship between ideological placement and intelligence (Carl 2015; Solon 2015), other sociological and psychological dynamics are probably at play. Liberals tend to score higher on openness to experience and curiosity (Gerber et al. 2011a; Jonason 2014), which is linked to greater academic achievements (Komarraju and Karau 2005; Paunonen and Ashton 2001). Additionally, “Liberals tend to be less interested in financial success and raising a family than their conservative peers, and more interested in penning original works and making a contribution to science” (Carl 2015, 188), which could also explain why they select academic careers where, comparatively, the financial gain is more limited. Carl (2015, 188–189) discusses several additional reasons why liberals are overrepresented in academia, from social homophily and political typing to peer pressure leading to homogenization. Regardless of the reason, an overrepresentation of liberals is also what we find in our sample. Using a self-reported left-scale ranging between 1 “left” and 10 “right,” the average expert in our database scored consistently to the left of the political spectrum (M = 4.4, SD = 1.8). Interestingly, scholars to the right were more likely to report that the questionnaire was easy to answer, r(1,479) = 0.11, p < .001. Female scholars scored slightly more to the left than their male counterparts, r(1,506) = −0.07, p = .004. Experts with self-reported expertise in party politics scored slightly but significantly more to the right, whereas experts with an expertise in media studies and journalism, methodology, and sociology and anthropology scored slightly (but, again, significantly) more to the left. Experts to the right were somewhat more “thorough” in answering the questionnaire, as they scored significantly higher in survey duration, r(1,102) = 0.16, p < .001.

Several scholars have argued that the ideological skewness of respondents is one of the main limitations of expert surveys (e.g., Curini 2010, 2021; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). This critique should not be simply be brushed aside—especially in light of the distribution shown above. It is undeniable that, on average, experts do not have a “neutral” or “centrist” political position. On top of this, even if we should be able to expect from them a greater degree of objectivity than we would expect from voters (Nai and Maier 2021a), experts cannot be assumed to be completely objective, nor be expected never to indulge in motivated reasoning. With this in mind, we discuss in the next section “adjusted” measures of candidate personality traits that account for the ideological divergence between the experts and the candidate they had to evaluate. All analyses discussed in this article are replicated using these adjusted variables, very often yielding robust results. Finally, out of all the experts who indicated their voting preferences during the election they had to rate (we have no information for 33.4% of all experts, and 16.6% indicated that they did not or could not vote in the election), only about a quarter voted for the party or candidate that ended up winning the election (24.8%). Satisfaction with election results has been shown to be a powerful driver of expert assessments of the (normative) quality of the election itself, for instance, in terms of whether the election was “free and fair” or regarding its overall “integrity” (e.g., Curini 2021). In our case, however, electoral results should play a more marginal role in the expert ratings—more marginal, anyway, than the expert ideological preferences when compared to the ideological position of the actors they were asked to evaluate.

Table B.1.4 (Appendix B) presents, for all elections in our data set, the profile of the expert samples, in terms of average familiarity, average perceived simplicity, percentage domestic experts, percentage female experts, and average left-right position.

Mapping the Personality of Politicians

Measuring Candidates’ Personality

The NEGex data set includes personality measures for a large selection of candidates who competed in national elections worldwide between June 2016 and March 2020. Because the measures of candidate personality require several batteries of questions, and so as not to overburden the experts voluntarily participating in our survey, experts were only asked to rate the Big Five for one randomly selected candidate (e.g., Donald Trump) and the Dark Triad for another randomly selected candidate (potentially the same, but most likely not). The implication of this choice is, of course, that the number of responses for each candidate is lower than what it would have been had all experts been asked to rate all candidates on all personality batteries in a given election. On average, 6.1 experts (SD = 3.7) provided their ratings for the Big Five traits for each candidate, and 6.0 experts on average provided their ratings for the Dark Triad (SD = 3.6).

The procedure to measure the personality of candidates via expert judgments is relatively straightforward (Nai and Maier 2018, 2021a; Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019; Nai and Toros 2020). To measure the Big Five, we used the Ten Items Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling et al. 2003) and asked experts to evaluate two statements about the personality of the candidates for each trait (e.g., the candidate is “critical, quarrelsome”); the underlying personality trait is measured as the average value for those statements, aggregating all expert judgments. Thus, for instance, in order to measure the level of conscientiousness of the candidate, experts had to rate whether they agreed that the candidate is “Dependable, self-disciplined” and is “Disorganized, careless.” For the Dark Triad, we followed the same approach, where each trait is measured through two separate and independent components. We designed a battery of six items based on the principal component analyses described in the “Dirty Dozen” (D12) in Jonason and Webster (2010, 422). For each trait, we identified the two items that correlate the highest with the trait and used them as items in our battery (e.g., the candidate “tends to be callous or insensitive”). Experts had to evaluate each statement on a scale from 0 “very low” to 4 “very high.” Aggregating the expert answers for each candidate yields five variables in the Big Five inventory (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, and openness) and the three variables in the Dark Triad inventory (narcissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism). All pairs of statements, for the Big Five and Dark Triad traits, are summarized in Table A.1.




Table A.1 Statements for the measure of the Big Five and Dark Triad




	Inventory
	Trait
	Statements
	Trait reliability (α)





	Big Five

(TIPI, Gosling et al. 2003)
	Extraversion
	Extraverted, enthusiastic

Reserved, quiet (r)
	0.70



	Agreeableness
	Critical, quarrelsome (r)

Sympathetic, warm
	0.62



	Conscientiousness
	Dependable, self-disciplined

Disorganized, careless (r)
	0.80



	Emotional Stability
	Anxious, easily upset (r)

Calm, emotionally stable
	0.86



	Openness
	Open to new experiences, complex

Conventional, uncreative (r)
	0.60



	Dark Triad
(short version of the D12; Jonason and Webster 2010)
	Narcissism
	Wants to be admired by others

Wants attention from others
	0.85



	Psychopathy
	Shows a lack of remorse

Tends to be callous or insensitive
	0.86



	Machiavellianism
	Might manipulate others to succeed

Tends to use flattery to succeed
	0.80





Note: (r) = reversed when measuring the trait.




To be sure, these two “short” measures of personality are not perfect. They have the advantage of being very efficient to administer, while achieving comparatively good results when compared with other short batteries (see, e.g., Rammstedt and John 2007). Yet, with only two items per trait, these batteries tend to sacrifice validity for reliability—that is, it would be naive to assume that these two batteries capture all nuances and facets of complex personality constructs such as differences in personality traits (Bakker and Lelkes 2018; Credé et al. 2012; Spain et al. 2014). The reliability of the eight measures is also reported in Table A.1. The decision to rely on these short scales was dictated by the nature of the data collection, whereby experts were asked to answer long questionnaires about a multitude of topics, including the personality of selected candidates. For that reason, only limited space was available in our large-scale cross-sectional questionnaires. On the bright side, as we discuss elsewhere, two additional tests suggest high construct validity. First, experts and undergraduate students evaluated very consistently the profile of selected political figures (Nai and Maier 2021a). Second, the profile of a selected sample of candidates was often in line with the description of these candidates in media products (e.g., newspaper articles; Nai and Martínez i Coma 2019). Both tests suggest that our measures, if potentially lacking all nuances of larger and more complex scales, are nonetheless able to capture the broad personality profile of political figures. Having to face a trade-off between potentially imperfect scales and no measures, we believe that the ability to map the personality of a wide range of political figures across the world outweighs the limitations inherent in short scales.

Can Experts Assess the Personality of Candidates?

Using the judgments of scholars to measure the personality of political figures might seem unorthodox. Two alternative approaches hold a greater intuitive appeal.1 First, several recent studies use self-reports gathered from the politicians themselves (e.g., Caprara et al. 2003; Dietrich et al. 2012; Joly et al. 2019; Maier and Nai 2023; Maier et al. 2022a; Nai et al. 2022a, 2022b; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; Schumacher and Zettler 2019; Scott and Medeiros 2020). These studies have considerably advanced our knowledge about the personality and character of political figures. Thanks to these studies, we know, for instance, that candidates tend to score higher than the population of their country on agreeableness and extraversion (Caprara et al. 2003), that politicians with lower agreeableness tend to perform better once in office (Joly et al. 2019), and that candidates high in openness face a greater risk of losing (municipal) elections (Scott and Medeiros 2020). Yet these studies concern very specific populations (for instance, Danish MPs in Schumacher and Zettler 2019, candidates running in German state elections in Maier et al. 2022a, and municipal candidates from two Canadian provinces in Scott and Medeiros 2020), and thus lack any comparative dimension. Furthermore, such studies virtually never include “top” candidates or important country figures like prime ministers or presidential candidates. For obvious reasons, if it is already complicated to encourage local politicians to participate in an academic study, the chances of getting, say, Angela Merkel, Donald Trump, or Rodrigo Duterte to answer a systematic questionnaire are virtually zero. On top of this, politicians’ self-reports are not necessarily the optimal solution that one might imagine, even assuming that one is lucky enough to obtain their voluntary participation. Because of their position in the spotlight, and their desire to appear favorably there, a question could be raised as to whether politicians are honest when answering questionnaires, or if instead their answers are marred by social desirability biases. In addressing this issue, Schumacher and Zettler (2019) report extremely high values on the “Honesty-Humility” trait in Danish politicians, which leads them to wonder whether “politicians may be motivated to present themselves as having socially more desirable (“better”) trait levels than they really have” (Schumacher and Zettler 2019, 176). The outlined problems might be amplified when it comes to self-assessments of aversive personality traits (for a discussion on this point see Maier et al. 2022a).

A second approach consists in the analysis of secondary data, such as political speeches (e.g., Winter 1987), starting from the assumption that the personality of political figures translates into their verbal or written production. Recent studies relying on machine-learning techniques to look, for instance, at US senators (Ramey et al. 2017, 2019) show very promising results. Nonetheless, at the current time, it is not yet clear whether this approach can yield consistent results across different contexts (e.g., different languages or communication situations). At the same time, this approach necessarily yields personality measures that are idiosyncratic with regard to the channel coded (e.g., Senate floor speeches), which is assumed to reflect the personality of its sponsor. Even in cases where multiple channels are coded and cross-validated, the effectiveness of this approach is entirely contingent on the availability of materials to be coded and, in comparative studies, on the presence of similar materials across the whole spectrum on cases under investigation. In other terms, while we are excited about the possibilities of this approach—and expect that advances in the computational power and sophistication of algorithms will only enhance its scope and comprehensiveness—its application to large-scale comparative studies is, for now, still limited.

Like others before us (Lilienfeld et al. 2012b; Rubenzer et al. 2000; Visser et al. 2017; Watts et al. 2013), we believe that expert assessments can be a valid and reliable approach for the collection of large-scale systematic measures of the personality of “top” political figures. Yet two main sets of critiques have still to be addressed: Does it make sense in the first place to ask external observers to gauge the “deep foundations” of someone’s mind? And, if so, are scholars the best persons to do this, especially given the evidence, discussed above, that academics tend to lean toward liberalism (Maranto and Woessner 2012)?

Interexpert Agreement

External observers can be a viable and cost-effective alternative to self-reports (e.g., Connelly and Ones 2010; Vazire 2006), for at least two reasons. On the one hand, several studies show the presence of cross-observer agreement on personality assessments (e.g., McCrae and Costa 1987; Moshagen et al. 2019), suggesting that external observers can rate the personality of other persons in a way that is consistent with their self-assessments. For instance, Jones and Paulhus (2014) show that informant reports for the Dark Triad correlate very strongly with self-reports, especially for psychopathy. On the other hand, evidence suggests that informants themselves tend to agree with each other (Vazire 2006, 2010). In our data, the average standard deviation for each of the eight traits across all candidates—that is, how much experts on average “converge” on the ratings they provided—is around 1.0 (remember that the personality variables range between 0 and 4), with some nuances. Most notably, across all types of candidates, experts seem to be slightly more consensual when it comes to candidates’ narcissism (average SD = 0.91). The profile of the candidates is mostly independent of whether experts agreed on their personality or not, with a few exceptions. Experts are more likely to converge (smaller standard deviation) when it comes to the level of emotional stability of female candidates, r(192) = −0.17, p = .016, less likely to converge about the emotional stability of right-wing candidates, r(189) = 0.21, p = .003, and more likely to converge about the narcissism of incumbents, r(192) = −0.16, p = .022.

Adjustments

Beyond the legitimacy and effectiveness of asking external observers to rate someone’s personality in the first place, one can ask whether experts are able to rate political phenomena independently from their ideological preferences (e.g., Curini 2010; Wright and Tomlinson 2018). Notwithstanding academia’s lean toward the left (Maranto and Woessner 2012), whether this necessarily leads to biased assessments remains an open question. From a purely logical standpoint, it could be that it is expertise from right-leaning experts that is biased; perhaps, motivated reasoning is somewhat more likely among right-leaning experts, as indirectly suggested by research showing that conservatism is associated with closed-mindedness and intellectual dogmatism (e.g., Jost et al. 2003; but see Kahan 2012), or that conservatives tend to score higher on the need for cognitive closure, especially if high in political expertise (Federico and Goren 2009). To be clear, we are not actually arguing these points; rather, our point is that because biases cannot intrinsically be associated with left-leaning scholars only, simply showing that (1) experts tend to lean toward the left, and that (2) ideology drives their ratings cannot automatically suggest the presence of biased aggregate assessments. All in all, while sympathetic to the idea that academia should be more inclusive and diversified, we question the implicit assumption often made that a more liberal academia leads to biased knowledge in all cases.

From an empirical standpoint, the question of ideological influences—that is, whether experts with different ideological profiles rate candidates differently—is far from settled, with some evidence suggesting that experts tend to have much more consensual opinions than the public at large. For instance, Nai and Maier (2021a) show that, when it comes to rate the profile of political figures (Donald Trump, Angela Merkel, and a few other Dutch politicians), experts tend to converge across ideological lines much more than the public at large—especially when compared to American citizens, whose perceptions of political figures are strongly driven by dynamics of affective polarization (Iyengar et al. 2012).

Nonetheless, we have explored elsewhere (Nai and Maier 2020) whether more “moderated” experts have substantially different opinions about the personality of candidates than the average scholar, using data from a parallel expert survey that we conducted in the direct aftermath of the 2018 senatorial midterm elections in the United States. The data set contains information about the personality of 50 candidates who competed in 27 states. The number of expert ratings collected varies between two (for, e.g., Delaware) and 30 (California), with an average of 8.04 expert ratings per candidate. Using this data set, we computed “neutral” personality measures that would reflect the rating of “moderate” experts in our samples. The procedure to do this was relatively straightforward, and similar to what is discussed elsewhere (Benoit and Laver 2006). In a first step, for each candidate, we simply regressed the way experts rated the candidate’s personality on the expert’s left-right positioning (0–10 scale); due to the (very) small samples of experts in some cases, we did not control for other characteristics. In a second step, using the coefficients in the regression, we computed the predicted value of the dependent variable—that is, each personality trait—for an expert with an “average” ideological position (5.5 on the 0–10 scale). This predicted value was then simply used as the “neutral” personality score for each candidate. Because predicted values can sometimes extend beyond the range of the original dependent variable, we forced all values beyond the theoretical minimum (1) and maximum (7) on these values, to obtain variables with a range in line with the original variables (from 1 “very low” to 7 “very high”). The original and “neutral” variables are overall strongly correlated; r(35) = 0.57, p < .001 (narcissism), r(39) = 0.71, p < .001 (psychopathy), r(38) = 0.66, p < .001 (Machiavellianism).

Assessing the “predicted” judgment of “moderate” experts makes intuitive sense. These adjustments start from the assumptions that experts become increasingly biased (that is, far from the “true” value) as they move away from the midpoint of the ideological scale; if this assumption holds, then a sample of experts that is, on average, far from this midpoint (as scholars have been shown to be; Maranto and Woessner 2012) has to yield a skewed average rating. Yet the fact that “moderates” have a less biased opinion than (left-wing) nonmoderates remains only an assumption and, as discussed above, one that could be questioned theoretically. We have thus no strong a priori reasons to expect that these “centered” measures of personality are necessarily correcting a bias instead of inserting a different one. Nonetheless, the simple fact that these two measures are positively correlated does not exclude the fact that the ideology of candidates drives, at least in part, their ratings. Indeed, a quick univariate check (Table A.2) shows that the average ideology of the expert samples is often significantly associated with the measured personality traits of the candidates. The table reports the zero-order correlations between all eight personality traits and the “ideological difference” between the candidate and the expert sample (on average).2 This latter is measured so that positive scores indicate that the candidate is more to the right than the expert sample on average (or, in other terms, that the experts are, on average, more to the left than the candidate they were asked to evaluate); a negative score indicates instead that the candidate is more to the left than the expert sample on average (that is, the experts are more to the right than the candidate they were asked to evaluate). As the table shows, when expert samples are, on average, more to the left than the candidates they evaluate (that is, the candidate is more to the right than the average expert sample), they significantly rate them lower on agreeableness, emotional stability, and openness, and significantly rate them higher on the three dark traits (and vice versa).




Table A.2 Candidates personality traits and average expert ideology; Zero-order correlations




	
	
	Ideology

difference
expert-candidate
	E
	A
	C
	Es
	O
	N
	P





	Extraversion (E)
	r

p

N
	0.09
0.240
191
	.
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Agreeableness (A)
	r

p

N
	−0.41
0.000
191
	−0.18
0.011
194
	.
	
	
	
	
	



	Conscientiousness (C)
	r

p

N
	−0.10

0.158

191
	−0.19

0.007

194
	0.38

0.000

194
	.
	
	
	
	



	Emotional stability (Es)
	r

p

N
	−0.27

0.000

191
	−0.39

0.000

194
	0.66

0.000

194
	0.67

0.000

194
	.
	
	
	



	Openness (O)
	r

p

N
	−0.36

0.000

191
	0.45

0.000

194
	0.32

0.000

194
	0.27

0.000

194
	0.15

0.033

194
	.
	
	



	Narcissism (N)
	r

p

N
	0.33

0.000

191
	0.43

0.000

194
	−0.43

0.000

194
	−0.39

0.000

194
	−0.54

0.000

194
	−0.11

0.114

194
	.
	



	Psychopathy (P)
	r

p

N
	0.44

0.000

191
	0.16

0.023

194
	−0.67

0.000

194
	−0.48

0.000

194
	−0.60

0.000

194
	−0.39

0.000

194
	0.63

0.000

194
	.



	Machiavellianism (M)
	r

p

N
	0.31

0.000

191
	0.27

0.000

194
	−0.45

0.000

194
	−0.43

0.000

194
	−0.47

0.000

194
	−0.27

0.000

194
	0.74

0.000

194
	0.75

0.000

194





Note: Ideology difference measures the difference between the ideological position of the candidate and the average ideological position of the expert sample. The variable is so created that positive scores imply that the candidate is more to the right than the expert sample on average, whereas negative scores imply that the candidate is more to the left than the expert sample on average.




With this in mind, and in order to avoid adding potential new biases in the measures by calculating an artificial “ideologically neutral” estimate, we have opted in this book for a different solution. Inspired by what suggested in Walter and van der Eijk (2019) for campaign negativity, we computed adjusted measures of the candidates’ personality by (1) regressing the value of each personality trait on the difference between the candidate ideology and the average expert left-right position, and (2) keeping the regression residuals as adjusted measures of personality that are independent of the effect of the (average) expert left-right position. As Walter and van der Eijk (2019) eloquently describe, “Regression can be used to eliminate partisan bias because it allows two components to be distinguished in the biased perception of … the dependent variable. One component is the regression prediction, which is accounted for by partisan preferences. The other component is the residual, which is independent of such preferences and can, thus, be regarded as the perception from which partisan biases have been eliminated” (372). As a check, the adjusted personality measures are completely independent from the (average) left-right position of the expert samples.
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Figure A.1 Original and adjusted measures of personality



Figure A.1 compares, for all the candidates in our data set, the original and adjusted measures of the eight personality traits. The original and adjusted measures of personality correlate positively and significantly, as they should. Nonetheless, the figure shows, especially for agreeableness and psychopathy, a systematic divergence between the two measures. Thus, and in order to err on the side of caution, we replicated all analyses using these adjusted measures of personality, especially when it comes to analyses on the causes and effects of personality traits.

Personality or Reputation?

As discussed above, the two alternative approaches for the study of politicians’ personality—that is, the use of self-reports (Caprara et al. 2003; Dietrich et al. 2012; Joly et al. 2019; Maier et al. 2022a; Nørgaard and Klemmensen 2019; Schumacher and Zettler 2019; Scott and Medeiros 2020) and the coding of secondary data “produced” by the candidates (e.g., Ramey et al. 2017, 2019)—are not without problems, especially within the setting of a large-scale comparative study of “top” candidates, like ours.

Beyond the methodological issues discussed in the previous section, the use of experts also raises a question about what, ultimately, is measured. Are the experts able to capture the deep, psychological structure of the candidates’ mind, or can they only rate the different political figures according to their public persona (or reputation)? When assessing the profile of candidates, “Voters are presented with a wide array of personal information about the candidates from a variety of sources, some of which are likely to have contradictory implications” (Budesheim and DePaola 1994, 347). Experts are equally exposed to a wide variety of contrasting information about political candidates. Compared to John Q. Public, however, the information absorbed by experts is likely to be more diversified, broader in both scope and complexity, and processed more deliberately. In this sense, their perception of the candidates is probably less likely to be associated with the ebb and flow of the campaign, and more likely to reflect a broader and “deeper” knowledge of the candidates they are asked to assess. Empirically speaking, unfortunately, a definitive answer to this question would be possible only by comparing expert ratings with absolutely objective measures of personality, unbiased by social desirability or the idiosyncrasies of the secondary materials used to create them. Such a test is highly unlikely for “top” candidates, and even less likely in a large-scale international comparative perspective.

From a purely theoretical perspective on the scope and validity of expert judgments, the discussion above about the presence of profile biases could suggest that, at the very least, the profile of experts does not intervene excessively if it is the public persona that it is measured. From an empirical standpoint, this issue can be addressed in our data by observing the personality profile of the candidates who have been rated across multiple elections. We have such information for 14 candidates. Table A.3 presents, for each of these candidates, their personality scores as assessed in the direct aftermath of the two different elections they competed in (three elections, in the case of Israel’s Benny Gantz).




Table A.3 Personality of repeated candidates




	Country
	Election date
	Candidate
	#BFa
	#DTb
	E
	A
	C
	Es
	O
	N
	P
	M
	Total





	Argentina
	22-Oct-17
	Macri
	7
	3
	2.43
	2.07
	2.50
	2.50
	2.14
	2.13
	1.08
	1.46
	



	Argentina
	27-Oct-19
	Macri
	7
	3
	1.88
	1.88
	2.86
	2.29
	1.38
	2.17
	2.00
	1.50
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.39
	0.14
	0.25
	0.15
	0.54
	0.03
	0.65
	0.03
	0.27



	Austria
	4-Dec-16
	Hofer
	18
	15
	2.33
	1.45
	3.16
	2.20
	1.31
	3.06
	2.84
	3.28
	



	Austria
	29-Sep-19
	Hofer
	3
	5
	1.00
	2.38
	3.46
	2.50
	0.88
	3.08
	2.65
	3.17
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.94
	0.66
	0.21
	0.21
	0.31
	0.02
	0.14
	0.08
	0.32



	Austria
	15-Oct-17
	Kurz
	13
	5
	2.50
	1.89
	3.21
	3.07
	2.16
	3.71
	1.94
	2.93
	



	Austria
	29-Sep-19
	Kurz
	7
	6
	1.24
	1.85
	3.72
	3.17
	1.25
	3.63
	2.64
	2.57
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.89
	0.03
	0.36
	0.07
	0.64
	0.06
	0.49
	0.25
	0.35



	Croatia
	11-Sep-16
	Milanović
	3
	4
	3.00
	0.50
	1.50
	0.67
	2.33
	2.88
	3.63
	2.13
	



	Croatia
	22-Dec-19
	Milanović
	9
	6
	3.39
	1.06
	2.28
	1.94
	2.67
	3.00
	1.94
	1.71
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.27
	0.39
	0.55
	0.90
	0.24
	0.09
	1.19
	0.29
	0.49



	Israel
	9-Apr-19
	Gantz
	7
	6
	1.29
	2.43
	3.07
	2.71
	1.36
	2.21
	2.14
	1.43
	



	Israel
	17-Sep-19
	Gantz
	6
	4
	1.67
	2.50
	2.19
	2.73
	1.44
	1.88
	2.00
	1.38
	



	Israel
	2-Mar-20
	Gantz
	3
	4
	1.67
	2.33
	3.50
	3.67
	1.67
	1.63
	1.63
	1.38
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.22
	0.08
	0.67
	0.54
	0.16
	0.30
	0.27
	0.03
	0.28



	Israel
	9-Apr-19
	Netanyahu
	14
	15
	3.09
	0.97
	2.54
	1.97
	2.50
	3.48
	3.21
	3.24
	



	Israel
	17-Sep-19
	Netanyahu
	3
	4
	3.17
	0.67
	3.17
	1.17
	2.00
	3.88
	3.80
	3.70
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.06
	0.21
	0.45
	0.57
	0.35
	0.28
	0.42
	0.33
	0.33



	Japan
	22-Oct-17
	Abe
	5
	6
	2.40
	1.40
	2.40
	1.50
	1.80
	3.36
	2.44
	1.94
	



	Japan
	21-Jul-19
	Abe
	10
	7
	2.65
	0.95
	1.90
	1.00
	1.65
	2.67
	2.08
	2.30
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.18
	0.32
	0.35
	0.35
	0.11
	0.49
	0.26
	0.26
	0.29



	Japan
	10-Jul-16
	Edano
	8
	4
	2.09
	1.47
	3.00
	2.61
	1.81
	2.10
	1.75
	1.10
	



	Japan
	21-Jul-19
	Edano
	5
	6
	2.20
	1.60
	3.30
	2.60
	2.00
	2.92
	1.58
	1.33
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.08
	0.09
	0.21
	0.01
	0.13
	0.58
	0.12
	0.16
	0.17



	Montenegro
	16-Oct-16
	Đukanović
	4
	5
	2.75
	1.00
	3.38
	1.75
	1.25
	3.36
	2.85
	2.93
	



	Montenegro
	15-Apr-18
	Đukanović
	5
	5
	2.40
	1.60
	3.40
	2.20
	1.60
	2.98
	2.83
	2.75
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.25
	0.42
	0.02
	0.32
	0.25
	0.26
	0.01
	0.13
	0.21



	Russia
	18-Sep-16
	Zhirinovsky
	5
	5
	3.67
	0.50
	1.18
	0.83
	1.42
	3.43
	3.51
	2.64
	



	Russia
	18-Mar-18
	Zhirinovsky
	9
	6
	3.55
	0.75
	0.89
	0.72
	1.50
	3.31
	2.86
	3.38
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.08
	0.18
	0.21
	0.08
	0.06
	0.08
	0.46
	0.52
	0.21



	Slovakia
	16-Mar-19
	Kotleba
	5
	3
	2.90
	0.70
	3.20
	1.70
	2.20
	3.67
	3.67
	3.33
	



	Slovakia
	29-Feb-20
	Kotleba
	5
	5
	1.86
	1.14
	2.05
	1.32
	1.17
	3.45
	2.95
	3.13
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.74
	0.31
	0.81
	0.27
	0.73
	0.15
	0.51
	0.14
	0.46



	Spain
	28-Apr-19
	Abascal
	4
	8
	2.00
	0.58
	1.80
	1.33
	1.47
	2.88
	3.00
	2.63
	



	Spain
	10-Nov-19
	Abascal
	3
	5
	2.13
	1.60
	2.48
	2.00
	1.30
	2.83
	3.00
	2.20
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.09
	0.72
	0.48
	0.47
	0.12
	0.03
	0.00
	0.30
	0.28



	Spain
	28-Apr-19
	Casado
	10
	10
	2.75
	1.52
	2.68
	2.12
	1.01
	3.14
	2.75
	2.73
	



	Spain
	10-Nov-19
	Casado
	6
	7
	2.72
	1.33
	2.94
	1.69
	1.50
	3.28
	2.57
	2.58
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.02
	0.13
	0.18
	0.30
	0.35
	0.10
	0.12
	0.11
	0.16



	Spain
	28-Apr-19
	Sánchez
	11
	7
	2.31
	2.74
	2.53
	2.83
	2.06
	2.95
	1.83
	2.33
	



	Spain
	10-Nov-19
	Sánchez
	5
	4
	1.50
	2.30
	1.40
	1.90
	1.40
	2.88
	2.75
	2.25
	



	
	
	SD
	
	
	0.57
	0.31
	0.80
	0.66
	0.47
	0.05
	0.65
	0.06
	0.45



	
	
	Total
	
	
	0.34
	0.29
	0.40
	0.35
	0.32
	0.18
	0.38
	0.19
	0.31





Note: Date format is dd-mm-yy; 28-Sep-19 is thus 28 September 2019.

a #BF: number of experts having assessed the candidate’s Big Five traits.

b #DT: number of experts having assessed the candidate’s Dark Triad traits.




The table shows some divergences between the personality profiles of the same candidates across different elections. For instance, Austria’s Norbert Hofer was rated as higher in extraversion during the 2017 presidential election than during the 2019 legislative election (respectively, 2.33 versus 1.00), Israel’s Bibi Netanyahu was rated higher in agreeableness in the April 2019 election than in the September election that same year (but quite low in both cases, respectively, 0.97 versus 0.67), and Japan’s Shinzō Abe was rated as higher in conscientiousness in the 2017 legislative election than in the 2019 election (respectively, 2.40 versus 1.90). This suggests that our measures are might also reflect some fluctuating, conjunctural components of their temporal personas (or reputation), hic et nunc. The extent of these divergences, however, should not be overestimated. The table reports the standard deviations associated with all traits and candidates, as well as the average standard deviations per candidate (that is, across all of their traits) and per trait (that is, across all candidates for each trait). These standard deviations are not excessively large and are, on average, less than half the magnitude of the average standard deviation across all candidates and traits in the data set (approximately SD = 0.72).

All in all, if differences exist, the profile of candidates is rather consistent across elections. In other terms, the different “reputations” of candidates, broadly speaking, reflect a rather consistent personality profile. Nonetheless, to ensure that these specificities are taken into account fully, candidates who appear in multiple elections were considered in our models as separate candidates.

Candidate Ideology

Many scholars have noted that the simple left-right classification of political ideology is an “amorphous vessel” (Huber and Inglehart 1995, 90), unlikely to capture ideological cleavages in precisely the same way across different countries and world regions (e.g., Rohrschneider and Whitefield 2009). As an alternative, some argue for either a multidimensional understanding of political ideology, for instance, including cultural, social, and economic dimensions, or for the use of party “families” (e.g., “social democrat,” “communist,” “liberal,” and so forth; e.g., Franzmann and Kaiser 2006). If using a more nuanced and comprehensive measure of party and candidate ideology holds intuitive appeal, it is nonetheless unrealistic in large-scale comparative studies like ours. On the one hand, nuanced but comparable data for all competing actors in countries as different as, say, Afghanistan, Albania, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, and Austria (all of which are included in our study) is unlikely to exist. On the other hand, the comparability of party families across all countries is also questionable, as the current “debate” in the United States over what constitutes a “socialist” party amply demonstrates. All in all, we believe that the left-right distinction still represents a clear and simple heuristic to classify competing actors in competitive elections.

The ideological position of candidates was retrieved from their Wikipedia pages or the pages of their parties, looking at the “information box,” usually in the top/right corner, in which historic and biographic information about the party is presented—including the party’s “political position.” This latter is classified using a systematic typology ranging from “far left” to “far right”; sometimes, intermediate positions are presented (e.g., UKIP is currently classified as “right” to “far right”). All of this information can be reduced to a 13-point scale (“far left,” “far left / left,” “left,” and so forth), which we simplified into a seven-point scale ranging from 1 “far left” to 7 “far right.” Although not particularly appealing from an intuitive standpoint, Wikipedia has nonetheless been shown to be a reliable source for factual information on party ideological classification, a source that is both complete and precise (Brown 2011; Herrmann and Döring 2023). Furthermore, going back to the discussion above regarding a more nuanced measure of party ideology, the fact that information using a simple left-right classification is easily available on Wikipedia suggests that this distinction still holds a relevant appeal for the public at large. As discussed in Nai (2020), the classification of ideology in our data correlates quite strongly with the measures in the Chapel Hill Expert Survey (Polk et al. 2017) and the data in Benoit and Laver (2007), suggesting at the very least a robust external validity.
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Figure A.2 Left-right distribution of candidates in the data set



Figure A.2 shows the ideological distribution of candidates over a seven-point left-right scale. The figure shows the extremes (far left and far right) are underrepresented when compared to the more centrist positions. The center category has, comparatively, fewer candidates, reflecting the fact that electoral competitions include center-left (e.g., social democrats) and center-right (e.g., liberal parties) movements more often than purely “centrist” parties or candidates.
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B.1. Countries, Elections, and Candidates Covered



 





Table B1.1 Countries and elections




	Country
	Elections (codes)
	
	





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	
	



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	
	



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	ARG_L_20171022
	



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	
	



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	AUS_L_20190518
	



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	AUT_L_20171015
	AUT_L_20190929



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	
	



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	
	



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	
	



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	
	



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	BGR_L_20170326
	



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	
	



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	
	



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	
	



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	
	



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	
	



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	CRO_P_20191222
	



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	CZE_P_20180112
	



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	
	



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	
	



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	
	



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	
	



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	FIN_L_20190414
	



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	
	



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	GRG_P_20181028
	



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	
	



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	
	



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	
	



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	
	



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	
	



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	ICE_L_20161029
	ICE_L_20171028



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	
	



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	
	



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	ISR_L_20190917
	ISR_L_20200302



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	JAP_L_20171022
	JAP_L_20190721



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	XKX_L_20191006
	



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	
	



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	
	



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	LTH_P_20190512
	



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	
	



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	
	



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	
	



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	
	



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	MDV_L_20190224
	



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	MTN_P_20180415
	



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	
	



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	
	



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	MKD_P_20190421
	



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	
	



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	
	



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	
	



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	
	



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	
	



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	
	



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	ROU_P_20191110
	



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	RUS_P_20180318
	



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	SVK_L_20200229
	



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	
	



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	ESP_L_20191110
	



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	
	



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	
	



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	
	



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	
	



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	TLS_L_20170722
	



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	
	



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	GBR_L_20191212
	



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	UKR_L_20190721
	



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	
	



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	
	



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	
	



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	
	










Table B1.2 Elections details




	Country
	Election
	Date
	Code



	Afghanistan
	Presidential election
	28-Sep-19
	AFG_P_20190928



	Albania
	Parliamentary election
	25-Jun-17
	ALB_L_20170625



	Argentina
	Legislative election
	22-Oct-17
	ARG_L_20171022



	Argentina
	Presidential election
	27-Oct-19
	ARG_P_20191027



	Armenia
	Parliamentary election
	2-Apr-17
	ARM_L_20170402



	Australia
	Federal election
	2-Jul-16
	AUS_L_20160702



	Australia
	Federal election
	18-May-19
	AUS_L_20190518



	Austria
	Presidential election
	4-Dec-16
	AUT_P_20161204



	Austria
	Legislative election
	15-Oct-17
	AUT_L_20171015



	Austria
	Legislative election
	29-Sep-19
	AUT_L_20190929



	Bangladesh
	Election of the Jatiya Sangsad
	30-Dec-18
	BGD_L_20181230



	Bolivia
	Presidential election
	20-Oct-19
	BOL_P_20191020



	Botswana
	General election
	23-Oct-19
	BWA_L_20191023



	Brazil
	Presidential election
	7-Oct-18
	BRA_P_20181007



	Bulgaria
	Presidential election
	6-Nov-16
	BGR_P_20161106



	Bulgaria
	Legislative election
	26-Mar-17
	BGR_L_20170326



	Cameroon
	Presidential election
	7-Oct-18
	CMR_P_20181007



	Canada
	Federal election
	21-Oct-19
	CAN_L_20191021



	Chile
	Presidential election
	19-Nov-17
	CHL_P_20171119



	Colombia
	Presidential election
	27-May-18
	COL_P_20180527



	Costa Rica
	Presidential election
	4-Feb-18
	CRI_P_20180204



	Croatia
	Election of the Assembly
	11-Sep-16
	CRO_L_20160911



	Croatia
	Presidential election
	22-Dec-19
	CRO_P_20191222



	Cyprus
	Presidential election
	28-Jan-18
	CYP_P_20180128



	Czech Republic
	Legislative election
	20-Oct-17
	CZE_L_20171020



	Czech Republic
	Presidential election
	12-Jan-18
	CZE_P_20180112



	Denmark
	General election
	5-Jun-19
	DNK_L_20190605



	Ecuador
	Presidential election
	19-Feb-17
	ECU_P_20170219



	Estonia
	Parliamentary election
	3-Mar-19
	EST_L_20190303



	Fiji
	General election
	14-Nov-18
	FJI_L_20181114



	Finland
	Presidential election
	28-Jan-18
	FIN_P_20180128



	Finland
	Election of the Finnish Parliament
	14-Apr-19
	FIN_L_20190414



	France
	Presidential election
	23-Apr-17
	FRA_P_20170423



	Georgia
	Parliamentary election
	8-Oct-16
	GRG_L_20161008



	Georgia
	Presidential election
	28-Oct-18
	GRG_P_20181028



	Germany
	Federal elections
	24-Sep-17
	DEU_L_20170924



	Ghana
	Presidential election
	7-Dec-16
	GHA_P_20161207



	Greece
	Legislative election
	7-Jul-19
	GRC_L_20190707



	Guatemala
	Presidential election
	11-Aug-19
	GTM_P_20190811



	Hungary
	Parliamentary elections
	8-Apr-18
	HUN_L_20180408



	Iceland
	Presidential election
	25-Jun-16
	ICE_P_20160625



	Iceland
	Election for the Althing
	29-Oct-16
	ICE_L_20161029



	Iceland
	Election for the Althing
	28-Oct-17
	ICE_L_20171028



	India
	General election
	19-May-19
	IND_L_20190519



	Indonesia
	Presidential election
	17-Apr-19
	IDN_P_20190417



	Ireland
	General election
	8-Feb-20
	IRL_L_20200208



	Israel
	Elections for the Knesset
	9-Apr-19
	ISR_L_20190409



	Israel
	Elections for the Knesset
	17-Sep-19
	ISR_L_20190917



	Israel
	Elections for the Knesset
	2-Mar-20
	ISR_L_20200302



	Italy
	General election
	4-Mar-18
	ITA_L_20180304



	Japan
	House of Councillors election
	10-Jul-16
	JAP_L_20160710



	Japan
	Election of the House of Representatives
	22-Oct-17
	JAP_L_20171022



	Japan
	House of Councillors election
	21-Jul-19
	JAP_L_20190721



	Kosovo
	Parliamentary election
	11-Jun-17
	XKX_L_20170611



	Kosovo
	Parliamentary election
	6-Oct-19
	XKX_L_20191006



	Latvia
	Parliamentary elections
	6-Oct-18
	LVA_L_20181006



	Lesotho
	Election of the National Assembly
	3-Jun-17
	LSO_L_20170603



	Lithuania
	Parliamentary election
	9-Oct-16
	LTH_L_20161009



	Lithuania
	Presidential election
	12-May-19
	LTH_P_20190512



	Madagascar
	Presidential election
	7-Nov-18
	MDG_P_20181107



	Malaysia
	Malaysian House of Representatives
	9-May-18
	MYS_L_20180509



	Malta
	General elections
	3-Jun-17
	MLT_L_20170603



	Mexico
	Presidential election
	1-Jul-18
	MEX_P_20180701



	Moldova
	Presidential election
	30-Oct-16
	MDV_P_20161030



	Moldova
	Parliamentary election
	24-Feb-19
	MDV_L_20190224



	Montenegro
	Parliamentary election
	16-Oct-16
	MTN_L_20161016



	Montenegro
	Presidential election
	15-Apr-18
	MTN_P_20180415



	Mozambique
	Presidential election
	15-Oct-19
	MOZ_P_20191015



	New Zealand
	General election
	23-Sep-17
	NZL_L_20170923



	North Macedonia
	Election of the Assembly
	11-Dec-16
	MKD_L_20161211



	North Macedonia
	Presidential election
	21-Apr-19
	MKD_P_20190421



	Northern Ireland
	Assembly election
	2-Mar-17
	NIR_L_20170302



	Norway
	Parliamentary election
	11-Sep-17
	NOR_L_20170911



	Pakistan
	General elections
	25-Jul-18
	PAK_L_20180725



	Philippines
	General election
	13-May-19
	PHL_L_20190513



	Poland
	Election of the Sejm
	13-Oct-19
	POL_L_20191013



	Portugal
	Election of the Portuguese Assembly of the Republic
	6-Oct-19
	PRT_L_20191006



	Romania
	Legislative election
	11-Dec-16
	ROU_L_20161211



	Romania
	Presidential election
	10-Nov-19
	ROU_P_20191110



	Russia
	Election of the State Duma
	18-Sep-16
	RUS_L_20160918



	Russia
	Presidential election
	18-Mar-18
	RUS_P_20180318



	Serbia
	Presidential election
	2-Apr-17
	SRB_P_20170402



	Slovakia
	Presidential election
	16-Mar-19
	SVK_P_20190316



	Slovakia
	Parliamentary election
	29-Feb-20
	SVK_L_20200229



	Slovenia
	Parliamentary elections
	3-Jun-18
	SVN_L_20180603



	South Africa
	General elections
	8-May-19
	ZAF_L_20190508



	Spain
	General election
	28-Apr-19
	ESP_L_20190428



	Spain
	General election
	10-Nov-19
	ESP_L_20191110



	Sweden
	General election
	9-Sep-18
	SWE_L_20180909



	Thailand
	Legislative elections
	24-Mar-19
	THA_L_20190324



	The Bahamas
	Election of the House of Assembly
	10-May-17
	BHS_L_20170510



	The Netherlands
	General elections
	15-Mar-17
	NLD_L_20170315



	Timor Leste
	Presidential election
	20-Mar-17
	TLS_P_20170320



	Timor Leste
	Election of the National parliament
	22-Jul-17
	TLS_L_20170722



	Turkey
	Presidential election
	24-Jun-18
	TUR_P_20180624



	UK
	Election of the British House of Commons
	8-Jun-17
	GBR_L_20170608



	UK
	Election of the British House of Commons
	12-Dec-19
	GBR_L_20191212



	Ukraine
	Presidential election
	31-Mar-19
	UKR_P_20190331



	Ukraine
	Parliamentary election
	21-Jul-19
	UKR_L_20190721



	Uruguay
	Presidential election
	27-Oct-19
	URY_P_20191027



	USA
	Presidential election
	8-Nov-16
	USA_P_20161108



	Uzbekistan
	Presidential election
	4-Dec-16
	UZB_P_20161204



	Zimbabwe
	Presidential election
	30-Jul-18
	ZWE_P_20180730





Note: Date format is dd-mm-yy; 28-Sep-19 is thus 28 September 2019.







Table B1.3 Elections (distribution details and response rate)




	Country
	Election
	Experts contacted
	Undeliverable emails
	Voluntary opt-outs
	Responses
	Response ratea





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	51
	7
	12
	8
	25.00



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	63
	19
	5
	7
	17.95



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	106
	7
	7
	14
	15.22



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	101
	6
	14
	11
	13.58



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	41
	0
	5
	6
	16.67



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	139
	0
	9
	26
	20.00



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	132
	11
	17
	24
	23.08



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	135
	5
	12
	37
	31.36



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	122
	0
	4
	27
	22.88



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	101
	0
	11
	16
	17.78



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	92
	4
	7
	12
	14.81



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	90
	5
	30
	7
	12.73



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	32
	1
	9
	8
	36.36



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	170
	9
	21
	27
	19.29



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	121
	4
	9
	23
	21.30



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	114
	4
	1
	15
	13.76



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	37
	3
	8
	8
	30.77



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	88
	1
	18
	27
	39.13



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	83
	2
	5
	11
	14.47



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	81
	2
	7
	16
	22.22



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	76
	4
	6
	21
	31.82



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	72
	2
	7
	18
	28.57



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	87
	4
	15
	13
	19.12



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	30
	3
	4
	9
	39.13



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	87
	0
	6
	23
	28.40



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	81
	0
	9
	18
	25.00



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	100
	1
	26
	16
	21.92



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	146
	6
	8
	22
	16.67



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	62
	1
	21
	13
	32.50



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	43
	0
	14
	6
	20.69



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	50
	0
	10
	18
	45.00



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	62
	6
	6
	15
	30.00



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	210
	7
	9
	34
	17.53



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	101
	8
	4
	18
	20.22



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	117
	7
	15
	20
	21.05



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	183
	4
	4
	44
	25.14



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	86
	7
	5
	13
	17.57



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	114
	0
	15
	26
	26.26



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	79
	10
	28
	8
	19.51



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	51
	0
	6
	12
	26.67



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	44
	0
	5
	14
	35.90



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	59
	4
	7
	14
	29.17



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	50
	1
	3
	7
	15.22



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	158
	4
	14
	18
	12.86



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	190
	6
	8
	34
	19.32



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	56
	0
	4
	13
	25.00



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	148
	4
	28
	35
	30.17



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	113
	1
	13
	21
	21.21



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	100
	2
	8
	6
	6.67



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	115
	1
	5
	34
	31.19



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	147
	6
	9
	21
	15.91



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	143
	4
	6
	20
	15.04



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	133
	9
	21
	18
	17.48



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	165
	22
	19
	17
	13.71



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	148
	10
	18
	13
	10.83



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	108
	8
	21
	13
	16.46



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	32
	8
	4
	3
	15.00



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	106
	7
	7
	28
	30.43



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	96
	6
	16
	12
	16.22



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	36
	0
	8
	6
	21.43



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	68
	3
	16
	9
	18.37



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	42
	9
	3
	11
	36.67



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	122
	4
	6
	27
	24.11



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	98
	8
	7
	12
	14.46



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	95
	2
	10
	14
	16.87



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	70
	5
	13
	16
	30.77



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	62
	0
	8
	13
	24.07



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	78
	7
	26
	8
	17.78



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	76
	1
	6
	16
	23.19



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	96
	4
	9
	22
	26.51



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	98
	7
	9
	14
	17.07



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	108
	1
	12
	21
	22.11



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	103
	0
	13
	26
	28.89



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	100
	11
	5
	17
	20.24



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	58
	0
	11
	13
	27.66



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	77
	1
	11
	17
	26.15



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	130
	6
	13
	31
	27.93



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	92
	3
	5
	23
	27.38



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	86
	0
	8
	13
	16.67



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	192
	1
	14
	28
	15.82



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	198
	0
	25
	20
	11.56



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	76
	10
	11
	10
	18.18



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	58
	1
	6
	16
	31.37



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	74
	0
	7
	15
	22.39



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	50
	3
	10
	5
	13.51



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	131
	10
	33
	14
	15.91



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	120
	6
	16
	41
	41.84



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	98
	1
	5
	22
	23.91



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	138
	1
	30
	18
	16.82



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	97
	4
	10
	19
	22.89



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	110
	14
	2
	14
	14.89



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	204
	3
	25
	40
	22.73



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	43
	3
	9
	3
	9.68



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	44
	0
	4
	5
	12.50



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	118
	6
	14
	26
	26.53



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	261
	7
	15
	48
	20.08



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	197
	12
	18
	23
	13.77



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	97
	3
	18
	12
	15.79



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	78
	2
	8
	10
	14.71



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	83
	2
	8
	13
	17.81



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	649
	7
	16
	75
	11.98



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	81
	9
	10
	6
	9.68



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	70
	6
	9
	11
	20.00



	
	avg
	104.94
	4.33
	11.33
	18.07
	21.67





a Response rate is calculated as the ratio between the final number of answers collected and the total number of experts initially contacted minus the number of undeliverable emails and voluntary opt-outs.







Table B1.4 Elections (details of expert samples)




	country
	Election
	#

expertsa
	Average

familiarityb
	Average

facilityc
	%

domestic
	%

female
	Average

left-rightd





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	8
	7.71
	7.00
	0.50
	0.29
	4.83



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	7
	7.20
	6.60
	0.71
	0.60
	4.60



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	14
	8.42
	7.75
	0.93
	0.50
	5.08



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	11
	8.73
	7.40
	0.73
	0.27
	4.45



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	6
	8.50
	6.60
	1.00
	0.33
	5.40



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	26
	8.29
	6.70
	0.96
	0.40
	3.25



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	24
	8.72
	6.17
	0.96
	0.28
	3.44



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	27
	8.43
	5.95
	0.85
	0.43
	3.67



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	16
	8.29
	5.43
	1.00
	0.50
	3.21



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	37
	8.06
	5.88
	0.89
	0.41
	3.32



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	12
	8.40
	7.44
	0.92
	0.10
	5.56



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	7
	8.00
	8.00
	0.29
	0.50
	3.17



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	8
	8.50
	7.88
	0.63
	0.25
	5.00



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	27
	7.86
	6.50
	0.70
	0.32
	3.91



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	15
	7.60
	6.50
	0.87
	0.40
	5.30



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	23
	8.24
	7.10
	0.87
	0.57
	5.05



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	8
	8.38
	7.13
	0.63
	0.00
	5.75



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	27
	8.72
	6.36
	0.85
	0.32
	4.23



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	11
	8.89
	7.78
	0.73
	0.11
	4.56



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	16
	8.07
	7.53
	0.69
	0.47
	4.20



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	21
	8.61
	7.58
	0.90
	0.21
	4.06



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	18
	8.60
	7.00
	0.83
	0.33
	4.27



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	13
	8.54
	7.42
	0.69
	0.38
	3.77



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	9
	7.89
	8.00
	0.56
	0.56
	5.00



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	23
	7.29
	5.00
	0.91
	0.11
	6.35



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	18
	7.61
	5.44
	1.00
	0.28
	5.89



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	16
	8.36
	4.60
	1.00
	0.27
	4.09



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	22
	8.17
	7.00
	0.82
	0.37
	3.79



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	13
	7.73
	5.20
	0.85
	0.30
	4.82



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	6
	7.67
	7.83
	0.50
	0.33
	3.83



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	15
	7.92
	5.42
	0.93
	0.00
	3.73



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	18
	8.06
	6.63
	0.94
	0.18
	3.65



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	34
	8.37
	5.88
	0.59
	0.15
	4.31



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	18
	7.44
	5.89
	0.89
	0.40
	5.56



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	20
	8.07
	7.07
	0.90
	0.20
	5.40



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	44
	7.50
	5.42
	0.68
	0.18
	4.16



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	13
	8.92
	8.25
	0.69
	0.08
	5.75



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	26
	8.52
	7.00
	0.77
	0.19
	4.00



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	8
	7.75
	6.00
	0.50
	0.13
	3.13



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	12
	7.90
	6.40
	0.67
	0.40
	3.90



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	14
	8.09
	6.27
	0.71
	0.45
	3.91



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	7
	8.43
	5.71
	1.00
	0.57
	4.29



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	14
	8.83
	7.67
	0.79
	0.33
	4.17



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	18
	8.69
	8.50
	0.83
	0.33
	4.60



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	34
	8.35
	7.16
	0.76
	0.35
	5.65



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	13
	8.15
	7.00
	0.77
	0.46
	4.08



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	35
	8.13
	6.67
	0.86
	0.14
	3.45



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	21
	8.27
	5.75
	0.90
	0.08
	3.91



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	6
	7.67
	6.00
	0.83
	0.17
	4.50



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	34
	8.29
	6.19
	0.71
	0.32
	3.79



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	21
	7.60
	6.20
	0.52
	0.20
	4.70



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	20
	6.41
	5.94
	0.80
	0.29
	4.47



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	18
	7.36
	4.69
	0.78
	0.29
	4.57



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	17
	7.80
	6.93
	1.00
	0.13
	4.53



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	13
	7.55
	7.55
	0.85
	0.45
	4.91



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	13
	7.36
	4.64
	0.92
	0.73
	5.18



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	3
	7.67
	7.67
	0.67
	0.00
	6.00



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	28
	7.67
	5.94
	1.00
	0.38
	6.56



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	12
	8.73
	6.82
	1.00
	0.36
	5.73



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	6
	6.50
	7.00
	0.00
	0.50
	4.00



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	9
	8.22
	6.67
	0.44
	0.22
	3.56



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	11
	8.91
	7.82
	1.00
	0.27
	3.82



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	27
	8.59
	7.73
	0.56
	0.23
	3.43



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	14
	7.82
	6.64
	0.71
	0.36
	6.30



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	12
	9.00
	6.67
	0.83
	0.33
	6.78



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	16
	8.67
	6.50
	0.75
	0.33
	3.33



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	13
	8.42
	5.60
	0.85
	0.50
	3.55



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	8
	7.80
	6.80
	0.00
	0.20
	3.60



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	16
	8.67
	7.08
	0.94
	0.42
	2.64



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	22
	7.76
	6.69
	0.68
	0.65
	3.88



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	14
	8.43
	7.21
	0.86
	0.43
	4.50



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	21
	8.19
	7.00
	0.62
	0.31
	3.94



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	26
	7.44
	7.13
	1.00
	0.25
	3.75



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	17
	8.46
	8.07
	0.82
	0.29
	5.46



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	13
	8.40
	7.27
	0.92
	0.18
	5.09



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	17
	7.94
	6.31
	0.53
	0.13
	4.60



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	31
	8.30
	6.91
	0.90
	0.33
	4.23



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	23
	8.38
	6.95
	0.87
	0.43
	5.65



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	13
	8.58
	7.25
	0.92
	0.25
	5.42



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	28
	6.83
	6.57
	0.54
	0.33
	5.08



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	20
	7.75
	7.15
	0.50
	0.20
	5.85



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	10
	8.00
	6.78
	0.50
	0.44
	3.56



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	15
	6.69
	5.31
	0.73
	0.08
	5.31



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	16
	6.81
	5.88
	0.63
	0.19
	6.00



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	5
	7.00
	6.40
	0.80
	0.50
	3.50



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	14
	8.00
	7.38
	0.79
	0.40
	4.30



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	41
	7.74
	6.26
	0.71
	0.17
	3.45



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	22
	8.26
	6.06
	0.86
	0.26
	4.00



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	18
	8.69
	3.94
	0.89
	0.25
	4.45



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	19
	7.71
	6.07
	0.89
	0.57
	4.14



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	14
	7.77
	7.31
	0.79
	0.69
	4.38



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	40
	7.68
	4.41
	0.93
	0.25
	3.73



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	5
	7.60
	4.60
	0.20
	0.20
	5.00



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	3
	7.00
	8.00
	0.33
	0.33
	5.67



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	26
	8.48
	6.64
	0.58
	0.48
	3.56



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	48
	7.65
	6.56
	0.73
	0.35
	4.09



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	23
	7.85
	6.25
	0.74
	0.23
	4.00



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	10
	8.00
	5.56
	0.40
	0.44
	5.67



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	12
	7.91
	6.45
	0.42
	0.40
	5.73



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	13
	9.27
	8.09
	1.00
	0.18
	3.27



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	75
	8.97
	7.44
	0.81
	0.29
	3.60



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	6
	8.17
	6.25
	0.67
	0.67
	4.60



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	11
	9.20
	7.67
	0.64
	0.10
	4.33



	
	avg
	18.07
	8.06
	6.62
	0.75
	0.32
	4.48





a Indicates how many different expert ratings were used to compute the scores presented in the table.

b Average score for variable measuring how familiar experts are with elections in the country surveyed (self-assessment); ranges between 0 “very low” and 10 “very high.”

c Average score for variable measuring how easy or difficult it was for experts to answer questions in the survey (self-assessment); ranges between 0 “very difficult” and 10 “very easy.”

d Average ideology of experts, based on self-assessed position of left-right scale (1–10).







Table B1.5 Candidates





	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	Party
	Populist
	CSES





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ashraf Ghani
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	Lulzim Basha
	Democratic Party of Albania
	
	



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Alberto Fernández
	Everyone’s Front
	yes
	



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	C. Fernández de Kirchner
	Frente para la Victoria
	yes
	



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Mauricio Macri
	Cambiemos
	
	



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Mauricio Macri
	Together for Change
	
	



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	Serzh Sargsyan
	Republican Party of Armenia
	
	



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	Richard Di Natale
	The Greens
	
	



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Pauline Hanson
	One Nation
	yes
	yes



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Scott Morrison
	Liberal–National Coalition
	
	yes



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Bill Shorten
	Labor
	
	yes



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Norbert Hofer
	Freedom Party of Austria
	yes
	



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Norbert Hofer
	Freedom Party of Austria
	yes
	



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Christian Kern
	Social Democratic Party of Austria
	yes



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Sebastian Kurz
	Austrian People’s Party
	
	yes



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Sebastian Kurz
	Austrian People’s Party
	
	



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Heinz-Christian Strache
	Freedom Party of Austria
	yes
	yes



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Alexander Van der Bellen
	Independent candidate / The Greens
	



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Sheikh Hasina
	Bangladesh Awami League
	
	



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Kamal Hossain
	Jatiya Oikya Front
	
	



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Evo Morales
	Movement for Socialism
	yes
	



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Mokgweetsi Masisi
	Botswana Democratic Party
	
	



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Jair Bolsonaro
	Social Liberal Party
	yes
	yes



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Ciro Gomes
	Democratic Labour Party
	
	



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Fernando Haddad
	Workers’ Party
	
	yes



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Boyko Borisov
	Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria
	yes
	



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Korneliya Ninova
	Bulgarian Socialist Party
	yes
	



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Rumen Radev
	Independent candidate / Bulgarian Socialist Party
	yes
	



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsetska Tsacheva
	Graždani za evropejsko razvitie na Bǎlgarija
	yes
	



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	Paul Biya
	Cameroon People’s Democratic Movement
	



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Andrew Scheer
	Conservative Party
	
	yes



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Sebastián Piñera
	Independent candidate / Chile Vamos
	yes



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Iván Duque Márquez
	Grand Alliance for Colombia
	yes
	



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Gustavo Petro
	List of Decency
	
	



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Fabricio Alvarado
	National Restoration Party
	
	yes



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Antonio Álvarez
	National Liberation Party
	
	yes



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Kolinda Grabar-Kitarović
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Zoran Milanović
	Social Democratic Party
	
	



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Zoran Milanović
	Social Democratic Party of Croatia
	



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Ivan Vilibor Sinčić
	Human Shield
	yes
	



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	Stavros Malas
	Progressive Party of Working People
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Andrej Babiš
	ANO
	yes
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Jiří Drahoš
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Tomio Okamura
	Freedom and Direct Democracy
	yes
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Lubomír Zaorálek
	Czech Social Democratic Party
	
	



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Miloš Zeman
	Party of Civic Rights
	yes
	



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Mette Frederiksen
	Socialdemokratiet
	
	



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Guillermo Lasso
	Creando Oportunidades
	yes
	



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lenín Moreno
	Alianza PAIS
	yes
	



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Cynthia Viteri
	Partido Social Cristiano
	
	



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Mart Helme
	Conservative People’s Party of Estonia
	yes
	



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Kaja Kallas
	Estonian Reform Party
	
	



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Frank Bainimarama
	FijiFirst
	
	



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Pekka Haavisto
	Green League
	
	



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Sauli Niinistö
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Petteri Orpo
	National Coalition Party
	
	yes



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Antti Rinne
	Social Democratic Party of Finland
	yes



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Marine Le Pen
	Front National
	yes
	yes



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Emmanuel Macron
	En Marche
	
	yes



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Jean-Luc Mélenchon
	La France Insoumise
	yes
	yes



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	Giorgi Kvirikashvili
	Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia
	yes
	



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	Salome Zurabishvili
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Alexander Gauland
	Alternative for Germany
	yes
	yes



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Angela Merkel
	CDU/CSU
	
	yes



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Martin Schulz
	SPD
	
	yes



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Nana Akufo-Addo
	New Patriotic Party
	
	



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	John Dramani Mahama
	National Democratic Congress
	
	



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Nikolaos Michaloliakos
	Golden Dawn
	yes
	



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Kyriakos Mitsotakis
	New Democracy
	
	



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Alexis Tsipras
	Syriza
	yes
	



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Alejandro Giammattei
	.
	
	



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Viktor Orbán
	Fidesz
	yes
	yes



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Bjarni Benediktsson
	Independence Party
	
	yes



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Oddný G. Harðardóttir
	Social Democratic Alliance
	
	yes



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Katrín Jakobsdóttir
	Left-Green Movement
	
	yes



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Birgitta Jónsdóttir
	Pirate Party
	
	yes



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	Davíð Oddsson
	Independence Party
	
	



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Rahul Gandhi
	Indian National Congress
	
	



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Narendra Modi
	Bharatiya Janata Party
	yes
	



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Prabowo Subianto
	Great Indonesia Movement Party
	yes
	



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Joko Widodo
	Indonesian Democratic Party of Struggle
	yes
	



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Mary Lou McDonald
	Sinn Féin
	yes
	



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Leo Varadkar
	Fine Gael
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Avi Gabbay
	Israeli Labor Party
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Benny Gantz
	Blue and White
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	Benny Gantz
	Blue and White
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Benny Gantz
	Blue and White
	
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Benjamin Netanyahu
	Likud
	yes
	



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Benjamin Netanyahu
	Likud
	yes
	



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Silvio Berlusconi
	Forza Italia
	yes
	yes



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Luigi Di Maio
	Movimento 5 Stelle
	yes
	yes



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Matteo Renzi
	Partito Democratico
	
	yes



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Matteo Salvini
	Lega
	yes
	yes



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Shinzō Abe
	Liberal Democratic Party of Japan
	yes
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Shinzō Abe
	Liberal Democratic Party of Japan
	yes
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Yukio Edano
	Constitutional Democratic Party of Japan
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	Yukio Edano
	Democratic Party of Japan
	
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yuriko Koike
	Kibō no Tō
	yes
	



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Natsuo Yamaguchi
	Komeito
	
	



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Ramush Haradinaj
	Democratic Party of Kosovo
	
	



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Albin Kurti
	Vetëvendosje
	yes
	



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Isa Mustafa
	Democratic League of Kosovo
	
	



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Kadri Veseli
	Democratic Party of Kosovo
	
	



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Vjačeslavs Dombrovskis
	Social Democratic Party “Harmony”
	



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	Tom Thabane
	All Basotho Convention
	
	



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Algirdas Butkevičius
	Social Democratic Party of Lithuania
	yes



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Ramūnas Karbauskis
	Lithuanian Peasant and Greens Union
	yes



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Gabrielius Landsbergis
	Homeland Union – Lithuanian Christian  Democrats
	yes



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Gitanas Nausėda
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Ingrida Šimonytė
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Andry Rajoelina
	Young Malagasies Determined
	
	



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Mahathir Mohamad
	Pakatan Harapan
	
	



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Najib Razak
	Barisan Nasional
	
	



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Simon Busuttil
	Nationalist Party
	
	



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Joseph Muscat
	Labour Party
	
	



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Ricardo Anaya
	National Action Party
	
	



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Andrés M. López Obrador
	National Regeneration Movement
	yes
	



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Igor Dodon
	Party of Socialists of the Republic of Moldova
	yes
	



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Zinaida Greceanîi
	Party of Socialists
	yes
	



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Andrei Năstase
	Dignity and Truth Platform Party
	yes
	



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Milo Đukanović
	Democratic Party of Socialists of Montenegro
	yes
	yes



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milo Đukanović
	Democratic Party of Socialists of Montenegro
	yes
	



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Miodrag Lekić
	Key Coalition
	
	yes



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Marko Milačić
	True Montenegro
	yes
	



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	Filipe Nyusi
	Mozambique Liberation Front
	
	



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	Bill English
	National
	
	yes



	N. Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Nikola Gruevski
	VMRO-DPMNE
	yes
	



	N. Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Stevo Pendarovski
	Social Democratic Union of Macedonia
	



	N. Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	G. Siljanovska-Davkova
	Democratic Party for Macedonian National Unity
	yes
	



	N. Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Zoran Zaev
	Social Democratic Union of Macedonia
	



	N. Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Arlene Foster
	Democratic Unionist Party
	yes
	



	N. Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Michelle O’Neill
	Sinn Féin
	yes
	



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Erna Solberg
	Conservative Party
	
	yes



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Jonas Gahr Støre
	Labour Party
	
	yes



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Imran Khan
	Pakistan Tehreek-e-Insaf
	yes
	



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Shehbaz Sharif
	Pakistan Muslim League
	
	



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Rodrigo Duterte
	Partido Demokratiko Pilipino–Lakas ng Bayan
	yes
	



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Jarosław Kaczyński
	Law and Justice
	yes
	



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Grzegorz Schetyna
	Civic Coalition
	
	



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	António Costa
	Socialist Party
	
	yes



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Catarina Martins
	Left Bloc
	yes
	yes



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rui Rio
	Social Democratic Party
	
	yes



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Viorica Dăncilă
	Social Democratic Party
	yes
	



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Liviu Dragnea
	Social Democratic Party
	yes
	



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Alina Gorghiu
	National Liberal Party
	
	



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Klaus Iohannis
	National Liberal Party
	
	



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Vladimir Putin
	Independent candidate
	yes
	



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Vladimir Zhirinovsky
	Liberal Democratic Party
	yes
	



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Vladimir Zhirinovsky
	LDPR
	yes
	



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Gennady Zyuganov
	Communist Party
	yes
	



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Saša Janković
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Aleksandar Vučić
	Serbian Progressive Party
	yes
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Zuzana Čaputová
	Progressive Slovakia
	
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Marian Kotleba
	Kotlebists – People’s Party Our Slovakia
	yes
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Marian Kotleba
	Kotleba – People’s Party Our Slovakia
	yes
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Peter Pellegrini
	Direction – Social Democracy
	yes
	



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Maroš Šefčovič
	Independent candidate
	
	



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janez Janša
	Slovenian Democratic Party
	yes
	



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Mmusi Maimane
	Democratic Alliance
	
	



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Cyril Ramaphosa
	African National Congress
	
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Santiago Abascal
	Vox
	yes
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Santiago Abascal
	Vox
	yes
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Pablo Casado
	People’s Party
	
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Pablo Casado
	Partido Popular
	
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Pedro Sánchez
	Partido Socialista Obrero Español
	
	



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Pedro Sánchez
	Spanish Socialist Workers’ Party
	
	



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Jimmie Åkesson
	Sweden Democrats
	yes
	yes



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Stefan Löfven
	Swedish Social Democratic Party
	
	yes



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Prayut Chan-o-cha
	Palang Pracharath Party
	
	



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Sudarat Keyuraphan
	Pheu Thai Party
	yes
	



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Perry Christie
	Progressive Liberal Party
	
	



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Hubert Minnis
	Free National Movement
	yes
	



	The Netherl.
	NLD_L_20170315
	Mark Rutte
	People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy
	



	The Netherl.
	NLD_L_20170315
	S. van Haersma Buma
	Christian Democratic Appeal
	
	



	The Netherl.
	NLD_L_20170315
	Geert Wilders
	Party for Freedom
	yes
	



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	Mari Alkatiri
	Revolutionary Front for an Independent East  Timor
	



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	F. “Lú-Olo” Guterres
	Revolutionary Front for an Independent East  Timor
	



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
	Justice and Development Party
	yes
	yes



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Muharrem İnce
	Republican People’s Party
	
	



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Jeremy Corbyn
	Labour Party
	
	yes



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Tim Farron
	Liberal Democrats
	
	yes



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Boris Johnson
	Conservative Party
	yes
	



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Theresa May
	Conservative Party
	
	yes



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Paul Nuttall
	UK Independence Party
	yes
	yes



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Dmytro Razumkov
	Servant of the People
	yes
	



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Yulia Tymoshenko
	All-Ukrainian Union “Fatherland”
	
	



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Volodymyr Zelensky
	Servant of the People
	yes
	



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Luis Lacalle Pou
	National Party
	
	



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Daniel Martínez
	Broad Front
	
	



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Hillary Clinton
	Democratic Party
	
	yes



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Donald Trump
	Republican Party
	yes
	yes



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Shavkat Mirziyoyev
	Liberal Democratic Party
	yes
	



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Nelson Chamisa
	MDC Alliance
	
	



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Emmerson Mnangagwa
	ZANU–PF
	yes
	







B.2. Personality






Table B2.1 Big Five for all candidates




	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	#

experts
	E
	A
	C
	Es
	O
	STAB
	PLAST





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ghani
	3
	3.33
	0.63
	2.17
	0.00
	2.33
	0.93
	2.83



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	Basha
	3
	1.67
	2.33
	2.50
	2.17
	2.00
	2.33
	1.83



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Fernández
	3
	2.50
	2.00
	2.67
	1.33
	2.50
	2.00
	2.50



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Kirchner
	5
	3.00
	0.33
	2.97
	0.50
	2.30
	1.27
	2.65



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Macri
	7
	2.43
	2.07
	2.50
	2.50
	2.14
	2.36
	2.29



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Macri
	7
	1.88
	1.88
	2.86
	2.29
	1.38
	2.34
	1.63



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	Sargsyan
	4
	1.53
	2.22
	3.33
	2.67
	1.77
	2.74
	1.65



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	Di Natale
	6
	2.56
	2.75
	2.88
	3.13
	2.64
	2.92
	2.60



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Hanson
	5
	2.80
	0.60
	1.70
	0.50
	0.30
	0.93
	1.55



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Morrison
	7
	3.39
	1.22
	2.47
	2.20
	0.67
	1.96
	2.03



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Shorten
	4
	1.80
	1.80
	3.30
	2.70
	1.75
	2.60
	1.78



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Hofer
	18
	2.33
	1.45
	3.16
	2.20
	1.31
	2.27
	1.82



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Hofer
	3
	1.00
	2.38
	3.46
	2.50
	0.88
	2.78
	0.94



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kern
	5
	2.33
	2.67
	3.08
	2.30
	2.38
	2.68
	2.36



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Kurz
	7
	1.24
	1.85
	3.72
	3.17
	1.25
	2.91
	1.25



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kurz
	13
	2.50
	1.89
	3.21
	3.07
	2.16
	2.73
	2.33



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Strache
	3
	3.33
	1.17
	3.33
	2.33
	1.00
	2.28
	2.17



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Van der Bellen
	15
	1.10
	2.20
	2.83
	3.30
	2.47
	2.78
	1.78



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hasina
	4
	2.38
	2.00
	3.50
	3.25
	2.63
	2.92
	2.50



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hossain
	3
	2.10
	2.10
	2.50
	1.80
	2.25
	2.13
	2.18



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Morales
	3
	3.13
	1.88
	2.42
	1.38
	1.63
	1.89
	2.38



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Masisi
	7
	2.94
	3.04
	3.00
	2.81
	2.56
	2.95
	2.75



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Bolsonaro
	7
	2.75
	1.15
	1.83
	1.03
	1.60
	1.34
	2.18



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Gomes
	5
	3.20
	1.20
	2.50
	1.10
	2.90
	1.60
	3.05



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Haddad
	7
	1.50
	2.25
	3.01
	3.19
	3.04
	2.82
	2.27



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Borisov
	4
	3.00
	1.33
	1.83
	1.17
	2.02
	1.44
	2.51



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Ninova
	3
	3.10
	1.18
	2.38
	1.90
	2.20
	1.82
	2.65



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Radev
	8
	1.62
	2.25
	3.32
	3.01
	2.12
	2.86
	1.87



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsacheva
	10
	1.55
	1.50
	3.00
	2.14
	0.91
	2.21
	1.23



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	Biya
	4
	0.80
	2.50
	2.40
	2.78
	0.90
	2.56
	0.85



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Scheer
	3
	0.93
	1.35
	2.71
	2.50
	0.13
	2.19
	0.53



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Piñera
	4
	2.75
	2.00
	2.88
	2.25
	1.38
	2.38
	2.06



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Duque Márquez
	6
	2.22
	1.95
	3.19
	3.02
	1.26
	2.72
	1.74



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Petro
	3
	2.40
	1.40
	2.43
	1.60
	2.80
	1.81
	2.60



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Alvarado
	6
	2.80
	2.68
	2.36
	2.83
	1.13
	2.62
	1.97



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Álvarez
	9
	1.60
	2.14
	2.50
	1.33
	1.33
	1.99
	1.47



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Grabar-Kitarović
	3
	3.25
	3.13
	1.71
	0.88
	1.50
	1.90
	2.38



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Milanović
	9
	3.39
	1.06
	2.28
	1.94
	2.67
	1.76
	3.03



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Milanović
	3
	3.00
	0.50
	1.50
	0.67
	2.33
	0.89
	2.67



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Sinčić
	5
	2.40
	0.80
	2.10
	1.30
	2.80
	1.40
	2.60



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	Malas
	3
	1.25
	2.75
	3.21
	3.75
	2.38
	3.24
	1.81



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Babiš
	11
	2.86
	1.14
	2.86
	1.82
	2.50
	1.94
	2.68



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Drahoš
	12
	1.71
	2.46
	3.38
	3.13
	2.29
	2.99
	2.00



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Okamura
	3
	2.90
	0.60
	2.28
	0.98
	1.63
	1.28
	2.27



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Zaorálek
	4
	2.40
	1.70
	2.50
	1.60
	1.38
	1.93
	1.89



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Zeman
	5
	3.58
	0.58
	1.93
	1.42
	1.50
	1.31
	2.54



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Frederiksen
	3
	2.75
	1.88
	3.25
	3.13
	2.00
	2.75
	2.38



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lasso
	5
	1.60
	1.60
	3.10
	2.10
	0.70
	2.27
	1.15



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Moreno
	7
	1.36
	2.71
	1.93
	2.43
	1.00
	2.36
	1.18



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Viteri
	4
	3.00
	1.98
	2.75
	2.58
	2.30
	2.44
	2.65



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Helme
	6
	3.33
	0.50
	1.92
	1.42
	1.75
	1.28
	2.54



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Kallas
	3
	2.50
	2.17
	3.00
	2.83
	2.67
	2.67
	2.58



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Bainimarama
	3
	3.50
	1.67
	2.85
	1.10
	1.67
	1.87
	2.58



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Haavisto
	11
	2.21
	3.21
	3.58
	3.67
	2.78
	3.49
	2.49



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Niinistö
	4
	1.50
	2.30
	3.10
	3.25
	1.30
	2.88
	1.40



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Orpo
	5
	1.67
	2.08
	3.00
	3.42
	1.20
	2.83
	1.43



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Rinne
	5
	1.80
	2.00
	2.60
	2.20
	1.40
	2.27
	1.60



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Le Pen
	6
	2.93
	1.07
	2.43
	2.14
	2.01
	1.88
	2.47



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Macron
	5
	2.70
	2.40
	3.20
	2.70
	3.10
	2.77
	2.90



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Mélenchon
	5
	3.42
	1.50
	2.33
	0.73
	3.05
	1.52
	3.23



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	Kvirikashvili
	6
	1.58
	2.92
	3.50
	3.33
	2.17
	3.25
	1.88



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	Zurabishvili
	3
	2.37
	1.31
	2.67
	1.71
	2.29
	1.90
	2.33



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Gauland
	8
	2.21
	0.34
	2.39
	1.99
	1.27
	1.58
	1.74



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Merkel
	11
	0.56
	2.41
	3.80
	3.73
	1.65
	3.31
	1.11



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Schulz
	11
	2.20
	2.04
	2.63
	2.23
	2.25
	2.30
	2.22



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Akufo-Addo
	6
	3.58
	2.75
	3.75
	2.00
	3.33
	2.83
	3.46



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Mahama
	5
	2.17
	2.75
	1.58
	2.33
	1.58
	2.22
	1.88



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Michaloliakos
	3
	2.33
	0.40
	2.00
	0.33
	1.25
	0.91
	1.79



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Mitsotakis
	8
	1.44
	2.22
	2.83
	2.30
	2.00
	2.45
	1.72



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Tsipras
	4
	2.58
	1.92
	2.00
	2.27
	2.33
	2.06
	2.46



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Giammattei
	3
	2.15
	1.00
	1.88
	1.30
	1.30
	1.39
	1.73



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Orbán
	4
	3.10
	0.80
	3.33
	2.00
	2.10
	2.04
	2.60



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Benediktsson
	5
	2.80
	2.00
	3.70
	3.10
	1.40
	2.93
	2.10



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Harðardóttir
	4
	3.13
	2.25
	2.00
	1.63
	3.75
	1.96
	3.44



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jakobsdóttir
	3
	3.13
	2.88
	3.42
	3.50
	3.25
	3.26
	3.19



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jónsdóttir
	4
	2.88
	2.00
	3.13
	3.00
	1.75
	2.71
	2.31



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	Oddsson
	5
	2.58
	0.64
	2.64
	1.57
	1.64
	1.62
	2.11



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Gandhi
	5
	2.00
	3.06
	3.06
	2.44
	2.56
	2.85
	2.28



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Modi
	6
	2.69
	1.25
	2.88
	2.50
	2.35
	2.21
	2.52



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Subianto
	17
	2.94
	1.76
	2.29
	0.94
	2.00
	1.67
	2.47



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Widodo
	15
	1.86
	2.66
	3.19
	3.31
	2.63
	3.05
	2.24



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	McDonald
	5
	2.96
	1.88
	3.20
	3.25
	2.43
	2.78
	2.69



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Varadkar
	4
	2.00
	2.30
	3.60
	3.10
	2.50
	3.00
	2.25



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gabbay
	6
	2.25
	1.33
	2.50
	1.92
	1.42
	1.92
	1.83



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Gantz
	6
	1.67
	2.50
	2.19
	2.73
	1.44
	2.47
	1.55



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	Gantz
	3
	1.67
	2.33
	3.50
	3.67
	1.67
	3.17
	1.67



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gantz
	7
	1.29
	2.43
	3.07
	2.71
	1.36
	2.74
	1.32



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Netanyahu
	14
	3.09
	0.97
	2.54
	1.97
	2.50
	1.82
	2.79



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Netanyahu
	3
	3.17
	0.67
	3.17
	1.17
	2.00
	1.67
	2.58



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Berlusconi
	9
	3.45
	2.62
	2.10
	2.10
	2.35
	2.27
	2.90



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Di Maio
	5
	2.48
	1.21
	2.60
	1.83
	1.64
	1.88
	2.06



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Renzi
	7
	3.00
	1.71
	2.00
	2.07
	2.00
	1.93
	2.50



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Salvini
	3
	3.03
	1.40
	1.98
	1.10
	2.43
	1.49
	2.73



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Abe
	5
	2.40
	1.40
	2.40
	1.50
	1.80
	1.77
	2.10



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Abe
	10
	2.65
	0.95
	1.90
	1.00
	1.65
	1.28
	2.15



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Edano
	5
	2.20
	1.60
	3.30
	2.60
	2.00
	2.50
	2.10



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	Edano
	8
	2.09
	1.47
	3.00
	2.61
	1.81
	2.36
	1.95



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Koike
	6
	3.19
	0.88
	1.95
	1.82
	2.75
	1.55
	2.97



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yamaguchi
	4
	2.00
	2.20
	2.50
	3.10
	1.10
	2.60
	1.55



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Haradinaj
	5
	2.75
	1.58
	2.92
	2.00
	2.53
	2.17
	2.64



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Kurti
	3
	3.08
	2.13
	3.58
	2.92
	2.88
	2.88
	2.98



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Mustafa
	3
	1.50
	1.67
	2.50
	3.17
	1.33
	2.44
	1.42



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Veseli
	3
	2.33
	1.50
	2.33
	2.17
	1.50
	2.00
	1.92



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Dombrovskis
	4
	2.13
	1.93
	3.58
	3.20
	2.50
	2.90
	2.31



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	Thabane
	3
	2.83
	2.00
	2.67
	1.17
	2.67
	1.94
	2.75



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Butkevičius
	5
	1.37
	2.83
	1.25
	2.08
	0.75
	2.06
	1.06



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Karbauskis
	3
	1.63
	2.25
	3.63
	3.13
	2.79
	3.00
	2.21



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Landsbergis
	6
	3.17
	2.42
	3.17
	2.50
	3.25
	2.69
	3.21



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Nausėda
	3
	2.00
	2.17
	3.33
	2.17
	2.83
	2.56
	2.42



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Šimonytė
	7
	3.17
	2.17
	3.65
	3.11
	3.45
	2.98
	3.31



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Rajoelina
	4
	3.50
	2.38
	1.25
	2.13
	2.13
	1.92
	2.81



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Mohamad
	3
	2.17
	1.50
	3.00
	2.33
	2.67
	2.28
	2.42



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Razak
	4
	1.98
	0.92
	1.13
	1.17
	1.00
	1.07
	1.49



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Busuttil
	7
	1.64
	1.64
	3.00
	2.71
	1.79
	2.45
	1.71



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Muscat
	3
	3.50
	2.83
	2.79
	2.96
	3.17
	2.86
	3.33



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Anaya
	9
	3.00
	1.06
	3.22
	2.11
	2.39
	2.13
	2.69



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	López Obrador
	12
	2.54
	1.43
	2.14
	1.75
	1.96
	1.77
	2.25



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Dodon
	4
	2.03
	1.10
	1.70
	1.40
	1.40
	1.40
	1.71



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Greceanîi
	5
	1.50
	1.50
	2.92
	2.07
	1.67
	2.16
	1.58



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Năstase
	4
	3.38
	2.13
	3.13
	2.70
	2.80
	2.65
	3.09



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Đukanović
	5
	2.40
	1.60
	3.40
	2.20
	1.60
	2.40
	2.00



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Đukanović
	4
	2.75
	1.00
	3.38
	1.75
	1.25
	2.04
	2.00



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Lekić
	8
	1.25
	1.94
	2.88
	3.19
	1.75
	2.67
	1.50



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milačić
	6
	2.21
	0.93
	1.14
	1.21
	1.43
	1.10
	1.82



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	Nyusi
	5
	1.20
	1.70
	1.30
	2.00
	0.90
	1.67
	1.05



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	English
	4
	1.13
	1.25
	3.13
	3.25
	0.88
	2.54
	1.00



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Gruevski
	7
	2.13
	1.07
	2.01
	1.23
	1.22
	1.44
	1.67



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Zaev
	8
	3.00
	2.22
	2.44
	2.63
	2.61
	2.43
	2.81



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Pendarovski
	6
	2.93
	1.57
	3.23
	2.21
	2.57
	2.34
	2.75



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Siljanovska-Davkova
	7
	2.14
	1.36
	2.21
	1.57
	1.29
	1.71
	1.71



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Foster
	4
	1.73
	0.85
	2.17
	1.71
	1.29
	1.58
	1.51



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	O’Neill
	9
	2.92
	2.35
	3.06
	3.10
	2.17
	2.84
	2.55



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Solberg
	6
	2.14
	2.43
	3.14
	3.57
	1.64
	3.05
	1.89



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Støre
	7
	2.00
	2.21
	3.43
	3.07
	1.86
	2.90
	1.93



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Khan
	4
	2.88
	1.75
	2.38
	1.88
	2.75
	2.00
	2.81



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Sharif
	12
	2.67
	1.71
	2.79
	1.46
	2.25
	1.99
	2.46



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Duterte
	10
	2.55
	1.25
	1.64
	0.82
	2.14
	1.24
	2.34



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Kaczyński
	7
	1.29
	0.50
	3.07
	1.57
	1.79
	1.71
	1.54



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Schetyna
	7
	2.06
	0.94
	2.11
	2.47
	1.22
	1.84
	1.64



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Costa
	11
	2.65
	2.12
	2.88
	2.13
	2.50
	2.38
	2.58



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Martins
	5
	2.62
	1.89
	3.02
	2.83
	2.62
	2.58
	2.62



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rio
	5
	2.03
	1.67
	3.00
	2.58
	1.67
	2.42
	1.85



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Dăncilă
	4
	2.13
	1.50
	2.50
	2.00
	1.63
	2.00
	1.88



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Dragnea
	8
	1.64
	1.45
	2.62
	2.36
	1.32
	2.15
	1.48



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Gorghiu
	9
	2.80
	1.05
	2.30
	1.93
	1.85
	1.76
	2.33



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Iohannis
	3
	0.75
	1.50
	3.42
	3.38
	1.25
	2.76
	1.00



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Putin
	6
	2.24
	2.00
	2.92
	2.92
	1.93
	2.61
	2.08



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Zhirinovsky
	9
	3.55
	0.75
	0.89
	0.72
	1.50
	0.79
	2.53



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zhirinovsky
	5
	3.67
	0.50
	1.18
	0.83
	1.42
	0.84
	2.54



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zyuganov
	7
	1.63
	1.00
	2.57
	2.53
	0.94
	2.03
	1.28



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Janković
	4
	1.90
	2.00
	3.50
	3.10
	2.70
	2.87
	2.30



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Vučić
	5
	2.30
	1.20
	2.10
	0.90
	1.60
	1.40
	1.95



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Čaputová
	5
	2.10
	3.20
	3.70
	3.40
	2.80
	3.43
	2.45



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Kotleba
	5
	1.86
	1.14
	2.05
	1.32
	1.17
	1.50
	1.51



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Kotleba
	5
	2.90
	0.70
	3.20
	1.70
	2.20
	1.87
	2.55



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Pellegrini
	4
	2.88
	2.50
	3.25
	3.13
	1.88
	2.96
	2.38



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Šefčovič
	4
	2.10
	1.90
	3.30
	2.90
	1.30
	2.70
	1.70



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janša
	5
	2.20
	0.70
	2.70
	1.50
	1.10
	1.63
	1.65



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Maimane
	4
	3.42
	2.17
	3.42
	3.08
	2.13
	2.89
	2.77



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Ramaphosa
	4
	3.00
	3.23
	3.20
	3.10
	3.00
	3.18
	3.00



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Abascal
	3
	2.13
	1.60
	2.48
	2.00
	1.30
	2.03
	1.71



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Abascal
	4
	2.00
	0.58
	1.80
	1.33
	1.47
	1.24
	1.73



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Casado
	6
	2.72
	1.33
	2.94
	1.69
	1.50
	1.99
	2.11



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Casado
	10
	2.75
	1.52
	2.68
	2.12
	1.01
	2.11
	1.88



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Sánchez
	11
	2.31
	2.74
	2.53
	2.83
	2.06
	2.70
	2.18



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Sánchez
	5
	1.50
	2.30
	1.40
	1.90
	1.40
	1.87
	1.45



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Åkesson
	7
	2.50
	0.71
	2.50
	1.64
	1.14
	1.62
	1.82



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Löfven
	4
	0.75
	2.63
	3.25
	2.75
	1.13
	2.88
	0.94



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Chan-o-cha
	8
	2.76
	0.89
	2.11
	0.65
	1.05
	1.22
	1.90



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Keyuraphan
	6
	3.21
	2.43
	3.39
	2.86
	2.79
	2.89
	3.00



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Christie
	5
	3.20
	2.80
	1.00
	1.90
	1.50
	1.90
	2.35



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Minnis
	4
	1.25
	2.33
	3.00
	2.70
	2.00
	2.68
	1.63



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Rutte
	6
	3.19
	2.63
	3.04
	3.06
	2.33
	2.91
	2.76



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	van Haersma Buma
	6
	1.57
	1.64
	3.07
	2.43
	1.14
	2.38
	1.36



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Wilders
	10
	2.50
	0.41
	2.73
	1.63
	1.50
	1.59
	2.00



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	Alkatiri
	5
	1.60
	1.40
	3.10
	2.90
	1.90
	2.47
	1.75



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	Lú-Olo
	3
	1.67
	2.50
	2.67
	3.00
	2.33
	2.72
	2.00



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Erdoğan
	7
	3.16
	0.63
	2.69
	0.75
	2.06
	1.35
	2.61



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	İnce
	6
	3.07
	2.21
	3.14
	2.50
	2.86
	2.62
	2.96



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Corbyn
	12
	1.50
	1.79
	2.07
	2.39
	2.33
	2.08
	1.92



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Farron
	3
	2.67
	2.50
	3.33
	2.67
	2.33
	2.83
	2.50



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Johnson
	10
	3.69
	1.24
	0.88
	1.42
	2.81
	1.18
	3.25



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	May
	8
	0.74
	1.06
	1.94
	1.67
	0.64
	1.56
	0.69



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Nuttall
	6
	2.33
	1.08
	1.00
	1.50
	1.17
	1.19
	1.75



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Razumkov
	7
	1.79
	1.50
	2.14
	2.36
	2.00
	2.00
	1.89



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Tymoshenko
	5
	3.10
	1.20
	2.10
	1.50
	2.20
	1.60
	2.65



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Zelensky
	4
	2.70
	2.58
	2.13
	2.25
	3.00
	2.32
	2.85



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Lacalle Pou
	4
	3.29
	1.93
	3.39
	2.57
	2.67
	2.63
	2.98



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Martínez
	5
	3.20
	2.30
	1.90
	1.10
	2.40
	1.77
	2.80



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Clinton
	32
	2.00
	2.03
	3.48
	3.12
	2.21
	2.88
	2.11



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Trump
	27
	3.61
	0.18
	0.68
	0.43
	1.88
	0.43
	2.74



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Mirziyoyev
	5
	2.38
	1.50
	3.35
	2.05
	2.33
	2.30
	2.36



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Chamisa
	4
	3.70
	1.43
	2.37
	1.92
	3.17
	1.90
	3.44



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Mnangagwa
	3
	0.83
	1.33
	2.17
	2.50
	0.67
	2.00
	0.75





Note: Variables range from 0 “very low” to 4 “very high.” E “Extraversion,” A “Agreeableness,” C “Conscientiousness,” Es “Emotional Stability,” O “Openness,”

STAB “Stability,” PLAST “Plasticity.” # experts indicates how many different expert ratings were used to compute the scores presented in the table.







Table B2.2 Dark Triad for all candidates




	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	#

experts
	N
	P
	M
	Dark Core





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ghani
	3
	3.67
	2.42
	3.63
	3.24



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	Basha
	4
	2.25
	1.88
	2.00
	2.04



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Fernández
	7
	2.50
	1.50
	2.33
	2.11



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Kirchner
	8
	3.13
	2.28
	2.50
	2.63



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Macri
	3
	2.13
	1.08
	1.46
	1.56



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Macri
	3
	2.17
	2.00
	1.50
	1.89



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	Sargsyan
	4
	2.25
	2.20
	1.90
	2.12



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	Di Natale
	5
	2.42
	1.95
	2.25
	2.21



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Hanson
	10
	3.50
	3.20
	2.30
	3.00



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Morrison
	5
	3.30
	2.50
	3.50
	3.10



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Shorten
	4
	2.88
	1.50
	2.25
	2.21



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Hofer
	15
	3.06
	2.84
	3.28
	3.06



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Hofer
	5
	3.08
	2.65
	3.17
	2.97



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kern
	4
	2.40
	1.05
	1.40
	1.62



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Kurz
	6
	3.63
	2.64
	2.57
	2.95



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kurz
	5
	3.71
	1.94
	2.93
	2.86



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Strache
	8
	3.31
	2.38
	2.11
	2.60



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Van der Bellen
	13
	1.71
	1.04
	1.06
	1.27



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hasina
	4
	3.10
	2.58
	2.10
	2.59



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hossain
	4
	2.38
	2.13
	1.00
	1.83



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Morales
	3
	3.67
	3.50
	3.00
	3.39



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Masisi
	8
	2.75
	1.38
	2.13
	2.08



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Bolsonaro
	9
	3.50
	3.17
	3.33
	3.33



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Gomes
	5
	2.80
	1.80
	2.10
	2.23



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Haddad
	6
	2.29
	1.50
	1.19
	1.66



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Borisov
	5
	3.50
	2.60
	3.10
	3.07



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Ninova
	5
	2.12
	1.83
	1.90
	1.95



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Radev
	6
	2.05
	1.58
	1.63
	1.75



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsacheva
	10
	2.18
	2.36
	2.38
	2.31



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	Biya
	4
	2.75
	2.88
	2.88
	2.83



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Scheer
	6
	2.48
	1.50
	1.64
	1.87



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Piñera
	7
	3.29
	2.93
	2.79
	3.00



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Duque Márquez
	6
	2.58
	1.83
	1.75
	2.06



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Petro
	5
	3.14
	2.25
	2.36
	2.58



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Alvarado
	4
	3.54
	2.14
	3.02
	2.90



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Álvarez
	10
	3.43
	2.68
	2.82
	2.98



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Grabar-Kitarović
	6
	3.83
	2.50
	3.25
	3.19



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Milanović
	6
	3.00
	1.94
	1.71
	2.22



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Milanović
	4
	2.88
	3.63
	2.13
	2.88



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Sinčić
	6
	2.83
	1.50
	2.17
	2.17



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	Malas
	4
	1.92
	0.65
	0.47
	1.01



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Babiš
	8
	3.44
	2.83
	2.91
	3.06



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Drahoš
	7
	2.19
	1.15
	1.38
	1.57



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Okamura
	5
	3.73
	3.20
	2.92
	3.28



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Zaorálek
	4
	1.63
	1.60
	1.08
	1.43



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Zeman
	9
	3.60
	3.22
	3.05
	3.29



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Frederiksen
	4
	2.20
	1.58
	1.23
	1.67



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lasso
	4
	2.54
	1.75
	1.92
	2.07



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Moreno
	8
	2.68
	2.11
	2.67
	2.49



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Viteri
	3
	2.83
	2.50
	3.33
	2.89



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Helme
	4
	3.88
	3.75
	3.13
	3.58



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Kallas
	3
	1.83
	1.50
	0.33
	1.22



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Bainimarama
	5
	3.67
	3.50
	2.75
	3.31



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Haavisto
	6
	2.00
	0.71
	0.92
	1.21



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Niinistö
	9
	2.67
	1.61
	1.72
	2.00



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Orpo
	4
	3.13
	1.75
	2.25
	2.38



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Rinne
	3
	1.63
	1.20
	1.50
	1.44



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Le Pen
	7
	3.00
	3.26
	3.28
	3.18



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Macron
	9
	3.55
	1.99
	2.68
	2.74



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Mélenchon
	3
	3.25
	1.96
	2.67
	2.63



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	Kvirikashvili
	5
	0.86
	1.50
	1.29
	1.21



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	Zurabishvili
	9
	2.48
	2.78
	2.00
	2.42



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Gauland
	6
	3.10
	3.58
	2.62
	3.10



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Merkel
	13
	1.82
	1.89
	1.51
	1.74



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Schulz
	13
	2.29
	1.63
	1.46
	1.79



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Akufo-Addo
	5
	2.67
	0.83
	0.97
	1.49



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Mahama
	4
	3.28
	2.00
	3.00
	2.76



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Michaloliakos
	3
	3.38
	3.50
	3.25
	3.38



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Mitsotakis
	10
	2.82
	2.23
	1.59
	2.21



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Tsipras
	4
	3.20
	1.68
	2.10
	2.33



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Giammattei
	4
	2.38
	2.63
	2.38
	2.46



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Orbán
	4
	3.50
	3.25
	2.88
	3.21



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Benediktsson
	3
	3.25
	2.25
	3.08
	2.86



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Harðardóttir
	4
	2.88
	2.63
	2.00
	2.50



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jakobsdóttir
	3
	0.67
	0.83
	1.00
	0.83



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jónsdóttir
	3
	2.38
	2.38
	2.21
	2.32



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	Oddsson
	3
	3.67
	3.83
	3.50
	3.67



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Gandhi
	7
	2.36
	0.94
	0.75
	1.35



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Modi
	8
	3.47
	3.38
	3.10
	3.31



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Subianto
	10
	3.05
	2.86
	2.23
	2.71



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Widodo
	18
	2.36
	1.56
	1.88
	1.93



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	McDonald
	4
	2.79
	1.93
	1.93
	2.21



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Varadkar
	5
	2.70
	2.00
	2.10
	2.27



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gabbay
	3
	3.25
	2.13
	2.50
	2.63



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Gantz
	4
	1.88
	2.00
	1.38
	1.75



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	Gantz
	4
	1.63
	1.63
	1.38
	1.54



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gantz
	6
	2.21
	2.14
	1.43
	1.93



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Netanyahu
	15
	3.48
	3.21
	3.24
	3.31



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Netanyahu
	4
	3.88
	3.80
	3.70
	3.79



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Berlusconi
	9
	3.61
	2.94
	3.39
	3.31



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Di Maio
	7
	2.83
	1.83
	2.28
	2.31



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Renzi
	5
	3.50
	3.20
	2.60
	3.10



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Salvini
	6
	2.83
	2.42
	2.33
	2.53



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Abe
	6
	3.36
	2.44
	1.94
	2.58



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Abe
	7
	2.67
	2.08
	2.30
	2.35



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Edano
	6
	2.92
	1.58
	1.33
	1.94



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	Edano
	4
	2.10
	1.75
	1.10
	1.65



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Koike
	3
	2.83
	2.00
	2.67
	2.50



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yamaguchi
	7
	2.21
	1.57
	1.79
	1.86



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Haradinaj
	9
	2.80
	1.88
	2.15
	2.28



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Kurti
	3
	2.83
	1.33
	0.67
	1.61



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Mustafa
	3
	2.88
	2.00
	2.50
	2.46



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Veseli
	5
	2.38
	1.58
	2.50
	2.16



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Dombrovskis
	3
	3.21
	2.53
	3.25
	2.99



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	Thabane
	3
	2.67
	2.50
	2.00
	2.39



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Butkevičius
	5
	3.00
	1.50
	2.10
	2.20



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Karbauskis
	5
	2.63
	1.65
	2.97
	2.42



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Landsbergis
	5
	3.30
	1.90
	2.40
	2.53



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Nausėda
	3
	3.20
	1.21
	1.79
	2.07



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Šimonytė
	6
	1.79
	1.18
	1.55
	1.50



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Rajoelina
	4
	3.38
	2.75
	3.50
	3.21



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Mohamad
	6
	3.17
	2.25
	2.42
	2.61



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Razak
	3
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Busuttil
	6
	1.75
	1.58
	1.42
	1.58



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Muscat
	4
	2.50
	1.05
	2.38
	1.98



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Anaya
	9
	3.20
	2.53
	2.71
	2.81



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	López Obrador
	11
	3.29
	2.16
	2.08
	2.51



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Dodon
	6
	3.67
	3.67
	3.58
	3.64



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Greceanîi
	4
	2.00
	2.50
	2.50
	2.33



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Năstase
	6
	2.83
	1.92
	1.58
	2.11



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Đukanović
	5
	2.98
	2.83
	2.75
	2.86



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Đukanović
	5
	3.36
	2.85
	2.93
	3.04



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Lekić
	5
	2.60
	0.90
	1.00
	1.50



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milačić
	3
	3.90
	2.83
	2.73
	3.15



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	Nyusi
	3
	3.33
	2.50
	3.17
	3.00



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	English
	5
	2.70
	2.50
	2.10
	2.43



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Gruevski
	5
	3.83
	3.85
	3.29
	3.65



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Zaev
	9
	2.50
	1.50
	1.78
	1.93



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Pendarovski
	5
	2.40
	1.00
	1.10
	1.50



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Siljanovska-Davkova
	8
	3.61
	2.19
	1.89
	2.56



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Foster
	5
	2.54
	3.69
	2.66
	2.96



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	O’Neill
	7
	2.61
	1.90
	2.17
	2.23



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Solberg
	4
	1.50
	2.13
	1.75
	1.79



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Støre
	3
	2.30
	0.83
	1.08
	1.41



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Khan
	8
	2.95
	2.19
	1.96
	2.37



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Sharif
	4
	3.70
	2.70
	2.48
	2.96



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Duterte
	11
	2.95
	3.00
	2.95
	2.97



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Kaczyński
	6
	2.71
	3.17
	2.14
	2.67



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Schetyna
	6
	3.11
	2.60
	2.92
	2.88



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Costa
	7
	3.65
	2.13
	2.72
	2.84



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Martins
	9
	2.73
	1.91
	1.86
	2.17



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rio
	5
	2.30
	1.30
	1.80
	1.80



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Dăncilă
	6
	3.40
	2.18
	2.57
	2.72



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Dragnea
	6
	3.19
	3.31
	3.38
	3.29



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Gorghiu
	11
	3.08
	2.50
	2.27
	2.62



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Iohannis
	3
	2.67
	2.13
	2.00
	2.26



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Putin
	6
	3.67
	3.25
	2.67
	3.19



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Zhirinovsky
	6
	3.31
	2.86
	3.38
	3.18



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zhirinovsky
	5
	3.43
	3.51
	2.64
	3.20



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zyuganov
	4
	2.25
	2.63
	2.50
	2.46



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Janković
	5
	2.13
	0.86
	1.43
	1.47



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Vučić
	3
	3.67
	2.67
	2.50
	2.94



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Čaputová
	6
	2.18
	1.00
	1.31
	1.50



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Kotleba
	5
	3.45
	2.95
	3.13
	3.18



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Kotleba
	3
	3.67
	3.67
	3.33
	3.56



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Pellegrini
	4
	2.90
	1.50
	2.48
	2.29



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Šefčovič
	3
	2.63
	2.25
	2.13
	2.33



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janša
	5
	3.10
	3.10
	2.50
	2.90



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Maimane
	3
	2.70
	1.12
	1.40
	1.74



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Ramaphosa
	4
	2.20
	1.03
	1.80
	1.68



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Abascal
	5
	2.83
	3.00
	2.20
	2.68



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Abascal
	8
	2.88
	3.00
	2.63
	2.83



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Casado
	7
	3.28
	2.57
	2.58
	2.81



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Casado
	10
	3.14
	2.75
	2.73
	2.87



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Sánchez
	7
	2.95
	1.83
	2.33
	2.37



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Sánchez
	4
	2.88
	2.75
	2.25
	2.63



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Åkesson
	7
	2.07
	2.64
	1.93
	2.21



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Löfven
	6
	1.64
	1.06
	1.29
	1.33



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Chan-o-cha
	4
	3.18
	2.67
	2.78
	2.88



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Keyuraphan
	7
	2.81
	1.19
	2.23
	2.08



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Christie
	6
	3.42
	2.42
	3.08
	2.97



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Minnis
	3
	2.58
	1.63
	1.77
	1.99



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Rutte
	3
	2.67
	2.00
	2.83
	2.50



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	van Haersma Buma
	5
	2.00
	1.75
	1.50
	1.75



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Wilders
	13
	3.11
	3.58
	1.86
	2.85



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	Alkatiri
	4
	2.50
	2.10
	2.03
	2.21



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	Lú-Olo
	3
	1.50
	1.00
	1.00
	1.17



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Erdoğan
	12
	3.63
	3.50
	2.92
	3.35



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	İnce
	8
	2.78
	1.22
	1.47
	1.82



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Corbyn
	6
	1.88
	2.17
	1.38
	1.81



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Farron
	3
	3.00
	1.75
	1.40
	2.05



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Johnson
	8
	3.83
	3.50
	3.48
	3.60



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	May
	13
	2.54
	3.15
	2.29
	2.66



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Nuttall
	4
	3.25
	3.00
	2.13
	2.79



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Razumkov
	4
	2.13
	2.63
	2.75
	2.50



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Tymoshenko
	5
	3.60
	3.10
	3.80
	3.50



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Zelensky
	5
	3.10
	1.60
	2.00
	2.23



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Lacalle Pou
	7
	3.64
	1.14
	2.07
	2.29



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Martínez
	4
	2.60
	1.30
	0.58
	1.49



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Clinton
	25
	2.87
	1.70
	2.22
	2.27



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Trump
	33
	3.91
	3.66
	3.44
	3.67



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Mirziyoyev
	5
	2.67
	2.33
	2.40
	2.47



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Chamisa
	4
	3.60
	1.88
	2.80
	2.76



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Mnangagwa
	4
	3.00
	3.20
	3.50
	3.23





Note: Variables range from 0 “very low” to 4 “very high.” N “Narcissism,” P “Psychopathy,” M “Machiavellianism.” # experts indicates how many different expert ratings were used to compute the scores presented in the table.




B.3. Populist Rhetoric and Dark Campaigns






Table B3.1 Populist rhetoric for all candidates




	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	#

Experts
	People-centrism
	Anti elitism
	Simple

language
	No respect
	Populist rhetoric





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ghani
	4
	1.00
	1.50
	2.50
	4.00
	2.25



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Fernández
	6
	2.83
	2.17
	2.83
	3.00
	2.71



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Kirchner
	11
	2.55
	3.36
	2.64
	3.91
	3.11



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Macri
	5
	1.00
	0.80
	2.60
	2.60
	1.75



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	Sargsyan
	5
	1.80
	1.00
	2.33
	2.67
	1.95



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	Di Natale
	4
	2.75
	2.25
	3.50
	1.50
	2.50



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Hanson
	5
	3.40
	4.00
	3.80
	3.80
	3.75



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Morrison
	8
	2.00
	1.25
	3.63
	3.63
	2.63



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Shorten
	6
	3.00
	2.00
	1.67
	2.00
	2.17



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Hofer
	17
	3.67
	3.94
	3.29
	3.89
	3.70



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Hofer
	3
	2.67
	3.33
	1.67
	2.33
	2.50



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kern
	7
	2.86
	0.29
	1.57
	2.43
	1.79



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Kurz
	7
	1.29
	1.38
	1.00
	2.88
	1.63



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kurz
	8
	1.50
	1.50
	2.00
	2.50
	1.88



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Strache
	7
	3.14
	3.71
	3.43
	3.71
	3.50



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Van der Bellen
	16
	1.56
	0.56
	1.75
	1.81
	1.42



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hasina
	3
	2.50
	1.33
	2.00
	2.75
	2.15



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hossain
	5
	2.33
	2.40
	2.17
	1.67
	2.14



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Morales
	3
	2.33
	3.67
	4.00
	4.67
	3.67



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Masisi
	8
	3.25
	1.63
	3.00
	1.88
	2.44



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Bolsonaro
	8
	2.33
	3.33
	3.13
	4.44
	3.31



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Gomes
	5
	2.60
	2.60
	2.80
	3.20
	2.80



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Haddad
	8
	2.75
	2.63
	2.13
	2.00
	2.38



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Borisov
	4
	3.67
	2.33
	3.75
	3.17
	3.23



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Ninova
	4
	2.00
	1.75
	2.40
	3.00
	2.29



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Radev
	11
	2.36
	1.45
	1.45
	1.64
	1.73



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsacheva
	10
	2.30
	0.50
	1.30
	2.50
	1.65



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Scheer
	8
	1.88
	1.75
	1.75
	3.25
	2.16



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Duque Márquez
	6
	1.33
	1.00
	2.57
	3.00
	1.98



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Petro
	8
	3.88
	3.88
	3.88
	2.63
	3.56



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Alvarado
	7
	2.14
	2.29
	2.43
	2.14
	2.25



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Álvarez
	12
	0.83
	0.33
	0.83
	3.17
	1.29



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Grabar-Kitarović
	3
	2.67
	0.67
	2.67
	3.67
	2.42



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Milanović
	10
	1.40
	0.70
	2.10
	3.30
	1.88



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Milanović
	4
	1.50
	2.75
	2.50
	4.75
	2.88



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Babiš
	6
	2.86
	3.83
	3.71
	3.86
	3.57



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Drahoš
	8
	2.25
	0.75
	1.50
	1.38
	1.47



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Okamura
	9
	2.11
	3.89
	3.44
	4.56
	3.50



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Zaorálek
	4
	3.00
	1.00
	2.25
	2.25
	2.13



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Zeman
	10
	3.60
	3.30
	3.70
	4.40
	3.75



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Frederiksen
	5
	3.00
	1.00
	2.80
	2.00
	2.20



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lasso
	8
	0.88
	0.50
	1.25
	2.63
	1.31



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Moreno
	6
	2.17
	2.00
	2.50
	3.67
	2.58



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Viteri
	4
	2.25
	1.75
	2.50
	3.25
	2.44



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Helme
	4
	2.75
	3.75
	3.75
	4.75
	3.75



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Kallas
	3
	2.00
	1.67
	2.00
	2.00
	1.92



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Bainimarama
	6
	3.00
	3.33
	3.50
	4.50
	3.58



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Haavisto
	10
	2.60
	1.20
	2.10
	1.40
	1.83



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Niinistö
	7
	2.00
	0.00
	1.14
	1.71
	1.21



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Rinne
	6
	3.17
	1.17
	2.33
	2.33
	2.25



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Le Pen
	6
	2.14
	3.83
	3.57
	4.43
	3.49



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Macron
	7
	1.14
	1.29
	0.29
	1.57
	1.07



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Mélenchon
	7
	2.86
	3.71
	3.29
	3.57
	3.36



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	Zurabishvili
	9
	0.89
	0.89
	1.22
	3.33
	1.58



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Gauland
	13
	2.38
	3.71
	3.00
	4.64
	3.44



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Merkel
	11
	1.36
	0.36
	1.09
	1.91
	1.18



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Schulz
	13
	2.85
	1.23
	2.77
	2.00
	2.21



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Akufo-Addo
	5
	2.60
	2.80
	3.00
	2.60
	2.75



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Mahama
	6
	2.17
	1.67
	3.33
	2.83
	2.50



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Michaloliakos
	6
	0.67
	3.83
	3.67
	5.00
	3.29



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Mitsotakis
	10
	1.50
	0.10
	1.80
	2.40
	1.45



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Tsipras
	5
	3.20
	4.00
	3.40
	2.80
	3.35



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Giammattei
	5
	1.00
	0.60
	2.20
	4.40
	2.05



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Orbán
	4
	2.50
	3.50
	3.75
	4.75
	3.63



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Benediktsson
	3
	1.33
	0.67
	0.67
	2.67
	1.33



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Harðardóttir
	4
	3.50
	3.50
	3.50
	2.50
	3.25



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jakobsdóttir
	4
	3.50
	3.00
	2.75
	1.50
	2.69



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jónsdóttir
	3
	1.33
	0.25
	2.25
	2.00
	1.46



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	Oddsson
	3
	1.67
	2.33
	3.00
	4.33
	2.83



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Gandhi
	8
	2.63
	1.75
	2.38
	1.63
	2.09



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Modi
	9
	2.56
	2.89
	3.22
	4.00
	3.17



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Subianto
	18
	1.72
	2.33
	1.72
	3.61
	2.35



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Widodo
	14
	3.33
	2.47
	3.79
	1.64
	2.81



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	McDonald
	4
	3.25
	3.75
	3.25
	2.50
	3.19



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Varadkar
	9
	0.67
	0.11
	1.78
	2.11
	1.17



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gabbay
	13
	1.85
	1.36
	2.79
	3.00
	2.25



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Gantz
	4
	2.00
	0.25
	2.00
	2.50
	1.69



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	Gantz
	3
	3.00
	0.67
	2.67
	2.33
	2.17



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gantz
	10
	2.00
	0.40
	1.40
	2.27
	1.52



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Netanyahu
	3
	1.33
	3.33
	2.00
	5.00
	2.92



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Netanyahu
	4
	1.75
	3.50
	3.25
	3.75
	3.06



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Berlusconi
	9
	2.22
	1.44
	2.89
	3.33
	2.47



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Di Maio
	5
	2.60
	3.00
	2.80
	3.60
	3.00



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Renzi
	7
	1.71
	1.71
	3.57
	3.00
	2.50



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Salvini
	8
	3.38
	3.38
	3.50
	4.88
	3.78



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Abe
	8
	2.25
	0.63
	2.25
	3.50
	2.16



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Abe
	7
	1.57
	1.57
	1.86
	4.14
	2.29



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Edano
	8
	2.25
	2.00
	1.75
	3.50
	2.38



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	Edano
	4
	2.20
	1.20
	1.50
	2.50
	1.85



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Koike
	7
	1.43
	2.00
	2.13
	3.63
	2.29



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Haradinaj
	5
	3.20
	2.00
	2.80
	2.40
	2.60



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Kurti
	7
	3.57
	3.43
	3.00
	3.57
	3.39



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Mustafa
	3
	1.00
	1.00
	2.00
	3.00
	1.75



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Veseli
	3
	1.00
	0.67
	2.00
	4.00
	1.92



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Dombrovskis
	7
	1.14
	0.57
	1.14
	2.14
	1.25



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Butkevičius
	5
	2.60
	0.60
	2.20
	2.60
	2.00



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Karbauskis
	3
	2.33
	2.00
	3.00
	2.67
	2.50



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Landsbergis
	8
	2.13
	1.25
	3.00
	3.00
	2.34



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Nausėda
	6
	3.33
	1.17
	2.33
	1.33
	2.04



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Šimonytė
	5
	2.80
	0.50
	3.17
	1.33
	1.95



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Rajoelina
	4
	2.75
	2.00
	3.50
	3.50
	2.94



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Mohamad
	3
	3.00
	3.33
	2.33
	3.00
	2.92



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Razak
	6
	0.33
	0.17
	1.83
	4.83
	1.79



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Busuttil
	5
	1.80
	1.67
	1.60
	3.00
	2.02



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Muscat
	4
	3.80
	2.50
	3.40
	2.60
	3.08



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Anaya
	12
	0.83
	1.25
	1.17
	3.92
	1.79



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	López Obrador
	11
	3.91
	3.82
	3.73
	3.64
	3.77



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Dodon
	4
	1.00
	2.25
	2.75
	5.00
	2.75



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Greceanîi
	8
	1.38
	1.75
	1.75
	3.63
	2.13



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Năstase
	3
	3.33
	2.33
	3.00
	2.33
	2.75



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Đukanović
	7
	1.14
	0.29
	1.57
	4.00
	1.75



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Đukanović
	3
	1.67
	0.00
	1.33
	4.00
	1.75



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Lekić
	8
	1.75
	2.00
	1.22
	1.56
	1.63



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milačić
	5
	1.80
	3.60
	3.00
	4.60
	3.25



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	English
	4
	1.75
	0.40
	1.80
	2.80
	1.69



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Gruevski
	3
	1.67
	1.33
	2.67
	4.67
	2.58



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Pendarovski
	10
	2.10
	0.90
	2.20
	2.00
	1.80



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Siljanovska-Davkova
	4
	2.25
	3.00
	2.00
	2.75
	2.50



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Zaev
	15
	3.00
	2.60
	3.40
	2.53
	2.88



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Foster
	10
	1.73
	1.00
	2.10
	4.64
	2.37



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	O’Neill
	7
	3.14
	3.43
	3.43
	2.29
	3.07



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Solberg
	9
	2.56
	0.60
	2.30
	1.60
	1.76



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Støre
	3
	1.00
	0.00
	1.00
	1.67
	0.92



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Khan
	5
	2.80
	2.00
	3.60
	3.60
	3.00



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Sharif
	9
	1.90
	1.70
	2.50
	3.22
	2.33



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Duterte
	11
	3.18
	3.45
	3.73
	4.55
	3.73



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Kaczyński
	11
	2.17
	3.27
	1.17
	4.36
	2.74



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Schetyna
	4
	1.00
	1.50
	1.75
	2.75
	1.75



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Costa
	11
	2.45
	0.92
	2.33
	2.42
	2.03



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Martins
	8
	2.50
	3.25
	2.63
	2.13
	2.63



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rio
	8
	2.13
	0.75
	2.38
	2.13
	1.84



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Dăncilă
	3
	3.67
	1.33
	1.33
	4.67
	2.75



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Dragnea
	13
	2.69
	1.40
	2.60
	3.07
	2.44



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Gorghiu
	5
	1.83
	0.83
	1.43
	3.29
	1.85



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Iohannis
	5
	1.20
	0.80
	0.80
	3.60
	1.60



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Putin
	8
	2.63
	1.88
	3.00
	3.50
	2.75



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Zhirinovsky
	9
	3.11
	2.67
	3.89
	4.89
	3.64



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zhirinovsky
	9
	3.33
	3.20
	3.80
	4.80
	3.78



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Janković
	6
	2.67
	1.33
	1.17
	2.00
	1.79



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Vučić
	4
	2.25
	2.25
	3.00
	4.00
	2.88



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Čaputová
	6
	2.86
	0.57
	1.83
	1.43
	1.67



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Kotleba
	4
	3.00
	4.00
	3.25
	4.25
	3.63



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Kotleba
	5
	2.80
	3.80
	3.00
	4.40
	3.50



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Pellegrini
	3
	2.00
	0.25
	2.33
	2.50
	1.77



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Šefčovič
	3
	2.25
	1.33
	1.50
	3.50
	2.15



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janša
	5
	1.80
	2.20
	1.60
	4.40
	2.50



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Maimane
	5
	2.60
	2.00
	3.00
	3.00
	2.65



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Ramaphosa
	6
	2.50
	0.33
	2.00
	1.67
	1.63



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Abascal
	5
	3.00
	4.00
	2.60
	3.80
	3.35



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Abascal
	14
	2.79
	3.29
	3.29
	4.14
	3.38



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Casado
	6
	1.33
	0.17
	1.50
	3.33
	1.58



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Casado
	14
	1.36
	0.40
	2.21
	4.27
	2.06



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Sánchez
	6
	2.00
	1.17
	2.17
	2.50
	1.96



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Sánchez
	8
	1.25
	0.88
	2.50
	3.00
	1.91



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Åkesson
	6
	2.67
	4.00
	3.17
	4.17
	3.50



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Löfven
	7
	3.14
	1.57
	2.71
	2.29
	2.43



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Chan-o-cha
	10
	1.80
	1.20
	1.50
	4.20
	2.18



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Keyuraphan
	6
	3.17
	2.00
	3.17
	1.67
	2.50



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Christie
	5
	3.20
	1.80
	3.00
	3.40
	2.85



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Minnis
	6
	2.33
	2.33
	2.67
	3.17
	2.63



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Rutte
	8
	2.25
	0.63
	3.75
	1.75
	2.09



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	van Haersma Buma
	4
	2.25
	1.40
	2.20
	2.20
	2.01



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Wilders
	13
	2.85
	3.92
	3.46
	4.92
	3.79



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	Alkatiri
	5
	2.60
	1.00
	2.40
	2.80
	2.20



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Erdoğan
	7
	3.57
	3.71
	4.00
	4.71
	4.00



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	İnce
	8
	3.38
	2.00
	3.38
	1.75
	2.63



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Corbyn
	14
	3.57
	3.29
	3.07
	2.50
	3.11



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Farron
	4
	1.75
	1.60
	2.00
	1.80
	1.79



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Johnson
	7
	1.57
	3.43
	3.43
	4.43
	3.21



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	May
	10
	1.10
	1.00
	0.70
	3.70
	1.63



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Nuttall
	4
	1.50
	3.50
	3.25
	4.75
	3.25



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Razumkov
	4
	1.50
	3.25
	3.00
	3.25
	2.75



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Tymoshenko
	7
	2.00
	2.86
	2.57
	3.71
	2.79



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Zelensky
	4
	3.75
	4.00
	4.00
	2.50
	3.56



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Lacalle Pou
	4
	1.00
	1.25
	1.75
	1.50
	1.38



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Martínez
	7
	2.71
	0.71
	2.29
	2.14
	1.96



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Clinton
	28
	2.25
	0.39
	1.32
	2.39
	1.59



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Trump
	34
	1.35
	3.65
	3.41
	4.94
	3.34



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Mirziyoyev
	5
	2.00
	0.60
	2.17
	2.83
	1.90



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Chamisa
	7
	3.14
	3.43
	3.86
	3.29
	3.43



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Mnangagwa
	3
	1.33
	2.00
	2.00
	3.67
	2.25





Variables range from 0 “very low” to 4 “very high.”

# Experts indicates how many different expert ratings were used to compute the scores presented in the table.







Table B3.2 Dark campaigns for all candidates





	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	#

experts
	Negative tone
	Incivility
	Fear appeals
	Negativity index





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ghani
	8
	6.33
	4.64
	6.57
	5.85



	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	Basha
	7
	6.07
	5.83
	6.33
	6.08



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Fernández
	11
	5.86
	3.64
	5.70
	5.07



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Macri
	14
	4.04
	5.21
	4.64
	4.63



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Macri
	11
	6.55
	5.68
	6.50
	6.24



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Kirchner
	14
	8.04
	4.17
	8.42
	6.87



	Armenia
	ARM_L_20170402
	Sargsyan
	6
	4.50
	1.25
	3.00
	2.92



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Morrison
	24
	7.50
	5.00
	7.68
	6.73



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Shorten
	24
	3.35
	2.50
	3.79
	3.21



	Australia
	AUS_L_20160702
	Di Natale
	26
	4.57
	2.86
	5.06
	4.16



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Hanson
	24
	7.63
	5.88
	8.26
	7.26



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Kurz
	16
	4.23
	4.46
	5.00
	4.57



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Van der Bellen
	37
	5.19
	3.71
	4.51
	4.47



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kurz
	27
	3.88
	3.69
	5.55
	4.37



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Kern
	27
	4.26
	3.45
	4.18
	3.96



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Hofer
	37
	7.59
	6.77
	7.63
	7.33



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Strache
	27
	6.06
	5.11
	7.82
	6.33



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Hofer
	16
	5.67
	6.15
	6.40
	6.07



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hasina
	12
	4.59
	6.39
	5.30
	5.43



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Hossain
	12
	4.00
	4.17
	6.11
	4.76



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Morales
	7
	7.17
	7.08
	7.17
	7.14



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Masisi
	8
	3.31
	3.13
	2.88
	3.10



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Bolsonaro
	27
	8.50
	6.79
	8.57
	7.95



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Haddad
	27
	4.55
	4.64
	5.60
	4.93



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Gomes
	27
	3.95
	4.72
	4.63
	4.44



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Borisov
	15
	4.75
	6.82
	5.30
	5.62



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Radev
	23
	4.55
	3.50
	5.05
	4.36



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Ninova
	15
	7.04
	5.91
	6.91
	6.62



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsacheva
	23
	5.09
	4.25
	4.32
	4.55



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	Biya
	8
	3.00
	5.42
	5.25
	4.56



	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Scheer
	27
	7.65
	6.77
	6.78
	7.07



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Piñera
	11
	4.95
	4.44
	6.44
	5.28



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Duque Márquez
	16
	6.25
	5.00
	8.47
	6.57



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Petro
	16
	5.91
	5.00
	6.13
	5.68



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Alvarado
	21
	5.90
	3.38
	7.85
	5.71



	Costa Rica
	CRI_P_20180204
	Álvarez
	21
	5.43
	4.87
	5.25
	5.18



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Milanović
	13
	5.27
	5.00
	3.85
	4.71



	Croatia
	CRO_P_20191222
	Grabar-Kitarović
	13
	5.50
	5.77
	5.23
	5.50



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Milanović
	18
	8.19
	7.35
	6.47
	7.34



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Sinčić
	18
	7.25
	3.82
	7.07
	6.05



	Cyprus
	CYP_P_20180128
	Malas
	9
	4.56
	3.89
	4.00
	4.15



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Zeman
	18
	7.47
	7.17
	7.56
	7.40



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Babiš
	23
	6.18
	6.05
	5.43
	5.89



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Drahoš
	18
	2.94
	3.61
	2.35
	2.97



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Okamura
	23
	8.02
	7.21
	9.71
	8.31



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Zaorálek
	23
	4.57
	4.74
	4.00
	4.44



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Frederiksen
	16
	3.42
	3.41
	3.50
	3.44



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Moreno
	22
	4.97
	4.47
	6.33
	5.26



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lasso
	22
	4.71
	4.47
	6.17
	5.12



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Viteri
	22
	4.71
	5.00
	5.89
	5.20



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Kallas
	13
	5.15
	2.73
	3.80
	3.89



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Helme
	13
	8.27
	7.05
	8.20
	7.84



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Bainimarama
	6
	6.17
	5.83
	6.67
	6.22



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Rinne
	15
	4.07
	2.50
	4.00
	3.52



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Niinistö
	18
	1.53
	1.79
	2.41
	1.91



	Finland
	FIN_P_20180128
	Haavisto
	18
	1.62
	1.61
	2.35
	1.86



	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Orpo
	15
	3.79
	2.92
	4.62
	3.77



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Macron
	34
	2.55
	2.69
	2.97
	2.74



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Le Pen
	34
	7.30
	5.38
	8.57
	7.08



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Mélenchon
	34
	5.41
	3.37
	5.97
	4.91



	Georgia
	GRG_P_20181028
	Zurabishvili
	20
	6.50
	6.88
	6.00
	6.46



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	Kvirikashvili
	18
	2.96
	3.25
	2.78
	3.00



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Merkel
	44
	1.90
	1.43
	1.34
	1.56



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Schulz
	44
	4.01
	3.46
	2.47
	3.31



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Gauland
	44
	8.73
	5.46
	8.92
	7.70



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Akufo-Addo
	13
	4.42
	3.33
	6.31
	4.69



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Mahama
	13
	5.73
	5.21
	5.00
	5.31



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Mitsotakis
	26
	4.67
	3.75
	3.90
	4.11



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Tsipras
	26
	5.92
	5.60
	6.19
	5.90



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Michaloliakos
	26
	9.69
	7.03
	8.63
	8.45



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Giammattei
	8
	6.38
	6.25
	6.25
	6.29



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Orbán
	12
	8.55
	8.06
	9.70
	8.77



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Benediktsson
	7
	5.07
	2.86
	4.57
	4.17



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jakobsdóttir
	14
	1.64
	1.82
	1.91
	1.79



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Jónsdóttir
	14
	3.88
	4.32
	3.00
	3.73



	Iceland
	ICE_P_20160625
	Oddsson
	14
	7.96
	7.50
	6.15
	7.21



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Harðardóttir
	14
	2.00
	1.82
	2.00
	1.94



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Modi
	18
	7.78
	7.21
	7.69
	7.56



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Gandhi
	18
	5.75
	3.97
	4.25
	4.66



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Widodo
	34
	3.33
	4.33
	3.24
	3.63



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Subianto
	34
	6.97
	5.89
	7.67
	6.84



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	McDonald
	13
	6.19
	4.04
	4.77
	5.00



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Varadkar
	13
	4.42
	4.04
	4.85
	4.44



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Netanyahu
	35
	7.91
	7.73
	8.93
	8.19



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Gantz
	21
	5.10
	6.25
	4.27
	5.21



	Israel
	ISR_L_20200302
	Gantz
	6
	5.50
	7.92
	5.67
	6.36



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gantz
	35
	5.69
	6.09
	4.79
	5.52



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Netanyahu
	21
	8.20
	7.50
	9.00
	8.23



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Gabbay
	35
	5.45
	5.22
	4.69
	5.12



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Di Maio
	34
	7.19
	5.65
	6.68
	6.51



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Renzi
	34
	4.83
	4.72
	4.39
	4.65



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Salvini
	34
	7.56
	6.11
	8.68
	7.45



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Berlusconi
	34
	5.85
	5.74
	5.89
	5.83



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Abe
	20
	5.50
	4.85
	7.16
	5.84



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Abe
	18
	6.00
	5.54
	4.33
	5.29



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Edano
	18
	6.03
	4.50
	5.53
	5.35



	Japan
	JAP_L_20160710
	Edano
	21
	6.08
	3.88
	6.17
	5.37



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Koike
	20
	5.81
	6.03
	5.94
	5.93



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yamaguchi
	20
	4.76
	5.15
	4.83
	4.91



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Haradinaj
	17
	4.68
	4.79
	4.60
	4.69



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Mustafa
	13
	4.35
	4.50
	3.31
	4.05



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Kurti
	17
	4.47
	5.54
	6.47
	5.49



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20191006
	Veseli
	13
	4.81
	6.46
	2.31
	4.52



	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Dombrovskis
	13
	4.68
	2.75
	3.10
	3.51



	Lesotho
	LSO_L_20170603
	Thabane
	3
	4.17
	5.00
	4.33
	4.50



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Landsbergis
	28
	4.10
	3.89
	4.80
	4.26



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Šimonytė
	12
	2.00
	2.50
	2.17
	2.22



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Karbauskis
	28
	4.27
	3.09
	4.60
	3.99



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Nausėda
	12
	2.21
	1.94
	1.83
	2.00



	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Butkevičius
	28
	3.30
	3.33
	2.20
	2.94



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Rajoelina
	6
	5.25
	5.63
	5.00
	5.29



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Mohamad
	9
	4.61
	5.56
	6.44
	5.54



	Malaysia
	MYS_L_20180509
	Razak
	9
	6.56
	6.94
	8.89
	7.46



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Muscat
	11
	3.41
	3.41
	4.30
	3.71



	Malta
	MLT_L_20170603
	Busuttil
	11
	8.14
	7.73
	8.30
	8.05



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	López Obrador
	27
	4.08
	4.89
	3.48
	4.15



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Anaya
	27
	6.82
	5.43
	6.44
	6.23



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Greceanîi
	14
	6.46
	7.25
	5.91
	6.54



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Dodon
	12
	8.11
	6.88
	8.44
	7.81



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Năstase
	14
	4.21
	4.77
	4.64
	4.54



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Đukanović
	13
	5.92
	4.77
	6.33
	5.67



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Đukanović
	16
	7.21
	7.12
	7.92
	7.42



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Lekić
	16
	5.32
	5.36
	5.25
	5.31



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milačić
	13
	7.75
	6.36
	6.00
	6.70



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	Nyusi
	8
	5.44
	4.17
	4.83
	4.81



	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	English
	16
	6.92
	4.09
	7.08
	6.03



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Gruevski
	22
	8.14
	7.50
	7.88
	7.84



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Zaev
	22
	5.28
	5.63
	5.12
	5.34



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Pendarovski
	14
	3.86
	3.08
	3.57
	3.50



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Siljanovska-Davkova
	14
	6.39
	4.46
	6.36
	5.74



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Foster
	21
	8.60
	7.66
	9.22
	8.49



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	O’Neill
	21
	5.79
	5.78
	5.33
	5.63



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Støre
	26
	5.31
	2.66
	4.53
	4.16



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Solberg
	26
	3.81
	1.88
	2.63
	2.77



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Khan
	17
	6.97
	6.83
	6.71
	6.84



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Sharif
	17
	6.07
	5.50
	3.85
	5.14



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Duterte
	13
	5.96
	7.50
	7.75
	7.07



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Kaczyński
	17
	5.92
	6.35
	8.15
	6.81



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Schetyna
	17
	6.96
	5.58
	7.83
	6.79



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Costa
	31
	2.78
	2.98
	2.87
	2.87



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rio
	31
	4.29
	3.46
	4.20
	3.98



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Martins
	31
	3.95
	2.98
	4.37
	3.77



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Dragnea
	23
	4.81
	5.00
	5.40
	5.07



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Iohannis
	13
	6.73
	4.81
	5.54
	5.69



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Gorghiu
	23
	6.29
	6.38
	6.55
	6.40



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Dăncilă
	13
	6.73
	6.73
	6.62
	6.69



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Putin
	20
	2.73
	3.50
	5.55
	3.93



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zyuganov
	28
	5.56
	3.13
	4.77
	4.49



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Zhirinovsky
	20
	7.23
	8.00
	6.65
	7.29



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Zhirinovsky
	28
	6.27
	6.55
	6.50
	6.44



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Vučić
	10
	6.05
	6.94
	7.30
	6.76



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Janković
	10
	4.25
	4.44
	3.50
	4.06



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Čaputová
	16
	1.53
	2.50
	2.31
	2.11



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Šefčovič
	16
	4.56
	5.71
	5.38
	5.22



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Pellegrini
	15
	5.71
	7.25
	6.58
	6.52



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Kotleba
	15
	8.53
	7.27
	9.42
	8.41



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Kotleba
	16
	8.47
	6.43
	8.80
	7.90



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janša
	5
	6.40
	6.00
	8.80
	7.07



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Ramaphosa
	14
	2.67
	3.75
	2.36
	2.93



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Maimane
	14
	6.38
	5.23
	7.82
	6.47



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Sánchez
	41
	4.00
	4.03
	5.13
	4.39



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Sánchez
	22
	5.40
	4.58
	5.00
	5.00



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Casado
	22
	6.43
	4.87
	6.70
	6.00



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Casado
	41
	8.24
	5.70
	7.85
	7.26



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Abascal
	22
	8.07
	5.13
	8.30
	7.17



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Abascal
	41
	8.59
	5.92
	8.73
	7.75



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Löfven
	18
	3.72
	2.34
	3.88
	3.31



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Åkesson
	18
	7.31
	4.22
	8.69
	6.74



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Chan-o-cha
	19
	6.97
	8.13
	7.56
	7.55



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Keyuraphan
	19
	4.88
	5.19
	4.81
	4.96



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Minnis
	14
	6.96
	5.63
	8.83
	7.14



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Christie
	14
	6.92
	7.08
	6.75
	6.92



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Rutte
	40
	4.32
	3.37
	5.81
	4.50



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Wilders
	40
	8.64
	6.44
	9.77
	8.28



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	van Haersma Buma
	40
	5.44
	3.85
	6.19
	5.16



	Timor Leste
	TLS_L_20170722
	Alkatiri
	5
	2.50
	4.50
	3.67
	3.56



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	Lú-Olo
	3
	2.50
	5.00
	2.67
	3.39



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Erdoğan
	26
	7.18
	7.50
	7.96
	7.55



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	İnce
	26
	5.00
	4.27
	3.92
	4.40



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Johnson
	23
	5.93
	6.25
	6.14
	6.11



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	May
	48
	6.53
	6.14
	6.82
	6.49



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Corbyn
	48
	3.39
	2.86
	4.16
	3.47



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Farron
	48
	4.08
	3.17
	4.89
	4.05



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Nuttall
	48
	7.61
	4.38
	7.76
	6.58



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Razumkov
	10
	5.07
	4.29
	2.86
	4.07



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Zelensky
	12
	4.59
	5.28
	4.27
	4.71



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Tymoshenko
	12
	7.59
	5.23
	7.45
	6.76



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Martínez
	13
	3.82
	2.05
	4.83
	3.57



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Lacalle Pou
	13
	6.45
	2.27
	5.83
	4.85



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Trump
	75
	8.37
	8.00
	9.22
	8.53



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Clinton
	75
	5.39
	6.08
	5.62
	5.69



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Mirziyoyev
	6
	1.67
	2.50
	3.00
	2.39



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Mnangagwa
	11
	4.91
	6.11
	4.30
	5.11



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Chamisa
	11
	5.27
	5.50
	4.91
	5.23





Note: Variables range from 0 “very low” to 10 “very high.” # experts indicates how many different expert ratings were used to compute the scores presented in the table.




B.4. Populists






Table B4.1 Candidates classified as “populists” in our data set




	Country
	Election
	Candidate
	Party
	Source (see references at the end of this appendix)





	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Alberto Fernández
	Everyone’s Front
	Wikipedia



	Argentina
	ARG_L_20171022
	Cristina Fernández de Kirchner
	Frente para la Victoria
	Waisbord (2011); Aytaç and Öniş (2014); Waisbord and Amado (2017); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Pauline Hanson
	One Nation
	Wikipedia; Kelly (2016)*; Sengul (2020)



	Austria
	AUT_P_20161204
	Norbert Hofer
	Freedom Party of Austria
	PopuList 2.0**; Mudde (2004); Mudde (2007); Heinisch (2008); Oesch (2008); Ennser (2012); Dolezal et al. (2012); Matthes and Schmuck (2017); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); NN (2016a)*; Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Schmuck et al. (2017b); Marczewski (2017)*; Cormaic (2017)*, Silver (2017)*



	Austria
	AUT_L_20190929
	Norbert Hofer
	Freedom Party of Austria
	PopuList 2.0; Mudde (2004); Mudde (2007); Heinisch (2008); Oesch (2008); Ennser (2012); Dolezal et al. (2012); Matthes and Schmuck (2017); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); NN (2016a)*; Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Schmuck et al. (2017b); Marczewski (2017)*; Cormaic (2017)*, Silver (2017)*



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Heinz-Christian Strache
	Freedom Party of Austria
	Mudde (2004); Mudde (2007); Heinisch (2008); Oesch (2008); Ennser (2012); Dolezal et al. (2012); Matthes and Schmuck (2017); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); NN (2016a)*; Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Schmuck et al. (2017b); Marczewski (2017)*; Cormaic (2017)*, Silver (2017)*



	Bolivia
	BOL_P_20191020
	Evo Morales
	Movement for Socialism
	Wikipedia



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Jair Bolsonaro
	Social Liberal Party
	Hunter and Power (2019); Flemes (2018)*; Rezende (2018); Langevin (2017)*; Mounk and Kyle (2018)*



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Boyko Borisov
	Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria
	Ghodsee (2008); Gurov and Zankina (2013); Kanev (2013); Levitt and Kostadinova (2014); Tudoroiu (2014); Kocijan (2015); Kenny (2016); Medarov (2016); NN (2017a)*; Primatarova (2016); Barzachka (2017)*; Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Korneliya Ninova
	Bulgarian Socialist Party
	Wikipedia



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Rumen Radev
	Independent candidate / Bulgarian Socialist Party
	Wikipedia



	Bulgaria
	BGR_P_20161106
	Tsetska Tsacheva
	Citizens for European Development of Bulgaria
	PopuList 2.0



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Iván Duque Márquez
	Grand Alliance for Colombia
	Espinel and Rodríguez (2019); Bowman (2018)*; Casey and Abad (2018)*



	Croatia
	CRO_L_20160911
	Ivan Vilibor Sinčić
	Human Shield
	Nikić Čakar and Raos (2016); Grbeša and Šalaj (2016); NN (2016b)*



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Andrej Babiš
	ANO
	Van Kessel (2015); Havlík (2015); Havlík (2016); Hanley (2014)*; Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Tomio Okamura
	Freedom and Direct Democracy
	Van Kessel (2015); Hanley (2014)*



	Czech Republic
	CZE_P_20180112
	Miloš Zeman
	Party of Civic Rights
	Wikipedia



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Guillermo Lasso
	Creando Oportunidades
	Wikipedia



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lenín Moreno
	Alianza PAIS
	Wikipedia



	Estonia
	EST_L_20190303
	Mart Helme
	Conservative People’s Party of Estonia
	Wikipedia



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Marine Le Pen
	Front National
	Mudde (2004); Mudde (2007); Rydgren (2008a); Dolezal et al. (2012); Ennser (2012); Rooduijn et al. (2014); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); Dennison and Pardijs (2016); Nossiter (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Hubé and Truan (2017); Cormaic (2017)*; NN (2017b)*; Ivaldi et al. (2017)



	France
	FRA_L_20170611
	Marine Le Pen
	Front National
	Mudde (2004); Mudde (2007); Rydgren (2008a); Dolezal et al. (2012); Ennser (2012); Rooduijn et al. (2014); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); Dennison and Pardijs (2016); Nossiter (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Hubé and Truan (2017); Cormaic (2017)*; NN (2017b)*; Ivaldi et al. (2017)



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Jean-Luc Mélenchon
	La France Insoumise
	Surel (2011); Paveau (2012); Chazan (2017)*; NN (2017b)*



	France
	FRA_L_20170611
	Jean-Luc Mélenchon
	La France Insoumise
	Surel (2011); Paveau (2012); Chazan (2017)*; NN (2017b)*



	Georgia
	GRG_L_20161008
	Giorgi Kvirikashvili
	Georgian Dream – Democratic Georgia
	Wikipedia



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Alexander Gauland
	Alternative for Germany
	Mudde (2014); Treib (2014); Arzheimer (2015); Berbuir et al. (2015); Van Kessel (2015); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Nikolaos Michaloliakos
	Golden Dawn
	Wikipedia



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Alexis Tsipras
	Syriza
	PopuList 2.0



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Viktor Orbán
	Fidesz
	Batory (2016); Adam and Bozoki (2016); Antal (2017); Pappas (2016); Müller (2014); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Narendra Modi
	Bharatiya Janata Party
	Wikipedia



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Prabowo Subianto
	Great Indonesia Movement Party
	Wikipedia



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Joko Widodo
	Indonesian Democratic Party of Struggle
	Wikipedia



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Mary Lou McDonald
	Sinn Féin
	PopuList 2.0



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Benjamin Netanyahu
	Likud
	Wikipedia



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190917
	Benjamin Netanyahu
	Likud
	Wikipedia



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Silvio Berlusconi
	Forza Italia
	PopuList 2.0



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Luigi Di Maio
	Movimento 5 Stelle
	Bobba (2019); McDonnell (2006); Albertazzi and McDonnell (2010); D’Alimonte (2019); Garzia (2018); Ivaldi et al. (2017); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Matteo Salvini
	Lega
	D’Alimonte (2019); Garzia (2018); Franzosi et al. (2015); Ivaldi et al. (2017); Lanzone and Woods (2015); Passarelli and Tuorto (2018); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Shinzō Abe
	Liberal Democratic Party of Japan
	Wikipedia



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Shinzō Abe
	Liberal Democratic Party of Japan
	Wikipedia



	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yuriko Koike
	Kibō no Tō
	Wikipedia



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Albin Kurti
	Vetëvendosje
	Yabanci (2015)



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Andrés Manuel López Obrador
	National Regeneration Movement
	Bruhn (2012); Cansino and Covarrubias (2015); Toro and Bosworth (2019)*; Müller (2014)



	Moldova
	MDV_P_20161030
	Igor Dodon
	Party of Socialists of the Republic of Moldova
	Wikipedia



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Zinaida Greceanîi
	Party of Socialists
	Wikipedia



	Moldova
	MDV_L_20190224
	Andrei Năstase
	Dignity and Truth Platform Party
	Wikipedia



	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Milo Đukanović
	Democratic Party of Socialists of Montenegro
	Džankić and Keil (2017)



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Milo Đukanović
	Democratic Party of Socialists of Montenegro
	Džankić and Keil (2017)



	Montenegro
	MTN_P_20180415
	Marko Milačić
	True Montenegro
	Wikipedia



	North Macedonia
	MKD_L_20161211
	Nikola Gruevski
	VMRO-DPMNE
	Mudde (2007); Schmidt and Stegmaier (2014); Ordanoski (2014); Petkovski (2016); NN (2016c)*; Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	North Macedonia
	MKD_P_20190421
	Gordana Siljanovska-Davkova
	Internal Maced. Revolut. Org.
	Mudde (2007); Schmidt and Stegmaier (2014); Ordanoski (2014); Petkovski (2016); NN (2016c)*; Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Arlene Foster
	Democratic Unionist Party
	Price (1995); Fella (2008); Ganiel (2007)



	Northern Ireland
	NIR_L_20170302
	Michelle O’Neill
	Sinn Féin
	McDonnell (2008); Van Kessel (2015); Mudde (2015)*; Suiter (2017)



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Imran Khan
	Pakistan Tehreek-e-Insaf
	Evans (2012); Waraich (2018)*; Campbell (2018)*



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Rodrigo Duterte
	Partido Demokratiko Pilipino–Lakas ng Bayan
	Wikipedia



	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Jarosław Kaczyński
	Law and Justice
	PopuList 2.0



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Catarina Martins
	Left Bloc
	Wikipedia



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Viorica Dăncilă
	Social Democratic Party
	Wikipedia



	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Liviu Dragnea
	Social Democratic Party
	Wikipedia



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Pavel Grudinin
	Communist Party
	Korgunuyuk (2010)



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Vladimir Putin
	Independent candidate
	Robinson and Milne (2017); Lassila (2016); Oliker (2017); March (2017)



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Vladimir Zhirinovsky
	Liberal Democratic Party
	Mudde (2007); Korgunuyuk (2010); Eatwell (2016); Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2014); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Vladimir Zhirinovsky
	Liberal Democratic Party
	Mudde (2007); Korgunuyuk (2010); Eatwell (2016); Mudde and Rovira Kaltwasser (2014); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Russia
	RUS_L_20160918
	Gennady Zyuganov
	Communist Party
	Korgunuyuk (2010)



	Rwanda
	RWA_P_20170804
	Paul Kagame
	Rwandan Patriotic Front
	Wikipedia



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Aleksandar Vučić
	Serbian Progressive Party
	Papović and Pejović (2015); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Slovakia
	SVK_P_20190316
	Marian Kotleba
	Kotleba – People’s Party Our Slovakia
	Wikipedia



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Marian Kotleba
	Kotlebists – People’s Party Our Slovakia
	Wikipedia



	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Peter Pellegrini
	Direction – Social Democracy
	PopuList 2.0



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janez Janša
	Slovenian Democratic Party
	PopuList 2.0



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Santiago Abascal
	Vox
	PopuList 2.0



	Spain
	ESP_L_20191110
	Santiago Abascal
	Vox
	PopuList 2.0



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Jimmie Åkesson
	Sweden Democrats
	Mudde (2007); Rydgren (2008b); Hellström et al. (2012); Wodak et al. (2013); Jungar and Jupskås (2014); Norocel (2017)



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Sudarat Keyuraphan
	Pheu Thai Party
	Wikipedia



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Hubert Minnis
	Free National Movement
	Wikipedia



	The Netherl.
	NLD_L_20170315
	Geert Wilders
	Party for Freedom
	Lucardie (2008); Rooduijn and Pauwels (2011); Bos and Brants (2014); Rooduijn et al. (2014); Mudde (2015)*; Van Kessel (2015); Inglehart and Norris (2016); Dennison and Pardijs (2016); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Kenny (2016); Hameleers et al. (2017); Cormaic (2017)*; Silver (2017)*



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
	Justice and Development Party
	Dinçşahin (2012); Selçuk (2016); Yilmaz (2018); Bozkurt (2013); Aytaç and Öniş (2014); Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Boris Johnson
	Conservative Party
	Boot (2019)*



	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	Paul Nuttall
	UK Independence Party
	Fella (2008); Dolezal et al. (2012); Dennison and Pardijs (2016); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Stanyer et al. (2017); Silver (2017)*



	Ukraine
	UKR_L_20190721
	Dmytro Razumkov
	Servant of the People
	Wikipedia



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Volodymyr Zelensky
	Servant of the People
	Wikipedia



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Donald Trump
	Republican Party
	Inglehart and Norris (2016); Kazin (2016); Kellner (2016); Eiermann (2016); Oliver and Rahn (2016); Ashkenas and Aisch (2016)*; Hirsh (2016)*; Mudde (2017)*; Kyle and Gultchin (2018)*



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Shavkat Mirziyoyev
	Liberal Democratic Party
	Wikipedia



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	Emmerson Mnangagwa
	ZANU–PF
	Wikipedia





* Denotes news items, reports, or weblogs (customarily non-peer reviewed). References for these items are listed at the end of this appendix; all other references are listed in the general bibliography at the end of the book.

** For the PopuList 2.0, see Rooduijn et al. 2019.

https://popu-list.org




B.5. Midterms 2018






Table B5.1 Midterms 2018: negativity on Twitter and personality of competing candidates




	Candidate
	Party
	State
	Negative tweets (%)a
	Policy attacks (%)b
	Character attacks (%)c
	N Tweetsd
	Stability
	Plasticity
	Dark Core





	Dianne Feinstein
	D
	CA
	0.59
	0.51
	0.46
	349
	5.55
	3.63
	3.44



	Kevin de Leon
	D
	CA
	0.29
	0.48
	0.37
	218
	4.48
	5.25
	4.20



	Chris Murphy
	D
	CT
	0.32
	0.45
	0.23
	625
	6.18
	5.65
	3.00



	Matthew Corey
	R
	CT
	0.34
	0.16
	0.52
	186
	4.75
	5.50
	4.50



	Bill Nelson
	D
	FL
	0.15
	0.61
	0.11
	118
	5.73
	3.15
	2.23



	Rick Scott
	R
	FL
	0.02
	0.15
	0.00
	1028
	3.50
	2.88
	6.16



	Joe Donnelly
	D
	IN
	0.13
	0.56
	0.22
	210
	5.55
	3.93
	2.93



	Mike Braun
	R
	IN
	0.48
	0.49
	0.50
	258
	3.95
	3.65
	4.83



	Angus King
	D
	ME
	0.23
	0.38
	0.46
	57
	6.78
	4.45
	1.89



	Eric Brakey
	R
	ME
	0.46
	0.45
	0.29
	360
	3.72
	4.08
	3.58



	Ben Cardin
	D
	MD
	0.47
	0.48
	0.36
	186
	6.42
	4.70
	2.05



	Elizabeth Warren
	D
	MA
	0.35
	0.34
	0.32
	445
	5.38
	6.13
	3.13



	Geoff Diehl
	R
	MA
	0.25
	0.18
	0.45
	87
	3.80
	4.18
	4.23



	Debbie Stabenow
	D
	MI
	0.19
	0.57
	0.07
	72
	6.53
	4.18
	2.53



	John James
	R
	MI
	0.17
	0.40
	0.31
	496
	4.63
	4.50
	4.47



	Amy Klobuchar
	D
	MN
	0.24
	0.27
	0.29
	324
	6.12
	5.73
	2.79



	Jim Newberger
	R
	MN
	0.31
	0.29
	0.38
	68
	4.42
	3.63
	5.48



	David Baria
	D
	MS
	0.26
	0.41
	0.26
	674
	7.00
	6.63
	1.71



	Roger Wicker
	R
	MS
	0.17
	0.34
	0.31
	173
	5.12
	2.25
	2.88



	Claire McCaskill
	D
	MO
	0.36
	0.48
	0.24
	249
	5.20
	4.15
	3.67



	Josh Hawley
	R
	MO
	0.53
	0.44
	0.52
	339
	4.20
	4.25
	5.01



	Bob Menendez
	D
	NJ
	0.46
	0.15
	0.64
	445
	5.35
	4.65
	5.01



	Bob Hugin
	R
	NJ
	0.57
	0.65
	0.25
	184
	4.08
	4.43
	4.90



	Martin Heinrich
	D
	NM
	0.43
	0.46
	0.41
	90
	6.23
	5.35
	3.03



	Mick Rich
	R
	NM
	0.40
	0.20
	0.61
	103
	5.33
	4.63
	4.08



	Kirsten Gillibrand
	D
	NY
	0.30
	0.56
	0.30
	403
	5.80
	5.00
	2.77



	Sherrod Brown
	D
	OH
	0.30
	0.50
	0.23
	520
	5.52
	5.38
	2.43



	Jim Renacci
	R
	OH
	0.26
	0.35
	0.35
	274
	3.75
	3.93
	4.44



	Bob Casey Jr.
	D
	PA
	0.44
	0.33
	0.44
	82
	5.98
	3.35
	3.02



	Lou Barletta
	R
	PA
	0.29
	0.58
	0.17
	82
	2.87
	4.35
	5.56



	Sheldon Whitehouse
	D
	RI
	0.50
	0.34
	0.44
	412
	5.62
	4.68
	2.78



	Robert Flanders
	R
	RI
	0.27
	0.23
	0.37
	111
	4.47
	4.13
	3.63



	Phil Bredesen
	D
	TN
	0.22
	0.38
	0.33
	673
	6.08
	4.83
	2.38



	Marsha Blackburn
	R
	TN
	0.24
	0.40
	0.30
	42
	3.60
	4.68
	5.66



	Beto O’Rourke
	D
	TX
	0.17
	0.49
	0.16
	687
	5.75
	6.13
	2.82



	Ted Cruz
	R
	TX
	0.29
	0.45
	0.17
	363
	3.63
	4.63
	5.14



	Jenny Wilson
	D
	UT
	0.15
	0.34
	0.28
	471
	5.95
	5.05
	2.45



	Mitt Romney
	R
	UT
	0.29
	0.29
	0.43
	24
	5.95
	3.55
	3.60



	Tim Kaine
	D
	VA
	0.36
	0.37
	0.45
	107
	5.93
	5.33
	2.59



	Corey Stewart
	R
	VA
	0.57
	0.47
	0.38
	958
	2.25
	4.75
	5.44



	Maria Cantwell
	D
	WA
	0.24
	0.61
	0.21
	318
	5.37
	4.58
	2.20



	Susan Hutchison
	R
	WA
	0.33
	0.56
	0.35
	202
	4.30
	4.43
	3.83



	Tammy Baldwin
	D
	WI
	0.32
	0.76
	0.13
	167
	5.33
	4.48
	2.78





a Percentage of tweets classified as “negative” by the algorithm.

b Percentage of tweets classified as “policy attacks” by the algorithm (only among negative tweets).

c Percentage of tweets classified as “character attacks” by the algorithm (only among negative tweets).

d Number of tweets posted by the candidate between September 1, 2018 and November 6, 2018 (election day).




B.6. Covid Response






Table B6.1 Head of states on January 2020 and Covid-19 response




	country
	electID
	Head of state

on 1 Jan. 2020
	Stringency

index

(avg. 2020)
	Containm. and health

index

(avg. 2020)
	Economic support

index

(avg. 2020)
	Cases/1k (Dec. 2020)
	Deaths/1k (Dec. 2020)





	Afghanistan
	AFG_P_20190928
	Ashraf Ghani
	40.6
	39.6
	2.1
	1.4
	0.1



	Argentina
	ARG_P_20191027
	Alberto Fernández
	71.4
	62.7
	57.9
	36.5
	1.0



	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Scott Morrison
	55.9
	52.4
	58.3
	1.1
	0.0



	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Sebastian Kurz
	47.1
	48.0
	71.5
	40.3
	0.8



	Bangladesh
	BGD_L_20181230
	Sheikh Hasina
	66.0
	54.0
	40.4
	3.2
	0.0



	Botswana
	BWA_L_20191023
	Mokgweetsi Masisi
	50.9
	42.8
	31.9
	6.6
	0.0



	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Jair Bolsonaro
	57.4
	52.8
	38.0
	36.7
	0.9



	Bulgaria
	BGR_L_20170326
	Boyko Borisov
	40.4
	36.0
	50.9
	28.8
	1.1



	Cameroon
	CMR_P_20181007
	Paul Biya
	42.1
	37.9
	14.3
	1.0
	0.0



	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Sebastián Piñera
	62.7
	58.1
	58.9
	32.5
	0.9



	Colombia
	COL_P_20180527
	Iván Duque Márquez
	63.2
	57.0
	58.0
	33.1
	0.9



	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	Andrej Babiš
	44.8
	46.3
	55.9
	67.6
	1.1



	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Mette Frederiksen
	45.7
	42.0
	66.6
	28.2
	0.2



	Ecuador
	ECU_P_20170219
	Lenín Moreno
	58.9
	52.4
	58.7
	12.4
	0.8



	Fiji
	FJI_L_20181114
	Frank Bainimarama
	50.2
	49.1
	57.5
	0.1
	0.0



	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Emmanuel Macron
	54.3
	51.7
	58.8
	39.1
	1.0



	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Angela Merkel
	51.8
	50.8
	35.8
	20.7
	0.4



	Ghana
	GHA_P_20161207
	Nana Akufo-Addo
	41.7
	42.2
	11.6
	1.8
	0.0



	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Kyriakos Mitsotakis
	54.5
	52.6
	56.3
	12.9
	0.5



	Guatemala
	GTM_P_20190811
	Alejandro Giammattei
	64.1
	52.7
	47.3
	8.0
	0.3



	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Viktor Orbán
	48.5
	45.2
	46.7
	33.0
	1.0



	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Katrín Jakobsdóttir
	39.4
	42.7
	77.0
	16.3
	0.1



	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Narendra Modi
	66.4
	60.4
	48.8
	7.6
	0.1



	Indonesia
	IDN_P_20190417
	Joko Widodo
	54.7
	47.4
	22.9
	2.8
	0.1



	Ireland
	IRL_L_20200208
	Leo Varadkar
	56.0
	51.0
	75.4
	18.9
	0.5



	Israel
	ISR_L_20190409
	Benjamin Netanyahu
	58.1
	55.2
	72.4
	47.6
	0.4



	Japan
	JAP_L_20190721
	Shinzō Abe
	32.6
	35.3
	68.1
	1.9
	0.0



	Kosovo
	XKX_L_20170611
	Albin Kurti
	57.5
	49.8
	48.0
	27.7
	0.7



	Lithuania
	LTH_P_20190512
	Gitanas Nausėda
	42.1
	40.6
	52.7
	50.7
	0.6



	Madagascar
	MDG_P_20181107
	Andry Rajoelina
	47.8
	42.2
	29.5
	0.7
	0.0



	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	Andrés M. L. Obrador
	57.4
	48.0
	17.2
	11.3
	1.0



	Mozambique
	MOZ_P_20191015
	Filipe Nyusi
	51.6
	46.2
	0.0
	0.6
	0.0



	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Erna Solberg
	41.7
	36.3
	29.4
	9.3
	0.1



	Pakistan
	PAK_L_20180725
	Imran Khan
	54.5
	48.7
	51.4
	2.3
	0.0



	Philippines
	PHL_L_20190513
	Rodrigo Duterte
	66.3
	58.7
	35.3
	4.4
	0.1



	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	António Costa
	54.3
	50.3
	60.0
	40.2
	0.7



	Romania
	ROU_P_20191110
	Klaus Iohannis
	50.0
	43.2
	67.0
	32.5
	0.8



	Russia
	RUS_P_20180318
	Vladimir Putin
	49.3
	48.5
	37.6
	21.6
	0.4



	Serbia
	SRB_P_20170402
	Aleksandar Vučić
	49.4
	45.0
	38.9
	48.4
	0.5



	Slovenia
	SVN_L_20180603
	Janez Janša
	50.0
	48.2
	53.2
	58.9
	1.3



	South Africa
	ZAF_L_20190508
	Cyril Ramaphosa
	54.3
	55.3
	47.1
	18.3
	0.5



	Spain
	ESP_L_20190428
	Pedro Sánchez
	56.3
	49.2
	68.0
	41.2
	1.1



	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Stefan Löfven
	49.0
	44.4
	42.9
	43.0
	0.9



	Thailand
	THA_L_20190324
	Prayut Chan-o-cha
	46.0
	43.5
	69.5
	0.1
	0.0



	The Bahamas
	BHS_L_20170510
	Hubert Minnis
	63.4
	58.5
	32.4
	20.4
	0.4



	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Mark Rutte
	49.2
	45.5
	64.8
	46.7
	0.7



	Timor Leste
	TLS_P_20170320
	Francisco Guterres
	31.8
	33.0
	41.1
	0.0
	0.0



	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
	53.6
	52.6
	60.2
	26.8
	0.3



	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	Boris Johnson
	56.9
	51.8
	78.5
	37.4
	1.1



	Ukraine
	UKR_P_20190331
	Volodymyr Zelensky
	53.1
	51.5
	29.3
	24.4
	0.4



	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Luis Lacalle Pou
	40.2
	38.7
	59.7
	5.5
	0.1



	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Donald Trump
	56.2
	53.6
	47.8
	61.8
	1.1



	Uzbekistan
	UZB_P_20161204
	Shavkat Mirziyoyev
	50.9
	47.1
	38.1
	2.3
	0.0



	Zimbabwe
	ZWE_P_20180730
	E. Mnangagwa
	60.8
	48.3
	18.3
	1.0
	0.0



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Source: Original time-series daily data from the Oxford Covid-19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT).
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Appendix C

Dark Personality Experiment

In May 2020 we surveyed a sample of US residents through the Amazon Mechanical Turk online platform. The study intended to test how respondents react to the profile of candidates. We have thus designed an experiment that allows us to “simulate” the personality traits of a fictive candidate, in such a way that the respondents’ partisan preferences are unlikely to matter prima facie. We have created eight mock magazine interviews with a fictive candidate: independent Paul A. Bauer, running for a seat in the US House of Representatives for Minnesota’s Ninth Congressional District (Minnesota only has eight). Each mock interview was intended to cue respondents toward a specific personality trait of the fictive candidate, using both the framing of the journalist conducting the interview and the candidate responses. Respondents were randomly exposed to one of the eight “personality vignettes,” one for each of the Big Five and the Dark Triad: extraversion (N = 249), agreeableness (N = 250), conscientiousness (N = 234), emotional stability (N = 245), openness (N = 251), narcissism (N = 247), psychopathy (N = 247), and Machiavellianism (N = 248). Sample composition is described in Table C.1.




Table C.1 Sample composition




	Fielded
	12–13 May 2020





	Initial N
	2,010



	Failed attention check (%)
	39 (1.9)



	Final valid N
	1,979



	Female, %
	48.7



	Age in years, average (SD)
	42.0



	English first language, %
	98.1



	Race, %
	



	 Hispanic/Latino
	6.9



	 White/Caucasian
	75.0



	 Black / African American
	11.8



	 Native American
	1.8



	 Asian origin
	8.5



	Education, selected categories, %
	



	 High school
	6.5



	 Some college but no degree
	14.2



	 Bachelor’s degree
	43.7



	 Master’s degree
	19.3



	Respondent Big Five, average on 1–7 scale (SD)
	



	 Extraversion
	3.6 (1.7)



	 Agreeableness
	5.2 (1.3)



	 Conscientiousness
	5.5 (1.3)



	 Emotional Stability
	5.0 (1.5)



	 Openness
	5.0 (1.3)



	Respondent Dark Triad, average on 1–7 scale (SD)
	



	 Narcissism
	3.4 (1.6)



	 Psychopathy
	2.8 (1.5)



	 Machiavellianism
	2.8 (1.6)



	Interest in politics, %
	



	 Not at all
	2.0



	 Not very
	9.5



	 Somewhat
	47.4



	 Very
	41.0



	Party ID, %
	



	 Strong D
	25.1



	 Leaning D
	26.9



	 Neither/Independent
	11.7



	 Leaning R
	19.2



	 Strong R
	17.1



	Left-right, average on 0–10 scale (SD)
	4.8 (3.1)





Note: Percentages on all profile variables computed only for respondents having passed the attention check




All respondents were introduced to the experimental component of the survey via the following text:


In the next page we will show you a magazine interview with Independent candidate Paul A. Bauer, who is running for a seat in the US House of Representatives for Minnesota’s 9th Congressional district. To sketch his profile, the journalists asks Paul Bauer three questions. His answers are particularly indicative of his character. Please read the text carefully, as you will be asked questions about it. You will not be able to move to the next page for a short period of time, to give you the time to read the article.



After a page break, respondents were presented with one out of eight personality vignettes. Figures C.1 to C.8 illustrate the vignettes as they were seen by participants.
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Figure C.1 Extraversion vignette
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Figure C.2 Agreeableness vignette
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Figure C.3 Conscientiousness vignette
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Figure C.4 Emotional stability vignette
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Figure C.5 Openness vignette
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Figure C.6 Narcissism vignette
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Figure C.7 Psychopathy vignette
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Figure C.8 Machiavellianism vignette






Online Supplementary Materials

The Online Supplementary Materials, which include results for all robustness checks and additional analyses, are stored in the following Open Science Foundation (OSF) repository:

https://osf.io/9cwtg/

The OSF repository also includes all data sets used for the analyses, as well as the Stata scripts used to produce all analyses discussed in this book, including all robustness checks. All data used in this book is freely available for replication and further analyses.


EPILOGUE

The Dark Triad of Cocktails

During the first Covid-19 lockdown in early 2020 Alex and his wife Elizabeth decided to follow an online cocktail mixing class,1 which has since turned into a full-fledged hobby. Here are their original recipes for the Dark Triad of Cocktails (Narrackcissism, Piscopathy, Matchavellianism; puns absolutely intended).

Narrackcissism


	1 oz
	Batavia Arrack2


	0.75 oz
	Poire Williams3


	1.5 oz
	Crème de poire liqueur4


	0.5 oz
	Lemon juice (freshly squeezed)


	1 oz
	Orange juice (freshly squeezed)


	Mix:
	Combine all ingredients in shaker with ice. Shake vigorously and strain into a rocks glass. Garnish with an orange peel.5





Arrogant and bombastic. The key ingredient in this cocktail is Batavia Arrack, a rum-like spirit made from sugarcane and fermented “Javanese” red rice, traditionally from Indonesia. The rather funky profile of the arrack, quite distinctive, blends well with pear and orange flavors. The result is a smooth and round cocktail, with uniquely funky notes. You might still want to try the arrack on its own first, before mass-producing this cocktail for family and friends. You could even add a couple of ounces of prosecco, poured gently on top of the finalized cocktail, to turn this into a truly decadent long drink.

Piscopathy


	1 oz
	Pisco


	0.25 oz
	Absinthe6


	1.25 oz
	Cointreau7


	1 oz
	Lemon juice (freshly squeezed)


	1 dash
	Celery bitters8


	Mix:
	Combine all ingredients in shaker with ice. Shake vigorously and strain into a coupe or rocks glass. Garnish with a lemon peel.9





Sour and hard-hitting. This is a spin on one of Alex’s favorite cocktails, the Corpse Reviver No. 2, which already sounds like a perfect fit for a dark trilogy of cocktails. Our take replaces gin in the original recipe10 with Pisco, a brandy-like spirit produced in Chile and Peru from distilled fermented grape juice.11 Another important element of the cocktail is absinthe, a historically mischievous spirit that was frequently seen as incompatible with social norms and polite behaviors. Here the absinthe adds a strong herby and anise profile, balanced by the smoothness of the triple sec. The cocktail has a dry, sour, and tart profile, perfect for sipping on a veranda on a summer evening while reading a book (in particular this one).

Matchavellianism


	1.5 oz
	Matcha-infused gin12


	1 oz
	Rhubarb liqueur


	0.5 oz
	Cocchi Americano13


	1 oz
	Lemon juice (freshly squeezed)


	Mix:
	Combine all ingredients in shaker with ice. Shake vigorously and strain into a rocks glass. Garnish with a lemon peel.14





Sly and crafty. The cocktail was created around the main ingredient, matcha tea, for the sake of the pun. Alex’s visits to Japan in 2022 and 2023 added an extra layer of meaning to it. The cocktail is a partial spin on the classic Vesper. The result is dry and tart, with strong and sophisticated herbal notes (but not the haughtiness of the original James Bond cocktail);15 the rhubarb liqueur helps to balance the bitterness of the matcha. If you like things a little sweeter you can add 0.25 oz of simple syrup (1:1 sugar and water).
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14.2012 US presidential election. Attack ad by Democratic candidate Barack Obama against Republican candidate Mitt Romney. See Ewen MacAskill, “Obama Attack Ad in Ohio Hits Hard at Romney’s Taxes and 47% Comment,” The Guardian, 24 September 2012.
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19.1968 US presidential election. Attack ad run by the Democratic candidate Hubert Humphrey against Republican Spiro Agnew, the VP pick by Richard Nixon.

20.2016 US presidential election. Attack ad by Republican candidate Donald Trump against Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton. See Chris Cillizza, “Donald Trump’s New Attack Ad on Clinton’s Health Is Brutal. It Will Also Fail,” Washington Post, 11 October 2016.
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1.Daron Acemoglu, “US Institutions after Trump,” Project Syndicate, 20 January 2021.
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3.Jack Shafer, “How Trump Took Over the Media by Fighting It,” Politico, 5 November 2016.

4.Jack Shafer, “Did We Create Trump?,” Politico, May–June 2016.

5.For a subsample of 69 candidates in 12 elections, we were able to retrieve the number of times the candidates were mentioned in news media in the national language (e.g., news in Italian for the Italian election) during the week prior to the election, and compare this independent measure with the expert rating of media attention. Reassuringly, the two measures correlate very strongly, r(67) = .86, p < .001, which suggests high construct validity of the expert measure. Data was retrieved via Nexis Uni (advance.lexis.com) on 7 August 7 2019. See the supplementary materials in Maier and Nai 2020 for more details about this validity check.

Epilogue

1.Tammy’s Tastings (https://www.tammystastings.com) in Ann Arbor (MI), led by cocktail virtuoso Tammy Coxen.

2.We use unaged arrack from By the Dutch, an Amsterdam distillery (which might be hard to find outside of the Netherlands). Any Batavia arrack will do, as long as it is unaged; aged arrack tends to be mellower and whiskey-like. You could possibly substitute rhum agricole (sugarcane juice rum from Haiti, Martinique, Guadeloupe, etc.) for arrack if you cannot find the latter.

3.Or any other high-proof pear-based eau-de-vie.

4.Or any other low-proof pear-based liqueur.

5.Cut a thumb-size section of the orange skin. Pinch it to liberate the oils on top of the cocktail, once poured into the glass (do not twist, just squeeze it). Then drop the peel into the cocktail glass as garnish.

6.Absinthe, while delicious (and absolutely legal), is rather strong in taste. If you already like absinthe, feel free to increase the amount to half an ounce. We use the absinthe from Un Peureux. If absinthe is really not your thing, you might try to replace it with some peaty scotch, even though there’s a special place in hell just for people who waste good scotch.

7.You can substitute Grand Marnier (or any other high-quality triple sec) for Cointreau, but we recommend nonetheless the latter if available.

8.This is quite an important final touch as it adds a salty, savory profile to the cocktail.

9.Same procedure as for the orange peel used for the Narrackcissism.

10.https://www.diffordsguide.com/cocktails/recipe/593/corpse-reviver-no2-savoy-recipe.

11.We are not getting here into the controversy of whether the best Pisco is from Chile or from Peru (but our dear friends Julieta and James certainly have a solid opinion about that). If you want to read more about this matter, you might want to check the article by T. Downey, “Chile vs. Peru: On the Hunt for the One True Pisco,” AFAR, 3 February 2014, https://www.afar.com/magazine/the-grapes-of-wrath-on-the-hunt-for-the-one-true-pisco.

12.Put one matcha tea bag into a jar, add 2 ounces of the gin of your choice (we recommend a strong, juniper-forward gin like Botanist or Sipsmith), close the lid, shake, and let steep for five to 10 minutes.

13.A quinine-flavored aromatic aperitif wine. It can be substituted with Lillet Blanc (but not with other aromatic wines, such as vermouth).

14.Same procedure as for the orange peel used for the Narrackcissism.

15.https://www.thespruceeats.com/vesper-martini-recipe-760130.

Appendix A

1.A third approach also deserves a mention here. As discussed in Rice et al. (2021), political “insiders” can provide useful and reliable insights into the profile and character of the candidates they “serve”; this approach is, however, contingent to the formal rules regarding the type and function of staff working for political candidates, and is thus more difficult to generalize.

2.Given that the two original variables have different ranges (1–7 for candidates and 1–10 for expert samples, we first simply forced the two variables into 0–1 scales, to ensure that the subtraction of the expert score from the candidate score is meaningful.
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as very
smart and curious. | asked him three short
questions, and found him to be open and
unconventional.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a good breakfast while
reading the newspaper, since I'm obligated to be
well-informed about what’s going on in my
constituency and the world more broadly. Every
day is a chance to learn something new, unique,
or unexpected. Therefore, | take every chance to
get the most out of each situation, and make sure
that | learn something even from the direst issues.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is the realm of expertise and curiosity.
Only politicians that really know their stuff, and
are always eager to learn more, can do a good
job. Politics is not a sport for amateurs.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Lisa
Simpson. She is by far the most intelligent and
stable member of her dysfunctional family, and |
really like her imaginative and artistic sides. Most
importantly, she’s not afraid of thinking outside of
the box. But if | really had to choose who to be
for one day, | would probably go with Huckleberry
Finn — he’s just so curious, and always ready for
the next adventure.

“Only politicians that know their stuff,
and are always eager to learn more, can do a good job”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views: this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as self-
assured but also sometimes self-centered. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be brash and at times a bit bombastic.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a healthy breakfast
and some physical exercise to stay in shape.
Politics is a very demanding game, so | try to fit
in as much "me time" as | can. As a politician, you
have to be at the service of your constituents, but
you can'’t forget that you're also a human being;
you can only do a good job for everybody else if
you also take care of yourself.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is a beauty show. It might seem cynical to
say that, but that’s just the way it is. Only the best
win, and presentation matters quite a lot. Would
you vote for a candidate that looks like he’s just
getting up from a nap? Of course not.
Appearance isn’t everything, of course, but often
it goes a long way.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired James
Bond. He always has spectacular watches,
impeccably tailored suits and tuxedos, and
perfect hair. When he knocks the bad guy off a
roof, he simply walks off as he fixes his tie. But if
| really had to choose who to be for a day, | would
probably go for Miranda Priestly, the bossy
editor-in-chief in “The Devil Wears Prada” - she
might have a grandiose and overinflated sense of
herself sometimes, but she’s at the top of her
game and she knows that she is right.

“Would you vote for a candidate that
looks like he is just getting up from a nap?”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
responsible and self-disciplined, but also as
extremely serious. | asked him three short
questions, and found him to be conscientious
and thorough.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with breakfast during which
| carefully review my daily and weekly agenda. |
tend to plan my days in advance, usually at least
a week ahead. Of course, life is full of surprises,
but | think it's my responsibility, as a future
officeholder, to be as thorough as possible in
planning what might be ahead of us. In this sense,
my usual day is full of appointments and tasks,
but diligently and carefully planned in advance as
much as | can.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics should be a game where the most ethical
competitor wins. Of course we have to strive to
be the best version of ourselves that we can. To
be a good politician, we must never forget that
we’re not here to serve our own interests, but a
calling greater than any of us.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Hermione
Granger. She is perhaps a little less fun than Harry
Potter, but she knows what she wants and what
she is worth. She often uses her quick wit and
encyclopedic knowledge to overcome dire
situations, and is always there for her friends. But
if | really had to choose who to be for a day, |
would probably go with Batman - he never takes
a day off saving Gotham City, always has the
greater good in mind, and quite simply does not
believe in failure.

“We are not there to serve our own purposes,
but a calling greater than any of us”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as kind
and calm. | asked him three short questions, and
found him to be serene and composed.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day usually starts with a good
breakfast and with reading my work email and
trying to defuse any tense situations that might
have arisen overnight. | see my role fundamentally
as being at the service of my constituency. It's
my duty to be as thorough and calm as possible
when facing problems that might arise on a daily
basis and not rushing into any impulsive
decisions. Most of the time, there isn’t an urgent
need to rush ahead: simply discussing issues with
people and taking a step back typically helps.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being able to take the best decision in
the most calm and nuanced way possible.
Impulsivity cannot have a place in politics. At the
end of the day, only nuanced and rational
decisions matter.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired
Samwise Gamgee from “The Lord of the Rings”,
He's not the flashiest character, or the most
interesting, but he is calm, reliable, and always
level-headed. He has a mission, keeps to it, and
is unflappable in the face of danger and evil. But
if | really had to choose who to be for a day, |
would probably go for Sancho Panza, Don
Quixote’s squire and sidekick — he’s kind and
faithful, and does not get easily upset.

“Impulsivity cannot have place in politics,
and only nuanced and rational decisions matter”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
serious but also tough-minded. | asked him three
short questions, and found him to be dominant
and at times a bit cold.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a light breakfast while
reading international news. There’s always so
many horrible things happening around the world
that we need to be aware of, a war here and a
famine there, but it’s out job as public officials to
try to be objective and serious about it. This is
what the public expects from us. We have an
important job to do, and we have to put our
feelings on the side to be able to do it,
unfortunately.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

| think that politics is a game of survival-of-the—
fittest. It's perhaps unfortunate to think of it this
way, but it's a fact that modern politics is a tough
business, and that it often comes down to "eat or
be eaten." You might not like that, but we are
dealing with the future of our country, and we
can’t let sentiments get in the way.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always appreciated
anti-heroes with a darker side like Hannibal Lecter
from “the Silence of the Lambs.” He is for sure a
controversial figure that operates outside of the
law (and moral standards), but he is suave and
intelligent in a very unconventional way. And he
gets the job done. And that's the only thing that
matters. But if | really had to choose who to be
for a day, | would probably go for Sarah Connor
from “The Terminator” movies - she’s an
uncompromising badass and nothing can stop
her.

“Modern politics is a tough business,
and it often comes down to eat or be eaten”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
driven but also as sometimes a bit manipulative. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be clinical and calculating.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with looking at my agenda,
trying to plan what comes ahead, and thinking
about the right strategy to adopt to face daily
challenges. We have an important job to do, and
we always have to find new ways to do it. | tend
to always listen to what people say to me and
react accordingly. I've found that when | act as
people expect me to, | get more results. At the
end of the day, everyone wins.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

| think that politics is a game where the most
cunning wins. It might be a bit cynical to say it,
but you have to be strategic to survive in politics.
Your opponents will be.

You know that the final question in all my
interviews with “celebrities” is always the same:
if you could be a fictional character for just a
single day, who would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired House,
M.D. In every episode he harasses co-workers
and consents to some risky medical procedure,
but audiences forgive him because he’s usually
right. Sure, he’s not the best behaved and is
sometimes even a bit dictatorial to his employees,
but he saves lives. But if | really had to choose
who to be for one day, | would probably go for
Frank Underwood from “House of Cards” - he
isn’t the most morally upstanding character, but
ultimately gets what he wants.

“You have to be strategic to survive in this game.
Your opponents will be”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
enthusiastic and outgoing, but also as extremely
talkative. | asked him three short questions, and
found him to be extraverted and warm.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a quick breakfast
before darting into the world. My day really starts
when | go out of the house. | can’t stay inside; |
have to be out there and interact with the world.
Talking with people gives me the energy that |
need to move ahead in my day. My day is a long
sequence of discussions, meetings, phone calls,
arguments, and chit-chats with all those around
me.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being part of the public. | honestly
cannot see how | could be an effective public
official without interacting and talking with the
public on a daily basis. Without social
interactions, politics does not exist.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Han Solo.
His enthusiasm is really what makes Star Wars so
special; he might break the law sometimes, but
he has a good heart and never turns down an
invitation to party. But if | really had to choose
who to be for a day, | would probably go for
Michael Scott, the exuberant manager in “The
Office” - | just love how spontaneous and
enthusiastic he is all the time.

“Without social interactions,
politics does not exist”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as kind
and considerate, but also as extremely trusting. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be agreeable and modest.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a healthy breakfast
and reading emails from family and friends. | see
my role fundamentally as being at the service of
my constituency. I've been given the chance to
try and help them, and it’s my duty and pleasure
to do so. | often take the time to listen to people's
problems, regardless of what they think of me and
even if they wouldn’t vote for me in the first place.
To be honest, | really enjoy my job and tell myself
every day how lucky | am to be doing what | do.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being at the service of the public-at-
large. It doesn’t matter whether they like you or
even if they thank you, you are there for them, and
should always strive to do it with a smile.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked WALL-E,
the little robot with a heart of gold from the Pixar
movie. Humanity left him behind to dispose of
their garbage; he accomplishes his tasks in such
a humble and tender way, and my soul aches for
his loneliness. But if | really had to choose who to
be for a day, | would probably go for Forrest
Gump - he might not be the smartest guy, but |
really admire his selfless and uncynical approach
to life in general.

“You are there for them, and should
always strive to do it with a smile”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as kind
and calm. | asked him three short questions, and
found him to be serene and composed.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day usually starts with a good
breakfast and with reading my work email and
trying to defuse any tense situations that might
have arisen overnight. | see my role fundamentally
as being at the service of my constituency. It's
my duty to be as thorough and calm as possible
when facing problems that might arise on a daily
basis and not rushing into any impulsive
decisions. Most of the time, there isn’t an urgent
need to rush ahead: simply discussing issues with
people and taking a step back typically helps.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being able to take the best decision in
the most calm and nuanced way possible.
Impulsivity cannot have a place in politics. At the
end of the day, only nuanced and rational
decisions matter.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired
Samwise Gamgee from “The Lord of the Rings”,
He's not the flashiest character, or the most
interesting, but he is calm, reliable, and always
level-headed. He has a mission, keeps to it, and
is unflappable in the face of danger and evil. But
if | really had to choose who to be for a day, |
would probably go for Sancho Panza, Don
Quixote’s squire and sidekick — he’s kind and
faithful, and does not get easily upset.

“Impulsivity cannot have place in politics,
and only nuanced and rational decisions matter”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's Sth Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as very
smart and curious. | asked him three short
questions, and found him to be open and
unconventional.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a good breakfast while
reading the newspaper, since I'm obligated to be
well-informed about what's going on in my
constituency and the world more broadly. Every
day is a chance to learn something new, unique,
or unexpected. Therefore, | take every chance to
get the most out of each situation, and make sure
that | learn something even from the direst issues.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is the realm of expertise and curiosity.
Only politicians that really know their stuff, and
are always eager to learn more, can do a good
job. Politics is not a sport for amateurs.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Lisa
Simpson. She is by far the most intelligent and
stable member of her dysfunctional family, and |
really like her imaginative and artistic sides. Most
importantly, she’s not afraid of thinking outside of
the box. But if | really had to choose who to be
for one day, | would probably go with Huckleberry
Finn - he's just so curious, and always ready for
the next adventure.

“Only politicians that know their stuff,
and are always eager to learn more, can do a good job”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as kind
and considerate, but also as extremely trusting. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be agreeable and modest.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a healthy breakfast
and reading emails from family and friends. | see
my role fundamentally as being at the service of
my constituency. I've been given the chance to
try and help them, and it's my duty and pleasure
to do so. | often take the time to listen to people's
problems, regardless of what they think of me and
even if they wouldn’t vote for me in the first place.
To be honest, | really enjoy my job and tell myself
every day how lucky | am to be doing what | do.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being at the service of the public—at-
large. It doesn’t matter whether they like you or
even if they thank you, you are there for them, and
should always strive to do it with a smile.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked WALL-E,
the little robot with a heart of gold from the Pixar
movie. Humanity left him behind to dispose of
their garbage; he accomplishes his tasks in such
a humble and tender way, and my soul aches for
his loneliness. But if | really had to choose who to
be for a day, | would probably go for Forrest
Gump - he might not be the smartest guy, but |
really admire his selfless and uncynical approach
to life in general.

“You are there for them, and should
always strive to do it with a smile”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views: this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
responsible and self-disciplined, but also as
extremely serious. | asked him three short
questions, and found him to be conscientious
and thorough.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with breakfast during which
| carefully review my daily and weekly agenda. |
tend to plan my days in advance, usually at least
a week ahead. Of course, life is full of surprises,
but | think it's my responsibility, as a future
officeholder, to be as thorough as possible in
planning what might be ahead of us. In this sense,
my usual day is full of appointments and tasks,
but diligently and carefully planned in advance as
much as | can.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics should be a game where the most ethical
competitor wins. Of course we have to strive to
be the best version of ourselves that we can. To
be a good politician, we must never forget that
we're not here to serve our own interests, but a
calling greater than any of us.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Hermione
Granger. She is perhaps a little less fun than Harry
Potter, but she knows what she wants and what
she is worth. She often uses her quick wit and
encyclopedic knowledge to overcome dire
situations, and is always there for her friends. But
if | really had to choose who to be for a day, |
would probably go with Batman - he never takes
a day off saving Gotham City, always has the
greater good in mind, and quite simply does not
believe in failure.

“We are not there to serve our own purposes,
but a calling greater than any of us”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views:; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
driven but also as sometimes a bit manipulative. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be clinical and calculating.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with looking at my agenda,
trying to plan what comes ahead, and thinking
about the right strategy to adopt to face daily
challenges. We have an important job to do, and
we always have to find new ways to do it. | tend
to always listen to what people say to me and
react accordingly. I've found that when | act as
people expect me to, | get more results. At the
end of the day, everyone wins.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

| think that politics is a game where the most
cunning wins. It might be a bit cynical to say it,
but you have to be strategic to survive in politics.
Your opponents will be.

You know that the final question in all my
interviews with “celebrities” is always the same:
if you could be a fictional character for just a
single day, who would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired House,
M.D. In every episode he harasses co-workers
and consents to some risky medical procedure,
but audiences forgive him because he’s usually
right. Sure, he’s not the best behaved and is
sometimes even a bit dictatorial to his employees,
but he saves lives. But if | really had to choose
who to be for one day, | would probably go for
Frank Underwood from “House of Cards” - he
isn't the most morally upstanding character, but
ultimately gets what he wants.

“You have to be strategic to survive in this game.
Your opponents will be”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views:; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as self—
assured but also sometimes self-centered. |
asked him three short questions, and found him
to be brash and at times a bit bombastic.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a healthy breakfast
and some physical exercise to stay in shape.
Politics is a very demanding game, so | try to fit
in as much "me time" as | can. As a politician, you
have to be at the service of your constituents, but
you can’t forget that you're also a human being:
you can only do a good job for everybody else if
you also take care of yourself.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is a beauty show. It might seem cynical to
say that, but that’s just the way it is. Only the best
win, and presentation matters quite a lot. Would
you vote for a candidate that looks like he’s just
getting up from a nap? Of course not.
Appearance isn’t everything, of course, but often
it goes a long way.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always admired James
Bond. He always has spectacular watches,
impeccably tailored suits and tuxedos, and
perfect hair. When he knocks the bad guy off a
roof, he simply walks off as he fixes his tie. But if
| really had to choose who to be for a day, | would
probably go for Miranda Priestly, the bossy
editor-in—chief in “The Devil Wears Prada” - she
might have a grandiose and overinflated sense of
herself sometimes, but she’s at the top of her
game and she knows that she is right.

“Would you vote for a candidate that
looks like he is just getting up from a nap?”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views:; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
serious but also tough—-minded. | asked him three
short questions, and found him to be dominant
and at times a bit cold.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a light breakfast while
reading international news. There’s always so
many horrible things happening around the world
that we need to be aware of, a war here and a
famine there, but it's out job as public officials to
try to be objective and serious about it. This is
what the public expects from us. We have an
important job to do, and we have to put our
feelings on the side to be able to do it,
unfortunately.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

| think that politics is a game of survival-of-the—
fittest. It's perhaps unfortunate to think of it this
way, but it's a fact that modern politics is a tough
business, and that it often comes down to "eat or
be eaten." You might not like that, but we are
dealing with the future of our country, and we
can'’t let sentiments get in the way.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always appreciated
anti-heroes with a darker side like Hannibal Lecter
from “the Silence of the Lambs.” He is for sure a
controversial figure that operates outside of the
law (and moral standards), but he is suave and
intelligent in a very unconventional way. And he
gets the job done. And that's the only thing that
matters. But if | really had to choose who to be
for a day, | would probably go for Sarah Connor
from “The Terminator” movies - she’s an
uncompromising badass and nothing can stop
her.

“Modern politics is a tough business,
and it often comes down to eat or be eaten”
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A minute with... Paul A. Bauer

Independent candidate Paul Bauer is running for
a seat in the US House of Representatives for
Minnesota's 9th Congressional district. Bauer is a
rising star in politics but is still relatively unknown
to the public at large. In our first interview last
week we discussed his policies and political
views; this week we want to get to know him more
as a person. Acquaintances describe him as
enthusiastic and outgoing, but also as extremely
talkative. | asked him three short questions, and
found him to be extraverted and warm.

Describe your typical day. What does it look like?

Usually, my day starts with a quick breakfast
before darting into the world. My day really starts
when | go out of the house. | can’t stay inside; |
have to be out there and interact with the world.
Talking with people gives me the energy that |
need to move ahead in my day. My day is a long
sequence of discussions, meetings, phone calls,
arguments, and chit-chats with all those around
me.

You are running for an important political position.
But what is politics to you?

Politics is being part of the public. | honestly
cannot see how | could be an effective public
official without interacting and talking with the
public on a daily basis. Without social
interactions, politics does not exist.

The final question in all my interviews with
“celebrities” is always the same: if you could be
a fictional character for just a single day, who
would you be?

That's a tough question! | always liked Han Solo.
His enthusiasm is really what makes Star Wars so
special; he might break the law sometimes, but
he has a good heart and never turns down an
invitation to party. But if | really had to choose
who to be for a day, | would probably go for
Michael Scott, the exuberant manager in “The
Office” - | just love how spontaneous and
enthusiastic he is all the time.

“Without social interactions,
politics does not exist”
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