






scores.) There were 11 significant correlations 
at the facet level, 5 of which were negative. 
The median of the 70 correlations was 0.04. 
The only replicated effect was a significant 
negative correlation with openness to feelings: 
In cultures where people have a sensitive and 
rich emotional life, they perceive that their 
typical compatriot is emotionally impov­
erished. These analyses, too, provide little 
reason to trust national stereotypes (27). 

Comparisons across cultures are always 
challenging, and several factors may have 
limited the association between NCS and 
NEO-PI-R profiles, including problems in 
translation, response biases such as acquies­
cence (a yea-saying tendency) (29), and the 
unfamiliarity of respondents in some cultures 
with the use of rating scales (l0). Compar­
isons would have been more direct if the full 
NEO-PI-R had been used to assess national 
character. Yet, the mean NCS scores were 
reliable and generalizable across sites and 
types of rater and showed the hypothesized 
factor structure. Future studies might use more 
representative raters, although student and 
adult samples gave similar results when both 
were available. 

In the case of gender differences, widely 
held stereotypes are consistent with-although 
they may exaggerate--assessed personality dif-

ferences between men and women (16-18). That 
kemel-of-truth hypothesis does not appear to 
apply to national character. Correspondence 
between perceived national character traits 
and the average levels of traits of individual 
members of each culture was found neither 
within nor across cultures. Perceptions of na­
tional character are not generalizations about 
personality traits based on accumulated ob­
servations of the people with whom one lives; 
instead, they appear to be social constructions 
that may serve different functions altogether. 
Correlations ofNCS scores with culture-level 
variables might be informative about these 
functions. Whatever their origins, stereotypes 
may be perpetuated by information-processing 
biases in attention/perception, encoding, and 
integration of information (2, 30). They be­
come cultural phenomena, transmitted through 
media, hearsay, education, history, and 
jokes. 

However, national character also has a 
much darker side. When stereotypes of nation­
al or ethnic groups are unfavorable, they can 
lead to prejudice, discrimination, or persecu­
tion, of which history and the world today are 
full of tragic examples. The classic analysis of 
stereotypes depicted them as the product of 
authoritarian (31) or prejudiced (32) person­
alities; more recent approaches have consid-

Table 1. Cultures scoring highest and lowest on five National Character Survey (NCS) factors, with 
observer-rated Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R) factor mean T scores. 

Highest NCS scores Lowest NCS scores 

Culture NEO-PI-R T score Culture NEO-PI-R T score 

Neuroticism 
Indonesia 50.0 The Philippines 48.3 
Nigeria 47.8 Canada 49.5 
Turkey 51.4 New Zealand 47.9 
Poland 50.7 Australia 48.6 
japan 50.7 Burkina Faso 53.1 

Extraversion 
Puerto Rico 51.6 Slovenia 49.5 
Australia 53.8 Indonesia 45.4 
Spain 50.4 French Switzerland 51.0 
New Zealand 52.4 japan 49.4 
Serbia 49.3 Estonia 52.1 

Openness 
Russia 49.7 P. R. China 50.1 
India 48.8 Estonia 46.8 
Nigeria 49.1 Chile 51 .8 
Kuwait 47.6 Turkey 48.2 
Puerto Rico 49.7 japan 51.2 

Agreeableness 
Burkina Faso 51.3 Czech Republic 54.2 
India 51.7 Lebanon 46.4 
Canada 49.9 United States 49.1 
Botswana 48.0 Argentina 50.6 
Russia 50.3 Hong Kong 46.9 

Conscientiousness 
German Switzerland 53.5 Spain 51.3 
Sweden 45.7* Turkey 51.4 
Germany 52.3 Croatia 50.3 
Burkina Faso 49.7 Chile 52.2 
Estonia 50.0 Indonesia 49.6 

Median 50.0 49.6 

·Observer rating data were unavailable for Sweden; self-report data are shown (12). 
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ered them as the result of general cognitive 
processes (2). Although social scientists have 
long been skeptical about the accuracy of 
national stereotypes, the present study offers 
the best evidence to date that in-group per­
ceptions of national character may be inform­
ative about the culture, but they are not 
descriptive of the people themselves. 
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