CURRENT ISSUES IN PERSONALITY PSYCHOLOGY + VOLUME 12(1), 2024

DOI: HTTPS://DOI.ORG/10.5114/c1PP/166031

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Personality correlates of social attitudes
and social distance

Furaj Jonas ® 12 ABDEF Nijkolg Doubkova ® 3 4BE Radek Heissler @1 ABCDE

Edel M. Sanders ©®* £, Marek Preiss © 14 A5G

1: National Institute of Mental Health, Klecany, Czech Republic

2: Faculty of Arts, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic

3: Faculty of Education, Charles University, Prague, Czech Republic

4: University of New York in Prague, Prague, Czech Republic

BACKGROUND

Previous studies have shown that personality traits (i.e.,
openness to experience, conscientiousness, and agree-
ableness) relate to prejudicial attitudes. However, one of
the aspects of prejudice is social distance; its association
with personality traits was overlooked by previous studies.
Therefore, this study examines the connection between the
Big Five personality traits and social distance toward cer-
tain social groups.

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE

Participants from the general population were recruited
through leaflets, the institutional webpage, Facebook, and
through the project recruitment website and assessed via
paper-and-pencil or online form. A total of 214 participants
were included (of whom 68.2% were women and the mean
age was 32.65, SD = 11.27, range 18-72) who completed the
Bogardus Social Distance Scale and the 44-item Big Five
Inventory questionnaire.

RESULTS

The results showed a relationship between social distance,
agreeableness, and openness to experience. Agreeable-
ness seems to lower the social distance toward all studied
groups. In comparison, openness to experience seems to
lower the social distance towards groups that evoke more
polarized attitudes in the majority (e.g., migrants). Fur-
thermore, the influence of demographic characteristics
(i.e., age, education level, and gender) is also significant.

CONCLUSIONS

This study shows that personality is significantly related
to social distancing and expression of prejudicial attitudes.
In particular, agreeableness and openness to experience
have different effects on social distance and attitudes to-
wards different groups. Further implications are discussed.
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BACKGROUND

We live in a world interconnected like never before.
Due to the possibility of communication with peo-
ple on the other side of the world, we meet people
daily from different cultures and with diverse life ex-
periences. Therefore, it is important to study social
distance between groups, which would give a good
picture of intersocial attitudes at any given time.
Moreover, conducting research across sufficient time
intervals enables one to take into account changes in
intergroup attitudes.

Prejudice 1is interpersonal hostility directed
against individuals based on their membership in an-
other group or, as Gordon Allport puts it, “[Ethnic]
prejudice is an antipathy based upon a faulty and in-
flexible generalization. It may be felt or expressed. It
may be directed toward a group as a whole, or toward
an individual because he is a member of that group”
(Allport, 1954, p. 9). In the contemporary model, prej-
udice can be blatant or subtle (Pettigrew & Meertens,
1995). This distinction is also reflected in language
use (Collins & Clément, 2012). Stereotypes are atti-
tudes rooted in the human tendency to categorize ob-
jects, in this case people, and their features, and are
not pathological per se (Brubaker et al., 2004). Like
any other attitude, they have affective, behavioral,
and cognitive components (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998).
Therefore, if we want to study attitudes via question-
naires, we can ask about how participants feel about
outgroup members (affective), what they think about
them (cognition), or how they behave towards out-
groups and their members (behavior).

An aspect and a form of expression of prejudice
is social distance, which is considered to be a multi-
dimensional construct that influences all social rela-
tions (Karakayali, 2009). Robert Park (1924) defined
social distance as a degree of understanding and inti-
macy that characterize personal and social relation-
ships. In this perspective, the greater the social dis-
tance, the less the two societies influence each other
and the less open they are to mutual contact, particu-
larly in the sense of intimacy and relationships (see
also Williams, 2015).

Emory Bogardus introduced the concept of so-
cial distance for measuring social attitudes be-
tween groups. The Bogardus Social Distance Scale
(BSDS) includes a set of situational questions about
what a participant would find as a comfortable rela-
tionship with an outgroup member. The preference
for greater social distance from a certain social group
is deemed to be an aspect of negative attitudes and
could show underlying social trends within a society.
His scale is considered to be one of the most influen-
tial tools for measuring social distance and blatant
prejudice, i.e., a direct form of prejudice associated
with the rejection of an outgroup (Parrillo & Dono-
ghue, 2013; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995). Emory Bo-

gardus himself repeatedly investigated attitudes in
American society on a nationwide scale (Bogardus,
1925, 1933, 1947, 1958, 1968; see also Parrillo & Dono-
ghue, 2005, 2013). The scale has been used in various
cultural environments and language modifications
(for a review, see Wark & Galliher, 2007). Its modi-
fied versions were used for measuring the social dis-
tance between not only nationalities, but also other
social groups, such as those with differing political
preferences (Iyengar et al., 2012), those experiencing
substance abuse (Ashford et al., 2018), homelessness
(Phillips, 2015), or immigration (Ayers et al., 2009;
Kosic & Phalet, 2006).

Thus, the concept of social distance stresses not
only the normative, cultural, and interactive aspects
of prejudice, but also cognitive, behavioral, and affec-
tive aspects as experienced by a subject (Karakayali,
2009); however, it does not necessarily take into ac-
count real physical proximity, actual contact, and
previous experiences with an outgroup. But these are
among the essential factors influencing and modify-
ing prejudice and its expression. Studies showed that
blatant prejudice is influenced by, e.g., experience
with mutual contacts (Sparkman et al., 2016), socio-
cultural or socioeconomic context (Gallego & Par-
dos-Prado, 2014), values and personal identifications
with a group (Ceobanu & Escandell, 2010), and some
demographic characteristics as well. Age differences
in attitudes are well documented in the literature; es-
pecially it was found that older adults are more prone
to blatant expression of their attitudes and prefer
greater social distance than young people (e.g., Ford,
2008; Jorm & Oh, 2009; Radvansky et al., 2010; von
Hippel, 2007). Studies explain this by generational
shift, changes associated with life cycle, stronger au-
thoritarian values, or declining inhibitory functions.
Furthermore, gender differences in prejudice expres-
sion were previously found. Women, for example,
displayed higher implicit prejudice than men, while
men scored higher on explicit prejudice than women
(Ekehammer et al., 2003). Also men showed higher
biases towards other men and racial out-groups than
women (Jonason et al., 2020).

The level of education appears to play a vital
role in modification of attitudes as well. For exam-
ple, a study of Verberk et al. (2002) found that people
with lower education levels tend to express their
prejudice more blatantly. The authors explained this
by social competition with disadvantaged groups.

Traditionally, one of the most studied factors as-
sociated with prejudice has been personality. Most
famously, the concept of an authoritarian personality
was introduced (Adorno et al., 1950), in which Alte-
meyer (1981) conceived the right-wing authoritari-
anism (RWA) personality dimension. Later, the social
dominance orientation (SDO) dimension was defined
(see Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). In their meta-analysis,
Sibley and Duckitt (2008) analyzed available studies
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to date, which compared RWA, SDO, and prejudice
scores with the Big Five personality traits. According
to this study, RWA is associated with low openness to
experience and high conscientiousness (both weak-
ly), while SDO is associated with low agreeableness
(moderately) and low openness to experience (weak-
ly). Additionally, other studies concluded that open-
ness to experience and agreeableness are good pre-
dictors of prejudice (Flynn, 2005; Jackson & Poulsen,
2005; Pavlovi¢ & Puri¢, 2016). Other personality traits
did not show a significant effect.

However, RWA and SDO personality dimensions
do not refer to overall personality structure (i.e., they
do not show sufficient correlation with other per-
sonality measures and are often situationally vari-
able; see Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Hence, it is difficult
to relate them to the general theory of personality,
e.g., measured by the Big Five Inventory (BFL John
& Srivastava, 1999), and its applicability.

To date, studies examining association of social
distance with Big Five personality traits are lacking.
A better understanding of the relationship of person-
ality with social distance would give us a more com-
prehensive view on attitude dynamics, and it would
also be a precious tool in prejudice prevention plan-
ning and social relations policies. There is a long way
to go. Therefore, the first step would be to find out
whether social distance is related to personality traits.

CURRENT STUDY

Previous studies have shown that personality might
play an important role in the development of social
attitudes (for a review, see Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). To
our knowledge, there are no studies that relate social
distance with personality traits, and hence our re-
search seeks to answer whether personality traits are
connected with social relations and social distancing
between groups. In the present study, we examined
the association between personality traits and social
distance of the majority to the most-discussed social
groups in the Czech Republic. We applied a modified
Czech version of the BSDS and the BFI to determine
the extent to which social distance can be related to
certain personality types.

Following the mentioned findings, we hypothe-
sized that overall social distance will vary with differ-
ent levels of the Big Five personality traits: openness
to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness,
with neuroticism and extraversion having no rela-
tion. As mentioned, social distance to social groups
might differ due to various other factors, e.g., demo-
graphics; therefore, we sought to account for their
influence as well. This study is part of a larger proj-
ect, which aims to examine the relationship between
various personality characteristics and the daily per-
ception of otherness.
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PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE
PARTICIPANTS

Participants from the general population were re-
cruited through leaflets (at universities, libraries, and
bus stations), the institutional webpage, Facebook,
and through the project recruitment website. The ini-
tial sample had 306 participants assessed via paper-
and-pencil or online form. The inclusion criteria for
all subjects were: 1) age = 18 years and 2) Czech citi-
zenship. The exclusion criteria were: 1) a score > 20
in the Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) and/or
2) a score > 18 in the Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI).
Seventy-two participants from those completing
questionnaires in the online format were excluded
because of high BDI and/or BAI scores; moreover,
5 participants were excluded because of unreliable
data (e.g., age 9004). From the paper-and-pencil for-
mat, 15 participants were excluded because of high
BDI and/or BAI scores.

Thus, after applying the exclusion criteria, the
final sample consisted of 214 participants, of whom
68 (31.8%) were men and 146 (68.2%) were women (no
respondent chose the option “other”). They were all
Czech citizens, selected by location (large cities, small
towns, rural areas), and the mean age of the partici-
pants was 32.65 (SD = 11.27, range 18-72). Ninety
of them had secondary education, 124 of them had
tertiary education. From the final sample, 80 (37.4%)
were assessed with a paper-and-pencil form, and
134 (62.6%) completed the online questionnaire form
(for differences between the two groups, see Table 1).

This study was conducted according to the guide-
lines of the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later
amendments. Ethical approval for this study was ob-
tained from the local ethics committee. All partici-
pants were informed about the goals and procedures
of the study, and all participants signed or approved
written informed consent before participating in the
study:.

MEASURES

Demographic information. Participants were asked to
state their age, gender (women, men, other), educa-
tion, and the municipality size where they live.
Bogardus Social Distance Scale (BSDS). In the origi-
nal design of the BSDS (Bogardus, 1933), the partici-
pant chooses their first acceptable possibility of social
distance for each social group, with a range of seven
options for each group, which gradually proceed
from the closest to the most distant ones. Participants
are asked to choose rapidly without thinking. For in-
stance: “Would you accept (here is the name of an
outgroup member) as: 1) a spouse; 2) a regular friend;
3) a close coworker; 4) a neighbor; 5) a speaking ac-
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Table 1

Differences between participants completing the paper-and-pencil form and online form of the questionnaires

Paper-and- Online form Difference test
pencil form (n=134)
(n = 80)
Age (M = SD) 33.30 £ 11.99 32.25 + 10.85 U=5273, p=.843
Gender (% women) 63.75 70.90 x%(1) = 1.18, p = .227
Education level (%) x*(1) = 0.92, p = .337
Primary 0.0 0.0
Secondary 46.25 39.60
Tertiary 53.75 60.40
BDI (M + SD) 4.85 + 4.34 7.19 £5.29 U=3956, p<.001,r, =.26
BAI (M £ SD) 6.50 = 5.05 7.68 £5.11 U=4630, p=.095
Big Five Inventory (M + SD)
Openness to experience 2.94 £ 0.55 2.55 £ 0.64 #(212) = 4.62, p < .001, d = —.65
Conscientiousness 2.56 + 0.63 2.36 + 0.67 #(212) = 2.13, p = .035, d = .30
Extraversion 2.51 + 0.69 1.89 £ 0.90 #(212) = 5.32, p < .001, d = .75
Agreeableness 2.83 £ 0.49 2.46 £ 0.64 #(212) = 4.45, p < .001, d = .63
Neuroticism 1.56 £ 0.89 1.88 + 0.88 #(212) = -2.57, p=.011, d = -.36
BSDS (M + SD) 20.04 £ 21.31 38.61 £ 24.39 £9%(212) = -6.62, p < .001, d = —.94

Note. BDI - Beck Depression Inventory; BAl — Beck Anxiety Inventory; BSDS — Bogardus Scale of Social Distance; U - Mann-Whitney
U test; r, — rank biserial correlation; x> — Pearson’s chi-squared test; t — Student’s t-test; d — Cohen’s d; sqrt ~ square root transforma-

tion applied.

quaintance; 6) a person living outside my neighbor-
hood; 7) a person living outside of my country”.

This design enables one to make quick judgments
about many outgroup members in one battery. It
utilizes the Guttman scale, where the selected pos-
sibility implies answers to all others. Therefore, it as-
sumes that all the “less distant” options are sine qua
non prerequisites for a “more distant” option (i.e., if
someone chooses that they would marry a member
of the outgroup, then it is assumed that they would
also accept this person as a neighbor). Although this
line of thought seems plausible, it does not need to be
in concordance with the participant’s mental models.
To overcome this and provide a more fine-grained
methodology to measure social distance for our pur-
poses, we used and modified the design of Weinfurt
and Moghaddam (2001), where participants evalu-
ated the strength of each option on a 9-point Likert
scale. In our study, to each “would you accept...” op-
tion (e.g., “...an outgroup member as your neighbor”),
the respondent answered on a 4-point scale (yes,
probably yes, probably no, no). The higher the score,
the higher the social distance level. The total score
then determines the measured social distance.

In addition, we used modified options of Wein-
furt and Moghaddam (2001) to match more closely

with the Czech cultural environment. Therefore, the
final options of accepting an outgroup member were:
1) as a spouse; 2) as a close friend; 3) as a neigh-
bor; 4) as a close coworker; 5) as a country citizen;
6) as a visitor to my country; 7) would ban admission
to my country.

Social distance toward these groups was mea-
sured: Romani (we respected the preferred designa-
tion by the Romani themselves and used the Czech
equivalent of Romani — Romové; for a possible no-
menclature effect, see Discussion), Vietnamese, for-
eigners, homeless people, migrants, people with
mental disorders, people with a physical disability,
and overall score. These social groups were selected
because they represent the most stigmatized minori-
ties. Also, there is a mixture of ethnic or national
minorities (Vietnamese, Romani, and foreigners in
general), groups of people with handicaps (people
with a physical disability, people with a mental dis-
order), and socially disadvantaged (homeless people,
migrants). The internal consistency measured by
McDonald’s o was excellent for the whole scale (.97),
and for specific groups ranged from .87 to .96. The
Czech version of the scale also showed good psycho-
metric properties and convergent validity measured
by correlations with instruments focused on blatant
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and subtle attitudes, and racism (ps .45-.65; Heissler
et al., 2022).

Big Five Inventory (BFI). In our study, we used
the Czech version of the 44-item Big Five Inventory
(BFI-44; Hrebickova et al., 2016), showing good in-
ternal consistency (Cronbach’s a ranges from .68 in
agreeableness to .83 in neuroticism, median = .73;
two-month retest stability r = .79). It consists of a list
of 44 propositions, which begin with “I see myself as
someone, who..” Each participant rates each propo-
sition on a 5-point Likert scale (from strongly agree
to strongly disagree). It measures five personality fac-
tors: openness to experience, conscientiousness, ex-
traversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. A higher
score means stronger presence of the measured trait.
In our sample, the internal consistency of the BFI-44
ranged from satisfactory to very good for the open-
ness to experience (McDonald’s ® = .79), conscien-
tiousness (w = .82), extraversion (w = .86), agreeable-
ness (o = .75), and neuroticism (w = .89) subscales;
total internal consistency was .79.

The Beck Depression Inventory (BDI; Beck et al.,
1996) is a standard tool for measuring depressive
symptoms. The Czech version (Ptacek et al.,, 2016)
showed good internal consistency (o = .93).

The Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI; Beck et al., 1988)
is a standard tool for measuring anxiety symptoms.
The internal consistency of the Czech version has
been reported to be between o = . 82 and a = .94, de-
pending on the diagnosis (Kamaradova et al., 2016).

PROCEDURE

Data were collected in face-to-face meetings or on-
line. Data collection in both forms took place simul-
taneously. All participants were informed about the
procedure and informed consent was obtained from
all participants. Subjects with depressive or anxiety
symptoms were excluded to overcome bias caused
by potential clinical symptomatology subsequently.
The study focuses on attitudes of members of one
group toward members of the other groups on an
individual scale and not on complex intergroup rela-
tionships; subjects with depressive or anxiety symp-
toms might bias the results (Canli & Lesch, 2007; Pla-
na et al., 2014). For instance, it has been found that
people with anxiety generally show more negative
attitudes (Bell & Dunbar, 2012).

DATA ANALYSIS

Statistical analyses included descriptive statistics,
between-group comparisons, and correlations. Test-
ing for normality of the score distribution was tested
using Q-Q plots together with the Shapiro-Wilk test.
If the data did not show normality, they were trans-
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formed (using logarithmic transformation or square-
root transformation), and normality was checked
again. Only the overall BSDS score showed normality
after square-root transformation. QOutliers were ex-
amined using boxplots. They were not removed from
the dataset because they had no significant effect on
the results of the statistical analyses used. Spear-
man’s p was used to assess relationships between
continuous variables. Differences between groups
were tested using the Mann-Whitney U test (effect
size is given by the rank biserial correlation r,) or the
t-test (effect size is given by Cohen’s d). Moreover,
multiple linear regression was used with BSDS scores
as a dependent variables and demographic character-
istics that were found related to BSDS in previous
studies, i.e., age, gender, and education level, as inde-
pendent variables in the first block, and BFI personal-
ity traits in the second block.

RESULTS

BFI and BSDS scores are shown in Supplementary
materials (Table S1) for the whole sample (N = 214)
and by gender (women: n = 146, men: n = 68, other:
n = 0) and level of education (primary: n = 0, second-
ary: n = 90, tertiary: n = 124) together with difference
tests.

We analyzed the associations between BFI per-
sonality traits and BSDS scores using Spearman’s p.
The results are shown in Table 2. Openness to ex-
perience correlated negatively with all BSDS scores.
Agreeableness was negatively correlated with most
of the BSDS scores (except the social distance toward
Vietnamese and people with physical disability).
Also, extraversion was negatively correlated with
the BSDS scores for migrants, people with mental
disorders, and overall score. However, all significant
correlations were small (p ranging between .14 and
.29). Neuroticism and consciousness showed no sta-
tistically significant correlation with BSDS.

Subsequently, we ran a series of multiple linear re-
gressions to predict BSDS scores for all representants
of otherness and BSDS overall score using demo-
graphics (gender, age, education level) and, based on
the results of our correlation analysis and the results
of previous studies, openness to experience, agree-
ableness, and extraversion as independent variables.

First, the regression analysis assumptions were
tested. Although the Shapiro-Wilk test for the nor-
mality of the residuals distribution indicated p < .05
in most of the BSDS scores (note that normalizing
transformations did not improve these results ex-
cept for the overall BSDS score), all eight models fit
the requirement of no multicollinearity (VIF range
1.04-1.17). Seven of the eight models also show no
autocorrelation (DW ranging between 1.71 and 1.99,
p ranging between .22 and .91). The BSDS score for
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Table 2

Intercorrelations for Big Five personality traits, BSDS, and age

BSDS Big Five Inventory Age
Openness to Conscien- Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism
experience  tiousness
Romani —-27%*F -.01 -1 —-.25%*" .07 11
Vietnamese —.24%7 .06 -.12 -.11 .06 157
Foreigners -21%F .04 -.13 -.15% -.04 .15%
Homeless people —-.25"*F -.09 -.12 -.297* .05 .18**
Migrants —-.297* -.01 -.16" -17" .05 .16”
g?sc;%eexith mental g -.01 -14° —22%** ~.08 247
zepohp;;gltgisabmty ~26%** -.07 -12 —12 07 10
Overall score —-.29%** .00 -.14% -.25%** .03 .18**

Note. BSDS - Bogardus Scale of Social Distance; *p < .05,"*p <.01,"**p < .001.

homeless people showed acceptable DW with a val-
ue of 1.66 but was significant (p = .004).

The results of the final models can be found in
Supplementary materials (Table S2). The analysis in-
dicates that 24.26% (or 22.07% when adjusting for the
number of independent variables and sample size) of
the variance in the BSDS overall score is explained
by the independent variables. The variance explained
for the BSDS scores for the selected social groups and
minorities ranged between 9.79% (7.17% after adjust-
ing) and 20.62% (18.32% after adjusting). In all mod-
els, the majority of explained variance came from
the second block including personality traits when
controlling for demographics in block 1 (all p < .05).
The final models showed that the most frequent pre-
dictors of BSDS scores were age and education level
from demographic characteristics, and agreeableness
and openness to experience from personality traits.
Furthermore, gender was a significant predictor in
two of the eight models.

DISCUSSION

Studies assessing the association between personal-
ity traits and social distancing are still scarce. There-
fore, this study aimed to determine to what extent
social distance to various otherness categories is re-
lated to the Big Five personality traits.

Although demographic variables were not our
main concern, as previous studies have shown, it is
important to mention them so that we can control
their potential influence on other variables. Our re-
sults show that higher education is related to lower so-
cial distance scores, as the regression analysis showed

that education level is one of the best predictors of
the BSDS scores from the variables studied. Higher
education is often considered one of the strongest de-
terminants for overcoming prejudice (Gallego & Par-
dos-Prado, 2014), but its effect is culturally determined
(Hello et al., 2002). Education also plays an important
role in the expression of overt prejudice (Verberk
et al., 2002). In the Czech cultural environment, we
found some support for the effect of education reduc-
ing social distance. People with higher education also
had a higher score in openness to experience.

Furthermore, our analysis showed that from de-
mographic characteristics, age is among the best
predictors of social distance preference. Older adults
tend to claim greater social distance from all studied
groups with the only exception being people with
physical disability. Previously, higher prejudicial
attitudes in older adults have been found (see e.g.,
Ford, 2008; von Hippel, 2007); one study also docu-
mented a greater preference for social distance in
older age from people with mental disorders (Jorm
& Oh, 2009). Thus, our study elaborates on their find-
ings because we focused on a variety of diverse social
groups and found a similar trend.

In our study, gender was a significant predictor
of social distance to two groups — Vietnamese and
migrants. Women claimed a greater social distance
than men. This finding contrasts with the results
of Parrillo and Donoghue (2013), in which women
showed a lower overall social distance score than
men. Ekehammar et al. (2003) found women to be
higher on implicit racial prejudice than men, which is
also in contrast to our results because BSDS is consid-
ered a measure of blatant prejudice (Pettigrew, 2009).
A previous Czech study (Rysavy, 2003) found no dif-
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ferences between genders in social distance toward
Romani; our results are in line with theirs. Jonason
et al. (2020) failed to replicate the finding that men are
more racially prejudiced than women. However, they
found differences in their approach-avoidance ten-
dencies to different others. In our view, the perception
of the studied otherness category in a cultural context
is an important factor to be considered. In the Czech
Republic, Vietnamese and migrants are burdened by
many stereotypes, and migrants are especially a sub-
ject of a negative portrayal in the media in such a way
that might lead to self-protective bias in women.

Controlling for the influence of these demograph-
ic variables, we found that higher agreeableness
was a significant predictor of lower social distance
to all groups as well as overall social distance. More-
over, higher openness to experience was a significant
predictor of overall social distance, and more specifi-
cally also to Romani, homeless people and migrants.
Akrami et al. (2011) also found that agreeableness
and openness to experience are the main personality
predictors for attitude toward immigrants. Similarly,
Gallego and Pardos-Prado (2014) argue that agree-
ableness predicts more liberal political views and
ideology, which is associated with more positive at-
titudes towards immigrants.

Both higher agreeableness and openness to ex-
perience are good predictors of BSDS scores, which
means that higher scores in these personality traits
are associated with a positive attitude toward “other-
ness”. This result is in concordance with the results
of Flynn (2005), Jackson and Poulsen (2005), Pavlovi¢
and Puri¢ (2016) and Sibley and Duckitt (2008), who
identified these traits as key components in predict-
ing prejudicial behavior. Thus, the BSDS has proven to
be a suitable tool for measuring prejudicial behavior.

While agreeableness is associated with values
such as benevolence, tradition, and conformity, and
negatively with power and achievement, openness
to experience correlates with universalism, self-di-
rection, and stimulation values, but negatively with
conformity, tradition, and security (Roccas et al.,
2002). Open people tend to have more liberal views
(Gallego & Pardos-Prado, 2014) and are more likely
to befriend a person of immigrant origin (Jackson
& Poulsen, 2005). These values might explain, at least
to some extent, how these personality traits might
affect attitudes. Furthermore, subjects with a higher
openness to experience score were also more open to
stereotype-disconfirming information (Flynn, 2005).
These aspects might lead to a more open attitude and
closer social distance, as is supported by the results
of the present study.

Although openness to experience and agreeable-
ness not only correlate with the social distance score
but are significant predictors as well, the outcome
for each of the studied groups differs. This probably
means that, even though both traits have an overall
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effect on social distance, other variables determine
how it will modulate the attitude towards a partic-
ular group. As mentioned, attitudes toward differ-
ent outgroups might be sensitive to experience with
mutual contact (Sparkman et al., 2016), sociocultural
or socioeconomic context (Gallego & Pardos-Pra-
do, 2014), and values and personal identifications
with a group (Ceobanu & Escandell, 2010). Thus, in
our sample, agreeableness seems to reduce social dis-
tance levels toward all groups, and openness to ex-
perience seems to reduce social distance especially
toward groups that evoke more polarized attitudes
in the majority (in Czech society these are Romani
and migrants, as well as homeless people; see Hofeni,
2018; Lyons, 2016). These results show that in social
attitudes there is a specific relationship with specific
social factors and attributed features of certain social
groups on one hand and personality structure of the
subject on the other.

It is necessary to point out a nomenclature issue in
the case of the Romani group. This designation is not
accepted by all members of the majority, who might
prefer the name “Cikani” (Czech equivalent of “Gyp-
sy”), which is considered pejorative by the majority
of the Romani population. Specific nomenclature (and
its connotations) might serve as a cue for more desir-
able answers, leading to adjustments in the answers.
However, our results showed some effect of personal-
ity traits (particularly agreeableness and openness to
experience) on social distance, even when the more
neutral form “Romani” was used. Therefore, we might
expect this effect, even when the term “Cikani” would
be used. However, this would need further investiga-
tion (which might be ethically problematic).

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Our study has several limitations. First, the sample
was relatively small. Additionally, the group that
completed the questionnaires in an online form dif-
fered significantly from the paper-pencil format
group. This may be due to different response styles
and the effect of social desirability between the anon-
ymous online format and face-to-face setting (Liu
et al.,, 2017). But also the recruitment of participants
could have been influenced by the mental health in-
stitution under which this study was conducted. Peo-
ple sympathetic to the goals and mission of the or-
ganization were probably more prone to face-to-face
meetings, while the online format attracted a wider
public. Second, due to brevity, we did not explore at-
titudes toward all minorities or stereotyped groups,
but we considered the most discussed minorities or
social groups in the Czech Republic, where we can
expect different overall scores in social distance, and
thus can capture the personality effect on social dis-
tance. Third, research of attitudes and prejudice as
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such is burdened by limitations, for example, regard-
ing the appropriate way to measure them; while some
recommend using indirect questioning, some advise
direct questioning (Axt, 2018; Jonas, 2013). Thus, it
is important to note that our study does not reveal
the overall complex intergroup relations, but just one
aspect of them, social distance; for more comprehen-
sive knowledge, other variables should be included
as well (e.g., other sociocultural and socioeconomic
factors, history of mutual contact, values).

To understand the full picture regarding why atti-
tudes towards certain groups evoke specific reactions,
while attitudes towards other groups evoke different
reactions, we suggest that further research should also
include a semantic analysis regarding which groups
named evoke specific reactions in subjects, in addi-
tion to addressing the aforementioned limitations.

CONCLUSIONS

This study found evidence for a relationship between
social distance and the Big Five personality traits:
agreeableness and openness to experience. More-
over, it found that other variables, e.g., demograph-
ics, have an important influence on attitudes and
social distance to a particular group as well. Compar-
ing the results of the personality inventory (BFI-44)
with social distance toward a particular group (as
measured by the BSDS) enabled us to come up with
suggestions applicable to everyday life. Our results
show that personality is significantly related to social
distancing and expression of prejudicial attitudes.
The results indicate that it is necessary to take into
account such variables as personality traits in fields
dealing with social contact in relation to one’s gen-
eral approach to others, as well as in one’s approach
to a particular society or population.
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