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A fascinating hypothesis has been proposed by Woodley (2010, Intelligence, 38: 471–480)
to explain why intelligence, in contemporary Western countries, appears to be positively
associated with left wing political attitudes. According to the hypothesis, the current Western
‘norm’ is relatively left-wing values, the intelligent are better at norm-mapping and better at
perceiving the benefits of conforming to the dominant set of values and this explains why they
are more likely, in this context, to be relatively left wing. This article will critically examine
this hypothesis. It will argue that the evidence for it is questionable and open to different
interpretations, there is evidence that contradicts it, and it leaves key questions unanswered.
The article will propose that a simpler explanation for the association is that intelligence is
positively associated with openness-intellect, low time preference and agreeableness.
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1. Introduction

The essential argument of the cultural mediation hypothesis
(e.g. Woodley, 2010) is that human societies are in a constant
state of tension between dominance and counter-dominance
instincts and, at any given time, there is a political ‘norm’

which reflects the heightened position of one or other of these
instincts. The highly intelligent would be better at ‘norm
ll rights reserved.
mapping’ (perceiving which was the dominant political per-
spective) and could, through ‘effortful control’ (e.g. MacDonald,
2008 or MacDonald, 2009) convince themselves that they
accepted the dominant political perspective and so obtain the
benefits of being on thewinning team. In addition, theywould be
better able to understand the benefits of conforming. This is why
intelligence is associated with center left-wing perspectives
in societies where the dominant position is ‘counter-
dominance’ (e.g. Deary, Batty, & Gales, 2008) but with center
right perspectives in others, where the dominant perspective
is ‘dominance’ (e.g. Rindermann, Flores-Mendoza, & Woodley,
2012). This article will critically examine this hypothesis. It will
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argue that the evidence for it is questionable and open to
different interpretations, there is evidence that contradicts
it, and it leaves key questions unanswered. The article will
propose that a simpler explanation for the association is that
intelligence is positively associated with openness-intellect,
low time preference and agreeableness.1
2. Dominance and counter-dominance instincts

Clearly, the hypothesis is predicated on the distinction
between ‘dominance’ and ‘counter-dominance’ instincts and so
this area requires some discussion. Charlton (1997) argues that
the most ancient instincts of human beings are dominance
instincts. As with our recent relatives, such as chimpanzees,
humans are evolved to climb a dominance hierarchy, success in
which permits them to pass on more of their genes than the
less successful (e.g. Salter, 2006). However, humansmust have
evolved egalitarian (or counter-dominance) instincts in order
to permit them to live in highly co-operative and egalitarian
hunter–gatherer bands. These bands are ‘immediate return
economies’ in which resources are obtained every day,
distributed every day and shared (see Woodburn, 1982).
Band members are extremely vigilant in ensuring that they
obtain at least an equal share of the food (see Erdal & Whiten,
1994) which makes hoarding and resource nepotism very
difficult, though not impossible. In all human societies, even
hunter–gatherer societies, high status individuals will attempt
to dominate, take more than their equal share, or hoard
(see Knauft, 1991). However, in immediate return economies,
males that engage in such ‘dominance’ behavior are likely to be
detected and will have to deal with hostile coalitions of lower
status males whose strategies will include mockery, failure
to follow orders, defection to another or formation of their
own band, violence, and even murder. In such societies, no
individual can become sufficiently powerful as to be immune
from these strategies because immunity is underwritten by
unequal resource distribution. But he can gain this immunity
in delayed-return economies. In delayed-return economies
(such as modern economies) the behavior of such individuals
is much less likely to be detected and they are more able
to protect their position once such behavior is detected, leading
to sometimes substantial inequality (see Clark, 2007). Barkow
1 It might be suggested that a meta-analysis of (preferably large,
population-based) studies on the relationship between intelligence and
political preference would be a superior way of critiquing the hypothesis.
Certainly, Lynn and Vanhanen's (2012, 272) meta-analysis of 12 studies
based on averages of surveys of values from between 45 and 187 countries
found a significant, if sometimes moderate, negative association between
intelligence and conservatism (defined as traditional and dominance
values). However, supporters of the cultural mediation hypothesis could
maintain that the dominant world value system is increasingly liberalism
and that the most intelligent would better explicate this worldwide, albeit
with regional exceptions. Also, any meta-analysis solely of Western studies,
of voting intention and IQ for example, which reached such a conclusion
could be interpreted as in line with the hypothesis. And, anyway, there are
few such large-scale studies in the West within these parameters (see Deary
et al., 2008). As such, a superior way to potentially refute the hypothesis is to
show that an alternative and simpler theory better fits the data used to
support it, and explains more.
(1992) has posited a triad of social instincts: status-seeking,
nepotism, and mutual reciprocity. When there are surplus
resources, ‘Barkow's triad’ of social instincts will lead to
unequal distribution of resources. Humans will compete for
status, and high status individuals will be able to appropriate
and store more than their equal share of resources. They
will then differentially favor their relatives and build mutually
beneficial alliances to protect their position. They will also be
able to pay lower status men to protect them, as part of a gang.
Nepotism will perpetuate the dominance of their descendents
down the generations.

Charlton argues that, to a great extent, ‘dominance instincts’
can be regarded as ‘right wing’ while ‘counter-dominance
instincts’ can be regarded as ‘left wing.’ Counter-dominance
instincts will be provoked if people are perceived by their
in-group to have farmore resources than themselves. Following
thismodel, wewould expect, in delayed-return economies, that
those of high intelligence and certain personality characteristics
(especially high conscientiousness) would, to a great extent, rise
to the top (see Lynn, 2011); but they would be limited in their
ability to fully realize their potential by nepotism. Those who
were outside the ruling elite could topple the elite in two key
ways. Firstly, they could appeal to egalitarian instincts and
develop powerful coalitions of lower status people on this basis.
Alternatively, they could appeal to dominance instincts, arguing
that they would empower the group of which their supporters
would be a part. It may be that many such coalitions appeal
to aspects of both instincts.

Following Charlton's model, we would expect counter-
dominance instincts to be provoked during periods in
which a segment of society was seen to gain considerably
more than their fair share. In addition, it might be suggested
that as dominance instincts would be provoked by fear of
reduced status, then we might expect egalitarian instincts to
becomemore prominent at times of general prosperity, though
relative inequality. In this regard, Woodley (2010) points out
Inglehart's (1977) argument that in the wake of World War II,
living standards in theWest rose dramatically such that a point
was reached where economic security was taken for granted,
by the generation born after World War II. However, though
living standards rose for everybody, they rose unequally.
Accordingly, people began, following the hierarchy of needs
(their basic needs being fulfilled), to turn their attention to
previously neglected issues which, due to egalitarian instincts,
were of concern, and especially to inequality.

Charlton further argues that in-group inequality is far more
psychologically bothersome than members of an out-group
having more than you do. This being so, Charlton suggests,
social stability can be maintained if members of higher status
groups are perceived almost as a different species by those in
lower status groups (something which might be seen in the
Hindu caste system). As such, if something happened to bring
society together and thus lessen the perception of essential
status group differences (such as greater critique of the
religion that upholds these ideas and better communica-
tions) we might expect counter-dominance instincts to
be evoked. It may be that as dominance instincts are, in a
sense, more instinctive, situations which push us to our
most instinctive, such as a general sense of disorder and
an apparent decline in living standards, will provoke
dominance instincts.
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3. Intelligence, intelligence correlates and
political circumstances

This raises the question of what kind of political perspective
would be attractive to the most intelligent. Meisenberg
and Williams (2008) have found a strong negative correlation
(−0.78) between extremism and intelligence, we would expect
the intelligent to be relatively moderate. If intelligence weakly
correlates with agreeableness at 0.15 (see DeYoung, 20113), then
intelligence would weakly predict egalitarian thinking.2 But, if
intelligence more strongly correlates with openness-intellect
at about 0.3 (see DeYoung, 2013), it wouldmore strongly predict
a questioning, even non-conformist attitude. Intelligence is also
significantly associated with low time preference. From a
meta-analysis of 24 studies, low time preference is correlated
with intelligence at 0.23 (Shamosh & Gray, 2008), implying that
the intelligent would be more concerned about the future.
And intelligence would seem to, in general, predict the ability to
better understand the dynamics of a given situation, including a
social situation (seeKaufman, DeYoung, Reiss, &Gray, 2011), and
engage in themost useful form of action. This being so, wemight
expect that in some circumstances, high intelligence would be
associated with the center right. For example, if society was
dominated by extreme egalitarianism (I use ‘egalitarian’ here to
mean the promotion of socio-economic equality), leading to a
clear decline in living standards, those who were higher in
intelligence would better perceive the need for corrective
measures even if their instincts were more egalitarian than
those of lower intelligence. In other circumstances, intelligence
might be associated with the center left, but it would be
most unlikely to be associated with the far left and even less
likely to be associated with the far right as this would be both
extremist, low in counter-dominance (and thus evidencing low
agreeableness) and, potentially, regressive. However, it is possible
that a rational calculation could be made in favor of some kind
of support for this position in some extreme circumstances.

Woodley interprets Charlton rather differently. Woodley
(2010) has argued that we would expect the highly intelligent
to bemore attuned to the dominant cultural perspective and to
better understand the benefits of adopting it. Woodley may be
correct, though I would suggest that cultural mediation is only
likely to be a small factor in intelligence–political differences
and research that he presents in favor of the hypothesis is
open to alternative, and simpler, interpretations.
4. Difficulties with the evidence presented for the cultural
mediation hypothesis

Woodley (2010) notes research indicating that con-
servatism positively correlated with performance IQ among
2 I appreciate that there is on-going debate about the extent to which
intelligence correlates with agreeableness and why it might do so. It may be
that high intelligence improves the ability to empathize. High theory of
mind positively correlates with agreeableness at about 0.4 (see Nettle, 2007).
But, even if this is so, and the intelligent are not inherently more altruistic,
heightened empathy is still likely to incentivize the intelligent to act in a
more pro-social way.
a sample of 100 Afrikaans students under Apartheid (Katz,
1990) which might imply his hypothesis, though, of course,
performance IQ is not the same thing as IQ so this evidence can
be questioned. Overall, Katz found no relationship between
intelligence and conservatism, when asking for opinions rather
than personal identification. Many studies do find a negative
relationship (see Kanazawa, 2012, Ch. 5, or Lynn & Vanhanen,
2012, 272) this may be explicable in terms of sampling errors.

Woodley also points to Kemmelmeier (2008)who found at a
US university (N 7279) ‘that some dimensions of conservatism
(assessed using self-description and a measure of conservative
attitudes) in particular anti-regulation attitudes, are linked
with higher verbal ability, whereas others such as socially
conservative gender roles, are linked with lower verbal ability’
(Woodley, 2010, 476). Firstly, this does not undermine
the broader negative association, which Kemmelmeier did
find, between conservatism and intelligence. And, secondly,
we might question whether ‘anti-regulation’ is ‘conservative’ in
the same sense in which ‘traditional gender roles’ is ‘conserva-
tive.’ As Kanazawa (2012, Ch. 5) notes, ‘conservative’ can have
different meanings in different contexts. DeYoung (2013)
observes that it is often used as a combination of traditionalist
and pro-dominance. In other instances, a person who holds to
left wing values in a environment in which the tradition is to be
left-wingmight be legitimately described as conservative, while
for Kanazawa (2012, Ch. 5) a conservative is a person who is
not especially interested in helping genetically unrelated
others. Indeed, the meaning of ‘conservative’ has changed
substantially over-time. ‘Anti-regulation attitudes’ were once
regarded as liberal. Also, as recently as 50 years ago, legaliza-
tion of marijuana was a ‘liberal’ agenda item. Today, those who
support legalization of recreational drugs inWestern countries
most consistently are ‘right-wing’ libertarians. It could be
argued here that ‘libertarians’ really are latter-day liberals. But,
the important point is that, in some respects, ‘anti-regulation’
can be seen as ‘economically liberal’ (a word used in contrast
to ‘conservative’). In some respects ‘anti-regulation’ might be
regarded as initiating novel change and so, in some circum-
stances, attractive to those with high intelligence due to their
higher openness-intellect and heightened ability to perceive
how society might be improved.

Finally, Woodley suggests that research in Brazil
(Rindermann et al., 2012), indicating that the most intelli-
gent vote for the center right and the least intelligent for the far
right, can be read as meaning that the values structure in Brazil
is materialist rather than post-materialist (as theWest has been
since the 1960s). This means that the ‘norm’ is more towards
dominance instincts (because the society has lower living
standards than the West), the intelligent are better at norm-
mapping (and teaching themselves to think accordingly,
for their own benefit) and so they vote for, or identify with,
the center right. There are two issues we might raise with
regard to this study and the extent to which it evidences the
cultural mediation hypothesis.

Firstly, Rindermann et al. (2012) use a small sample
(N 586) in only one country making it difficult to draw firm
conclusions. In addition, they concede that their sample is
slightly unrepresentative of Brazil in the extent to which it is
educated, though it is a general population sample. Nevertheless,
wemight, in general, expect a less developed country to bemore
conservative in its attitudes, as religiousness is heightened by



3 It should perhaps be pointed out that these scales have been criticized.
SDO, for example, phrases its statements in such simplistic and unintelligent
sounding ways that it may effectively guarantee a negative relationship with
IQ, even if people are asked to rate their agreement with the statement on a
scale. Examples include ‘Some people are just more worthy than others’ and
‘Some people are just inferior to others’ (see Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, &
Malle, 1994, Appendix A). It could be argued that it is possible to absolutely
disagree with these statements but still agree with a statement such as,
‘Some people can be legitimately regarded as inferior to others in certain
important respects.’ In addition, the word ‘worthy’ can mean both ‘valuable’
and ‘eminent,’ making the above statement ambiguous.
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stress (see Inglehart & Norris, 2004), but for the most intelligent
to be concomitantly the most moderate.

Secondly, and more importantly, Rindermann et al.'s
subjects self-rated their political identification, which is not
the same as the researchers objectively assessing their political
preferences. Identification with ‘left’ and ‘right’may be subject
to cultural influences (see Bobbio, 1996). For example, if a
group identifying as ‘left wing’ become the establishment then
we might predict that the intelligent would begin to identify
with ‘the right’ and ‘the right’ (or, at least, groupings under that
umbrella) might actually be more oriented toward novel and
subjectively necessary change than the left. Brazilian political
discourse is dominated by partieswhich emerged in opposition
to the military regime (in power 1964–1985) and began as
left wing parties, and there is evidence that those who are
objectively right wing in Brazil actually identify as left wing
(e.g. Power, 2000, 96).Wewould expect the old to be relatively
conservative, but Rindermann et al. find that increasing age
weakly predicts being more left wing in Brazil. This would
imply that identifying as left-wing is normative, so might
incline the most intelligent, who would also be high in
openness-intellect, to cautiously be drawn to the right. Also,
though the instincts of the most intelligent may still be
towards greater altruism, they are better able to perceive
the necessity of corrective ‘dominance’ and they are more
open to that which is not mainstream, further explaining
why they might identify with the center right in these
specific circumstances.

Indeed, this is a crucial issue with Woodley's evidence. The
nature of the evidence makes it very difficult to distinguish
intelligent politics from cultural or other factors. There seems
to be a sound case for arguing that intelligence would predict
certain patterns of political belief overall, because intelligence is
positively associated (in descending order of positive correla-
tion) with anti-extremism, openness-intellect, low time prefer-
ence, and agreeableness. As such, we would expect intelligence
to be positively associated with avoiding political extremes,
challenging contemporary thinking, parties with a long term
plan, and co-operation and thus democracy (which we will
see below that it is). However, how the intelligent actually vote
or politically identify is likely to differ in different cultures,
in different voting systems, and among different age cohorts
(where thosewho are youngmight reject the dominantpolitical
party of their parents' generation). Moreover, different (cultur-
ally and age-contingent) results are likely to be obtained when
asking informants to self-identify with a particular political
perspective or party, as against assessing their views objectively.
Accordingly, using the evidence to make intercultural
comparisons and failing to examine the individual cultural
circumstances which might partly explain the results is
highly problematic. Having done this, it could be argued
that Rindermann et al.'s evidence implies that the more
intelligent are strongly against political extremes and are
the most open to new ideas (within a democratic context)
and, as we will see, this can be argued to likewise be the
case in some Western countries for which we have data.

Finally, Woodley (2011) critiques Heaven, Ciarrochi, and
Leeson (2011) for concluding that the positive relationship
between relatively low g and Right Wing Authoritarianism
(RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) in a sample of
Australian school children can be explained by the simplified
judgments and poor social competence of those with low
intelligence.3 Woodley argues that RWAand SDOaremeasures
of attitudes and these can be at variance with implicit
orientations and, as such, the default position should be the
cultural mediation hypothesis. This may be true. But unless
evidence can be presented convincingly proving the cultural
mediation hypothesis, such that alternative explanations of the
relevant data are rendered unreasonable, then Heaven et al.'s
explanation is the simplest in this instance, as it assumes the
least. They observe that, in their sample (N 375), intelligence
does indeed positively correlate with openness and we would
expect those high in openness to be, in general (though there
may sometimes be exceptions in certain circumstances) less
traditional in their values, just as Heaven et al. find.

As an aside, there is some research (Bell, Woodley, Aitken-
Schermer, & Vernon, 2012) which has found no correlation
between a general personality factor and left–right political
persuasion, though it found a correlation between this factor
and a general interest in politics and being educated. But as
McGreal (2012, 11/25) argues, the ‘general factor of personality’
(GFP) is usually described as a combination of the Big 5. ‘One of
these traits, conscientiousness, is associated with conventional
productivity (particularly in work and study domains) and also
with political conservatism to a certain extent. However, one of
the other Big Five traits, openness to experience, tends to be
associatedwith intellectual interests in general, andwith liberal
political values in particular. As the GFP consists of high levels of
both conscientiousness and openness to experience, the two
might cancel each other out in terms of left/right preferences.
The combination of the two might explain why the GFP is
associated with a greater general interest in politics and with
more education.’ And there is, otherwise, a significant body of
research indicating a relationship, though nuanced, between
left–right political preference and personality characteristics
(see DeYoung et al., 2013).
5. Problems with the cultural mediation
hypothesis' predictions

So, the evidence presented for the cultural mediation
hypothesis can be interpreted in linewith a different hypothesis
and is open to question. Also, Woodley's hypothesis leaves us
with an important unanswered question. If high intelligence
predicts conforming to the zeitgeist for personal gain, then,
presumably, critique or even fashion would, broadly speaking,
be initiated either by thosewith low intelligence (which is very
unlikely) or by intelligent people with sufficiently pronounced
personality characteristics to over-rule their high intelligence,
such as lowAgreeableness. There is a body of evidence indicating
that great innovators are characterized not just by high



4 However, as discussed, it could be argued that in some circumstances
intelligent people might reason that freedom and democracy need to be
strongly limited, at least for a period of time, to avoid a breakdown in order.
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intelligence but also by relatively low Agreeableness, high
openness-intellect and high neuroticism (see Simonton, 1988).
However, openness-intellect is generally accepted as being the
most significant characteristic behind creative innovations,
predicting creativity at 0.75 (Batey & Furnham, 2008) and
this, unlike other personality characteristics, is sufficiently
positively associated with intelligence that there is a case for
making intelligence part of openness-intellect (see DeYoung,
Grazioplene, & Peterson, 2012). So we would expect the most
intelligent, controlling for unrelated or very weakly related
personality characteristics, to be inclined to challenge contem-
porary thinking, up to the point that so-doing can be widely
seen as extreme (a point we will discuss below). It appears
that a certain personality-trait profile may predict being at the
head of the vanguard of challenging contemporary thinking,
but intelligence would still predict being part of it.

Indeed, we might argue that just as the intelligent would
perceive the benefits of conforming to the zeitgeist, they
would also better understand the benefits of not doing so.
These would be longer-term benefits and even benefits for
the broader society but not for them or their immediate kin,
and intelligence predicts low time preference and, weakly,
altruism. Deary, Batty, and Gales (2009 or 2008) found
that, among the 1970 cohort in the UK, high intelligence is
positively correlated with attending protests and demonstra-
tions and signing petitions. This would not imply that the
intelligent are likely to conform to the current dispensation
but rather to challenge it, whether due to openness-intellect
or because they are more able to understand the necessity
of challenging a system of power in order to maintain their
freedom (presumably attractive to those high in openness-
intellect) and more able to organize to mount such a challenge
(see Vanhanen, 2009). Deary et al. (2008) found that the most
intelligent voters in the British 1970 cohort voted (in the
2001 parliamentary election) either for the Liberal Democrats
(a relatively minor party, of the center) or the Greens, an
evenmore obscure party focused on ecological issues. The least
intelligent voted for parties on the extreme right. This would
imply that the intelligent are attracted to the center and
repelled by extremism and especially extreme dominance and
this is as we would predict. It also seems to imply that the
intelligent are attracted to the obscure and unusual (within
certain parameters) which would be in line with heightened
openness-intellect (seeNettle, 2007). Deary et al. also found that
the intelligent were slightly more likely to vote for the main
center right party than the, in 2001, highly dominant center
left-party. So, in some respects, this parallels the findings
in Brazil, with the very strong left-wing dominance there
explaining why high IQ was associated with the center-right
rather than the center: the intelligent better understand the extent
to which corrective dominance or anti-dominance measures
are required.

But, at the same time, Deary et al. found that the intelligent
were more likely to support the political system by beingmore
likely to vote in elections and be involved in other voluntary
activities. Thus, it could be argued that intelligence predicts
conforming, within certain parameters, to the political system
(seemingly reflecting agreeableness and a lack of extremism)
as well as challenging the political system. I would counter
that we need to distinguish between the political system and
political power or dominance. The organization and low time
preference involved in maintaining democracy is underpinned
by high intelligence (see Lynn & Vanhanen, 2012, Ch. 5) so we
would expect the most intelligent to be relatively supportive
of democracy, and thus a democratic political system broadly
speaking. In this regard, Lynn and Vanhanen (Ch. 5) have shown
that national intelligence positively predicts how democratic a
country is likely to be. In addition, it is likely that intelligence
positively predicts democracy because democracy involves
openly examining different perspectives (attractive to openness-
intellect), co-operation (attractive to agreeableness) and because
it best maintains a balance between stability and the ability to
hold those in power to account (attractive to thosewho think in
the long term and are repelled by extreme action). In many
ways, this reflects the model of intelligence as a ‘burgher-civil
phenomenon’ discussed by Rindermann et al. Intelligence,
according to this model, predicts a rejection of extremism and
a desire to balance justifiable order and the rule of law with
justifiable freedom in the long term interest, promoting such
values as order, liberty, civility and diligence. This manifests
itself in support for the perspective which will maintain the
appropriate balance and maintain these values, and it may be
that this is often some form of democracy.4 Accordingly, the
intelligent would be the most inclined to maintain democracy.
However, we would also expect them to be the most able to
perceive the importance of keeping power in check, which is
reflected in themore intelligent beingmore likely to protest and
to vote, because failure to vote at all might allow extremists
to gain greater power and also because voting, in a democracy,
is the accepted means of challenging or supporting those in
power. So, we can argue that the intelligent support democracy
precisely because they are intelligent but are nevertheless
the most inclined to challenge political power. By contrast, the
cultural mediation hypothesiswould seem to predict conformity
to the empowered position.

One further test of Woodley's hypothesis, though it might
be difficult to conduct, would be to look at the relationship
between intelligence and support for democracy in relatively
stable autocracies such as China or Russia. If Woodley is right
then high IQ would be related to anti-democratic attitudes
(as these are the dominant attitudes) and support for the ruling
elite in these countries. If he is wrong, then protesting and
support for democracy in these countries would be associated
with high IQ. The bestwe have, in this regard, is proxy data from
Russia. This does appear to indicate that Yabloko, Russia's main
pro-democracy movement, is disproportionately supported
by the intelligentsia and those with higher education (White
2007, 18). The potential problemwith this proxy is that years of
education is also predicted by character: high openness-intellect
(0.31), high conscientiousness (0.55) (see Almlund, Duckworth,
Heckman, & Kautz, 2011), high agreeableness (predicts com-
pleting university at 0.17) (Conard, 2006) and an optimum level
of relatively high neuroticism (Kelvin, Lucas, & Ojha, 1965). But
in that conscientiousness would predict social conformity, then
agreeableness may predict both support for democracy and
possibly anti-dominance as well as social conformity (see
Simonton, 1988), and neuroticism would paradoxically weakly
predict both outward conformity and a kind of religious quest
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(see Saroglou, 2002), it seems probable that a combination of
high intelligence and high openness-intellect explains the
association.5

Also, the culture mediation hypothesis would predict that
the most intelligent would vote, in 2001 in the UK, for the
center left Labour Party because this was, to a great degree,
the dominant party (representing not just the dominant
value system but the dominant model of that value system)
in 2001, but they did not. Meisenberg, Rindermann, Patel,
and Woodley (2012) found that even in strongly religious
nations education (which correlates with intelligence at
around 0.5 overall)6 negatively predicts religiosity, which is
the opposite of what the cultural mediation hypothesis would
predict. It may be, of course, that those who are intelligent
but have a religious-type personality profile (see Saroglou,
2002) will behave as Woodley suggests in the contemporary
West. However, it seems that, in general,Woodley's hypothesis
does not fully explain the behavior of the highly intelligent.We
would expect themost intelligent to be open to new ideas, and
accordingly possibly even initially supportive of certain new
coalitions, but also the first to perceive problems, and especially
long-term problems, with them, and thus among the first to
look to alternative coalitions, challenge the ruling coalition,
or even defect to another society, as intelligence is positively
associated with migration (see Lynn, 1980). But, overall, we
can see that the cultural mediation hypothesis predicts the
opposite of what voters in their 20s were doing in the UK
in 2001 which was protesting, within certain parameters,
against the current dispensation and its values in favor of
a more moderate position.

Secondly, the cultural mediation hypothesis does not explain
why the intelligent would be attracted to modes of behavior
with no obvious logical benefit, such as enjoying songless music
(see Kanazawa & Perina, 2012). The alternative theory, that
their behavior is predicted by correlates of intelligence such
as openness-intellect, would encompass this.

Finally, there may be reason to question aspects of
Inglehart's (1977) ‘Silent Revolution’ thesis and of Woodley's
interpretation of Charlton. With regard to Inglehart, if it is true
that the most economically insecure are the most materialist
and the most economically secure the least, then we would
expect those who are not especially well-paid to be more
materialist than those who have higher salaries. Evidence
from Germany indicates that supporters of the Green Party,
a typical post-materialist party, can be categorized both as
highly educated and relatively economically insecure (Betz,
1990, 252). This implies that it is intelligence and character
5 In addition, neuroticism, agreeableness and conscientiousness predict
religiousness (see Saroglou, 2002) while openness-intellect has no associa-
tion with religiousness overall, but predicts a questioning form of a
religiousness. This might explain why many academics are the leading
advocates of ideologies which, it has been argued, have much in common
with religion in terms of what makes them attractive (see Boyer, 2001;
Dutton, in press). It would also explain why academics, in particular and
especially in the social sciences where ideology can more easily dominate,
tend to reflect the zeitgeist (see Andreski, 1974) in a way that does not
appear to be true of the intelligent per se. This may also explain Rindermann
et al.'s finding that ‘education’ predicted left-wing identification in Brazil but
intelligence predicted ‘center right’ identification.

6 See Jensen (1979, 316).
(as these positively predict education),7 that is inclining people
towards the Green Party and not simply economic security.
Also, we might question Inglehart's founding assumption —

that people solve their needs in a hierarchy of importance.
Those high in openness-intellect can be impractical and
might put, for example, examining philosophical issues
above more immediate needs (see Simonton, 1988), and
openness-intellect positively correlates with intelligence.
But, in defense of Inglehart it seems plausible, even if there
are exceptions, that an improved general standard of living in
a society would make people less insecure and so decrease
dominance instincts. The highly intelligent might anyway
have, to a small degree, lower dominance instincts (due to
their intelligence). This would be implied by the weak positive
correlation between agreeableness and intelligence. However,
in defending Inglehart, we must remember that intelligence
underpins a society's ability to obtain a high standard of living
(see Lynn & Vanhanen, 2012) and that intelligence weakly
predicts egalitarianism, so greater conservatism in poorer
societies is only partly due to lower living standards.

With regard to the discussion of Charlton, it might be
countered that income inequality was at an historic low
in the 1960s in the USA (e.g. Piketty & Saez, 2003). This
would imply that the period was marked by high prosperity
and low inequality and it was the generation that adopted
post-materialist values which presided over a rise in in-
come inequality, despite maturing in a period of relative
income equality. This being so, it might be suggested that
political correctness (see Charlton, 2009), and other such
egalitarian ideologies, are simply means of permitting their
leading advocates to gain social status while fooling these
advocates' followers into believing that equality is being
pursued when, at least in an economic sense, it is not. So the
environmentalist theory behind the rise of post-materialist
thinking can be questioned on these grounds as well.

6. Conclusion

The cultural mediation hypothesis is certainly very thought-
provoking, and it may explain, to a limited degree, the behavior
of those with a certain intelligence personality-trait profile.
However, the test of a successful theory is that it is parsimonious,
has sound evidence behind it, and leaves the fewest questions
unanswered. The cultural mediation hypothesis appears to be
unsuccessful, in explaining the political preferences of the most
intelligent, in these respects.

Future researchers, who may wish to confirm or discon-
firm a relationship between intelligence and certain political
perspectives, need to ensure that they are comparing like
with like in terms of age-cohort, cultural background, cultural
differences in the definitions of key terms, and the means
of discerning political perspective (e.g. self-identification,
voting pattern, and values accepted) and they need to draw
upon large, population-based samples. This would allow us to
better discern what is specifically predicted by intelligence.
Currently, there are relatively few examples of, for example,
research within these parameters on IQ and voting patterns
7 According to a recent meta-analysis, conscientiousness predicts years of
education at around 0.55 and openness-intellect predicts it at around 0.31
(Almlund et al., 2011, 91).
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which we can compare. However, it appears, from the above
analysis, that a combination of openness-intellect and seemingly
agreeableness helps to explain how the intelligent vote in
specific circumstances and evenwhy theymight vote differently
in different circumstances.
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