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Previous work has shown that individuals agree across cultures on the traits that they infer from faces.
Previous work has also shown that inferences from faces can be predictive of important outcomes within
cultures. The current research merges these two lines of work. In a series of cross-cultural studies, the
authors asked American and Japanese participants to provide naı̈ve inferences of traits from the faces of
U.S. political candidates (Studies 1 and 3) and Japanese political candidates (Studies 2 and 4). Perceivers
showed high agreement in their ratings of the faces, regardless of culture, and both sets of judgments were
predictive of an important ecological outcome (the percentage of votes that each candidate received in
the actual election). The traits predicting electoral success differed, however, depending on the targets’
culture. Thus, when American and Japanese participants were asked to provide explicit inferences of how
likely each candidate would be to win an election (Studies 3– 4), judgments were predictive only for
same-culture candidates. Attempts to infer the electoral success for the foreign culture showed evidence
of self-projection. Therefore, perceivers can reliably infer predictive information from faces but require
knowledge about the target’s culture to make these predictions accurately.
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Much of this work has been focused on perceptions of the face.
The face is believed to be a uniquely rich source of information
about individuals and is the most frequent expresser of nonverbal
information (e.g., Rinn, 1991; Zebrowitz, 1997).
Considerable attention in the person perception literature has
been devoted to consensus in impressions from the face. For
instance, one stream of work has shown that people agree in their
judgments of physical traits (e.g., facial maturity and attractiveness; Zebrowitz, Montepare, & Lee, 1993) and personality attributes (e.g., extraversion; Kenny, Albright, Malloy, & Kashy,
1994) made from perceptions of faces. Moreover, this consensus
extends across cultural boundaries. For example, both American
and Taiwanese participants agree in their judgments of attractiveness for racially diverse targets (Cunningham, Roberts, Barbee,
Druen, & Wu, 1995). Similar results have been found with regard
to personality traits: Both American and Chinese individuals show
high agreement in the personality traits ascribed to targets in
photographs of the face (Albright et al., 1997; see also Zebrowitz
et al., 1993).
A second stream of work has shown that within a culture,
impressions from the face are not just consistent but that they are
also predictive of outcomes. For instance, perceptions of individuals’ faces affect judges’ decisions in court (Zebrowitz &
McDonald, 1991), employers’ decisions about who to hire or

The old adage “Don’t judge a book by its cover” compels us not
to trust our first impressions of others, which can be based on
superficial information, such as appearances. Yet, the psychological literature has shown robust and consistent evidence that our
first impressions of others can provide meaningful information.
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promote (Collins & Zebrowitz, 1995), and teachers’ expectations
about children’s intellectual abilities (Clifford & Walster, 1973).
In each of these cases, perceptions of faces are directly predicting
an individual’s behavior toward another. There are also cases,
however, in which predictions of outcomes from faces are less
direct. For instance, judgments of chief executive officers’ faces
predict their companies’ profits (Rule & Ambady, 2008, 2009),
and judgments of political candidates’ faces predict their electoral
success (Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009; Ballew & Todorov, 2007;
Keating, Randall, & Kendrick, 1999; Little, Burriss, Jones, &
Roberts, 2007; Martin, 1978; Poutvaara, Jordahl, & Berggren,
2009). In one study, naı̈ve ratings of competence from the faces of
U.S. congressional candidates predicted the winners of elections,
independent of powerful physiognomic cues, such as physical
attractiveness (Todorov, Mandisodza, Goren, & Hall, 2005).
Hence, facial cues lead to consensus and also provide valuable
predictive information about others.
Although previous work has examined consensus in judgments of faces across cultures, little work has examined the
prediction of outcomes across cultures. Poutvaara et al. (2009)
found that judgments of competence from Finnish political
candidates’ faces predicted the candidates’ electoral success
when the raters were from culturally similar nations (e.g.,
Sweden and the United States), and Antonakis and Dalgas
(2009) have reported that the judgments of Swiss adults and
children predicted the electoral success of French candidates. In
the current work, we sought to further merge the two streams of
work on consensus and prediction by investigating the predictive value of cross-cultural consensual perceptions from two
nations that are quite culturally distinct: the United States and
Japan. To do so, we explored two types of judgments from
faces: naı̈ve inferences of targets’ traits and explicit inferences
of targets’ success in their culture. In both cases, we related the
judgments to an outcome criterion: the percentage of votes that
the targets received in real elections. Thus, participants made
inferences about traits and electoral success for the faces of
candidates from both an American and a Japanese legislative
election. Based on the literature reviewed above, our first
hypothesis was that naı̈ve judgments of traits from faces would
show cross-cultural agreement.

Culture and Inference
Despite the evidence for consensus in judgments across cultures,
judgments of many behaviors show cross-cultural differences in
interpretation. For example, although Americans and Koreans
agree on the sex and age of elderly targets when observing pointlight displays of their gaits, they disagree on what these behaviors
mean (Montepare & Zebrowitz, 1993). Similarly, a slower rate of
speech is associated with greater status in Korea, whereas in the
United States the opposite is true (Peng, Zebrowitz, & Lee, 1993).
In both of these cases, the perceivers agreed in their judgments
(i.e., target sex, age, and speech rate), but the meaning of these
cues varied according to the cultural context.
One mechanism for the different meanings attributed to these
behaviors may be egocentric self-projection. Self-projection is
the robust and persistent phenomenon by which individuals
generalize their own perspective and beliefs to others (Krueger,
2007; Ross, Greene, & House, 1977). That is, individuals may

recognize and agree on the same behaviors cross-culturally, but
when extracting the meaning of these cues, they may rely on
their own interpretation of what the cues signify rather than
considering the perspective of members of the other culture.
Indeed, previous research has shown strong effects whereby
individuals generalize their own beliefs to others, even when
provided with strong indications that their own perspective may
be biased or that another perspective may be more valid
(Krueger & Clement, 1994, 1996). One explanation for why this
occurs is that individuals have better access to their own interpretations than they do to others’ interpretations (Clement &
Krueger, 2000). This is naturally exacerbated when making
inferences about outgroup members (such as members of other
cultures) because individuals have less information about outgroups than they do about ingroups and are therefore more
likely to rely on their own beliefs because there is less competing information that is needed to be displaced (Clement &
Krueger, 2002; Krueger, 2007; Robbins & Krueger, 2005).
Thus, we expected that individuals would show agreement in
their perceptions of cultural outgroup members but would engage in self-projection when attempting to think as would a
member of the cultural outgroup. In other words, perceptions of
political candidates should show agreement across cultures, but
the decision for whom to vote should show reliance on selfprojected same-culture knowledge.
Given that perceptions of the same traits may lead to different
inferences about behavior and meaning depending on culture, we
also hypothesized that the relationship between trait judgments and
outcome variables may differ across cultures. For instance, descriptions of leadership preferences have identified traits relating
to power and warmth as important factors in electoral outcomes
(e.g., Funk, 1996, 1997; see also Misumi & Peterson, 1985). But,
critically, cross-cultural research has shown that power and
warmth may be weighted differently in different cultures (Ayman,
1993; Burns, 1978; Den Hartog, House, Hanges, & RuizQuintanilla, 1999; Dickson, Den Hartog, & Mitchelson, 2003;
Hofstede, 1980; Jung & Avolio, 1998; Schwartz, 1992). Specifically, studies of leadership preferences in the United States have
indicated that traits relating to power may be valued more than are
traits relating to warmth (e.g., Funk, 1996, 1997; Jung & Avolio,
1998; Misumi & Peterson, 1985; Tiedens, 2001; see also Smith,
Peterson, & Misumi, 1994), whereas studies of leadership preferences in Japan have indicated that traits relating to warmth may be
valued more than are traits relating to power (e.g., Jung & Avolio,
1999; Jung, Bass, & Sosik, 1995; Misumi & Peterson, 1985;
Smith, Misumi, Tayeb, Peterson, & Bond 1989; Yamaguchi,
1994). We therefore hypothesized that regardless of consensus in
judgments, naı̈ve inferences of traits relating to power would be
predictive of electoral success in the United States, whereas naı̈ve
inferences of traits relating to warmth would be predictive of
electoral success in Japan. Moreover, given these different cultural
frameworks for what defines a leader, we hypothesized that perceivers’ explicit judgments of electability would not predict success across cultures but might instead rely on self-projection of
own-culture values.
To measure these power and warmth constructs, we asked
participants to provide judgments of faces along several, previously established traits. To assess power, we chose traits that have
previously been implicated as important for evaluating leadership
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and that are important across cultures: competence (Martin, 1978;
Todorov et al., 2005), dominance (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Mazur,
2005; Megargee, Bogart, & Anderson, 1960), and facial maturity
(Zebrowitz, 1997; Zebrowitz & Montepare, 2005). To assess
warmth, we also chose previously validated traits: likeability
(Baum, 2005; Kinder, Peters, Abelson, & Fiske, 1980; Little et al.,
2007; Todorov et al., 2005) and trustworthiness (Chemers, 1993;
Jung et al., 1995; Todorov et al., 2005; Yamagishi & Yamagishi,
1994). Previous work has shown that these traits cluster together in
ways that reliably compose power and warmth, respectively (Rule
& Ambady, 2008).

The Current Work
To evaluate the consensual and predictive value of first impressions across cultures, we investigated both naı̈ve inferences of
faces and explicit predictions based on faces in two parts. In the
first part, we asked both American and Japanese participants to
provide naı̈ve inferences of traits relating to power and warmth for
the faces of candidates who ran in the 2006 election of the U.S.
Senate (Study 1) and for the faces of candidates who ran in the
2000 election of the Japanese Diet’s House of Representatives
(Study 2). In the second part, we repeated these naı̈ve inferences
but also asked both American and Japanese participants to provide
explicit judgments of likely electoral success for the same U.S.
Senate candidates (Study 3) and Japanese parliament candidates
(Study 4).
Consistent with the literature on cross-cultural consensus, we
expected that American and Japanese participants would agree in
their trait judgments of targets from both cultures. However,
consistent with the literature on self-projection, we expected that
individuals would incorrectly infer the electoral success of candidates in the foreign culture. Specifically, given that the traits
relevant to electoral success may differ for U.S. and Japanese
electoral candidates (e.g., Misumi & Peterson, 1985), we expected
that participants would apply their own culture’s preferences when
attempting to infer the electability of candidates from the foreign
culture. Perceivers should therefore show prediction of their own
culture’s election outcomes because they have access to the information about cultural values that constitutes those judgments but
should mispredict the other culture’s election outcomes because, in
the absence of information about cultural values, perceivers will
apply their own cultural values to assess the candidates’ viability.

Trait Composites
In the following studies, participants made judgments of political candidates on five personality traits: competence, dominance,
facial maturity, likeability, and trustworthiness. To see whether
these judgments agreed with the constructs established in the
literature such as power and warmth (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu,
2002; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Misumi
& Peterson, 1985), we conducted a principal components factor
analysis with varimax rotation for the ratings of each target separately for American and Japanese participants. To achieve sufficient statistical power (e.g., Comrey & Lee, 1992), we aggregated
participants’ ratings for both same-culture and other-culture targets
(i.e., 2006 U.S. Senate candidates and 2000 Japanese Diet candidates). This resulted in a total of 133 targets for the American
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raters and 122 targets for the Japanese raters (see Studies 1 and 2
below).
Two composites resulted from the factor analysis and were very
similar for participants from both cultures. Dominance and facial
maturity loaded highly onto the first factor, whereas likeability and
trustworthiness loaded highly onto the second factor (see Table 1).
Competence loaded highly onto both factors, however. Noting the
importance of competence to inferences of faces of American
political candidates in past work (Ballew & Todorov, 2007;
Todorov et al., 2005), we sought to model competence separately
from the factors constituted by the other traits. However, due to
high correlations between competence with each of these factors,
this resulted in multicollinearity in the regression analyses reported
in the studies below. The most common recommendation for
correcting multicollinearity is to exclude one of the multicollinear
variables (Allison, 1999; Hays, 1994; Kline, 1998; Meyers, Gamst,
& Guarino, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). We therefore
decided to remove competence from the main analyses.1
We then conducted the principal components factor analysis
again, inputting only dominance, facial maturity, likeability, and
trustworthiness. Two factors again emerged from the analysis, the
first of which we called Power (60% of variance explained in the
American sample and 45% explained in the Japanese sample), and
the second of which we called Warmth (31% of variance explained
in the American sample and 49% explained in the Japanese sample). As the factor solutions in Table 1 show, Power consisted of
high loadings of dominance and facial maturity and low loadings
of likeability and trustworthiness. Conversely, Warmth consisted
of high loadings of likeability and trustworthiness and low loadings of dominance and facial maturity. We therefore created a
composite score for Power by averaging each target’s dominance
and facial maturity scores and created a composite score for
Warmth by averaging each target’s likeability and trustworthiness
scores.
To test the consistency of these factors cross-culturally, we then
repeated the factor analyses for each of the 2 (participant culture) ⫻ 2 (target culture) combinations and calculated coefficients
of congruence for the resulting factors. As in the superordinate
analysis above, two factors emerged, consisting of dominance and
facial maturity and of likeability and trustworthiness, respectively
(see Supplemental Table 2 for factor loadings). The coefficients of
congruence (CC) for American participants’ ratings of U.S. targets
1

It is critical to note that the results of the following analyses do not
substantially differ if competence is entered into the analyses as a substitute
for the composite for which it is most correlated. Specifically, competence
loaded higher on Power than Warmth among the American participants.
Conducting the regressions with competence in place of Power produced
the same results in all of the analyses among the American samples
(Studies 1A, 2A, 3A, and 4A). Similarly, competence loaded higher on
Warmth than on Power among the Japanese participants, and conducting
the regressions with competence in place of Warmth produced the same
results in all of the analyses among the Japanese samples (Studies 1B, 2B,
3B, and 4B). That is, competence predicted votes for American candidates
when Warmth, affect, and attractiveness were held constant; and competence predicted votes for Japanese candidates when Power, affect, and
attractiveness were held constant. We provide correlations between the
individual trait judgments and the outcome measure (the percentage of
votes that candidates received in the election) in Supplemental Table 1.
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Table 1
Principal Components Factor Solutions With Varimax Rotation
for American and Japanese Participants
Final model
Initial model
Traits
American participants
Competence
Dominance
Facial maturity
Likeability
Trustworthiness
Japanese participants
Competence
Dominance
Facial maturity
Likeability
Trustworthiness

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 1:
Power

Factor 2:
Warmth

.78
.87
.89
⫺.33
.09

.54
⫺.37
⫺.07
.90
.95

.87
.94
⫺.37
.04

⫺.33
.03
.88
.96

.53
.96
.94
⫺.19
.05

.80
⫺.06
.09
.95
.97

.96
.96
⫺.14
.10

⫺.11
.07
.96
.97

Note. Traits loading together for use in composite formation are indicated
in bold.

and Japanese targets were .97 for Power and .98 for Warmth.
Similarly, the CC for Japanese participants’ ratings of U.S. targets
and Japanese targets were .98 for Power and .98 for Warmth.
American participants and Japanese participants also showed similar levels of congruence for their ratings of U.S. targets
(CCPower ⫽ .98; CCWarmth ⫽ .98) and Japanese targets (CCPower ⫽
.92; CCWarmth ⫽ .94). Thus, the factors seemed to be compatible
across cultures, both in terms of target and participant nationality.

Naı̈ve Inferences
Study 1
In Study 1, we examined naı̈ve judgments of American political
candidates by American (Study 1A) and Japanese (Study 1B)
raters.

Study 1A
Faces of candidates in the 2006 U.S. Senate election were rated
on 7-point scales for the Power traits (dominance and facial
maturity) and the Warmth traits (likeability and trustworthiness),
and the average scores for each candidate were related to the
percentage of votes that the candidate received in the actual
election.
Method.
Participants. Thirty-five male and female undergraduates at a
U.S. university participated in the study for either partial course
credit in an introductory psychology class or for monetary compensation. Six participants’ data were removed from analysis because the participants recognized a politician. Thus, the final
number of participants in the current study was 29.
Stimuli. Images of the candidates from the 2006 U.S. Senate
election were obtained online from the Cable News Network
(http://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2006/pages/results/senate/
full.list), as was information about the percentage of votes that
each politician received in his state. Only the winner and runner-up

from each race were used, and female candidates were excluded
because of concerns regarding the effects of gender stereotypes on
judgments (e.g., Eagly & Karau, 1991). Of the remaining candidates, 1 (Joe Lieberman) was excluded because he was frequently
recognized during pretesting. For 8 candidates, no picture was
available and an image was obtained from the candidate’s campaign website. Although the majority of candidates belonged to
either the Democratic party or the Republican party, one candidate
belonged to the Libertarian party, and one ran as an Independent.
Following these exclusions, the total number of targets was 53,
with 24 winners and 29 losers (22 matched winner-loser pairs). All
images were cropped to the smallest frame that included the sides
and top of the hair and the bottom of the chin, standardized in size,
and gray-scaled. Independent samples of American raters coded
the faces for attractiveness (N ⫽ 9; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .76) and
affective expression (N ⫽ 11; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .93) along 7-point
scales, and these scores were used as covariates in the analysis.
Procedure. The experiment consisted of five blocks. In each
block, participants saw all 53 faces presented in a random order.
The order of the blocks was random, and each block consisted of
a different trait judgment: competence, dominance, facial maturity,
likeability, and trustworthiness. Each trait was rated along a
7-point scale, anchored at not at all X (1) and very X (7). Participants showed high reliabilities for their ratings on each of the
traits: competence (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .76), dominance (Cronbach’s
␣ ⫽ .88), facial maturity (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .93), likeability (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91), and trustworthiness (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .82). After
completing the experiment, participants were debriefed and asked
whether they had recognized any of the faces. Participants reporting recognitions were excluded from analysis.
Results and discussion. Scores for each candidate were averaged across participants for each trait. Following the results of the
principal components analysis, we averaged together the Power traits
(dominance and facial maturity) and Warmth traits (likeability and
trustworthiness). We then tested the predictive value of these composites via a linear regression.
The percentage of votes acquired by each politician within his
state served as the dependent measure, and coders’ ratings of affect
and attractiveness were entered as covariates. Values for the Power
composite, Warmth composite, affect, and attractiveness were
regressed onto politicians’ vote-share simultaneously in a singlestep.2 Of the measures examined, Warmth (␤ ⫽ ⫺.13), t(48) ⫽
⫺0.62, p ⫽ .54, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.17), t(48) ⫽ ⫺0.88, p ⫽ .38, and
attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .09), t(48) ⫽ 0.57, p ⫽ .57 did not significantly
predict the percentage of votes that the candidates received. The
Power composite, however, did significantly predict the percentage of
votes that the candidates received (␤ ⫽ .42), t(48) ⫽ 2.93, p ⫽ .005
(see Table 2).
Because candidates in American elections typically run in pairs,
the percentage of votes acquired by the winning candidates was
very often the complement of the percentage of votes acquired by
the losing candidates. Thus, to account for these dependent relationships among candidates, we reanalyzed the data for the 22
pairs of matched candidates (i.e., candidates from the same state)
2
For all analyses reported in this article, tests of multicollinearity
indicated independence among the variables in each of the models (e.g.,
Kline, 1998); all variance-inflation factors ⬍10, all tolerances ⬎.10.
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Table 2
Parameter Estimates (␤s) and t-Statistics for the Influence of Power, Warmth, Affect, and Attractiveness on the Percentage of Votes
That U.S. Candidates Received in the 2006 Senate Election
American participants
Study 1A
Factor
Multiple regression
Power
Warmth
Affect
Attractiveness
Multilevel model
Power
Warmth
Affect
Attractiveness
ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

ⴱⴱⴱ

Japanese participants
Study 3A

Study 1B

Study 3B

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

.42
⫺.13
⫺.17
.09

2.93ⴱⴱ
⫺0.62
⫺0.88
0.57

.48
⫺.09
⫺.13
.03

3.47ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺0.40
⫺0.62
0.16

.49
.00
⫺.22
.12

3.45ⴱⴱⴱ
0.01
⫺1.32
0.53

.45
⫺.27
⫺.24
.42

2.83ⴱⴱ
⫺1.25
⫺1.28
1.77

.50
⫺.11
⫺.10
.12

3.18ⴱⴱ
⫺0.49
⫺0.49
0.77

.56
⫺.04
⫺.07
.04

3.82ⴱⴱⴱ
⫺0.19
⫺0.34
0.25

.51
.11
⫺.20
.12

3.40ⴱⴱⴱ
0.49
⫺1.16
0.51

.46
⫺.12
⫺.21
.23

2.63ⴱⴱ
⫺0.51
⫺0.98
0.90

p ⬍ .001.

using multilevel modeling, with each winning and losing candidate
nested within state or electoral race. Analysis of the predictor
variables paralleled those of the multiple regression. Warmth (␤ ⫽
⫺.11), t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.49, p ⫽ .63, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.10), t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.49,
p ⫽ .63, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .12), t(44) ⫽ 0.77, p ⫽ .45, did
not significantly predict the percentage of votes that the candidates
received, whereas Power did significantly predict the percentage of
votes that the candidates received (␤ ⫽ .50), t(44) ⫽ 3.18, p ⫽
.003.
Thus, consistent with previous accounts of evaluations of leadership in the United States (e.g., Funk, 1996, 1997), Power
emerged as a significant predictor of the percentage of votes that
politicians’ received. That is, participants’ inferences of personality traits from the faces of political candidates from the 2006 U.S.
Senate race predicted their electoral success.

Study 1B
Both Study 1A and previous work have shown that individuals’
naı̈ve judgments of personality traits from the faces of U.S. politicians predict electoral success. However, this work has only
shown this to be the case when the raters and targets are members
of the same culture. Noting that some judgments of nonverbal cues
are cross-culturally consistent (e.g., Albright et al., 1997; Zebrowitz et al., 1993), though others are culturally specific (e.g., Montepare & Zebrowitz, 1993), we sought to test whether inferences of
politicians’ faces by members of a different culture would predict
U.S. electoral outcomes, as well. We therefore repeated Study 1A
with judges from a second culture: Japan.
Method. Thirty-nine male and female undergraduates at a
Japanese university rated the same 53 U.S. politicians, following
the same procedures as in Study 1A. Instructions and trait terms
were translated into Japanese and then back-translated to assure
consistency in meaning: yuno (competence; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91),
shihaiteki (dominance; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .94), otonappoi/
kodomoppoi kaodachi (mature/babyish face; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .94),
konomashisa (likeability; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91), and sinraidekiru
teido (trustworthiness; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .88). None of the participants recognized any of the candidates. In addition, independent

samples of Japanese raters coded the faces for attractiveness (N ⫽
15; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .84) and affective expression (N ⫽ 8; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91) along 7-point scales, and these scores were used
as covariates in the analysis.
Results and discussion. As in Study 1A, ratings of each
target were averaged across judges and combined into Power and
Warmth composites. Correlations between these mean scores with
those from Study 1A showed cross-cultural consensus in American
and Japanese perceivers’ ratings of the U.S. politicians’ faces (rⴱs ⬎
.42; see Table 3).3 It is interesting to note that judgments of Power
were significantly more correlated than were judgments of
Warmth (Z ⫽ 4.52, p ⬍ .001), suggesting that the power-related
traits (dominance and facial maturity) may be more crossculturally legible than the warmth-related traits (likeability and
trustworthiness). However, further work would be needed to test
this hypothesis directly.
Mean scores for Power, Warmth, affect, and attractiveness were
simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that each
politician received in the election. Power again emerged as the
only significant predictor in the model (␤ ⫽ .49), t(48) ⫽ 3.45,
p ⫽ .001; Warmth (␤ ⬍ .01), t(48) ⫽ 0.01, p ⫽ .99, affect (␤ ⫽
⫺.23), t(48) ⫽ ⫺1.32, p ⫽ .19, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .12),
t(48) ⫽ 0.53, p ⫽ .60, were all nonsignificant (see Table 2).
Comparison of the parameter estimate for Power with the American participants’ parameter estimate for Power in Study 1A
showed no significant difference4 (Z ⫽ 0.47, p ⫽ .32).
This pattern was repeated in the multilevel model. Power significantly predicted the percentage of votes that candidates received (␤ ⫽
.51), t(44) ⫽ 3.40, p ⫽ .001, whereas Warmth (␤ ⫽ .11), t(44) ⫽
3
We use rⴱ to refer to the disattenuated correlation coefficient (e.g.,
Kenny & West, 2009). The standard (attenuated) correlations are provided
in Supplemental Table 3, and all meta-analytic comparisons of these
correlations are based on the attenuated correlations.
4
Throughout the article, parameter estimates (␤s) were converted to rs
for meta-analytic analysis following the formula recommended by Peterson
and Brown (2005): r ⫽ ␤ ⫹. 05, where  ⫽ 0 if ␤ is negative and  ⫽
1 if ␤ is positive.
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Table 3
Disattenuated Correlations for Traits and Composites by Targets Across Cultures Based on Ratings in Studies 1– 4
U.S. candidates

Japanese candidates

Traits

Study 1

Study 3

Aggregate

Study 2

Study 4

Aggregate

Power
Dominance
Facial maturity
Warmth
Likeability
Trustworthiness

.96
.89
.96
.58
.70
.42

.90
.87
.91
.64
.74
.47

.92
.86
.94
.64
.75
.51

.93
.83
.97
.53
.48
.60

.95
.80
.98
.45
.38
.63

.92
.79
.95
.47
.41
.60

Note. All of the standard (attenuated) correlations significant at p ⬍ .01.

0.49, p ⫽ .63, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.20), t(44) ⫽ ⫺1.16, p ⫽ .25, and
attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .12), t(44) ⫽ 0.51, p ⫽ .61, did not (see Table 2).
Comparison of the parameter estimate for Power with that from the
American participants’ multilevel model in Study 1A again showed
no significant difference (Z ⫽ 0.07, p ⫽ .47).
Similar to American raters’ inferences of American politicians,
then, Japanese raters’ inferences of American politicians also
corresponded to the targets’ actual electoral success. These data
therefore showed evidence for a relationship between judgments of
faces from one culture and an ecologically valid outcome criterion
in a second culture. Previous studies have shown that judgments of
physiognomic and personality traits agree across cultures for some
traits (Albright et al., 1997; Zebrowitz et al., 1993). Here, we
extend these findings by showing cross-cultural consensus for
additional traits. More important, we show that these naı̈ve judgments are predictive of important social outcomes. In Study 2, we
extend these findings by examining another sample of judgments.

Study 2
Inferences of personality traits from faces predict electoral outcomes for American political candidates. Whereas previous work
has demonstrated this for judgments of various types of candidates
(e.g., gubernatorial: Ballew & Todorov, 2007; congressional:
Todorov et al., 2005), it has focused only on Americans’ judgments of American politicians. Study 1B extended these effects to
show that judgments made by perceivers from a different culture
also predicted the outcomes of U.S. political elections. Despite this
cross-cultural consistency among perceivers, a remaining question
is whether these judgments might vary according to the targets. To
test this, in Study 2, we asked both same-culture (Japanese) and
other-culture (American) raters to make inferences of the same traits
from the faces of political candidates for the candidates from the 2000
election of the Japanese House of Representatives (shugi-in).

Study 2A
Previous work has shown that electoral success is related to
naı̈ve inferences of personality from the faces of American politicians. This is true when the raters are both from the same culture
(i.e., other Americans; Study 1A) and from a different culture (i.e.,
Japanese; Study 1B). Is this relationship limited to American
politicians or does it extend across cultures? In Study 2A, we
investigated this question by measuring whether American partic-

ipants’ inferences of personality traits would predict electoral
outcomes in a Japanese election.
Method. Forty American undergraduates participated for partial course credit in an introductory psychology class. No participants were Japanese or of Japanese descent, none had previously
lived in Japan, and none had visited Japan for more than 2 weeks.
Images of candidates from the 2000 election of the Japanese
House of Representatives (shugi-in) were obtained from an online
database of political flyers used in the election (http://politics.j.utokyo.ac.jp/data/data12.html). Nearly 700 candidates ran in the
election, so a sample of the male candidates was chosen on the
basis of image resolution (i.e., those images with the highest
picture quality, as measured by the number of pixels per inch) for
a total of 80 images (40 winners and 40 losers), equally distributed
from the electoral districts and parties. Candidates’ heads were
cropped from the flyers, standardized in size, and gray-scaled. As
with the U.S. candidates, the faces were coded for attractiveness
(N ⫽ 8; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .83) and affective expression (N ⫽ 13;
Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .94) along 7-point scales for use as covariates in
the analysis. Information about the percentage of votes that the
candidates received was acquired from an Internet news site that
reported the election outcomes (http://www.senkyo.janjan.jp/bin/
search/election.php?election_type⫽1).
Procedures were identical to those of Study 1A, and the participants’ judgments showed high interrater reliability for all of the
five traits: competence (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .88), dominance (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .94), facial maturity (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .93), likeability
(Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .95), and trustworthiness (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .84).
Results and discussion. Ratings for each candidate’s face
were averaged across participants for each trait and combined into
Power and Warmth composites, following the principal components analysis reported above. Scores for Power, Warmth, affect,
and attractiveness were then simultaneously regressed onto the
percentage of votes that the candidates received. Scores for
Warmth uniquely predicted the percentage of votes that Japanese
candidates received in the election (␤ ⫽ .37), t(75) ⫽ 2.01, p ⬍
.05, whereas Power (␤ ⫽ .04), t(75) ⫽ 0.30, p ⫽ .76, affect (␤ ⫽
⫺.37), t(75) ⫽ ⫺1.85, p ⫽ .07, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .05),
t(75) ⫽ 0.42, p ⫽ .68 were nonsignificant predictors (see Table 4).
Similar to Study 1B, then, political candidates’ electoral success
was predicted by judgments from individuals belonging to a different culture. Notably, however, the variable predicting Japanese
candidates’ electoral success was distinct from that predicting U.S.

POLLING THE FACE

7

Table 4
Standardized Parameter Estimates (␤s) and t-Statistics for the Influence of Power, Warmth, Affect, and Attractiveness on the
Percentage of Votes That Japanese Candidates Received in the 2000 Diet Election
American participants
Study 2A

Japanese participants
Study 4A

Study 2B

Study 4B

Factor

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

Power
Warmth
Affect
Attractiveness

.04
.37
⫺.37
.05

0.30
2.01ⴱ
⫺1.85
0.42

.03
.39
⫺.39
.10

0.20
2.18ⴱ
⫺1.90
0.84

.06
.27
.04
⫺.20

0.53
2.29ⴱ
0.33
⫺1.71

.04
.31
.02
⫺.22

0.38
2.64ⴱⴱ
0.20
⫺1.87

ⴱ

p ⬍ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

candidates’ electoral success. Whereas Power was significantly
related to electoral outcomes in the United States, Warmth was
significantly related to electoral outcomes in Japan. This may be
consistent with previous, descriptive accounts of leadership styles
and leadership preferences in Japan (e.g., Misumi & Peterson,
1985). In Study 2B, we therefore examined whether the same
result would emerge when inferences were made by same-culture
(i.e., Japanese) raters.

Study 2B
Study 2A showed that inferences of personality traits from the
faces of Japanese political candidates significantly predicted electoral outcomes. Similar to previous work, Power predicted electoral success in the United States. But distinct from this previous
work, Warmth predicted electoral success in Japan. Although
Japanese raters’ inferences of U.S. political candidates in Study 1B
agreed with American raters’ inferences of U.S. political candidates in Study 1A, perhaps it is possible that American raters’
inferences of Japanese political candidates in Study 2A are anomalous. That is, perhaps Japanese raters will show different judgments of same-culture political candidates. To test this, in Study
2B we asked Japanese participants to make the same trait ratings
of the Japanese candidates that the Americans did in Study 2A.
Method.
Forty-five male and female undergraduates at a
Japanese university participated for partial credit in an introductory psychology course. Stimuli and procedures were the same as
in Study 2A, except that instructions and materials were presented
in Japanese, as in Study 1B. Pretesting of the targets indicated that
11 of the winning candidates were frequently recognized. Therefore, these targets were excluded for a total of 29 winning candidates.5 Participants showed high interrater reliability for each of
the traits: competence (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .89), dominance (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91), facial maturity (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .93), likeability
(Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .91), and trustworthiness (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .84).
As above, independent samples of Japanese raters coded the faces
for attractiveness (N ⫽ 14; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .71) and affective
expression (N ⫽ 8; Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .82) along 7-point scales for
use as covariates in the analysis. Four participants recognized one
or more candidates and were removed from analysis, and a fifth
participant’s data were lost due to a mechanical failure (final
N ⫽ 40).
Results and discussion.
Scores for each candidate were
averaged across participants and combined into Power and

Warmth composites, following the principal components analysis.
As with ratings of U.S. candidates in Study 1, American and
Japanese perceivers’ ratings were strongly correlated (rⴱs ⬎ .48;
see Table 3), indicating cross-cultural agreement for the traits and
composites. As with the U.S. targets, agreement for Power was
significantly greater than agreement for Warmth (Z ⫽ 2.89, p ⫽
.002). In addition, the strength of consensus for the Power and
Warmth scores of U.S. targets in Study 1 did not significantly
differ from the strength of consensus for Power and Warmth scores
of Japanese targets here (ZPower ⫽ 0.58, p ⫽ .28; ZWarmth ⫽ 0.37,
p ⫽ .35).
Scores for Power, Warmth, affect, and attractiveness were
then simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that
each candidate received. As in Study 2A, the only variable
significantly predicting the percentage of votes was Warmth
(␤ ⫽ .27), t(64) ⫽ 2.29, p ⬍ .03. Power (␤ ⫽ .06), t(64) ⫽ 0.53,
p ⫽ .59, affect (␤ ⫽ .04,) t(64) ⫽ 0.33, p ⫽ .75, and attractiveness
(␤ ⫽ ⫺.20), t(64) ⫽ ⫺1.71, p ⫽ .09, were all nonsignificant
predictors (see Table 4), and the parameter estimate for Warmth
did not significantly differ from American participants’ parameter
estimate for Warmth in Study 2A (Z ⫽ 0.69, p ⫽ .24).
As stated above, this outcome is sensible given previous accounts of leadership in Japan, which emphasized interpersonal
relationships among leaders and followers (e.g., Jung et al., 1995).
In addition, these data show cross-cultural consensus and predictive validity, as naı̈ve inferences of personality from the faces of
Japanese political candidates predicted the percentage of votes that
the candidates received when judged by both members of their
own culture (current study) and members of another culture (Study
2A). Thus, naı̈ve inferences of politicians’ faces predicted electoral
outcomes when both the perceivers and the targets were from
different cultures.

Explicit Inferences
Studies 1 and 2 showed that naı̈ve, indirect judgments predicted
electoral success across cultures. None of the participants in any of
these studies knew that they were rating political candidates.
5

Notably, the results of Study 2A do not change when these famous
candidates are also excluded, (␤Warmth ⫽ .43), t(64) ⫽ 2.22, p ⫽ .03;
(␤Power ⫽ .05), t(64) ⫽ 0.36, p ⫽ .72; (␤affect ⫽ ⫺.39), t(64) ⫽ ⫺1.89, p ⫽
.06; (␤attractiveness ⫽ .05), t(64) ⫽ 0.35, p ⫽ .73.
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Individuals reporting any recognition of a candidate, familiarity
with the candidates, or suspicion that the targets were political
candidates were excluded from analysis. Thus, naı̈ve inferences of
personality traits predicted electoral success in both cultures. This
suggests that individuals may extract information from faces similarly, regardless of their cultural orientation and regardless of the
targets’ cultural orientation. If cultural knowledge is not needed to
form predictive inferences about candidates’ electoral success
from their faces, how might the explicit application of one’s own
cultural values affect electoral predictions based on face judgments?
Considering self-projection theory (e.g., Robbins & Krueger,
2005), one might predict that individuals would be able to infer the
outcomes of the elections in the opposite culture, as long as their
cultural values were congruent (i.e., as long as the same traits were
predictive in both cultures). Given that Studies 1 and 2 and the
previous literature on leadership all suggest cross-cultural differences in the traits related to electoral success in the United States
and Japan, we therefore expected that self-projection would lead to
accurate same-culture judgments of electoral success but erroneous other-culture judgments of electoral success.
To test this, in Studies 3 and 4, we repeated the trait judgments
from Studies 1 and 2 but, in addition, asked both American and
Japanese participants to indicate how likely they believed people
would be to vote for U.S. and Japanese political candidates in the
respective culture. By doing so, we sought to evaluate the participants’ predictions about votes for political candidates from both
their own culture and the other’s culture and sought to relate these
explicit judgments to the participants’ previous, naı̈ve attribution
of traits to the same candidates.

Study 3
In Study 1, American and Japanese participants’ judgments of
personality traits from the faces of U.S. political candidates predicted the percentage of votes that the candidates received. Might
their judgments predict electoral success when they are required to
explicitly apply their own knowledge about electoral values? In
Study 3, we tested this in two parts.

Study 3A
In Study 3A, American participants provided both ratings of
traits as in Study 1A and ratings of how likely they believed
Americans would be to vote for each of the candidates from the
2006 U.S. Senate election along an 8-point scale, ranging from not
at all likely (1) to very likely (8). These judgments were then
related to the actual percentage of votes that the candidates received and the participants’ trait judgments of the candidates.
Method. To test whether Americans’ explicit judgments of
political candidates’ faces would predict electoral outcomes, 31
male and female American undergraduates rated the photos of
each candidate from the 2006 U.S. Senate election in exchange for
partial course credit. Targets consisted of the same 53 images used
in Study 1, and participants repeated the same procedures as in
Study 1A (Cronbach’s ␣s ⬎ .81). After rating each of the traits,
however, the experiment continued with participants asked to
provide explicit ratings of how likely they believed Americans
would be to vote for each of the targets along an 8-point scale

anchored at not at all likely (1) and very likely (8). Participants
showed high interrater reliability for their explicit judgments of the
candidates (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .87).
Participants were informed that they were rating actual political
candidates and were asked to identify any politicians that they recognized during debriefing. Five participants indicated that they recognized one or more candidates and provided the names of the individuals that they recognized. Although our intention was for participants
to provide explicit judgments in the last section of the experiment,
specific knowledge about a given candidate would likely relate to his
status relative to the election’s outcome (i.e., whether he is currently
an elected official). These participants’ data were therefore removed
from analysis, as in Study 1A (final N ⫽ 26).
Results.
Trait inferences. Similar to Study 1A, American participants’
judgments of Power, Warmth, affect, and attractiveness were simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that the
candidates received. Replicating Study 1A, Power was the only
significant predictor of the percentage of votes that candidates
received (␤ ⫽ .48), t(48) ⫽ 3.47, p ⫽ .001 (see Table 2). Warmth
(␤ ⫽ ⫺.09), t(48) ⫽ ⫺0.40, p ⫽ .69, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.13), t(48) ⫽
⫺0.62, p ⫽ .54, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .03), t(48) ⫽ 0.16, p ⫽
.87, were all nonsignificant.
These results were again reflected when candidates were paired
with their opponents, and the percentage of votes obtained was
estimated in a multilevel model. Warmth (␤ ⫽ ⫺.04,) t(44) ⫽
⫺0.19, p ⫽ .85, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.07), t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.34, p ⫽ .74, and
attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .04), t(44) ⫽ 0.25, p ⫽ .81, were all nonsignificant, but Power significantly predicted the percentage of votes
that candidates received (␤ ⫽ .56), t(44) ⫽ 3.82, p ⬍ .001. Thus,
American participants’ inferences of Power from the faces of
American political candidates significantly predicted the percentage of votes that they received, replicating Study 1A (see Table 2).
Voting judgments. As with the trait ratings, scores on the
voting judgment for each candidate were averaged across participants. These mean scores were then regressed onto the percentage
of votes that each candidate received, with ratings of affect and
attractiveness entered simultaneously as covariates. Participants’
voting judgments significantly predicted the percentage of votes
that candidates actually received in the election (␤ ⫽ .35), t(49) ⫽
2.48, p ⫽ .02. Attractiveness was not a significant predictor of the
percentage of votes that candidates received (␤ ⫽ ⫺.07), t(49) ⫽
⫺0.46, p ⫽ .65, but ratings of affect did emerge as a significant
predictor in the model (␤ ⫽ ⫺.48), t(49) ⫽ ⫺3.31, p ⫽ .002 (see
Table 5). The negative relationship between affect and percentage
of votes received indicated that candidates with more neutral
expressions in their photos received significantly more votes than
did those displaying happier expressions.
We then conducted a second analysis with multilevel modeling to estimate the relationship between the voting judgments
and the actual votes that the candidates received, while accounting for the relationships between winning candidates and losing
candidates from the same states. As in the ordinary leastsquares regression with the full set of candidates, participants’
voting judgments significantly predicted the percentage of
votes that the candidates received (␤ ⫽ .47), t(44) ⫽ 2.83, p ⫽
.007. Attractiveness ratings did not significantly predict the
percentage of votes that candidates received (␤ ⫽ ⫺.10),
t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.55, p ⫽ .59, but, as in the above analysis, ratings of
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Table 5
Standardized Parameter Estimates (␤s) and t-Statistics for the Influence of Participants’ Voting Judgments in Studies 3 and 4 on the
Percentage of Votes That U.S. and Japanese Candidates Received
U.S. candidates
American participants:
Study 3A
Model
Multiple regression
Voting
Affect
Attractiveness
Multilevel model
Voting
Affect
Attractiveness
ⴱ

p ⬍ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

ⴱⴱⴱ

Japanese candidates

Japanese participants:
Study 3B

American participants:
Study 4A

Japanese participants:
Study 4B

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

␤

t

.35
⫺.48
⫺.07

2.48ⴱ
⫺3.31ⴱⴱ
⫺0.46

⫺.15
⫺.59
.41

⫺0.76
⫺3.86ⴱⴱⴱ
1.78

.18
⫺.12
.10

1.36
⫺1.04
0.79

.38
⫺.01
⫺.10

2.41ⴱ
⫺0.07
⫺0.64

.47
⫺.49
⫺.10

2.83ⴱⴱ
⫺2.85ⴱⴱ
⫺0.55

⫺.05
⫺.57
.34

⫺0.24
⫺3.57ⴱⴱⴱ
1.61

p ⬍ .001.

affect did (␤ ⫽ ⫺.49), t(44) ⫽ ⫺2.85, p ⫽ .007. Again, this
indicated that candidates with more neutral expressions in their
photos received significantly more votes than did those displaying happier expressions, even when accounting for relationships
between opposing candidates.
We were also interested in the relationships between participants’ trait ratings of the candidates’ faces and their voting judgments of the faces. We therefore calculated partial correlations
(controlling for the covariates, affect and attractiveness) between
participants’ voting judgments and their scores on the Power and
Warmth composites. As expected, there was a significant positive
relationship between voting judgments and Power, r(49) ⫽ .65,
p ⬍ .001 (see Table 6). It is interesting to note that participants’
ratings of Warmth were also significantly correlated with their
voting judgments, r(49) ⫽ .38, p ⫽ .006. However, meta-analytic
comparisons of the effect sizes (e.g., Rosenthal & Rosnow, 2007)
showed that the relationship between voting judgments and Power
was significantly greater than the relationship between voting
judgments and Warmth (Z ⫽ 1.92, p ⫽ .03).
Discussion. Study 3A contributed several results of interest.
First, American participants’ trait judgments showed that Power
uniquely predicted the percentage of votes that American political
candidates received, replicating Study 1A. Second, participants’
Power and Warmth judgments were related to their voting judgments of the candidates, and congruent with the trait judgments,
the effect for Power was significantly stronger than was the effect

for Warmth when the covariates were controlled. Finally, participants’ voting judgments significantly predicted the percentage of
votes that the candidates received in the actual election. Thus,
Americans’ indirect judgments of personality traits and direct,
explicit judgments of voting likelihood significantly predicted the
amount of votes that the U.S. candidates received. This is reasonable, as Americans likely possess explicit knowledge about their
culture’s values, which may contribute to whether individuals will
vote for a particular candidate. It is unlikely that members of a
different culture would necessarily possess this insight, however.
In Study 3B, we explored this hypothesis further.

Study 3B
In Study 3B, we tested whether Japanese participants’ explicit
judgments would predict votes received by U.S. political candidates and examined how these voting judgments would relate to
participants’ naı̈ve inferences of traits from the candidates’ faces.
Method. Twenty-four male and female undergraduates from
a Japanese university rated each of the faces from the 2006 U.S.
Senate election in exchange for partial course credit. Instructions
and procedures were the same as in Study 3A except that they were
translated into Japanese and then back-translated to English to
assure the consistency of their meaning. Thus, Japanese participants completed the same task as in Study 1B (Cronbach’s ␣s ⬎
.73) and were subsequently asked to indicate how likely they

Table 6
Partial Correlations (Controlling for Affect and Attractiveness) and Meta-Analytic Comparisons for the Relationships Between the
Trait Composites (Power and Warmth) With Participants’ Voting Judgments in Studies 3 and 4
U.S. candidates

Japanese candidates

Factor

American participants:
Study 3A

Japanese participants:
Study 3B

American participants:
Study 4A

Japanese participants:
Study 4B

Power
Warmth
Z

.65ⴱⴱⴱ
.38ⴱⴱ
1.92ⴱ

.19
.78ⴱⴱⴱ
4.14ⴱⴱⴱ

.66ⴱⴱⴱ
.64ⴱⴱⴱ
0.18

.29ⴱⴱ
.88ⴱⴱⴱ
6.10ⴱⴱⴱ

ⴱ

p ⬍ .05.

ⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .01.

ⴱⴱⴱ

p ⬍ .001.
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believed it was that most Americans would vote for each target in
a political election on a scale from not at all likely (1) to very likely
(8). Participants showed high interrater reliability (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽
.87). None of the participants recognized any of the U.S. candidates.
Results.
Trait inferences. As in Study 1, American and Japanese participants showed high levels of agreement in their ratings of the
U.S. candidates (rⴱs ⬎ .47), and the Power composite again
showed significantly higher cross-cultural agreement than did the
Warmth composite (Z ⫽ 2.89, p ⬍ .01; see Table 3). In addition,
we aggregated across participants’ ratings of U.S. candidates in
both Studies 1 and 3 to measure the overall agreement between
American (Studies 1A and 3A) and Japanese (Studies 1B and 3B)
raters. These relationships showed significant cross-cultural consensus (rⴱs ⬎ .51), and the consensus for Power was significantly
greater than the consensus for Warmth (Z ⫽ 3.88, p ⬍ .001).
Scores for each candidate were averaged across participants, and
composites for Power and Warmth were formed. We then regressed the scores for Power and Warmth onto the percentage of
votes that candidates received in the election, with the ratings for
affect and attractiveness from Study 1B included as covariates. As
in the previous judgments of American candidates, Power emerged
as the only significant predictor of the percentage of votes that
candidates received (␤ ⫽ .45), t(48) ⫽ 2.83, p ⫽ .007, whereas
Warmth (␤ ⫽ ⫺.27), t(48) ⫽ ⫺1.25, p ⫽ .22, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.24),
t(48) ⫽ ⫺1.28, p ⫽ .21, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .42), t(48) ⫽ 1.77,
p ⫽ .08, were all nonsignificant. As in Study 1, American and
Japanese participants’ parameter estimates for Power did not significantly differ (Z ⫽ 0.07, p ⫽ .47).
Controlling for candidates’ shared electoral races with multilevel modeling produced similar results. Power emerged as the
only significant predictor of the percentage of votes that candidates
received (␤ ⫽ .46), t(44) ⫽ 2.63, p ⫽ .01. Warmth (␤ ⫽ ⫺.12),
t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.51, p ⫽ .61, affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.21), t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.98, p ⫽
.33, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .23), t(44) ⫽ 0.90, p ⫽ .37, were all
nonsignificant, replicating the results of Study 1B and extending
the results of Studies 1A and 3A to a sample of foreign judges (see
Table 2).
Voting judgments. Scores for participants’ voting judgments
were averaged to yield a mean score for each candidate and were
simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that the
candidates actually received, along with affect and attractiveness
scores from Study 1B. Unlike the results for American participants
in Study 3A, neither Japanese participants’ voting judgments (␤ ⫽
⫺.15), t(49) ⫽ ⫺0.76, p ⫽ .45, nor their ratings of attractiveness
(␤ ⫽ .41), t(49) ⫽ 1.78, p ⫽ .08, significantly predicted the
percentage of votes that the U.S. candidates received. However,
ratings of affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.59), t(49) ⫽ ⫺3.86, p ⬍ .001, emerged as
a significant predictor and were negatively related to electoral
success, as they were for American participants in Study 3A (see
Table 5). Meta-analytic comparisons of the parameter estimates
showed that the predictive power of American participants’ voting
judgments in Study 3A was significantly greater than that for the
Japanese participants’ voting judgments in Study 3B (Z ⫽ 2.87,
p ⫽ .002).
The results were similar when accounting for the candidates’
shared electoral races. As above, neither Japanese participants’
voting judgments (␤ ⫽ ⫺.05), t(44) ⫽ ⫺0.24, p ⫽ .81, nor ratings

of attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .34), t(44) ⫽ 1.61, p ⫽ .11, predicted the
actual percentage of votes that the candidates received. Ratings of
affect, however, again significantly predicted the candidates’ actual votes (␤ ⫽ ⫺.57), t(44) ⫽ ⫺3.57, p ⬍ .001. Thus, when
considering the relationships among the subset of candidates who
ran in opposing pairs, Japanese participants’ judgments of affect
negatively predicted the percentage of votes that candidates received (i.e., candidates perceived to have more neutral expressions
acquired a greater percentage of votes). Moreover, the regression
coefficient for American participants’ own-culture voting judgments in Study 3A was again significantly greater than was the
regression coefficient for Japanese participants’ other-culture voting judgments here (Z ⫽ 2.88, p ⫽ .002).
As in Study 3A, we examined the relationships between the
participants’ trait judgments of the candidates and their voting
judgments (see Table 6). When controlling for affect and attractiveness, scores on the Warmth composite were significantly correlated with participants’ voting judgments, r(49) ⫽ .78, p ⬍ .001,
but scores on the Power composite showed no significant relationship with participants’ voting judgments, r(49) ⫽ .19, p ⫽ .19.
Moreover, Warmth was significantly more related to participants’
voting judgments than was Power (Z ⫽ 4.14, p ⬍ .001).
Discussion. Japanese participants’ Power scores significantly
predicted the percentage of votes that the American candidates
received, replicating Study 1B. In distinction, however, Japanese
participants’ explicit voting judgments did not predict the American candidates’ electoral success. Rather, consistent with selfprojection theory, Japanese participants’ Warmth scores were significantly correlated with their voting judgments, suggesting that
they may have attempted to apply their own cultural values toward
predicting Americans’ voting behaviors.
In relation, affective expression was negatively related to the percentage of votes that candidates received in the current model, as it
was for American participants in Study 3A. This indicates that candidates with more neutral expressions obtained a higher percentage of
votes than did candidates with happier expressions. However, judgments of affect were not simply a proxy for participants’ voting
judgments, otherwise participants’ ratings of voting likelihood would
have also predicted electoral success, as in Study 3A.
Cultural knowledge therefore seems to affect participants’ ability to make explicit predictions of U.S. candidates’ electoral success. This suggests that experience with the targets’ culture is
necessary to make direct judgments about electoral success, perhaps because cultural knowledge is required to do so. Applying
one’s own cultural schema to judgments of electoral success in a
different culture (self-projection) therefore seems to lead to misguided predictions.

Study 4
Study 3A showed that American perceivers’ impressions of U.S.
candidates’ likely electoral success were significantly related to
their actual success, but Study 3B showed that Japanese perceivers’ impressions of U.S. candidates’ likely electoral success did
not relate to their actual success. This suggests that some level of
cultural knowledge may be necessary to make these explicit judgments. To test this hypothesis, in Study 4 we examined the complement of these effects: American participants provided both trait
inferences and explicit judgments of the electability of the candi-
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dates from the 2000 election of the Japanese House of Representatives (shugi-in) in Study 4A, and Japanese participants provided
trait inferences and explicit judgments of the electability of the
Japanese candidates in Study 4B.

Study 4A
American participants’ explicit judgments of the electoral viability of politicians predicted their actual electoral success in Study
3A when the candidates were from their own culture. Might
Americans’ explicit judgments also predict electoral success when
the candidates are from a different culture? We tested this question
in Study 4A.
Method. Twenty-two male and female American undergraduates provided trait inferences (Cronbach’s ␣s ⬎ .75) and explicit
judgments of electability for the same Japanese political candidates as in Study 2A. Participants first followed the same procedures as in Study 2A. After the trait inferences were complete, the
experiment continued with the participants asked to indicate how
likely they believed it was that most Japanese people would vote
for each candidate along an 8-point scale anchored at not at all
likely (1) and very likely (8). Participants’ judgments showed high
interrater reliability (Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .77). No participants recognized any of the candidates.
Results.
Trait inferences. Ratings of each trait were averaged across
participants for each target, and composites for Power and Warmth
were formed, as above. Power, Warmth, affect, and attractiveness
were simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that
candidates received. Replicating Study 2A, Warmth significantly predicted the percentage of votes that candidates received (␤ ⫽ .39),
t(75) ⫽ 2.18, p ⫽ .03. Attractiveness (␤ ⫽ .10), t(75) ⫽ 0.84, p ⫽ .40,
affect (␤ ⫽ ⫺.39), t(75) ⫽ ⫺1.90, p ⫽ .06, and Power (␤ ⫽ .03),
t(75) ⫽ 0.20, p ⫽ .84, were all nonsignificant (see Table 4).
Voting judgments. To assess whether American participants’
voting judgments might predict the percentage of votes that the
Japanese candidates received, we regressed the targets’ mean
scores for the voting judgments simultaneously with affect and
attractiveness; however, none of the predictors was significant
(␤s ⬍ |.18|, ts ⬍ 1.36, ps ⬎ .18; see Table 5).
Partial correlations (controlling for affect and attractiveness)
between participants’ voting judgments and their scores on the
Power and Warmth composites showed that both Power, r(76) ⫽
.66, p ⬍ .001, and Warmth, r(76) ⫽ .64, p ⬍ .001, were significantly related to participants’ voting judgments, but the correlations were not significantly different (Z ⫽ 0.18, p ⫽ .43; see
Table 6).
Discussion. Although American participants’ naı̈ve and indirect trait inferences predicted the outcomes of the Japanese elections, their explicit judgments did not. The absence of a relationship between the American participants’ voting judgments and the
percentage of votes acquired by the Japanese candidates may have
to do, in part, with Americans’ overweighting of the importance of
Power in determining election outcomes, consistent with selfprojection theory.

Study 4B
In Study 4A, American participants’ explicit judgments of the
electability of Japanese politicians did not correspond to the can-

11

didates’ actual success. Consistent with the findings of Study 3B,
in which Japanese participants’ explicit ratings did not predict the
electoral success of U.S. candidates, this suggests that participants’
cultural orientation is relevant in making explicit judgments about
a candidate’s potential for electoral success in a given culture. We
further tested this possibility by asking Japanese participants in
Study 4B to provide explicit ratings of Japanese political candidates from their own culture, that is the 2000 election of the House
of Representatives (shugi-in).
Method. Twenty-four male and female undergraduates at a
Japanese university repeated the same procedures as in Study 2B
(Cronbach’s ␣s ⬎ .77) followed by a final block of ratings in
which they indicated how likely most people in Japan would be to
vote for each target along an 8-point scale anchored at not at all
likely (1) and very likely (8); Cronbach’s ␣ ⫽ .83. No participants
reported recognizing any of the candidates.
Results.
Trait inferences. American and Japanese participants showed
high levels of agreement in their ratings of the Japanese candidates, as in Study 2 (rⴱs ⬎ .38), and the Power composite again
showed significantly higher cross-cultural agreement than did the
Warmth composite (Z ⫽ 4.92, p ⬍ .001; see Table 3). We then
aggregated across participants’ ratings of Japanese candidates in
both Studies 2 and 4 to measure the overall agreement between
American (Studies 2A and 4A) and Japanese (Studies 2B and 4B)
raters. These relationships showed significant cross-cultural consensus (rⴱs ⬎ .41; see Table 3), and the consensus for Power was
significantly greater than the consensus for Warmth (Z ⫽ 5.51,
p ⬍ .001). In addition, comparisons of the strength of consensus
for U.S. candidates did not significantly differ from the strength of
consensus for Japanese candidates for Power (Z ⫽ 0.20, p ⫽ .42)
or for Warmth (Z ⫽ 1.23, p ⫽ .11) in the aggregated samples of
all of the American and Japanese participants.
Scores for each candidate were averaged across participants and
composites for Power and Warmth were created. We then regressed
the scores for the Power and Warmth composites onto the percentage
of votes that the candidates received in the election with the affect and
attractiveness ratings from Study 2B entered simultaneously as covariates. Replicating Study 2B, participants’ scores on the Warmth
composite were the only significant predictor of the percentage of
votes that the candidates received (␤ ⫽ .31), t(64) ⫽ 2.64, p ⫽ .01;
Power (␤ ⫽ .04), t(64) ⫽ 0.38, p ⫽ .70, affect (␤ ⫽ .02), t(64) ⫽
0.20, p ⫽ .84, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ ⫺.22), t(64) ⫽ ⫺1.87, p ⫽
.07, were not significant (see Table 5). The parameter estimates for
Warmth did not significantly differ between American (Study 4A)
and Japanese participants (Z ⫽ 0.64, p ⫽ .26).
Voting judgments. Scores for participants’ voting judgments
for each candidate were averaged across participants. These mean
voting scores were then simultaneously regressed onto the percentage of votes that the candidates received in the election along with
the affect and attractiveness ratings. Participants’ voting judgments
significantly predicted the percentage of votes that the candidates
received (␤ ⫽ .38), t(65) ⫽ 2.41, p ⫽ .02, whereas affect (␤ ⫽
⫺.01), t(65) ⫽ ⫺0.70, p ⫽ .95, and attractiveness (␤ ⫽ ⫺.10),
t(65) ⫽ ⫺0.64, p ⫽ .52, were both nonsignificant. Japanese
participants’ parameter estimate for the voting judgments of Japanese candidates was greater than Americans participants’ parameter estimate for voting judgments of Japanese candidates (Z ⫽
1.69, p ⬍ .05).
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Partial correlations (controlling for affect and attractiveness)
showed that participants’ voting judgments were significantly correlated with their scores on the Warmth, r(65) ⫽ .88, p ⬍ .001, and
Power composites, r(65) ⫽ .29, p ⫽ .02 (see Table 6). However,
consistent with the relationship between Warmth judgments and
actual votes that the candidates received, meta-analytic comparisons showed that the Warmth composite was significantly more
strongly related to the participants’ subjective voting judgments
than was the Power composite (Z ⫽ 6.10, p ⬍ .001).
Discussion. As with American participants judging U.S. candidates in Study 3A, Japanese participants’ indirect and explicit
judgments of same-culture targets predicted the percentage of
votes that the candidates received. This provides further evidence
that cultural knowledge may be necessary to make explicit inferences about the electoral success of candidates within a given
culture and that when this information is absent, individuals will
use self-projection of their own cultural knowledge in an attempt
to make the inference.

General Discussion
Perceivers extract information about others from their facial
appearance, which is predictive both within and across cultures. In
Studies 1– 4, perceivers’ naı̈ve judgments of traits from political
candidates’ faces significantly predicted the percentage of votes
that the candidates actually received, regardless of the perceiver’s
culture. The traits that predicted electoral success differed across
the two cultures, however. In Studies 3 and 4, perceivers’ explicit
judgments of electability from political candidates’ faces significantly predicted the percentage of votes that the candidates received, but only for those candidates from their own culture. When
participants attempted to infer the electoral success of candidates
from the other culture, they showed evidence of self-projection.
Previous studies have shown both cross-cultural consensus
among perceivers and predictive validity for judgments based on
facial cues. In terms of consensus, previous work has shown
cross-cultural agreement for judgments of faces for a restricted set
of traits (Albright et al., 1997; Zebrowitz et al., 1993). In terms of
prediction, previous work has shown that judgments of faces
predict ecologically valid outcome criteria, but only cases in which
both the perceivers and targets were from very similar cultures
(e.g., Poutvaara et al., 2009; Rule & Ambady, 2008, 2009;
Todorov et al., 2005). We extend the findings on consensus by
showing that there is cross-cultural agreement for judgments of
politicians’ personality traits and show that some traits (such as
those relating to power) show significantly higher agreement
across cultures than do others (such as those relating to warmth).
Additionally, we extend the findings on prediction by showing that
inferences of personality traits by raters in one culture can predict
the outcomes of faces from another, unrelated culture.
Although there was high agreement between raters in the United
States and raters in Japan for both American and Japanese faces,
these ratings related to the outcome criterion differently, depending on the targets’ culture. For American political candidates, both
American and Japanese perceivers’ judgments of Power predicted
the percentage of votes that the candidates received. But for
Japanese political candidates, American and Japanese perceivers’
judgments of Warmth predicted the percentage of votes that the
candidates received. These differences are reflective of previously

described, qualitative and theoretical accounts of leadership preferences in the United States and Japan (e.g., Den Hartog et al.,
1999; Funk, 1996, 1997; Jung & Avolio, 1998; Jung et al., 1995;
Misumi & Peterson, 1985). Thus, naı̈ve judgments of personality
traits from the faces of American and Japanese political candidates
predicted leadership outcomes in a manner congruent with decades
of descriptive work. First impressions of traits from candidates’
faces are therefore highly predictive, regardless of the culture of
the perceiver or the culture of the target.
That perceivers’ naı̈ve judgments predicted electoral outcomes
that concur with cultural values does not suggest that the perceivers possess intuitive knowledge about the foreign culture. Rather,
we found that perceivers’ attempts to explicitly judge the electoral
success of political candidates’ faces were predictive only for their
own culture. American perceivers’ judgments predicted the percentage of votes that American candidates received but not the
percentage of votes that Japanese candidates received. Japanese
perceivers’ judgments predicted the percentage of votes that Japanese candidates received but not the percentage of votes that
American candidates received. These effects are consistent with
the naı̈ve trait inferences, as well: Although perceivers agreed in
their judgments of the faces, the targets’ culture influenced how
the traits related to the outcome criterion (electoral success). Thus,
Studies 3 and 4 conflated the face-based judgments with cultural
knowledge by asking the participants to make inferences that
required an understanding of the values of the other culture.
Together, the two sets of findings therefore illustrate that inferences across cultures may not apply to characteristics that require
specific cultural knowledge. Instead, they present a distinction
between cross-cultural agreement in perceptions of traits from
targets’ faces and cross-cultural differences in how these traits are
weighted when making a decision about for whom to vote.
Indeed, the absence of perceivers’ knowledge of the foreign
culture led them to use self-projection strategies. That is, participants attempted to apply the traits that predicted electoral success
in their own culture to the other culture, resulting in a misprediction of the outcome that revealed ethnocentric reasoning. Likely
due to an absence of knowledge about the other culture (Robbins
& Krueger, 2005), participants essentially predicted that candidates characterized by the traits valued in their own culture would
be successful in the other culture. Specifically, American participants showed evidence of assuming that candidates rated high on
the Power composite would be more likely to get elected in Japan,
whereas Japanese participants showed evidence of assuming that
candidates rated high on the Warmth composite would be more
likely to get elected in the United States. This occurred even under
the specific instructions to rate the targets according to how most
people in the candidate’s home culture (not the perceiver’s culture
or the perceiver’s personal opinion) would evaluate him.
Notably, this observation is not fully aligned with previous
accounts of self-projection. In the self-projection literature, it has
typically been suggested that individuals’ projection to ingroup
members is stronger than their projection to outgroup members
(Robbins & Krueger, 2005). Additionally, evidence for selfprojection tends to show projection from one individual to another
individual, whereas here we essentially observed projection from
one group to another group. Although the underlying mechanisms
behind these effects might be similar, the latter seems to represent
an extension of self-projection theory to the group level. These
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findings may also then relate to alternative accounts of inferences
about others, such as Ames’s (2004) report of “mindreading”
behaviors, whereby individuals self-project to similar others but
use stereotypes to make inferences about dissimilar others.
In the present work, we have therefore identified a difference
between the traits that targets express and what perceivers do with
that trait information. The current data have various practical and
theoretical applications to these two levels of trait expression and
trait perception.
These data may provide insights to cultural values. Perceptions
of Power (dominance and facial maturity) are significantly related
to electoral success in the United States, and perceptions of
Warmth (likeability and trustworthiness) are significantly related
to electoral success in Japan. Even though both American and
Japanese perceivers agree in their perceptions of faces, regardless
of the targets’ culture, they appear to possess different ideas about
how these traits correspond to what is desirable in an elected
leader. If Americans elect leaders who exhibit cross-culturally
consistent expressions of power and Japanese elect leaders who
exhibit cross-culturally consistent expressions of warmth, it is
logical to infer that power and warmth fit the respective cultures’
definitions for what constitutes good leadership. Indeed, previous
survey and self-report data from the two cultures suggest that these
traits roughly correspond to American and Japanese cultural values
for leadership.
Theoretically, the data contribute to a greater understanding of
the processes that constitute our perceptions of others’ traits and
how this information is used differently depending on the culture.
Funder’s (1995) realistic accuracy model (RAM), for instance,
suggests that accurate social perceptions are transmuted from a
target’s actual disposition (Stage 1: relevance) into a set of cues
(Stage 2: availability) that then allow for the detection of the
information (Stage 3: detection) with the subsequent application of
the perceived information (Stage 4: utilization), which is verified
by a criterion or outcome. Thus, although we cannot know from
these data whether the targets actually possess the traits that they
are perceived to, we have evidence that information about traits is
reliably detected from facial cues. Previous research has shown
that the use and application of trait inferences varies crossculturally (e.g., Kashima, Kashima, Kim, & Gelfand, 2006; Maass,
Karasawa, Politi, & Suga, 2006), suggesting a cross-cultural difference at RAM’s Stage 3, the detection or attribution of traits. The
current work may provide some suggestion that there are also
cultural differences at Stage 4, as American and Japanese participants perceived targets similarly but related different traits to the
outcome criterion, electoral success. In that sense, these data may
connect this final stage of RAM to a classic Gibsonian (Gibson,
1979) account of person perception. Specifically, if “perception is
for doing” it is at this last stage of RAM (utilization) at which
“perception is done.” Thus, the earlier stages of the RAM may be
uninfluenced by social or cultural variables (here perception is not
for the perceiver’s doing but for the target’s expressing), and it is
only at the latter stages of the RAM that the Gibsonian perspective
applies.

Future Directions
The current studies are limited in a number of ways that may
provide interesting opportunities for future research. First, due to
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the relative paucity of female candidates in the 2000 election of the
Japanese House of Representatives, in the present work we examined only male targets. Recent research has suggested that male
and female political leaders may be evaluated differently, however
(Chiao, Bowman, & Gill, 2008), and it would therefore be interesting to test how these effects might differ for female candidates.
Similarly, we used only a small percentage of the total candidates
that ran in the Japanese election. Although it would have been
difficult for participants to provide trait ratings for all of the more
than 700 candidates that ran in the 2000 election (particularly in a
repeated-measures design), this presents the possibility for variance across the random sample of winning and losing targets that
we selected. Repetition of these studies with other random samples
from the same election or subsequent elections would therefore be
desirable to bolster the reliability of our effects. Finally, it must be
acknowledged that although face-based judgments may predict
electoral success, they are unlikely to be the determinants of
election outcomes. Indeed, many other factors influence candidates’ success and voting decisions. The current work and previous
related work merely show that candidates’ facial appearances, as
illustrated by their public photographs, may be one contributing
factor. Although in the present and previous studies relating facial
appearance to electoral outcomes, researchers have attempted to
control for confounding variables (such as affective expression and
facial attractiveness), in future work researchers should seek to
explore whether there are other factors that covary with facial
appearance that may be contributing to these effects. Finally,
although we have assumed that cultural values may be critical in
mediating these processes, it should also be acknowledged that we
have not tested the role of values, in particular. Rather, other forms
of cultural knowledge may be responsible for the effects that we
have observed, and one may therefore wish to test the role of
values in these effects more specifically in future studies.

Conclusion
The present findings highlight an important breaking point at
which culture and person perception are dissociated. We agree
across cultures in our perceptions of individuals’ qualities from
their faces. However, we differ across cultures in how we weight
and value these qualities. Thus, our naı̈ve inferences predict different outcomes depending on the target culture, and our explicit
inferences are predictive only for the culture to which we possess
cultural knowledge. These data therefore provide important insight
to the varied nature of first impressions and how they are influenced by and immune to cultural differences.
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