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Summary-Using a large (N = 3629) sample of individuals selected to be representative of U.S. working 
adults in the year 2000, we provide the correlations between each of four demographic variables (gender, 
age, ethnic/racial status, and educational level) and each of the dimensions from two quite different five- 
variable representations of personality traits. Across the four demographic variables and the five personality 
dimensions, we find average correlations of 0.08 with the Big-Five factors and 0.10 with the AVA vectors. 
Although most of the demographic-personality associations are of trivial size, two are somewhat stronger: 
older persons tend to describe themselves as more conscientious than younger ones, and persons with 
higher levels of education describe themselves as more intellectual than those with less education. 0 1998 
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Among the most enduring topics in the history of psychometrics is the degree of association between 
group and individual differences, and many controversies in the field have centered on the extent to 
which various demographically defined groups differ on important human attributes. Perhaps the 
most interesting of all individual differences are those included in the broad and diverse family of 
‘personality traits’. In this context, it is of considerable scientific interest to discover whether various 
demographic groups differ in their ‘personalities’. 

It is a statistical truism, however, that all populations differ from each other, at least to some small 
extent; the detection of statistically significant differences among samples from those populations 
depends both on the magnitude of the actual population differences and the number of individuals 
in the samples, and consequently in large enough samples even tiny differences will prove to be 
‘statistically significant’. What is scientifically important is the size of the differences between groups. 
In the present context, the basic problem is to determine the size of the differences in important 
personality attributes between some major demographic groups. That is the purpose of this article. 

PERSONALITY VARIABLES 

Although there is an enormous number of personality-related attributes on which individuals can 
differ, they are not all of equal importance in people’s transactions with each other. It has long been 
argued that the most important personality attributes will eventually become encoded as single terms 
in the lexicons of the world’s languages (e.g. Galton, 1884; Allport & Odbert, 1936; Cattell, 1943; 
Norman, 1963). This ‘lexical hypothesis’ (Goldberg, 1981) implies that the importance of an attribute 
can be indexed by its frequency of occurrence across languages, and within any one language by 
the relative frequency of its near-synonyms and near-antonyms, as well as by the relative frequency 
of their use and thus their familiarity to native speakers (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996). 

Investigations of familiar personality-descriptive terms in a number of languages have generally 

‘To whom all correspondence should be addressed. Tel.: (541) 484-2123; Fax: (541) 484-l 108; E-mail: lewg@,ori.org 

393 



394 Lewis R. Goldberg et al. 

revealed that most such terms can be subsumed within five large domains, often referred to as 
the Big-Five factor structure (Goldberg, 1993). Specifically, variants of this taxonomic framework 
have now been obtained in a number of languages, including English (Goldberg, 1990) German 
(Ostendorf, 1990), Dutch (De Raad, Mulder, Kloosterman & Hofstee, 1988), Hungarian (De Raad 
& Szirmak, 1994; Szirmak & De Raad, 1994), Russian (Shmelyov & Pokhil’ko, 1993), Italian 
(Caprara & Perugini, 1994), and Filipino/Tagalog (Church, Katigbak dz Reyes, 1996; Katigbak, 
Church & Akamine, 1996). The structure has been obtained when persons use personality-descriptive 
terms to describe themselves or others, as well as when persons judge the extent of similarities 
among the terms (e.g. Peabody & Goldberg, 1989). 

The Big-Five dimensions are typically numbered and labelled: (I) Extraversion (or Surgency) 
vs Introversion, (II) Agreeableness (or Benevolence) vs Belligerence, (III) Conscientiousness (or 
Dependability) vs Undependability, (IV) Emotional Stability vs Neuroticism, and (V) Intellect (or 
Imagination) vs Lack of Intellect. These five dimensions can be viewed as broad domains, located 
near the top of a hierarchical structure of phenotypic personality attributes. At lower levels of the 
structure are the more specific ‘facets’ of personality that we use in our day-to-day descriptions of 
ourselves and others. 

An alternative five-dimensional model for organizing English person-descriptive adjectives was 
formulated by Walter V. Clarke and incorporated in a personality inventory called the Activity 
Vector Analysis (AVA). The first four of the five AVA dimensions were gleaned from the ideas of 
the personality-theorist Lecky (1945) and the emotion-theorist Marston (1928), and a fifth dimension 
was later added to round out the system; Clarke’s goal was to capture those traits of character and 
behavior predictive of performance in business settings. The five dimensions (or ‘vectors’) in the 
AVA model are: (Vl) Assertiveness, defined as the tendency to take action in unfavorable or 
threatening situations; (V2) Sociability, defined as the tendency to approach favorable situations, 
especially those involving people; (V3) Tranquility or Calmness, defined as the tendency to remain 
calm in situations of pressure or change; (V4) Tractability or Conformity, defined as the tendency 
to avoid unfavorable situations, especially those that could involve censure; and (V5) Conscious 
Restraint, defined as the tendency to be self-disciplined, socially responsible, controlled, and to 
follow a clear set of ethical and moral standards. For a more detailed description of the AVA model, 
see Merenda (1987); for reports on the relations of the AVA scales to industrial criteria, see Merenda 
and Clarke (1958, 1959a, 1959b), Merenda, Clarke and Hall (1961) and Whitely (1966). 

Although there are similarities between the descriptions of the AVA constructs and the labels for 
factors I-IV in the Big-Five model, recent research by Goldberg, Sweeney, Merenda and Hughes 
(1996) has shown that there are no exact one-to-one correspondences between the constructs in the 
two systems. For example, AVA Assertiveness is a complex amalgam of Big-Five Extraversion 
and Disagreeableness, plus small amounts of Intellect and Conscientiousness. AVA Sociability 
incorporates facets of Extraversion, Undependability, and Agreeableness. AVA Calmness is a 
complex blend of Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, and Extraversion. AVA Conformity includes 
primary aspects of Emotional Instability (Neuroticism) and Introversion. And, AVA Conscious 
Restraint is an amalgam of Conscientiousness and Intellect, plus some facets of Emotional Stability. 
For a more complete description of the relations between the two systems, see Goldberg et al. 
(1996). 

In the present study, we examine the strength of the associations between demographic variables 
and the major dimensions in both the Big-Five and the AVA systems. The fact that these two 
personality representations are so far from isomorphic provides us with the opportunity to replicate 
our findings across different sets of personality variables, thus providing some assurance that the 
findings are not unique to any one set alone. 

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

The major legally protected groups in contemporary U.S. society include the physically and 
mentally handicapped, the elderly, women, and members of four of the principal minority eth- 
nic/racial populations (Native Americans, African Americans, Hispanic/Latin0 Americans, and 
Asian Americans). In this article, we provide evidence on the relations of personality variables to 



Demographic variables and personality 395 

age, gender, and ethnic/racial status; as an additional demographic control variable, we also include 
the correlates of education, which is highly related to socio-economic status in modern Western 
countries. To set the stage for our own study, we will briefly review previous research on each of 
these four demographic variables. 

Gender (biological sex) 

Of the four major demographic variables, gender is the one whose relations with personality 
variables have been most often studied historically, and it is the only one for which there is available 
a recent quantitative meta-analysis of the findings from previous studies (Feingold, 1994). Feingold 
(1994) reported the findings from four meta-analyses of gender-personality studies; the first three 
of these included: (a) a quantitative synthesis of the studies included in Maccoby and Jacklin’s 
(1974) classic qualitative review, (b) a re-analysis of the studies included in Hall’s (Hall, 1984) meta- 
analysis, and (c) an analysis of recent studies from the same journals surveyed earlier by Hall (1984). 
Feingold compared the findings from these three analyses for the personality variables of Self- 
esteem, Internal locus of control, Assertiveness, and Anxiety, and found average gender differences 
across the three meta-analyses that translate into correlations with gender of 0.06, 0.06, 0.08, and 
-0.13 for those four variables, respectively (with positive correlations corresponding to higher 
scores for men).* 

Of more relevance to the present study was Feingold’s meta-analysis of gender differences in the 
personality scale norms provided in various editions of the manuals of 13 personality inventories. As 
a framework for classifying the 58 diversely labelled personality scales included in those inventories, 
Feingold used the facets of the five-factor model developed by Costa and McCrae (1992). Each of 
the 58 scales was classified into one of nine facets: Anxiety and Impulsiveness from the Neuroticism 
domain; Gregariousness, Assertiveness, and Activity from the Extraversion domain; Openness to 
Ideas from the Openness domain; Trust and ‘Tender-mindedness’ from the Agreeableness domain; 
and Order from the Conscientiousness domain.? For the scales classified within each facet, the 
median correlations with gender were 0.24 (Assertiveness), 0.07 (Openness to Ideas), 0.04 (Activity), 
-0.02 (Impulsiveness), -0.03 (Order), -0.07 (Gregariousness), -0.12 (Trust), -0.13 (Anxiety), 
and -0.47 (Tender-mindedness), again with positive correlations corresponding to higher scores 
for men. The median effect size for Tender-mindedness is misleading, due to the pooling of scales 
from inventories developed by Cattell (e.g. 16PF, HSPQ) with scales from other inventories (e.g. 
CPI, CPS, EPPS, NEO-PI, PRF); the median effect size of the latter ‘Nurturance’ scales corresponds 
to a correlation with gender of -0.26, as compared to a median value of -0.57 for Cattell’s 
‘Tender-mindedness’ scales, which seem to function more like pure measures of masculinity vs 
femininity. 

Of the above nine average gender-personality correlations, all but the first and last are of trivial 
size, suggesting that most gender differences in personality variables are quite weak, with the 
exception of Assertiveness (men somewhat higher) and Nurturance (women considerably higher). 
Concluding from all four of the meta-analyses reported by Feingold (1994), we can expect to find 
the largest gender differences favoring men to occur in the Big-Five domain of Extraversion (particularly 
Assertiveness), and the largest such differences favoring women to occur in the Agreeableness 
domain (Nurturance, Sympathy, Empathy, Concern for others); there is also a consistent tendency 
for women to obtain slightly higher scores on measures of Anxiety, a central facet of the Emotional 

*In Feingold (1994), the effect-size estimates are reported as standardized differences between the means for men and women. 
In the present article, we have converted these estimates into the more familiar metric of the Pearson product-moment 
correlation, so as to be able to compare them with the corresponding values for other demographic variables that are 
continuously distributed (e.g. age, years of education). Correlations also have the advantage of a defined range, from 
zero to one, whereas standardized differences approach infinity as the correlation goes to unity. The relation between the 
correlational and distance metrics is non-linear, but in the lower range of correlation coefficients that characterize our 
own findings, one can compute the corresponding standardized difference by multiplying the correlation by two (e.g. a 
correlation of 0.10 corresponds to a standardized difference of 0.20). 

@ome of these labels may be. misleading as indicators of the item content in the corresponding dimensions; particularly 
problematic are the labels ‘Impulsiveness’ for neurotic immoderation or addiction-proneness, ‘Openness to Ideas’ for 
intellect, and ‘Tender-mindedness’ for sympathy or concern for others. 
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Stability domain. Within the AVA system, we would expect men to obtain higher scores than 
women on Assertiveness (Vl) and lower scores on Conformity (V4). 

In concluding his review of personality-gender studies, Feingold (1994, p. 450) noted that because 
“personality inventory norms had not been broken down by ethnicity or geography”, an important 
future topic for research is the potential “moderation of gender differences by race”. Indeed, in the 
studies reviewed by Feingold, and in his own meta-analyses, all that have been reported are measures 
of the direct relations between gender and personality variables, with no consideration of the 
possible confounding in those samples of gender with such other demographic variables as age, 
education, or ethnic/racial status. In the present study, we explicitly control for such confounds by 
the analyses of residual correlations, with the effects of other demographic variables partialled out. 

Age (cohort) 

Because persons of the same age were born during the same time period (thus putting them 
into a birth cohort that is different from persons of another age), in all cross-sectional analyses 
chronological age is inevitably confounded with cohort; in this article, we use the term ‘age’ to refer 
to the more cumbersome but more accurate phrase ‘age/cohort combination’. Although there have 
been many analyses of the relations between age and various personality dimensions, we have found 
no quantitative synthesis of this large body of research. Among the most comprehensive of the 
qualitative summaries of this literature are the chapters by Kogan (1990) and by Ryff and Essex 
(1992); and the books, Adult Development and Aging, by Schaie and Willis (1991), and especially 
Personality in Adulthood, by McCrae and Costa (1990); see also Costa and McCrae (1988, 1994a, 
1994b, 1997). 

For the purpose of estimating the strength of association between age and self-reported personality 
variables, this literature has many limitations: (a) most studies have focused on the ‘elderly,’ 
defined by age cutting scores ranging from 40 + to 80 + ; (b) as a consequence, most studies have 
dichotomized the age variable (e.g. ‘young’ vs ‘old’), thus losing considerable statistical power 
(Cohen, 1983) and eliminating the possibility of calculating measures of association based on the 
entire continuous distribution; (c) few reports of age vs personality relations include any information 
about possible nonlinear associations, such as U-shaped or inverted-U-shaped relations; in the 
present study, we examine all bivariate frequency distributions for both of the continuous demo- 
graphic variables, age and years of education; and (d) as we noted in our discussion of gender, 
virtually none of the studies has included any statistical controls for other demographic variables 
that might be confounded with age. 

Given these problems, our survey of the literature on personality and aging suggests only one 
strong prediction: of all the Big-Five domains, the only one that might be expected to be mon- 
otonically related to age is Conscientiousness (factor III). Other things being equal, we would expect 
both older cohorts and older individuals to become somewhat more conservative, traditional, well- 
organized, dependable, practical, economical, and cautious-all facets of Conscientiousness in the 
Big-Five model-than younger cohorts and younger individuals. Within the AVA model, the 
strongest associate of age should be Conscious Restraint (vector 5). In one of the few large-sample 
studies of age and personality based on some variant of the five-factor model, Vassend and Skrondal 
(1995) reported a correlation of 0.46 between age and Conscientiousness measured by a Norwegian 
translation of the NE0 Personality Inventory, as compared to correlations of -0.09, - 0.11, - 0.13, 
and -0.15 for the other four domains. 

Ethnic/racial status 

As with the demographic variable of age, we were unable to find any quantitative review of the 
relations between personality variables and ethnic/racial status. Even worse, we were not able to 
locate any summary sources that focused on a wide range of personality variables, such as the traits 
that would be included within the Big-Five factor structure. Samuda’s (1975) book, Psychological 
Testing of American Minorities, is out-of-date and focused almost exclusively on aptitude and ability 
measures. Greene’s (1987) more recent review was focused entirely on the MMPI. Moreover, most 
studies of the links between personality and ethnicity have included small samples, increasing the 
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difficulty for authors of non-quantitative reviews. What is clearly needed is a rigorous meta-analysis 
based on the large samples used as norms for current personality inventories (e.g. Hogan & Hogan, 
1995), analogous to the similar meta-analysis of gender/personality relations in Feingold (1994). In 
the absence of a coherent body of literature on this topic, we hazard no predictions about the 
relations between personality variables and ethnic/racial status, other than the current received 
wisdom that, unlike the relations based on measures of aptitude and ability, those based on 
personality variables should be quite small. 

Years of education 

Once again, as with the last two demographic variables, there seems to have been no quantitative 
review of the relations between personality variables and educational attainment, nor even any 
recent qualitative summaries of what may be, compared to the other three demographic variables, a 
relatively small body of literature. In the large-sample Norwegian study by Vassend and Skrondal 
(1995), the highest correlate of educational level was Openness (r = 0.37), as compared to a cor- 
relation of -0.22 with Conscientiousness and 0.15 or lower for the other three domains. Because 
the NE0 Openness domain, which includes a facet labelled Openness to Ideas, is most closely 
related to factor V (Intellect) in the Big-Five representation and to Conscious Restraint in the AVA 
model, we expect that the major correlates of education should be Intellect (Big-Five) and Conscious 
Restraint (AVA). 

METHOD 

Participants 

The participants (N = 3629) were recruited from a wide variety of work settings to provide a 
reasonably representative sample of U.S. working adults in the year 2000, based on projections 
prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in Washington, DC.* Excluded from the sample were 
job applicants, persons under 18 years of age, and individuals who had never held a full-time job. 
The gender and ethnic status of the sample match almost exactly the year 2000 projections: 
approximately half of the participants were of each gender (men 48.5%; women 5 1.5%); in terms 
of racial composition, the sample included 4.8% Asian Americans, 10.7% African Americans, 5.7% 
Hispanic/Latin0 Americans, 0.6% Native Americans, and 78.1% Caucasian Americans. 

The participants ranged in age from 18 to 75 (median = 36; mean = 37.4; standard 
deviation = 10.5). Their years of schooling ranged from 7 to 25, with the largest percentage (40%) 
stopping their education at the end of college, and the next largest percentage (26.5%) at the end 
of high school; the median level of schooling was two years of college. The participants’ jobs varied 
from clerical to executive, and from hourly through senior management positions, in such diverse 
settings as hair styling, food preparation, manufacturing, sales, engineering, insurance, and medical 
organizations. 

Measures 

Orthogonal factor scores representing the Big-Five factor structure and scales measuring the five 
AVA vectors were available for each of the participants, based on procedures described in con- 

*We use the term ‘representative’ with some hesitation, because our sample was not (nor could it have been) random/y 
selected from any population, and thus its degree of representativeness cannot be known. All participants were adult 
volunteers, recruited from workplaces throughout the U.S. The personality measure was administered under conditions 
of complete anonymity: participants were instructed not to include their names on the questionnaire, which they mailed 
directly to the investigators in a postage-paid pre-addressed envelope. Further details of the instructions to the participants 
are provided in Goldberg ef al. (1996). 
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siderable detail in Goldberg et al. (1996).* Both sets of measures were derived from a 324-item 
adjective check-list; all of the adjectives were expected to be no more difficult than those that could 
be understood by individuals with an &h-grade reading level.? The items were assembled in a four- 
page questionnaire, the first page of which contained questions about the participant’s gender, 
ethnic group, age, years of schooling, job level, and supervisory status. The instructions included 
(a) a statement of purpose, (b) directions for returning the form, and (c) detailed instructions for 
completing the check-list; the actual wording is provided in Goldberg et al. (1996). 

RESULTS 

Characteristics of the sample 

Table 1 presents the intercorrelations among the four demographic variables; in that table, and 
throughout this report, each of the four minority ethnic/racial subsamples is contrasted with the 
majority Caucasian sample using dummy-variable coding (majority subsample coded 1; minority 
subsample coded 2). In Table 1, and in subsequent tables, correlations larger than 0.20 are listed in 
boldface; values in brackets are partial correlations, with the other demographic variables controlled. 

Although the over-all percentages of participants in each of the gender and racial/ethnic sub- 
samples provide excellent matches to those projected for the U.S. workforce in the year 2000, we 
can make no guarantees that the proportions of individuals in each of the smaller cross-category 
classifications (e.g. Hispanic/Latin0 women with more than 15 years of education) will prove to be 

Table 1. Intercorrelations among the demographic variables (N= 3629) 

Gender: 
Men (1) versus 

women (2) Age Years of education 

Age -0.20 
c - 0.22) 

Years of education -0.23’ - 0.03 
(-0.24) ( - 0.08) 

Racial/ethnic status: 
Caucasian (1) versus... 
Asian American (2) 0.07 -0.09 0.10 

(0.07) ( - 0.07) 0.11 
African American (2) 0.11 -0.11 0.00 

(0.09) (-0.08) (0.02) 
Hispanic American (2) 0.05 -0.17 -0.05 

0.00 (-0.17) ( - 0.05) 
Native American (2) 0.02 -0.02 -0.07 

(0.00) (-0.02) (-0.07) 

Note. Correlations larger than 0.035 and 0.045 are significantly different from zero at the 
0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively. Correlations larger than 0.20 are listed in bold. Values 
in parentheses are partial correlations, with the other demographic variables controlled. 

*The items in Form E of the AVA had been included in the set of 324, and therefore the five AVA vectors could be scored 
directly. To construct measures of the Big-Five factor structure, two experts on that model classified each of the 324 
items; based on the consensus of these judgments, 205 items were categorized as markers of one of the five factors. After 
eliminating 22 items that were near synonyms of others in the set, the terms associated with each of the five factors were 
subjected to reliability analyses, resulting in a set of homogeneous scales based on 161 items, containing 30, 46, 35, 24, 
and 26 items as markers of factors I-V, respectively. As a final step. the intercorrelations among the five marker scales 
were factor analyzed, and fivs principal components were extracted and rotated by varimax; the resulting five orthogonal 
factor scores correlated 0.96, 0.97,0.98, 0.90, and 0.96 with the original scales marking factors I-V, respectively. 

tin an attempt to discover any effects associated with individual differences in checking bias, analyses were carried out 
separately in each of four data sets: (a) the original dichotomous responses in the total sample of 3629 participants; (b) 
the original dichotomous responses in a subsample of 3167 participants that excluded those who had checked fewer than 
20% or more than 80% of the items; (c) the standard-scored response values, separately computed for each participant 
across the 324 items, in the total sample; and (d) the standard-scored responses in the reduced subsample. In the standard- 
scored data sets, the responses of every participant had the same mean and standard deviation across the 324 items, thus 
correcting for individual differences in the number of items that were checked. As indicated in Goldberg et al. (1996), the 
scale reliabilities and patterns of scale intercorrelations within each of the four data sets demonstrated that the effects 
associated with the nature of the sample (total versus reduced samples) were always quite small, whereas there were large 
effects associated with the nature of the data (original versus standard-scored responses). In the present article, analyses 
of the Big-Five factor scores are based on the standard-scored data from the reduced sample, whereas analyses of the 
AVA scales are based on the original responses in the total sample. 
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Table 2. Correlations between the demographic variables and the Big-Five factors 

Demographic variable 
1 

Extraversion 
II 

Agreeableness 

Big-Five factor 
111 IV V 

Conscientiousness Emotional stability Intellect 

Age 0.04 0.12 0.32 0.10 0.00 
(0.02) (0.15) (0.31) (0.08) (-0.01) 

Years of education -0.03 -0.12 0.11 0.06 
(-0.04) (-0.08) (0.12) (0.03) (Z::) 

Gender(M=l: F=2) -0.05 0.17 -0.12 -0.14 -0.20 
(-0.05) (0.17) ( -0.03) (-0.11) (-0.13) 

Ethnic .sm~us: 
Caucasian (I) versus... 
Asian American (2) 

African American (2) 

Hispanic American (2) 

Native American (2) 

-0.12 
-0.11) 
-0.06 
-0.05) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.04 
-0.04) 

0.05 

(0.07) 
-0.01 

(-0.01) 
-0.06 

(-0.04) 
-0.01 

( - 0.02) 

-0.10 
( - 0.09) 
-0.24 

(-0.22) 
-0.23 

(-0.18) 
-0.07 

(-0.06) 

-0.02 
(-0.01) 

0.08 
(0.11) 
0.00 

(0.02) 
0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.05 
-0.09) 
-0.03 
-0.02) 
- 0.06 
- 0.05) 
-0.03 

(0.00) 

Now. Correlations larger than 0.035 and 0.045 are significantly different from zero at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively. Correlations larger 
than 0.20 are listed in bold. Values in parentheses are partial correlations, with the other demographic variables controlled. 

such near-perfect matches, if for no other reason than that the Bureau of Labor Statistics provides 
no such detailed projections. As indicated in Table 1, the men in this sample were slightly older and 
better educated than the women, and Hispanic/Latin0 Americans tended to be very slightly younger 
than the average Caucasian American participant. To make sure that these small relations will not 
affect our conclusions about the personality correlates of any particular demographic variable, we 
always provide the partial correlations, controlling for the effects of the three other demographic 
variables. 

Relations between the demographic and personality oariables 

Table 2 presents the correlations between the demographic variables and the orthogonal factor 
scores representing the Big-Five factor structure. Only two of these correlations are as large as 0.30, 
and those are the expected relations between Educational Level and factor V (Intellect) and between 
Age and factor III (Conscientiousness). Moreover, only three other correlations are as large as 0.20, 
and two of those fall below that level when the other demographic indices are controlled: African 
Americans and Hispanic/Latin0 Americans tend to describe themselves as slightly less conscientious 
(factor III) than do Caucasian Americans, and women tend to describe themselves as very slightly 
less intellectual (factor V) than do men. 

Table 3 presents the correlations between the demographic variables and the five dimensions of 

Table 3. Correlations between the demographic variables and the AVA vectors (Form F) 

Demographic variable 
DQI 

Assertiveness 
DQ2 

Sociability 

AVA vector 

DQ3 
Calmness 

DQ4 
Conformity 

DQ5 
Conscious restraint 

Age 

Years of education 

Gender (M= I; F=2) 

Ethnic siatus: 
Caucasian (I) versus.. 
Asian American (2) 

African American (2) 

Hispanic American (2) 

Native American (2) 

0.22 
(0.18) 
0.16 

(0.17) 
-0.31 

( - 0.26) 

-0.13 
(-0.12) 
-0.14 

(-0.11) 
-0.10 

(-0.06) 
-0.06 

(-0.04) 

-0.21 
(-0.19) 

-0.01 
(-0.01) 

0.12 
(0.08) 

-0.02 
(-0.05) 

0.16 
(0.14) 
0.08 

(0.05) 
0.02 

(0.02) 

0.14 
(0.15) 

-0.08 
(-0.08) 

0.07 
(0.08) 

0.06 
(0.07) 
0.02 

(0.03) 
- 0.03 

(-0.01) 
0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.18 
(-0.16) 

-0.07 
(-0.07) 

0.14 
(0.09) 

0.09 
(0.08) 

-0.02 
(-0.05) 

0.07 
(0.03) 
0.03 

(0.02) 

0.25 
(0.26) 
0.26 

(0.35) 
-0.20 

(-0.12’) 

-0.08 
(-0.08, 

-0.17 
(-0.15) 

-0.20 
(-0.16) 

-0.06 
(-0.04) 

Nore. Correlations larger than 0.035 and 0.045 are significantly different from zero at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively. Correlations larger 
than 0.20 are listed in bold. Values in parentheses are partial correlations, with the other demographic variables controlled. 
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the AVA model. Included in Table 3 are the correlations with AVA ‘deviation’ scores, which are 
the major variables used for interpretive purposes within the AVA system; correlations based on 
the original raw scores are similar but somewhat smaller. As with the Big-Five correlations, most 
of those in Table 3 are tiny. Among the few exceptions: the predicted correlation between Gender 
and Assertiveness (DQI) is -0.31 (men describing themselves as more assertive), which is reduced 
to - 0.26 when the other demographic variables are controlled; and there are corrected correlations 
of 0.35 and 0.26 between Conscious Restraint (DQS) and Educational Level and Age, respectively. 
All of the other corrected correlations in Table 3 are below 0.20. 

Although the relations between demographic and personality variables presented in Tables 2 and 
3 are generally quite weak, it is possible that there might be important interactions among the 
demographic variables themselves which could lead to stronger patterns of association. To examine 
this possibility, all of the demographic vs personality correlations were compared within subsamples 
of men vs women, Caucasian Americans vs African Americans (the two largest racial/ethnic sub- 
samples), and younger vs older individuals (split at varying ages). Some examples of the findings 
from these analyses are presented in Table 4, which permits the reader to compare the correlations 
with all 10 personality variables of (a) age, separately for men and for women and for each of the 
two racial/ethnic subsamples, (b) educational level, again for each of the same subsamples, and (c) 
gender, for the two racial/ethnic subsamples. 

One index of the generalizability of our findings is the absolute value of the difference between 
the correlations separately computed within each of the two comparison subsamples; these values 
are included in Table 4. For the AVA vectors, the differences range from 0.00 to 0.21, and average 
0.06; for the Big-Five factors, these values range from 0.00 to 0.16, and average 0.07. This pattern 
of small differences in correlations, when combined with the evidence from the partial correlations 
reported in Tables 2 and 3, adds to the generality of the findings. 

All of the preceding analyses have used the Big-Five and AVA composite dimensions to index 
personality variables. In addition, it is instructive to examine the individual terms on the 324-item 
checklist, so as to provide a more fine-grained analysis of demographic vs personality relations. 
Table 5 lists the eight terms that correlated most highly with each of three demographic variables- 
education, gender, and age; correlations with ethnic/racial status were generally much lower and 
therefore are not presented. The highest correlates of educational level tend to be relatively difficult 
terms (e.g. pragmatic, tenacious, intuitive), terms related directly to intellect (e.g. scholarly, intel- 
ligent), or both (e.g. analytical). Terms related to gender generally conform to common stereotypes, 
contrasting ‘masculine’ traits (e.g. competitive, deliberate) with ‘feminine’ ones (e.g. romantic, 
affectionate, fashionable, soft-hearted, lovable). Terms related to age (and/or cohort) contrast the 
dependability associated with older adults (e.g. industrious, just, honorable, deliberate) with the 
verve of youth (e.g. pleasure-seeking, sarcastic, exciting). Interestingly, the trait ‘prudent’ was 

Table 4. Analyses of possible interaction elkts: correlations between demographic and personality (variables within demographic subsamples) 

Demographic 
Variable 

AVA vectors Big-Five factors 
VI v2 v3 v4 V5 I II III IV V 

Age 
Men 0.20 -0.22 0.14 -0.16 0.24 0.07 0.14 0.31 0.04 -0.02 
Women 0.13 -0.15 0.17 -0.15 0.20 -0.01 0.17 0.29 0.11 -0.06 
(Diff.) (0.07) (0.07) (0.03) (0.01) (0.04) (0.08) (0.03) (0.02) (0.07) (0.04) 
Caucasian 0.20 -0.22 0.15 -0.16 0.22 0.01 0.09 0.28 0.11 -0.02 
African American 0.19 -0.01 0.10 -0.25 0.26 0.19 0.22 0.27 0.02 0.15 
(Diff.) (0.01) (0.21) (0.05) (0.09) (0.04) (0.18) (0.13) (0.01) (0.09) (0.17) 

Educarional level 
Men 0.16 -0.02 -0.08 -0.06 0.34 -0.06 -0.08 0.12 0.03 0.28 
Women 0.16 -0.03 -0.10 -0.06 0.32 -0.03 -0.09 0.05 0.03 0.34 
(Diff.) (0.00) (0.01) (0.02) (0.00) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.07) (0.00) (0.06) 
Caucasian 0.24 -0.01 -0.15 -0.09 0.36 -0.02 -0.17 0.11 0.07 0.35 
African American 0.21 0.02 -0.04 -0.17 0.42 0.08 -0.01 0.18 -0.01 0.32 
(Diff.) (0.03) (0.03) (0.1 I) (0.08) (0.06) (0. IO) (0.16) (0.07) (0.08) (0.03) 

Gender 
Caucasian -0.33 0.13 0.08 0. I4 -0.20 -0.04 0.19 -0.12 -0.15 -0.22 
African American -0.18 0.05 0.02 0.10 -0.08 -0.02 0.11 -0.02 -0.14 -0.08 
(Diff.) (0.15) (0.08) (0.06) (0.04) (0.12) (0.02) (0.08) (0.10) (0.01) (0.14) 

Nofe. DiK is absolute value of the difference between the two correlations in each pair. Diff. values of 0.20 or more are in bold. 
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Table 5. The single terms correlating most highly with education, gender, and age 
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Educational level 

Pragmatic 

Analytical 

Ethical 

Scholarly 

Tenacious 

Intuitive 

Prudent 

Intelligent 

Discriminating 

0.31 
(0.20) 
0.28 

(0.17) 
0.26 

(0.18) 
0.25 

(0.16) 
0.23 

(0.15) 
0.23 

(0.15) 
0.22 

(0.13) 
0.21 

(0.15) 
0.21 

(0.14) 

Gender (M= 1; F=2) Age (cohort) 

Deliberate -0.26 Industrious 0.24 
(-0.21) (0.19) 

Competitive -0.24 Pleasure-seeking -0.22 
(-0.24) (-0.22) 

Romantic 0.24 Prudent 0.22 
(0.21) (0.18) 

Affectionate 0.23 Just 0.21 
(0.22) (0.20) 

Prudent -0.23 Honorable 0.21 
(-0.17) (0.19) 

Fashionable 0.23 Sarcastic -0.20 
(0.21) (-0.22) 

Soft-hearted 0.22 Exciting -0.20 
(0.20) (-0.18) 

Lovable 0.22 Deliberate 0.19 
(0.18) (0.13) 

Warm-hearted 0.20 Funny -0.18 
(0.20) (-0.17) 

Nofe. Values in parentheses are partial correlations, with the other demographic variables controlled 

associated with all three of these demographic variables; more highly educated and older men tend 
to use this descriptor more often than less highly educated and younger women. 

Finally, inspection of all bivariate frequency distributions for the age and education relations 
presented in Tables 2 and 3 revealed no evidence of any non-monotonic relations between the 
demographic and the personality variables, and consequently the linear correlations in those tables 
are our best estimates of the strength of these relations. 

DISCUSSION 

How do our findings square with the predictions that we derived from the literature? In the case 
of Racial/ethnic status, we predicted that group differences on personality dimensions would be 
quite small, which was indeed what we found; the largest differences were on Big-Five factor III 
(Conscientiousness), where the highest partial correlations (thus controlling for the other demo- 
graphic variables) were only about 0.20. In the case of Gender, we expected differences in Assert- 
iveness (men higher), Nurturance (women higher), and Emotional Stability (men higher), but found 
evidence only for Assertiveness; the AVA measure of that trait correlated with Gender about 
0.30 (partial correlation about 0.25). However, the expected correlations with Big-Five factors I 
(Extraversion), II (Agreeableness), and IV (Emotional Stability) were all quite small. 

In the case of the other two demographic variables, Age and Educational Level, what we 
predicted was what we found: (a) older individuals tended to describe themselves as somewhat more 
conscientious (Big-Five factor III and AVA vector 5) than younger persons; and (b) more highly 
educated individuals tended to describe themselves as somewhat more intellectual (Big-Five factor 
V and AVA vector 5) than less well educated persons. The partial correlations for both of these 
effects ranged from about 0.25 to 0.35, clearly the largest effects that we found. 

Indeed, the mean of the partial correlations between the Big-Five personality factors and the 
demographic variables (Table 2) was a mere 0.08, and the corresponding mean correlation with the 
AVA variables (Table 3) was only 0.10. Given the large size and representative character of this 
sample, and the fact that these effect-size estimates do not vary much between two quite different 
sets of personality variables, it now seems safe to conclude that the average link between demographic 
variables and self-reported personality attributes among working adults is quite weak. 

It is, however, important to understand that our findings apply only to self-reported status on 
the personality dimensions, not to objective measures nor ratings by knowledgeable observers; while 
we have no reason to suppose that our findings would not apply to other kinds of measures, we 
don’t know this for sure, and therefore this issue merits further study. Moreover, our sample 
included only individuals in the workplace, and thus did not include those individuals who work at 
home or those who reside in institutions; it is possible that the effects of gender, for example, might 
be somewhat larger in samples that include women homemakers. 
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In addition, we focused solely on mean differences, the kind of relations that historically have 
been of the most interest to psychologists. However, there are at least two other ways that demo- 
graphic variables could be associated with personality: (a) demographic variables could influence 
the variance of one or more personality traits; for example, although men and women may show 
no substantial mean difference on some dimension, as a group the men could be more variable on 
this dimension than the women (e.g. Hedges & Nowell, 1995); (b) demographic variables might 
‘moderate’ the relation between a pair of measures; for example, it could be the case that personality 
measures are more predictive of job performance for women than they are for men. In the present 
study, we looked for, but did not find, any substantial group differences in the variances of our 
personality measures. However, given the nature of our large-sample study, we could not include 
enough measures to provide an adequate test of the moderator hypothesis. Clearly, then, this is an 
issue that cries out for further research. 

Assuming that such research finds no evidence of substantial variance or moderator effects, we 
can return to the original question that motivated this study: with the caveats already mentioned, 
we can now assert with some degree of confidence that the vast majority of the relations between 
demographic and self-reported personality variables are quite small, when both sets of variables are 
assessed in a large and reasonably representative sample of working adults. 
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