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Abstract

Focusing on the liberalism-conservatism distinction in the U.S., we asked whether
it is possible to change the extent to which political issues define ideological identities
from a follower’s perspective. We predicted that leaders can change what it means to be a
group member through their messages of support or opposition for a given issue stance.
However, by framing their message stance in a manner that is consistent with the groups
underlying ideals, political leaders are more likely to garner support from followers. The
context of leader messages was also considered. Just as ingroup leaders are responsible
for defining what the group is, outgroup leaders are responsible for defining what the
group is not. We hypothesized that ingroup leader messages are more effective in
changing the ingroup identity in the context of an outgroup opponent compared to when
the ingroup leader’s message is presented alone. Finally, we tested two competing
perspectives on the Need for Cognitive Closure (NFCC). People high in NFCC should be
fundamentally motivated to avoid change in their identities; however, due to their need
for consensus, people high (vs. low) in NFCC are hypothesized to be more responsive to
our manipulations.

We tested these predictions in the context of legal immigration and gun control in
a sample of participants who strongly identify with conservative or liberal ideology.
According to Study 1 (n = 368), conservatives and liberal participants viewed their
group’s ideology as more supportive of legal immigration, but only when an ingroup
leader framed support as consistent with their ingroup ideals. However, whereas liberals
were most responsive to an ingroup leader when an opposing outgroup leader was

present, conservatives were only responsive to ingroup leaders alone. In addition, only



conservatives low (vs. high) in NFCC were responsive to political leader messages of
support. Opposition to legal immigration was never viewed as more representative of
conservative or liberal ideology. Results did not replicate in the context of gun control
(Study 2; n = 469). Implications of this research for theory, policy, and discourse are

discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Political identities are likely an important part of political outcomes. An
individual’s ability to think of themselves as belonging to a larger collective can enhance
mobilization in response to real-world issues. This means that social identities can ensure
the efficacy of a political system. However, political identities also come with their
challenges. When left unchecked, individuals can engage in counterproductive behaviors,
often in the name of their group members.

Political identities are increasingly viewed as a problematic feature of U.S.
politics. Evidence of political polarization in the U.S. and elsewhere is growing
(MccCarty, 2020; Pew Research Center, 2014; Westfall et al., 2015; Yarchi et al., 2021).
The public has developed stronger affiliations with political groups and has likewise
adopted ideological beliefs that correspond with those affiliations. Strong political
identities are not inherently problematic; they can be an indication of a sophisticated
public whose convictions are driven by careful consideration of the issues at hand.
However, strong political identities can result in ideological inertia, where political
groups view their ideological affiliations as a zero-sum game. In this case, the act of
evaluating the world accurately, and solving meaningful social problems, come second to
the need to maintain one’s ideological convictions.

Applied to the U.S. political context, research suggests that many individuals hold
policy attitudes that are not the result of careful consideration of the issues at hand, but
which are more likely to be driven by partisan identities (Barber & Pope, 2019; Cohen,
2003; Ehret et al., 2018; Wojcieszak & Garrett, 2018; Unsworth & Fielding, 2014), and

might even drive identifiers in directions that go against existing knowledge or readily



available evidence (see Van Bavel & Pereira, 2018 for review). In addition, conservatives
and liberals alike have become more affectively polarized over time by reporting
increased negative affect toward their political opponents (lyengar et al., 2019). This
corresponds to recent data suggesting that several indicators of political violence have
been increasing from 2009 into 2019 (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2020).
Similarly, political polarization has been linked to political dysfunctions at the elite level.
Gridlock occurs when political leaders disagree in the policies needed to satisfy the needs
of citizens, without being able to implement any of the needed policies. Binder (2014)
estimated that congressional gridlock had nearly doubled between 1947 and 2012 (see
also Binder, 2015), and has been closely linked to political polarization (see Binder,
2004; Jones, 2001). The result is a decrease in the ratio of laws passed relative to the
legislative agenda: much-needed responses to changing environmental and societal
circumstances are not likely occurring at the rate at which they are needed.

Polarization at the elite level does have corresponding consequences at the level
of the general public. The role of the public in shaping policy is well established (Barbera
et al., 2019; Burstein, 2003; 2014; Campbell, 2012; Wlezien & Soroka, 2012). Political
followers with dedicated partisan identities tend to have some of the biggest impacts in
the political sphere. They are the most active voters and are more likely to donate to
political campaigns and contact local officials (Pew Research Center, 2014). The inability
for the two dominant political groups in the U.S. to agree on public policy issues might
worsen the gap between the needs of society and the policies which are being passed to
address them. Hence, political affiliations or identities have been a major discussion point

for critics of contemporary politics. The political landscape has become ossified. In the



wake of conflict between the two largest political tribes (liberals and conservatives), real-
world problems are not being solved.

A central concern of this dissertation is how to go about generating change in an
increasingly partisan public. Many models have been dedicated to the study of generating
change in individually held political attitudes (e.g., Cobb & Kuklinski, 1997; Diehl et al.,
2016; Krosnick, 1986; Margolis, 2018; Wolsko et al., 2016). However, research
paradigms suggest that political attitudes and behaviors are motivated, at least in part, by
political identities ((Barber & Pope, 2019; Cohen, 2003; Ehret et al., 2018; Wojcieszak &
Garrett, 2018; Unsworth & Fielding, 2014). Social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner;
1979, 1986) highlights deindividuation or the process where social identities, and all the
meaning they entail, come to integrate with a person’s self-concept. Yet, what attributes,
including attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, a person integrates into their self-concept
depends entirely on the meaning they ascribe to those identities. Hence, a meaningful
step in the direction of understanding the processes that govern change in the political
sphere requires that we first understand what governs change in the meaning people
ascribe to their political identities.

To date, little is known about the processes that change political identity content.
Some have argued that the remarkable stability of political attitudes over time may be
indicative of the relative stability in the underlying meaning of political identities
(Huddy, 2001; 2002; 2003). Political identities are rooted in a person’s core beliefs,
which themselves are rooted in personal experience, motivation, and socialization. Any
change in these identities should be difficult to observe.

The affectively polarized nature of the current political climate suggests that



political identities might indeed be deeply rooted (Boxell et al., 2020; lyengar et al.,
2019; lyengar et al., 2012). In addition, studies modeling identification with political
groups suggest a strong motivational basis. People adopt political identities as a means of
satisfying important cognitive motivations, like intolerance of uncertainty and the need
for psychological closure (Hogg, 2007; Jost et al., 2003).% In other words, individuals
gravitate toward particular political identities because of what those groups stand for (i.e.,
their underlying meaning). Any change to that meaning could be construed as a psycho-
logical threat to motivation. Perhaps then the Arkansas lawmaker, Jim Hendren, was wise
to leave his political party, rather than attempt to change the party over disputes that
“...the Republican Party of Arkansas doesn’t focus on the needs of Arkansans but rather
on the divisive rhetoric and issues that divide our country” (Bradner, 2021).

At the same time, ingredients for change in political identities are readily
observed. Among political leaders and followers alike, defining one’s political
allegiances produces a diversity of viewpoints (Pazzanese, 2019). In some cases,
viewpoints from a political follower might directly contradict the viewpoint of others
followers (Hanley, 2020). The notion that political identities constitute a hive mindset
appears to hardly be the case. In other words, political groups could come to represent an
entirely new set of ideals, than is currently theorized. Even Jim Hendren remarked that
“...we’ve taken a party that was about principle and about conservative government to

one that is about one man and a personality.” Conservatism, from his perspective, is

! However, even though there has been a long established link between certain motivations and political
identification as liberal or conservative, recent evidence suggests that this association is comparatively
weak and, at least in the U.S., has declined over time (Acosta & Kemmelmeier, forthcoming).



capable of some form of change. Yet, even the conservatism of old was subject to some
variability. Ronald Reagan’s Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1982 was lauded as
a bill that would toughen sanctions aimed at illegal immigrants; however, the bill
simultaneously provided three million immigrants amnesty and a path to legal status, a
sanction that was relatively uncommon for Republican leaders at the time (Skipper,
2020). The public demonstrates similar levels of variability in their support for particular
issue stances. The border wall is an interesting case in this regard. Contemporarily, the
border wall is considered one of the most polarizing topics of political debate (Pew
Research Center, 2019a). Yet, data as recent as 2005 suggest that Democrats were largely
split in their support for a border “wall” or “fence” (Ekins, 2017; Farley, 2017).
Following Trump's bid for election and signature campaign promise to support a border
wall, support among Demaocrats sharply fell and rose amongst Republicans.

These examples support long-standing principles of SIT, which contend that the
meaning of social identities is subject to social context. Social identities can change in
their underlying definitions. However, no research to this point appears to have been
conducted on the topic. Turner (1999), as well as Hewstone and Cairns (2001), have
criticized the field of identity research for largely neglecting topics like social identity
content. Similar criticisms have been leveled at the study of political identities (Huddy,
2001; 2002; 2003). As a result, we know relatively little about the processes that govern
change in political identities. From the social identity perspective (Tajfel, 1972; Tajfel &
Turner, 1979, 1986), understanding how people define their strongly held identities is
often a meaningful step in understanding their individually held attitudes and probable

future behaviors.



In this dissertation, we aim to demonstrate that political identities are subject to
variation in their underlying meaning. In particular, we argue that a major source of
change in political identities stems from messages from political leaders. Leaders are
regarded as group members with an influence on followers. Hence, their perspectives
should be influential in garnering change in what followers perceive are the ideals of their
respective political identities. However, we also contend that it is not merely a leader’s
support or opposition for a given issue stance that is the sole influence on followers;
instead, leaders gain their influence to the extent that they frame their issue stances in a
manner that is consistent with the underlying ideals of the political ingroup. With the
conservative emphasis on traditionalism and adherence to authority, in contrast with the
liberal orientation on social change and equality, there are likely numerous ways to frame
a supportive or oppositional stance on any given issue in a way that is consistent with the
ideals from either political camp.

In Chapter 2, we describe the identity-based nature of political ideology.
Although traditionally conceptualized as a set of interrelated beliefs and opinions,
political ideology also represents a social identity, wherein individuals display varying
degrees of commitment to the group and those with like-minded views. As a result,
identification with an ideological group can drive a range of political behaviors.
However, we highlight how current views of political ideology fail to account for the
importance of identity content or how individuals define their ideological identities. It is
precisely the meaning of social identities that gives them their predictive value. We argue
that our ability to create meaningful change in the support or opposition for specific

issues that political followers endorse depends directly on our ability to redefine what it



means to be a liberal or conservative. We end with a discussion of current research that
elucidates how individuals define their ideological identities.

In Chapter 3, we review theorizing and research on Social Identity Theory (SIT)
and Self-Categorization Theory (SCT). SCT, in particular, receives considerable focus
for its emphasis on the processes governing the development and maintenance of social
identities. We focus on principles associated with social comparison: where group
followers use individuals within their social environment to define and redefine what it
means to be a group member. Leaders are sources of group influence, due in part to their
tendency to embody group norms. However, even prototypical leaders can be subject to
scrutiny when they deviate too much from the ingroup values, and thus, might not be able
to generate the kind of change we expect by simply voicing their deviant opinions.
Instead, we argue that political leaders must frame their messages in a manner that is
consistent with the values and ideals of the political group.

In Chapter 4, we review the motivated account of political ideology, which argues
that individuals adopt ideological identities, in part, because they symbolize beliefs and
ideals which fulfill important psychological motivations. This view competes with SCTs
view that the meaning of social identities is subject to situational change. If the meaning
underlying a political identity is precisely why an individual was motivated to adopt it,
then changes to the underlying meaning of a political identity should be difficult to
observe. We close by arguing that a view of political identities as inherent stable might be
premature even in light of these arguments. Instead, numerous factors that can conceiv-
ably fulfill an individual’s psychological motivations do not necessitate that identities,

even political identities, be stable in their meaning.



In Chapter 5, we end our theoretical overview with a discussion of the need for
cognitive closure. Avoidance of change has been treated as a hallmark of the need for
closure; yet, our review suggests that even those individuals who prototypically avoid
change, can seek out change under the right conditions. We end this chapter by discuss-
ing how it is precisely those characteristics that drive change in social identities as
outlined by SCT and related theories, which are likely to be most appetitive to those high
in the need for closure.

In Chapter 6, we provide an overview of our main hypotheses. Hypothesis 1-3 are
grounded in SIT, SCT, and their extension in the social identity approach to leadership.
Hypothesis 4 is similarly rooted in extensions of SIT and SCT, including optimal
distinctiveness theory and the meta-contrast principle. Hypothesis 5 is based on research
and theorizing on the Need for Cognitive Closure. Our hypotheses forward several
predictions regarding the main and interactive effects of political ingroup leader
messages, social context, and participant individual difference factors. The Hypotheses
are tested through a series of experimental manipulations.

Chapter 7 reviews a set of pilot studies for our first study, which focused on the
topic of legal immigration. Three pilot studies were required to calibrate the study
materials to allow for a fair test of the hypotheses. In Chapter 8, we test our predictions in
Study 1. We confirm several predictions, including the notion that ingroup leader
messages, when framed appropriately, do shift what followers perceive are their
ingroup’s respective stance on legal immigration. In addition, we find that social context
must be taken into consideration, but find that our results deviated from our expectations

in the case of conservative participants, but even as they were consistent with



expectations in the case of liberal participants. NFCC did not produce any of the expected
results. This variable had virtually no interactive effects with our study manipulations to
influence followers’ judgments of the ingroup but did influence how participants
evaluated their social outgroups.

In Chapter 9, we review the second set of pilot studies conducted for Study 2,
which, in contrast to Study 1, focused on the topic of gun control, another topic on which
the U.S. public exhibits deep divisions. Chapter 10 then presents a replication and
extension of Study 1; yet, we discovered that many of the same results produced in Study
1, did not replicate in Study 2. Several potential explanations for this failed replication
are discussed.

Finally, Chapter 11 discusses the findings, implications, and limitations of our
work. We offer additional reflections and analysis of why the findings did not replicate
and elaborate on research that might circumvent some of the obstacles this series of

studies encountered.
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Chapter 2: Identity Content in an Ideological Context

The nature of political ideology can be difficult to capture. On the one hand,
political ideology has traditionally been defined as a belief system usually made up of a
set of issue stances (Converse, 1964). In other words, political ideologies are a set of
predefined beliefs and attitudes. This definition has had somewhat limited utility in
political science, particularly because political ideology seems to have a different
representation in the minds of followers. In this chapter, we review some of the
complexities inherent in the study of political ideology that we hope to address in our
research. First, we evaluate the notion of ideological identity, discuss how the concept of
identity content is largely absent from the current literature, and begin to elaborate on the
concept of identity content as applied to ideology. Second, we evaluate the underlying
meaning of political ideologies. Specifically, we aim to clearly distinguish the symbolic
versus the issue-based representation of political ideology, and what implication this
might have for the study of ideology as it relates to ideological identity content.
Ideology as an Identity

Political ideology has traditionally been construed as a belief system, or set of
interrelated beliefs and attitudes often in the form of broad-based values and issue stances
(Conover & Feldman, 1981; Converse, 1964). This construal of political ideology infers a
stable nature to ideologies. Ideologies are predefined, and the extent to which a person
can be considered an ideologue depends on the extent to which their own opinions and
attitudes “match” the symbolic- and issue-based attitudes that make up the respective
ideology. Conservatism has been defined as a commitment to traditional values and is

often associated with certain issue stances, like opposition to Social Security expansion
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and government regulation of private industries (see Conover & Feldman, 1981).
Liberalism is defined as combined ideals of liberty and equality and is often associated
with support for Social Security expansion and increased government regulation to
improve equality.

Researchers in political science have argued that the construal of political
ideology as a set of world-views on specific issue stances might be overly simplistic
(Conover & Feldman, 1981; Converse, 1964; Noel, 2014). Importantly, when evaluating
the personal opinions of political followers, the public has, at least historically, been
resoundingly lacking in ideology. Most people do not adopt strong or coherent opinions
on social or economic issues. Nevertheless, certain conceptions of political ideology
continue to have important implications for the study of political thought and action (Jost,
2006; Jost et al., 2009). Contemporary views of political ideology attempt to clarify its
underlying nature by considering both the ideological and identity components of polit-
ical ideology (Ellis & Stimson, 2012; Levitin & Miller, 1979; Malka & Lelkes, 2010).
These have recently been termed issue-based ideology or the concept of ideology as a
reflection of personal opinions on issues, and identity-based ideology, or the concept of
ideology as a reflection of the commitment and sense of belonging to an ideological
group (see Mason, 2018).

Group commitment has been a focal point of social identity research and has long
been thought to drive intergroup perception and behaviors. The focus on group commit-
ment has proved an important predictor of intergroup behavior in a political context.
Mason (2018) demonstrated how affective polarization, or the tendency for political

groups to exhibit extreme levels of disdain for one another, is driven by a commitment to
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the abstract notion of a political ideology, and does not appear to depend at all on the
specific issue stances people endorse. In other words, negative affect toward political
outgroups does not depend on whether a person perceives that outgroups hold issue
stances that differ from their own. Rather, it hinges on the extent to which a person is
affectively committed to their ingroup, which they view to be incompatible with the
outgroup.

Mason’s (2018) work is in line with long-standing predictions from Social
Identity Theory. A major contention of which is that the sense of inclusion and exclusion
with a group is imperative in understanding the outcome of intergroup situations (Brewer,
2001). In the minimal group paradigm (Tajfel et al., 1971), the mere categorization of
individuals into abstract groups has been enough to enact outcomes like ingroup
favoritism, or the tendency to think and behave favorably toward one’s ingroup relative
to the outgroup. As a consequence of the ease with which identities are demonstrated to
drive intergroup action and thought, the strength of social identities or commitment to
social groups has had a widespread impact on the study of intergroup behavior, and has
implications for the study of political ideology.

However, current conceptions of identity-based ideology are fairly narrow in their
integration of social identity concepts. We provide a more detailed analysis of Social
Identity Theory (SIT) and Self-Categorization Theory (SCT) in Chapter 3. For now, it is
worth noting that to understand the broader consequences of social identities, we must
first understand their content. By social identity content (or group prototypes as referred
to by SCT), we refer to the characteristics, whether attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors, which

are attributed to the social group in question (see Turner, 1999). In many respects,
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identity content is akin to the concept of social norms, where individuals perceive that
their groups are largely in favor of certain attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, compared to
others. When applied to the context of political ideology, the content of ideological
identities refers to the stances, whether issue- or value-based, which an individual
perceives are representative of his/her ideology.

According to Turner (1999), our ability to understand the consequences of group
commitment depends on the underlying meaning of the identity. Mason (2018) did show
that commitment to a political group predicts disdain or negative affect toward outgroups;
yet, her research did not deal with the crucial component of identity content. It is not
group commitment by itself that predicts disdain for the outgroup, but rather a
commitment to the political ingroup combined with the idea that belonging to the ingroup
means hating the political outgroup. Livingstone and Haslam (2008) demonstrated this in
the Northern Irish context, which is marked by religious conflict. These authors showed
that the link between religious ingroup identification and negative behavioral intentions
toward an outgroup depended on the extent to which followers perceived that their
ingroup was largely antagonistic toward the outgroup. When followers did not perceive
their religious ingroup as antagonistic toward religious outgroups, there was no link
between identification with the ingroup and negative intentions toward the outgroup.

A focus on identity content clarifies that it is not group commitment alone that
explains political thought and action, but commitment in combination with what it means
to be a group member. Affective polarization can be described as the result of a
heightened commitment to a group, as in Mason (2018), and what followers perceive are

the prototypical values of the ingroup regarding the outgroup. When disdain for the
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political outgroup is in keeping with what it means to be a liberal or conservative,
affective polarization should be observed. If the reverse were true, and disdain for
political outgroups was antithetical to liberal and conservative norms, we would expect
affective polarization to be low.

In this manner, ideological identity content is important to understand the public’s
capacity for change. Stability and change in a political context are undoubtedly linked to
group commitment (Huddy, 2013). However, it is the meaning underlying a group
identity that drives thoughts and actions in certain directions. In this dissertation, we test
the public’s capacity for change in the meaning underlying their political identities as
identities relate to political issue stances. Below, we review research that suggests the
likely ways in which the public defines their ideological identities. We conclude that
political identities are simultaneously defined as a collection of broad-based symbolic
values and more concrete issue stances. In subsequent chapters, we argue that our
capacity to generate change in the issues defining liberal or conservative identities
depends on our ability to frame issue stances in a manner that is in keeping with the
broad-based symbolic values which also define the group.

The Meaning of Liberal and Conservative ldentities

In many research traditions, the beliefs and values encompassing liberal and
conservative ideologies are construed as preferences for specific issues, such as limited
VS. expansive government, traditional marriage vs. marriage equality, restricted vs.
expanded immigration, and abolishing vs. supporting affirmative action (Bartels, 1996;
Campbell et al., 1960; Converse, 1964; Holm & Robinson, 1978; Smith, 1989). However,

whether liberals and conservatives define their ideologies based on issue preferences at
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all has been the subject of some debate.

Conover and Feldman (1981) showed that, whereas people in the U.S.
demonstrate coherence in the way they structure their ideologies (a point doubted in the
past, e.g., Converse, 1964), this structure does not depend on issue positions. Their work
sought to test the psychological precursors of ideological identification by differentiating
between cognitive sources of evaluation, like political issue stances, and emotional
sources, like political symbols. Their model stipulated that these cognitive and symbolic
sources would predict evaluations of conservatives and liberals, which subsequently
impact their self-identification with either group. The specific political symbols were
developed using participants’ affective evaluations of political groups which reflected
different value symbols. Through factor analyses, Conover and Feldman (1981)
determined that these included: the status quo (traditionalism), the radical left
(revolutionary or rapid change), capitalism (private industry), the reformist left (social
change related to social minorities), the disadvantaged (social inequality), and social
control (authority). According to their results, attitudes toward liberals were primarily
influenced by a positive evaluation of radical left and reformist leftist groups, and a
negative evaluation of capitalist groups. In contrast, evaluations of conservatism were
motivated by positive evaluations of the status quo and capitalist groups. Issue positions
were shown to be of moderate influence in their model and played a relatively weak role.
A subsequent analysis of what participants perceived to be the political views of liberals
and conservatives found that liberals made more references to social change, social
inequality, and concern with problems. Conservatives made more references to fiscal

policies, capitalism, and law and order.
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Recent research also confirms Conover and Feldman’s (1981) view of the core
symbolic values which underlie liberal and conservative beliefs (see Piurko et al., 2011).
This work has also influenced other lines of research which theorizes that many person-
ality and motivational correlates of conservatism are rooted in their distinct symbolic
definitions. Researcher on the Need for Cognitive Closure, an individual difference factor
where higher scores indicate a greater preference for stability versus change, indicates
that conservatives tend to score higher on this dimension than liberals (Chirumbolo &
Leone, 2008; Kossowska & Van Hiel, 2003; Jost et al., 2003). In addition, research finds
conservative identities correlate with right-authoritarianism (Wilson & Sibley, 2013), a
personality characteristic differentiating those who strongly obey authority figures
(Altemeyer, 1988). Although the two are known to be qualitatively distinct (Crowson et
al., 2005), the conservative emphasis on social control might explain why links between
the two are often observed.

Regarding issue stances, early studies confirm that political issues might play a
more minor role in political followers’ definitions of their group identities. Several
studies have concluded that even strong political identifiers have very little substantive
knowledge of the issue underlying their political identities (Levitin & Miller, 1979).
Holm and Robinson (1978) observed that although the public exhibited increased
knowledge of traditional ideological meanings from 1960 to 1972, overall awareness of
the issue stances of ideological labels remained relatively low.

On the other hand, more recent research points to coherence between specific
issues and party identities. Research suggests an increasing pattern of overlap between

individual party identities and policy stances (Lelkes, 2016; Levendusky, 2010). Self-
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identified Democrats and Republicans who are politically active are becoming tightly
aligned with their ideologies issue stances, even while the rest of the population might
not (though polarization among the mass public has been observed elsewhere; e.g., Pew
Research Center, 2014). Wattenberg’s (2016) review of ANES data suggests that,
compared to 1964 and 1972, in 2008 and 2012 political candidates were more likely to be
evaluated based on their policy stances. Their results also indicated a corresponding
decline in the relevance of heuristic sources of judgment, like political candidate
attributes of perceived competence, integrity, reliability, charisma, and personal
preferences (e.g., attitudes toward religion). Wattenberg (2019) similarly shows that
political followers have increasingly referenced political issues in interviews using ANES
data between1980 and 2012.

This rise in references to political issues might be due in part to rising education
levels and political knowledge that comes with it (Barber & Pope, 2018; Tedin, 1987;
Wattenberg, 2019). The rise in issue ideologues also suggests that followers are
motivated to attend to political cues regarding the issue stances that make up their
respective ideologies. Even though there may be less of an inherently ideological
connection between ideology and issue stance, nevertheless issue stances serve an
important signal function. By embracing certain issue stances, one signals one’s ingroup
membership and commitment to a certain shared sense of identity. This implies that the
importance of issues stances for those in the public eye increases (Wattenberg, 2016). By
the same token, the personal characteristics of the candidates are given less weight.

Political followers should therefore be motivated to attend to and embrace the

issue stances that are dominant among ingroup members. By attending to the various
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social cues from the political environment, people can come to a clear sense of what
issues represent their respective ideological identities. Ideological cues from political
leaders are likely a significant source of influence. Levendusky’s (2009) review of
ideological sorting shows that much of the ideological coherence displayed by the public
is due to elite polarization. Political followers have received increasingly consistent cues
from presidential candidates, congressional delegates, political activists, and interest
groups (to name only a few) regarding the belief systems of Democrats and Republicans.
As a result, the public, though not holding as extreme views as political elites, appears to
be more accurate at sorting their party affiliations with their corresponding ideology.
Liberal Democrats and conservative Republicans have now become much more
normative.

Though debates persist regarding the nature of political ideology, research has
emerged over time which lends credence to the idea that people define their ideologies
based on specific issue positions. What has been sometimes less clear is whether the
meaning underlying their political identities changes. On the one hand, political followers
are sometimes portrayed as fervent partisans, displaying little desire to relent on any of
their ideals and clinging passionately to the issue stances that come to define their
ideological identities (Barker, 1963; VVan Prooijen & Krouwel, 2017). Ideological
identities and the beliefs and values they entail become such an important source of self-
definition that changes to the meaning underlying a person’s political identity are
experienced as a direct threat to one’s self-concept (see Huddy, 2001 for a similar
argument).

On the other hand, perhaps it is the social context that is responsible for defining
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what values and beliefs are important to a group. From the social identity perspective, the
meaning underlying social identities are subject to situational change (e.g., Haslam &
Turner, 1992; Haslam et al., 1992; Oakes et al., 1994). Although an individual’s
definitions of their social identities might be rooted in what they find personally
meaningful, social identities are also rooted in socialization experiences. People confirm
and disconfirm “what the group means” by observing others in the socio-political
environment. To the extent that individuals observe the policy stances of fellow ingroup
members shifting in atypical directions, their definitions of the group might shift with it.
In the following Chapter 3, we review research on the processes that are likely to
govern change in social identities in general, which can presumably apply to ideological
identities. In Chapter 4, we explore a competing perspective which argues that political
identities, whether ideological or not, are distinct from other sources of social identity;
suggesting that the processes that typically govern change in social identities more

broadly, might not apply to ideological identities specifically.
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Chapter 3: Changing the Content of Social Identities

There are at least two competing perspectives on the stability of political
ideology. On the one hand, social identity and self-categorization theory (SCT) conceive
of political ideologies as social identities—personally meaningful group memberships. At
the center of this approach is the notion that social identities are heavily embedded in
their social context, and that individuals are routinely engaged in a process of inferring
the meaning of their group membership based on changing social cues (Tajfel, 1972;
Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner & Oakes, 1989).

By contrast, others have argued that this approach overestimates the fluidity of
political identities (see Huddy, 2001). Even if conceived as group memberships,
conservatives and liberals are heavily motivated to maintain and even strengthen their
existing social identities as contexts vary (cf. Ethier & Deaux, 1994). This approach
coincides with research suggesting that liberal and conservative identities are a product of
enduring psychological dispositions (e.g., Hibbing et al., 2014; Jost et al., 2003). Based
on this approach, adopting a political identity is not only a way of expressing one’s own
individually held beliefs and attitudes but a way of fulfilling important psychological
needs. Therefore, any change in the meaning underlying one’s identities is a direct threat
to one’s psychological needs. Below, we explore the “changing identities” perspective in
some detail. In Chapter 4, we review this competing perspective.

The Social Identity Approach

Tajfel’s (1972; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) Social Identity Theory (SIT) suggests that

intergroup conflict, and numerous other social contexts, must be understood as being

embedded in how people understand themselves and the groups to which they belong.
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The sense of self derives not only from one’s own firsthand experiences but from one’s
group memberships. Social identities reflect knowledge of belonging to and valuing a
given social group. When individuals view themselves as a member of the group, they are
motivated to hold values that are shared with other group members.

Group membership garners considerable benefits. In a world of complexity and
uncertainty, social identities provide individuals with a sense of meaning and supply
important insights into the beliefs a person should endorse and the behaviors they should
exhibit (Hogg, 2007). Social identities are functional to the extent that they clarify and
define social situations by supplying meaningful beliefs and behavioral expectations of
ingroup and outgroup members. As a result, social identities are thought to have
considerable adaptive benefits (see Park & Van Leeuwen, 2015). They allow individuals
to simplify their social surroundings but also signal to others their cooperative and
competitive intentions.

SIT has much to say about the consequences of social identification, where
commitment to one’s group is seminal in understanding intragroup and intergroup
behaviors. For example, ingroup favoritism is thought to be the result of the interaction
between an individual’s commitment to a group and their underlying need for positive
self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). By actively favoring ingroup members over
outgroup members, individuals maintain their groups status above that of others. The
consequence is a positive sense of group (and therefore, self) distinctiveness. As we
outlined in Chapter 2, an emphasis on group commitment is only a single facet of social
identities and, on its own, cannot explain the processes that govern inter- and intra-group

thought and action. On the other hand, self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner, 1985)
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emphasizes the process of social identity formation and change, including how people
come to understand the values and beliefs that define groups.
Self-Categorization Theory: The Nature of Group Meaning

As a close relative to SIT, SCT explains the processes underlying the formation of
group identity (Abrams & Hogg, 2010; Hornsey, 2008). According to SCT, people
develop so-called group prototypes, which are fuzzy sets of attributes that define an
ingroup and differentiate it from relevant outgroups. Group prototypes represent what it
means to be a group member. Attributes of a group prototype can encompass numerous
characteristics, including the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors which are thought to
separate the ingroup from a relevant outgroup. Social norms are akin to group prototypes
but refer to perceived attributes that are shared widely across group members. In other
words, as people interact in intra- and inter-group contexts, people confirm or disconfirm
attributes making up the group prototype, until an agreed-upon set of attributes are
developed.

The concept of a group prototype is imperative in understanding the consequences
of social identities. It is precisely by understanding what a group identity means to an
individual which allows us to determine their probable thoughts and behaviors. Accord-
ing to SIT and SCT, when group membership is salient, people engage in deindividuation
(Reicher et al., 1995; Turner et al., 1987). This describes the process based on which
people’s thinking and experience are oriented toward their group and their group
membership. Compared to other situations when their group membership is not salient,
they are more likely to endorse beliefs or exhibit behaviors that are consistent with their

perceived group memberships (Reicher et al., 1998).
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Yet, the outcome of deindividuation depends on what it means to be a group
member. For example, deindividuation is often presumed to be an antecedent of ingroup
favoritism (Brewer, 2001). When a person’s social identity is made salient, they become
much more likely to think and behave in ways that favor ingroup members relative to
outgroup members (Hunter et al., 2017; Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Stroebe et al., 2005).
However, this often-cataloged association between identification with a group and
favoritism towards that group must be considered in the context of the group prototype.
Jetten et al. (1996) asked participants to allocate resources to ingroup and outgroup
members (a common measure of ingroup favoritism), and as in many other social identity
studies, participants favored their ingroup. However, the researchers also varied what
participants perceived to be ingroup norms. When norms of fairness were made salient,
ingroup favoring distributions were reduced but exacerbated when norms of discrimi-
nation were made salient. In other words, the tendency to favor one’s ingroup is not an
inherent feature of identification with a social group. Instead, the tendency depends
entirely on what individuals perceive it means to be a group member (see also Hertel &
Kerr, 2001).

In Chapter 2, we highlighted research on group meaning which suggests the
importance of the concept of the group prototype. In particular, we discussed how the
concept of a group prototype not only clarifies relationships between group identification
and intergroup cognition or behavior but also opens an important route for meaningful
change. If social identification triggers deindividuation, and outcomes of deindividuation
depend on the underlying meaning of the group prototype, then one route of changing

thoughts and behaviors in an intergroup setting might be to change what it means to be a
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group member. Although understudied, SCT has much to offer in this regard.
SCT on the Variable Nature of Social Identities

SIT and SCT both highlight how strongly human thought and action are rooted in
their social context. The way that people think about themselves and others is subject to
the variability that often marks a social environment. One’s sense of self is embedded in
the social circumstances in which the self-concept is perceived. One demonstration of
this stemming from the SIT approach involves the salience of social identities. People are
not always actively aware or thinking of their group memberships (Callero, 1985).
Specifically, group identities (and their prototypes) tend to become activated in situations
in which an individual’s group membership is salient (Turner et al., 1987). This may be
the case in an intergroup interaction, in which a comparison between ingroup and
outgroup is unavoidable (see Abrams et al., 1990).

Beyond accessibility or salience of the group identity itself, attributes that define
the group prototype (or social norms) are subject to variation (Turner et al., 1987; Turner
& Reynolds, 2011). Beliefs and behaviors may vary across social situations, with groups
occasionally endorsing at different points in time what may appear to be contradictory
goals and values. For instance, a group member may define their social identity as driven
by loyalty to authority in one context (e.g., when authority figures are ingroup members).
However, in a different context, they may define their ingroup identity as defying
authority (e.g., when authority figures are outgroup members).

According to SCT, people are motivated to develop a clear sense of what it means
to belong to their social ingroup, or an ingroup prototype (Turner, 1985; Turner et al.,

1987). This might also explain why individuals are motivated to change what it means to
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be a group member in light of changing social context. The motivation for positive
distinctiveness is one account of why individuals develop ingroup prototypes as a means
of maintaining a positive group-, and therefore, self-image (Hogg, 1992; Turner & Oakes,
1986). As a result, people not only develop a sense of what it means to be a group
member, but that meaning often takes on a positive substance (Turner, 1985). Another
account contends that people are motivated to develop ingroup prototypes as a means of
reducing psychological uncertainty (see Hogg, 2007; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg &
Mullen, 1999). In uncertain times, social identities provide a clear sense of belief and
behavioral expectations by which to navigate difficult environments. Yet, this can only be
achieved insofar as a person has a clear sense of what the ingroup prototype is and all the
prescribed and ascribed beliefs and behaviors it entails.

SCT regards social comparison as the primary process by which group prototypes
are developed. Self-categorization and social comparison are regarded as mutually
dependent; neither of which can exist without the other (Tajfel, 1972; Turner, 1985). By
engaging in upward social comparisons with ingroup members, people can develop a
positive sense of what it means to be a group member. That is, by comparing themselves
with worthy or even superior ingroup members, they derive a sense of positive
distinctiveness through the process of deindividuation. Likewise, social comparisons
render the world less uncertain and more subjectively meaningful (Festinger, 1954).
Uncertainty increases when people who are categorically similar to themselves differ in
their underlying, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. As a result, ingroup followers are
fundamentally motivated to evaluate the attributes of fellow ingroup members and

incorporate these attributes in their ingroup prototype (Hogg, 2007). As a result, people
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can develop a relatively stable sense of what it means to be a group member insofar as
fellow ingroup members remain relatively stable in their attributes.

However, this subjective certainty is threatened when expected similarities with
the ingroup and differences from the outgroup fail to materialize (Hogg; 2007; Hogg &
Mullen, 1999). When individuals find themselves to be at least somewhat similar to
outgroup members, and at least somewhat dissimilar to ingroup members, individuals are
motivated to re-establish their sense of subjective certainty. One way of re-establishing
the distinctiveness between the ingroup and outgroup is the reconstruction of group
prototypes (Hogg, 2007). This implies that new attributes are emphasized as they become
a valuable source of differentiation between ingroup and outgroup. By contrast, old
values and norms are deemphasized such that they lose their ability to differentiate the
ingroup from the outgroup. The extent to which a group prototype (i.e., an individual’s
perception of a group’s attributes) becomes a group norm (i.e., a shared perception of a
group’s attributes) directly depends on this process of social comparison.

Several principles have been derived from integrations of SIT/SCT and work on
social comparisons. Specifically, the metacontrast principle (Turner et al., 1987) seeks to
capture how social comparison creates group prototypes. When individuals find
themselves in a social context, some characteristics tend to render them similar to, and
other characteristics render them different from other individuals. This prompts
individuals to divide their social environment into people who are members of the same
category (ingroup), or members of a different category (outgroup). The specific ways in
which individuals categorize themselves and others depend on the social characteristics

that are most salient or most contextually relevant to the person. For instance, in a group
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discussion about the importance of a college degree, individuals might spontaneously
perceive a division between those group members with and without a college degree.
However, if the very same diverse group talks about the racial and ethnic division in the
U.S., each individual might categorize themselves and other group members differently.
In each instance, the act of categorizing individuals in ingroups and outgroups leads
individuals to exaggerate the between-group differences. Moreover, in the social
perception of individuals, their similarity with other ingroup members features
prominently, whereas the same is true for differences between themselves and members
of the outgroup (Turner & Oakes, 1986). According to the meta-contrast principle,
individuals are motivated to maximize their perceived similarity with ingroup members
and minimize their perceived similarity with members of a salient outgroup.

According to social identity, the division between “us” and “them” has clear
benefits. It identifies an individual’s social location, and thus reduces subjective certainty.
Especially in complex social environments, clearly delineated group membership orient
individuals toward ingroup members and their norms and expectations. Typically, this
renders prescriptions for future behaviors less ambiguous and reduces uncertainty by
providing individuals with ways of how to navigate a potentially complex social
environment. Individuals who view themselves as similar to members of their ingroup,
tend to embrace ingroup norms and ideas, so long as they sufficiently differ from the
outgroup.

A similar dynamic of individuals seeking to negotiate their position within a given
social context is emphasized in optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991). Whereas

the social identity approach has more broadly outlined motivational consequences of



28

social identities (i.e., self-esteem, certainty-uncertainty), optimal distinctiveness theory
outlines motivational antecedents (see Leonardelli et al., 2010 for review). This
framework suggests that individuals possess two competing needs which govern
membership in social groups. The theory assumes that individuals possess a need for
inclusion and assimilation, that is, the need to affiliate with others to establish a sense of
belonging and certainty, which ultimately aids individuals’ survival, and facilitates
cooperation and collective action. At the same time, the theory argues that there is a need
for differentiation or exclusion, which allows the individuals to differentiate themselves
from others and pursue personal goals, which facilitate creativity and self-expression.
The premise of optimal distinctiveness theory is that these two needs are independent and
work in competition to generate a sense of group belonging (Pickett & Brewer, 2001). In
other words, group membership is one means through which individuals can accomplish
a sense of optimal inclusion and differentiation.

Optimal distinctiveness theory has primarily been used to explain the strength of
social identities. For example, the stronger sense of social identification experienced by
social minorities, relative to social majorities, stems from the differences in each group’s
ability to fulfill needs for inclusion and differentiation (Brewer, 1991). Majority groups
fulfill the need for inclusiveness, but due to their large group numbers are not sufficiently
distinct from other groups to warrant a strong social identity. On the other hand, the
smaller yet sufficiently large group size of social minorities are both sufficiently inclusive
and distinct from other groups, which garners a stronger sense of identity from its
members. Several streams of research confirm that social minorities, compared to social

majority members, are more likely to describe themselves based on their group identities
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(Simon et al., 1997), perceive their groups as more homogeneous (Simon & Hamilton,
1994; Mullen, 1991; Nelson & Miller, 1995), and simply more likely to identify with
their group (Ellemers et al., 1999; Licken & Simon, 2005).

However, fulfilling the needs for inclusion and differentiation can come from a
variety of sources; research has explored how groups size (Leszczensky et al., 2020),
geographic location (Lau, 1989), and individually held attitudes (Lee, 2009) are all
sources of generating optimal distinctiveness. We contend that, theoretically, one such
source is the group prototype. Groups can be optimally distinct to the extent that they
possess norms and values which differ from social outgroup members but are likewise
optimally inclusive to the extent that they are shared widely with ingroup members. The
optimal distinctiveness of an ingroup norm could be threatened to the extent that the
norm is endorsed by an outgroup member or fails to be endorsed by an ingroup member.
The highest level of threat to optimal distinctiveness might occur to the extent that both
of these events are true. Group norms might be subject to change to the extent that
ingroup members perceive these norms as failing to sufficiently distinguish the ingroup
from a relevant outgroup (e.g., Hogg et al., 1990).

The metacontrast principle and optimal distinctiveness theory highlight the
intrapersonal nature of group prototypes. People come to develop an idea of group
prototypes as a function of communication with ingroup and outgroup members (Hogg &
Turner, 1987; Turner & Oakes, 1989). According to referent information influence
theory, an extension of SCT, when important group identification is established (i.e., the
process whereby individuals assign personal significance to group membership), the

group’s prototype becomes an important way that individuals define themselves (see
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Abrams & Hogg, 1990). Identification with one’s group is not merely a process of
behavioral compliance or obedience, but a process of real cognitive change in how group
members define their sense of self. As a result, people who strongly identify with a group
attend closely to information regarding the meaning of their group prototypes (Abrams et
al., 1990), which may come from a variety of sources.

Arguably, group leaders represent the most potent source of influence. Leaders
are not only group members, but they are likely to best embody the characteristics of a
group. Leaders tend to enjoy privileges that give them influence over group action; an
influence that is unlikely to be seen from regular ingroup members (i.e., non-leaders)
(Abrams et al., 2008; Marques et al., 2001). Ingroup members often look toward leaders
to determine the specific meaning and implication of their ingroup identity. But because
the ingroup is defined as distinct from any outgroups, outgroup leaders may also help
shape how ingroup members understand the outgroup. In the following sections, we
elaborate on a theory of leadership and social identity, which describes leaders as a potent
source of change to the group identity.
Arbiters of Change: The Role of Leaders in Defining the Group

When shaping a group’s views and opinions, leaders are of critical importance.
The social identity theory of leadership (SITL; Hogg, 2001; 2008; Hogg et al., 2012)
argues that depersonalization, or the process by which an individual perceives themselves
as part of a group and embodying the group’s characteristics, is an attribute of strong
social identifiers (or situations in which social identities are salient) (Turner, 1991). SIT
research has demonstrated how the process of depersonalization can impact follower

motivation in the direction of one’s group memberships. SITL similarly suggests that
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depersonalization is important in the process of social influence: group members strongly
favor the influence of those who best embody the ingroup prototype. Ingroup leaders are
those group members who best embody the ingroup’s ideals and who have demonstrated
their championing of those ideals through action. They gain their influence in part by the
fact that they are the most liked group members and because their prototypical behaviors
are perceived to be an inherent (and thereby enduring) part of who they are as
individuals. Several studies of SITL have confirmed its major tenants, such that group
leaders who are seen as prototypical for the group are trusted more and perceived as more
effective (see Barreto & Hogg, 2017).
Leader Prototypicality and Mobilization of Followers

Because they embody group norms, leaders enjoy a high-status position in the
group, which translates into them influencing other group members. Further, through acts
of group commitment, they gain respect and inspire trust (Hogg & Reid, 2006). Research
in organizational contexts has demonstrated the relative influence of group leaders on
followers. Prototypical leaders who demonstrate their commitment to the organization are
more likely to enhance the commitment and overall performance of organizational
members (Leroy et al., 2012). In political contexts, research suggests that political
leaders’ communication with followers is influential in the mobilization of social action,
like social protests (Reid & Ng, 2003). Though research is sparse, there is also some
evidence that leaders may play a role in the transmission of attitudes (particularly
commitment toward group values). Organizational leaders who are supportive of change
are likely to transmit these attitudes toward other members of the organization, such that

member attitudes toward change become more supportive (Pierro et al., 2007).
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Evaluations of political leaders are also shown to be influenced by experienced group
members, like political talk show hosts (Lee & Cappella, 2001). Similar evidence shows
that political elites play a marked role in the polarization and political behaviors of the
electorate. Specifically, elite polarization has been linked to an increase in political party
importance and salience (Hetherington, 2001), elite-consistent voting patterns
(Levendusky, 2010), and opinion polarization of party followers (Druckman et al., 2013).

However, a major tenant of SITL appears to have gone understudied. Because of
their elevated position, leaders have the greatest impact on group norms and values.
Leaders help shape the group prototype by a) focusing on which characteristics matter
most to the group and b) by forming consensus on specific values. According to the SITL
(Hogg, 2001; 2008; Hogg et al., 2012), leaders not only reinforce existing group norms
but also change group norms. This power to innovate was tapped in an investigation by
Hornsey and Imani (2004). In their research, ingroup members who deviated from group
norms were evaluated less positively than ingroup members who fully supported existing
group norms. However, negative reactions to ingroup critics were reduced (though not
eliminated) when ingroup members had a high degree of experience with the ingroup
(i.e., a dimension of leader prototypicality).

Whereas pertinent, there are clear limitations to the applicability of Hornsey and
Imani’s (2004) findings to the current research questions. For one, these authors did not
demonstrate any change in the perceived ingroup prototypes as a result of ingroup critics,
which was arguably the primary purpose of their research. However, the authors’ main
findings do allude to an important consideration. As noted in their work, highly

experienced ingroup members are met with cautious acceptance at best. This suggests
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that any real normative change among group members may still be difficult to observe,
even when the need for change is expressed among experienced group leaders. As is a
major goal of this investigation, we ask, how can leaders influence what followers
perceive as the prototype or norms of the ingroup. Specifically, can leaders introduce
norms that were once atypical for a group?

Hornsey and Imani’s (2004) work suggests that indeed, prototypical group leaders
should be particularly influential in shifting support toward new norms for ingroup
followers. However, leaders might not be able to rely on their prototypicality alone to
generate any meaningful sort of change. Instead, leaders might be able to manipulate
their messages aimed at political followers as a means of gaining support.

Beyond Leader Prototypicality: Leader Framing of Messages.

Many social identities that proliferate our social environments are likely deeply
rooted in a group’s history. Many of the norms which have come to make up a group
identity can be so integral to a group that any potential for change in what it means to be
a group member becomes unlikely. As in the work from Hornsey and Imani (2004)
simply supporting new norms does not seem to be enough for leaders to engage followers
into changing what it means to be a group member. Instead, prototypical leaders likely
have to do much more than simply express their issue stances but to justify them as being
consistent with the group’s overarching values. Hogg and Reid (2006) highlight an
important quality of leadership that is likely informative in this regard; namely, the ability
of group leaders to be heard and to frame social norms (perhaps even deviant norms) in a
manner that is consistent with existing group values. As past research has shown, people

are motivated to ensure conformity to group norms, a necessary precursor to the
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achievement of collective goals (Turner, 1991), and achieving a positive group- and self-
image (Castano et al., 2002; Hutchison & Abrams, 2003; Monin & O’Connor, 2011). As
a result, group leaders have to not only express their normative positions but effectively
communicate to group followers that these positions are favorable to the group’s goals.
Research on charismatic leaders has demonstrated a tendency for political leaders to
utilize a variety of rhetorical strategies to achieve meaningful social change in followers
(Bligh et al., 2004; Fiol et al., 1999; Seyranian & Bligh, 2008). This research suggests
that it is not only leadership status that causes followers to become highly committed to
the leader’s mission but rather their ability to engage social processes that frame and
reframe issues as consistent with group goals and values.

Rhetoric is one means through which leaders can gain follower support. By
altering how they communicate the importance of certain issues compared to others,
leaders can garner support on matters that might be atypical for the group. Conger (1999)
notes that by emphasizing values and beliefs as they relate to specific issues, leaders can
enhance follower commitment to new group goals and issue stances. Conger describes
amplifying values as the “process of identifying and elevating certain values as basic to
the overall mission.” (p. 34). In evaluating rhetorical strategies used by political leaders,
researchers have emphasized communication strategies that accentuate leader-follower
similarities, and that use the language of negation to promote new and nonconventional
norms (Bligh et al., 2004, see also Reid & Ng, 2003).

Fiol and colleagues (1999) further posit that charismatic leaders can create
meaningful change in groups by engaging follower motivations through their existing

values and goals. Accordingly, “charismatic leaders increase the intrinsic value of
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follower efforts in pursuit of mission accomplishment by linking effort and goals to
valued aspects of the follower's self-concept, thus harnessing the motivational forces of
self-expression, self-consistency, self-esteem, and self-worth” (Fiol et al., 1999, pp. 452-
453). Charismatic leaders not only exhibit confidence in their pursuits but also help
followers understand why these pursuits should matter to them. Frame breaking, frame
moving, and frame re-aligning all describe the processes which charismatic leaders
engage to create social change. Frame breaking refers to the initial phase in which
leaders attempt to reduce follower commitment to established ingroup norms by
emphasizing the potential dysfunctions that may result from conventional wisdom.
Frame moving refers to the simultaneous process of reducing fear toward innovation and
increasing concern or fear of sticking with convention. Having engaged and altered
follower motivations, leaders can then engage in frame re-aligning—or “filling the void”
of convention with a new vision of group action. Successfully re-aligning followers’
beliefs with the leader’s new vision requires that leaders can instill a positive group
identity (Fiol et al., 1999). Arguably, this is achieved when the leader’s proposed new
vision draws on latent beliefs about the group, which are already shared by the followers.
In a political context, it can be difficult to imagine how support and opposition for
a social issue can simultaneously be framed as in line with a groups underlying values.
Tetlock’s (1986) value pluralism model of political ideology argues that any political
issue comes with its value tradeoffs. Any individual can conceivably view an issue stance
as supporting or opposing their underlying values. As Tetlock (1986) argued, one might
simultaneously value human lives, yet still oppose strict industrial safety regulations, as it

clashes with other values associated with avoiding economic losses. Similarly, support or
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opposition for a particular issue stance need not be viewed as entirely incompatible with
any given social value that more broadly define conservative and liberal groups.

The idea that political ideology is strictly represented as a set of clearly defined
issue stances has been refuted (Conover & Feldman, 1981). Rather, political followers
simultaneously define their political identities based on issue stances and more broad-
based symbolic values. In the case of conservatives, symbolic values include
traditionalism and maintaining the status quo, whereas symbolic values of liberals seem
to be change and social equality (Jost et al., 2003). We believe that these underlying
values of liberals and conservatives can be used to frame most issues as consistent with
the underlying ideals of liberals and conservatives.

As an example, conservatives, compared to liberals, tend to be less supportive of
increased legal immigration (Pew Research Center, 2018). On the one hand, such a view
is in line with underlying conservative values of tradition and avoidance of change. At
least certain segments of the population view the economic ramifications of immigration
as at least somewhat unfavorable in its consequences. Some concerns include impacts on
jobs, housing, and healthcare (Rosentiel & Doherty, 2006; see Hainmueller & Hopkins,
2014 for review). Alternatively, immigration is rooted in the foundations of U.S. culture.
Hence, there is a long tradition of referring to the U.S. as a “melting pot,” where numer-
ous cultures and traditions contribute to what the U.S. is today. By having participants
reflect on their family histories, Williamson and colleagues (2020) showed that it is very
much possible to increase support for immigrants and immigration among both
Democrats and Republicans. They theorized that thinking about one’s family histories

facilitates empathy and perspective-taking in participants.
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Similarly, liberal support for legal immigration expansion seems more in line with
values. Especially for immigrants coming from poorer, less developed societies,
immigration can be seen as a force for equal opportunity. Immigrants also tend to be a
source of innovation and generate meaningful social change (Hirschman, 2013). In
addition, the lived experiences of immigrants are often marked by hardships that would
likely appeal to the underlying values of liberals on social equality. Thus, for liberals
support for legal immigration can be construed as a meaningful source of social change
and an important means of achieving social equality. In contrast, expanding legal
immigration can also be viewed very differently. Evidence suggests that immigration can
have long-lasting, negative effects on employment and wages (Borjas, 2003). In addition,
some studies find that these effects are relegated to low-skill natives (Dustmann et al.,
2017; Monras, 2020), which makes up a large portion of the native-born minority
population. If expanding legal immigration can be framed as a benefit to those higher in
the economic ladder, but detrimental to those lower on the ladder, expanding legal
immigration might align less well with the broader values of liberals.

In sum, SIT and SCT suggest that social identities are a product of socialization.
In that respect, stability and change cannot be an inherent feature of any social identities.
Rather, stability and change are features of the social environment, which can alter social
identities in various ways. In the case of defining what it means to be a group member
(i.e., the ingroup prototype), it is the social cues individuals receive from their social
environment that dictates the meaning of a given social identity. People might be
motivated to view their group in a particular light, yet one cannot ignore the messages

received from the social environment. Ingroup prototypes are stable to the extent that
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ingroup members (and outgroup members) are largely stable in their expressed values.
However, change might be expected to the extent that ingroup members face a conflict in
their normative messages and to the extent that outgroup members communicate norms
that are too similar to the ingroup. Due to their social influence on group norms, group
leaders are likely a potent social cue for defining what the group is all about. By
reframing previously deviant issue stances as consistent with group goals, leaders can
have a marked influence on the perceived values and goals (i.e., the ingroup prototype) of
group followers.

In Chapter 5, we review the motivated account of ideological stability. This
perspective argues that when the content or meaning of an identity is closely connected to
an individual’s motivations, changes in one’s social identity should be unlikely. From this
point of view, political identities are unique compared to other social identities, precisely
because people often adopt a given political identity by choice due to its underlying
meaning. Changing the meaning underlying a social identity creates a void in one’s

psychological motivations that political followers should choose to avoid.
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Chapter 4: The Motivated Account of Identity Stability

Motivation has played an important role in our understanding of identity
processes. As SIT and SCT suggest, motivation is necessary for both the adoption of
group identity and the related process of defining that group identity (Hogg, 2007; Tajfel
& Turner, 1986; Vignoles et al., 2006). Yet, this review has only touched the surface of
the explanatory value of motivation in social identities. A necessary consideration for this
dissertation is the fact that motivations orient people to social identities with a particular
meaning. The notion that motivation and political group meaning are intimately linked
suggests that individuals should be particularly motivated to avoid changes in their
political identities. Consistent with this view, the political ideology of followers is shown
to be remarkably stable over time (Alwin et al., 1991; Marwell et al., 1987). Below, we
review the motivated account of identity stability in some detail and describe the implic-
ations this position might have on the ability for political identities to change in meaning.

Uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2007) highlights how social identities act as
important sources of psychological certainty. By prescribing beliefs and behaviors,
groups create a sense that the world is, to an extent, much more predictable. The psycho-
logical certainty provided by groups should therefore prompt group membership for
individuals intolerant of uncertainty. Yet, not all groups provide this sense of certainty.
Some groups might support norms that directly threaten psychological certainty. Because
of their motivation toward stability and avoidance of change, people who are motivated
to avoid psychological uncertainty should give greater preference to groups whose ideals
are rooted in the avoidance of change. By contrast, individuals whose motivations are

tolerant of and perhaps seek out psychological uncertainty should correspondingly seek
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out groups whose ideals are rooted in change.

Conservatives are one group argued to be highly appetitive to those looking to
avoid change. Conservatism is rooted in the preservation of traditional social institutions
(Conover & Feldman, 1981; Huntington, 1957; Rossiter, 1968). As a result, conservative
groups more strongly support long-standing policies, organizations, and forms of govern-
ment than their ideological counterparts. In other words, conservative norms are rooted in
the avoidance of change. In contrast, liberalism’s emphasis on actively enhancing
individual freedom and social equality represents an ideology that actively deviates from
traditional social values (Bobbio, 1996; Giddens, 1998). Liberalism seeks freedom from
traditional institutions, changes to social policy (often aimed at social equality), and novel
forms of governance. Liberalism is thus characterized as an ideology that seeks change.
As might be expected, meta-analytic tests of the association between conservatism and
epistemic motivations find that conservatives tend to self-report more intolerance of
uncertainty than liberals (Jost et al., 2003, 2017), even when the association tends to be
small (Acosta & Kemmelmeier, forthcoming).

This suggests that motivation does not only orient people toward social groups in
general but social groups with particular prototypes. Motivations are not only fulfilled by
the fact that norms are shared widely with others, but that the group prescribes social
norms of a particular kind. This idea offers some challenges to the social identity notion
that the meaning underlying social identities are subject to situational variation. If people
are fundamentally motivated to join groups due to the underlying meaning of that group
identity, people should be highly resistant to changes in the meaning underlying their

political identities.
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Huddy (2001) provides a related argument but suggests that the stability of
political identity content is inherent to the process of how people come to embrace a
political identity. Huddy draws on the distinction between ascribed and acquired
identities: Ascribed identities reflect memberships in societal groups, of which individ-
uals have limited control in their membership, such as a racial group or nationality. By
contrast, acquired identities reflect those group memberships that individuals have chosen
or earned through their own volition. Huddy (2001) argues that ascribed identities are
much less likely to be related to individuals’ cognitive motives, whereas the reverse is
true for acquired identities, which tend to be a function of individual motivation.
According to Huddy (2001), political identities are acquired; that is, individuals choose
them only to the extent that they appeal to their cognitive motives. Research on identity
management, such as Ethier and Deaux (1994), has found that individuals generally work
hard to maintain their existing identity, even in the face of changing environments. This
dynamic may appear particularly pertinent in the context of acquired identities. Note that
Ethier and Deaux’s (1994) investigation centered on the context of ethnic identities, an
identity that is often thought of as ascribed; however, this study focused on individuals
who had embraced and were fully committed to this identity.

From Huddy’s (2001) perspective, the highly variable nature of social identities
posited by the social identity perspective misrepresents the nature of many groups which
individuals care about in everyday life. This is likely due to the social identity
perspective’s disproportionate focus on ascribed identities, in which identities are either
experimentally assigned (as in the minimal group paradigm; Tajfel et al., 1971) or which

the theory is applied to social categories such as gender or race. By contrast, Huddy
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argued that social identity research has neglected acquired identities, including political
identities (e.g., Republican-Democrat, liberal-conservative). As such, Huddy acknow-
ledges that the principles of SIT and SCT may govern change in some social identities,
but argues that they are of limited use in the study of political ideology. In line with
Huddy’s view that motivation underlies stability in the content of acquired social
identities, Alwin et al. (1991) demonstrate a stable pattern of political attitudes over 50
years (see also Marwell et al., 1987).

These notions have thus far gone untested in a political identity context, as far as
we are aware. Whereas we find arguments such as Huddy’s (2001) to be sound, we also
feel that the conclusions regarding the stability of political identities might be premature.
Indeed, political identities are likely highly difficult to change, particularly when they are
rooted in an individual’s motivations. Yet, there are likely a variety of factors that can
conceivably fulfill an individual’s motivations that need not require a person holds stable
issue or policy attitudes. For example, psychological closure can be achieved through a
stable social environment and through consensus with others who share similar values.
Yet, these two sources of psychological closure are sometimes in competition. Whereas
groups are made up of individuals who share a stable set of values and expectations,
nonconformists do exist and sometimes hold influential positions in the group hierarchy.
In the following chapter, we review theorizing on the need for psychological closure
through a related lens and offer some conceivable means through which even those group

members who are most resistant to change might embrace it.
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Chapter 5: Need for Closure and Commitment to Group Meaning

The need for closure is defined as a motivation for clarity and avoidance of
uncertainty and ambiguity (Kruglanski, 1990). The need for closure can be conceptual-
ized as an individual disposition, but also a motive that varies as a function of situational
variables (Kruglanski et al., 1997; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994, 1997). Distractions,
physical discomfort, time constraints are all examples of environmental manipulations
used to heighten NFCC. Whether conceptualized as a personality or situational variable,
people high in NFCC are fundamentally motivated to reduce ambiguity and can do so
through a variety of cognitive and behavioral means. In particular, high NFCC is
associated with a tendency to “seize” on information that allows for quick and easy
judgments. In other situations, high NFCC is liked to individuals “freezing” on
information and rejecting new information (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996). These two
inclinations produce several consequences, including a tendency to freeze on pre-existing
judgments, even in the face of competing evidence (Kruglanski et al., 1993; Van Hiel &
Mervielde, 2002).

In this chapter, we outline two viable means through which a person high in
NFCC can achieve or maintain their fundamental need for psychological closure. We first
focus on the maintenance of closure through a generalized avoidance of change. This line
of theorizing suggests that people high (vs. low) in NFCC should be particularly resistant
to any change in the meaning underlying their social identities. However, in a second
section, we argue that other sources of closure, particularly, the consensus among valued
group members can be a viable means through which change in the meaning underlying a

social identity might occur, even for people high in NFCC.
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Achieving Closure Through Stability

Because of their desire for quick, easy, and stable judgments, people high in
NFCC exhibit a strong avoidance of change and considerable difficulty in coping with
change (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994, 1997). Change is inherently uncertain its
consequences and predicting the consequences of change can entail a level of cognitive
effort not typically found in those high (compared to low) in NFCC (Kruglanski, 2004),
particularly for those with pre-established beliefs (Klein & Webster, 2000). As a result,
several streams of research suggest a generalized tendency for those high in NFCC to
avoid change using several cognitive and behavioral strategies. When people high in
NFCC establish attitudes and beliefs, they generally avoid changing them. To do so,
people high in NFCC exhibit a strong rejection of individuals whose opinions differ from
their own (Kruglanski & Webster, 1991). Studies also show that people high in NFCC
have more negative affective and cognitive reactions to cultural mixing (De Keers-
maecker et al., 2016). One experimental manipulation of NFCC found that those
manipulated to experience high levels were more resistant to persuasion attempts, but
only when those participants already had a pre-existing opinion on an issue (Kruglanski
et al. 1993; see also Dijksterhuis et al., 1996; Kemmelmeier, 2015; Pierro & Kruglanski,
2008).

Evidence suggests that an additional strategy to avoid change and thus maintain
closure is to endorse beliefs aimed at maintaining, rather than changing, the social
environment. Support for expanded immigration is a stance that implies changes in social
and economic circumstances, the consequences of which can be difficult to predict. As a

result, people high in NFCC tend to self-report more anti-immigrant attitudes (Baldner &
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Pierro, 2019; Brizi et al., 2016). For related reasons, high NFCC is also associated with
greater religious fundamentalism and greater hostility toward homosexuality (Brandt &
Reyna, 2010). Conservative ideology is fundamentally linked to support for traditional
values, like the preservation of existing social and economic structures (see Roets & Van
Hiel, 2006). As might be expected, researchers consistently observe a link between high
NFCC and a preference for or identification with political conservatism (see Crowson,
2009; Jost et al., 2003; 2017).

Given their generalized avoidance of change, theorizing on NFCC has significant
implications for the current research. Our research aims to address the factors which are
most likely to govern change in the meaning underlying a political identity; namely,
liberalism and conservatism. Yet, particularly when conceptualized as an individual
difference variable, NFCC is likely to undermine many of the predictions set forth by SIT
and SCT. People high in NFCC should be most resistant to changes in the meaning
underlying their political identities to the extent that changing the meaning underlying the
identity entails a threat to psychological closure. To date, no research appears to address
this question. However, studies strongly suggest that the same cognitive and behavioral
consequences of NFCC are likely to apply in a group setting. In group settings, high
NFCC tends to correspond with more negative evaluations of deviant group members and
more positive evaluations of conforming group members (Kruglanski & Webster, 1991).
In addition, high NFCC is associated with derogation toward ingroup members who fail
to uphold group standards (Roets et al., 2015). The quest for stability and uniformity that
underlies theorizing on NFCC at the individual level appears to apply equally well at the

group level (see Kruglanski et al., 2006). Thus, the processes that would typically govern
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change in social identities as outlined by SIT and SCT might not apply to those high
(compared to low) in NFCC.
Achieving Closure through Consensus

Psychological closure is not merely achieved through stability in one’s behaviors
and judgments. Groups are important sources of psychological closure. They provide a
cognitively effortless means through which those high in NFCC can form confidence in
their beliefs through the fact that they are shared widely with others. Groups are regarded
as epistemic providers of certainty in the sense that they describe and prescribe percept-
ions, attitudes, and behaviors that define the group and help followers in predicting how
others will think and behave; thus, resolving uncertainty in social situations.

In other words, a significant source of psychological closure stems from beliefs
and behaviors which are shared widely with others. Kruglanski and colleagues (2006)
refer to this as the “consensus implies correctness” heuristic. At least theoretically, beliefs
and behaviors which are endorsed widely by others have undergone considerable testing.
They are ideas and actions which have been used by others to navigate ambiguous
situations in the past and can presumably be used to navigate ambiguous situations in the
future. Hence, adopting actions and judgments shared by others can be a meaningful
source by which a person can navigate ambiguous situations.

As a result of the closure benefits obtained through shared beliefs and behaviors,
High NFCC orients people to behave and think in a more normative manner. People who
are dispositionally high in NFCC are motivated to join groups, particularly groups who
are in keeping with the individuals’ values (Kruglanski et al., 2002). In this respect,

people high in NFCC benefit from attending to the norms espoused by their groups based
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on messages from fellow ingroup members (e.g., Chirumbolo et al., 2004; Gelfand &
Harrington, 2015; Manchi Chao et al., 2009; See Hogg et al., 2008 for review). In group
settings, people are simply more likely to attend to and cede to the messages expressed
from the larger ingroup. In turn, these messages are internalized and maintained over
time (Kruglanski e al., 1993). Given the tendency for people high in NFCC to adhere to
messages from political group members and to maintain these over time, we may assume
that they are just as, if not more, likely to maintain their ingroup prototypes; or the
meaning underlying their group identities. Indeed, research suggests that people high,
compared to low, in NFCC are more likely to adhere to salient cultural norms (Manchi
Chao et al., 2009), exhibit stronger pressures toward opinion uniformity in groups (De
Grada et al., 1999; Kruglanski et al., 1993; Pierro et al., 2003), responds favorably to
prototypical group leaders (Pierro et al., 2005), and reject opinions from less experienced
group members (Levine & Morland, 2003).

This suggests that an additional route of psychological closure is through ensuring
that one’s beliefs and behaviors are shared with others. Joining a group, adopting its
social norms, and maintaining those norms are all factors that contribute to psychological
closure. Yet, closure can only be maintained to the extent that such norms continue to be
shared widely with others.

When Stability becomes Uncertain: Shifting Group Norms

Resistance to change has been treated as a hallmark of the need for closure. Yet,
in evaluating other sources of psychological closure, it is hard to imagine that these
various sources are never in competition. Several streams of research suggest that avoid-

ance of change might not always be a viable source of psychological closure, particularly
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when it clashes with other sources, like consensus with ingroup members. To our
knowledge, no research appears to address the outcome of two competing sources of
psychological closure on the content of social identities. However, studies do suggest
that, for those high in NFCC, change can become a significant source of closure to the
extent that change is a necessary precursor to achieve other sources of closure, like
consensus with group members.

Kruglanski and colleagues (2006) argue that, for people high in NFCC, “seizing”
and “freezing” effects are most likely to apply toward preexisting knowledge, established
beliefs, and knowledge and beliefs that are shared with others (particularly, meaningful
others). In other words, maintaining existing cognitions and behaviors are a meaningful
source of closure, but so is the sense that said cognitions and behaviors are shared with
others. When two sources of psychological closure compete the need for reconciliation
should follow. When norms and values are no longer viable sources of closure, or when
new sources of closure are more salient (like new norms), people may be prone to alter
the meanings underlying their identities. Several studies have demonstrated a tendency
for people high in NFCC to embrace change given the appropriate availability of
alternative sources of closure.

Organizational settings are an excellent place to study the effects of change on
individuals with various personality characteristics. To remain competitive, organizations
need to display a high level of flexibility in their organizational structure. This means that
drastic changes to organizations are common in some arenas. Kruglanski et al. (2007)
found that in workplace organizations, people high in NFCC tend to report greater

difficulty coping with organizational change. However, when participants perceived that
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individuals within their organization were largely supportive of change, people high in
NFCC had no more difficulty coping with organizational change than those low in
NFCC. Similarly, Pierro and colleagues (2007) revealed that in organizations, the ability
to cope with organizational change depends on the presence of a prototypical organiz-
ational leader, but primarily for those high, not low, in NFCC. These two studies
highlight how one of the presumed hallmarks of NFCC, avoidance of change in one’s
environment, is attenuated when other sources of closure are readily available.

Some studies also challenge the notion that people high in NFCC are inherently
resistant to change in their attitudes and values. In one study, Kosic and colleagues
(2004) demonstrated that compared to those low in NFCC, U.S. immigrants high in
NFCC exhibit a strong preference for the values of their culture of origin. However, when
experiencing exclusive contact with members of the new and unfamiliar culture,
immigrants high in NFCC were more likely to change their values to assimilate with the
dominant culture compared to those low in NFCC or those who were able to maintain
high levels of contact with their culture of origin.

Similar shifts in cognition are observed in the context of group prejudice. Allport
(1954) argued that changing prejudiced attitudes in people fundamentally avoidant of
uncertainty is highly unlikely. Therefore, predictors of prejudice reduction should be less
effective in those with “prejudiced personalities,” like high NFCC. In intergroup settings,
extended contact is viable means of prejudice reduction (see Dovidio et al., 2011 for
review). According to the extended contact hypothesis (Wright et al., 1997), the
knowledge that ingroup members have friends from the outgroup, or directly observing

members of an ingroup interact with the outgroup, has the potential to improve attitudes
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toward outgroups. Given their aversion to change, it is possible that, for people high in
NFCC, extended contact would not be a viable means of prejudice reduction. However,
extended contact exerts its effect on prejudice by influencing what individuals perceive
are the norms regarding the outgroup (Vezzali et al., 2014). Observing fellow ingroup
members interact positively with outgroup members is presumed to change what
individual observers perceive are the related attitudes of the ingroup toward the outgroup.
Because people high in NFCC are motivated toward consensus, an alternative view might
be that people high, versus low, in NFCC might be more willing to change their attitudes
toward outgroups in response to extended contact. In one cross-sectional study, Dhont
and colleagues (2011) found that the association between extended contact and subtle,
modern, and blatant forms of racism was significantly stronger for people high, versus
low, in NFCC.

Taken together, these studies suggest that avoiding change is not an inherent
characteristic of people high in NFCC. Although stability affords meaningful psycho-
logical closure, its ability to provide closure appears to depend, at least in part, on the
extent to which preexisting beliefs and judgments continue to receive support from a
meaningful audience. For this reason, in our attempts to manipulate what individuals
perceive as the underlying meaning of their political group identities, we emphasize
messages stemming from group leaders. As previously argued, prototypical and
charismatic group leaders often have the greatest opportunity for social influence in
groups (Hogg et al., 2012). Leaders are typically those who have most clearly
demonstrated themselves to be consistent with group values and unlike many other group

members, have demonstrated their values by achieving group goals (e.g., policy change
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in the direction of group norms). Additionally, when group leaders are appointed to
leadership positions, it is also easier to infer where group consensus lies. When group
members are overwhelmingly in support of a leader, this is likely to indicate the nature of
group norms. In other words: the norms espoused by group leaders are more than likely
those that are espoused by followers. Some evidence additionally suggests that the
influence of prototypical leaders may be especially strong for those high in NFCC.
Studies show that people experiencing uncertainty are likely to relent to group leaders
that are both prototypical and non-prototypical (Rast et al., 2012). However, people high
(compared to low) in need for closure exhibit a heightened preference for prototypical
leaders (Pierro et al., 2005). Pierro et al. (2003) show that people high in NFCC trust and
rely more on prototypical leaders and are less likely to derogate against prototypical
leaders.

Thus, political leaders who identify with a meaningful social group are likely to
have greater influence over group followers for those high, vs. low, in NFCC. As argued
by Hornsey and Imani (2009), this is likely to stem from the fact that experienced ingroup
members’ motives in expressing atypical ingroup attitudes are less subject to scrutiny
than atypical positions expressed by outgroup members or less experienced ingroup
members. The implications of group leaders on follower behavior for individuals high
(vs. low) in NFCC is indeed well established.

Facilitating Change by Reframing

Deviant norms, regardless of the people who espouse them, are lacking in

familiarity. Social norms that deviate too much from preexisting values may fail alto-

gether in garnering support from group members. People high in need for closure, who
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value stability in their beliefs and behaviors and are more likely to seize and freeze on
information that is familiar to them (Roets et al., 2015), will likely be especially resistant
to this. Therefore, it becomes somewhat unclear what outcome to expect when valued
group leaders support deviant social norms. For example, while some group members
may exhibit a change in the social norms they espouse as a result of group leader
messages, others may fail to internalize these norms and instead continue to rely on
preexisting ones. Alternatively, group members may abandon group membership alto-
gether, potentially abandoning preexist norms and remaining unaffected by changing
group norms. Thus, a vital component that may be missing from the newly expressed
norms of political leaders is their familiarity to followers. However, group leaders can do
much in this regard.

Beyond the closure provided by a leaders’ status, group leaders can also do much
to improve on the familiarity of deviant social norms. Consistent with past research,
although deviant ingroup members are more positively evaluated than deviant outgroup
members, deviant ingroup members are often less positively evaluated than ingroup
members who fully support the group, even when both ingroup members possess similar
degrees of experience with the group (Hornsey & Imani, 2004). As argued by Hogg and
Reid (2006), group leaders are especially effective in maintaining trust, perceived
prototypicality, and commitment to the group, if they communicate their values and
beliefs and why they are in the “group’s best interest and [reflect] the essential identity of
the group.” (p. 21). By communicating the relevance of social norms (even deviant ones)
to the group’s status, group leaders may effectively garner support for their atypical

positions and may even lead followers to internalize those values. Several streams of
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research suggest that while leadership positions are likely to act as a heuristic, cueing
followers toward favorable judgments of their communicated beliefs, leaders and their
messages are evaluated based on factors beyond their status. In evaluating political
leaders’ rhetoric, Seyranian and Bligh (2008) demonstrate that political leaders are likely
to use a variety of communicative devices to influence followers, including both rhetoric
that accentuates their ingroup identity and prototypicality and that mitigate the fear of
unfamiliar and changing values.

Despite its theoretical relevance, the effects of message framing have not been
tested in the context of NFCC. In this project, we assess the effects of framing as it

relates to change in the meaning underlying a group member’s political identity.
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Chapter 6: The Current Research

The current research adopts a social-psychological approach to understanding
whether the meaning of conservative and liberal identities is variable across contexts.
Although the meaning of a political ideology can be conceptualized in numerous ways,
we focus on the issue stances of conservatives and liberals, particularly regarding issues
associated with immigration and gun control. This research aims to manipulate the
perceived centrality of support or opposition toward legal immigration restriction and gun
control as it relates to a person’s ideological identity.

We argue that conservatives and liberals come to understand the meaning under-
lying their political ideologies through a process of social comparison as articulated by
the social identity perspective (Turner, 1985; Turner et al., 1987). By evaluating the
attitudes and beliefs of political leaders, followers come to an understanding of what
attitudes and beliefs are representative of their ideological identities. According to the
social identity theory of leadership (Hogg, 2001; 2008; Hogg et al., 2012), political
ingroup leaders are afforded influence in defining group meaning. Group leaders are
thought to be most prototypical of the ingroup, meaning that they are most representative
of the ingroup ideals, and therefore are most likely to look out for the group’s goals and
needs. As a result, ingroup leaders should be afforded the utmost influence in defining
what it means to be a conservative or liberal. Their ability to shift followers' view of the
group as supporting or opposing particular issue stances should be unmatched.

We tested our hypotheses in two issue contexts: legal immigration and gun
control. We aimed to demonstrate that political leaders can influence what conservatives

and liberals perceive are their groups' respective stances on these issues under the
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appropriate conditions.

Hypothesis 1: Participants will be more likely to adopt the policy position
advocated by an ingroup leader as central to the ideology of their ingroup.

The influence of ingroup leaders in defining a political ideology can only go so
far, and there is likely considerable variation in the extent to which ideological leaders
can change the meaning associated with their ideological identities. As such, it is
necessary to hypothesize the sources of variability. First, Hornsey and Imani (2004)
demonstrated that ingroup leaders’ evaluations of the ingroup are not always accepted by
the ingroup as a whole. Rather, ingroup leaders who are supportive of the pre-existing
values of the group tend to garner more support than ingroup leaders who are critical of
pre-existing values. Therefore, the degree to which ideological followers view an ingroup
leaders’ message as central to what it means to be a part of their ingroup may depend on
the extent to which a leader’s message is consistent with (vs. when it differs from) the
pre-existing values and ideas associated with their ideological identities.

Hypothesis 2: Ingroup members will be more likely to view an ingroup leader’s

issue position as defining of the ingroup’s ideology and as a central aspect of the

identity of ingroup members if the ingroup leader’s issue position is consistent
with the pre-existing views of the majority of the ingroup. Ingroup members will
be less likely to view an ingroup leader’s issue position as defining of the
ingroup’s ideology and as a central aspect of the identity of ingroup members if

the ingroup leader’s issue position opposes the pre-existing views of the majority
of the ingroup.

Although political ideologues define their ideologies based on specific issue
positions, part of the reason these issue stances come to gain relevance is due to their
coherence with more broad-based, symbolic, or core dimensions (or principles) of their
respective ideology (Conover & Feldman, 1981). Specific issues may come to define an

ideology to the extent that those issues “match” the conservative values associated with
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inequality and commitment to tradition vs. the liberal values associated with equality and
support for change. Again, we evaluate this expectation in the context of political leaders,
who not only garner support from followers due to their social status in the group but also
due to their ability to frame (or reframe) issues as relevant to a group’s goals and values
(Conger, 1999; Fiol et al., 1999). Group followers are not only influenced by the stances
that ingroup leaders adopt but how they defend those stances. Conservative and liberal
leaders should be able to garner support on even atypical issues to the extent that they can
frame these issues as relevant to the conservative ideals on inequality and commitment to
tradition (or the liberal ideals on equality and support for change).

Hypothesis 3: Hypotheses 1-2 are qualified as a function of ingroup political

leaders framing their issue position as consistent with the core values of their

respective ideologies. Effects are increased whenever an issue position is
consistent vs. inconsistent with the core values.

Next, SCT’s meta-contrast principle and optimal distinctiveness theory highlight
how the comparative context under which a group prototype (i.e., group meaning)
emerges is not only based on ingroup comparison (Brewer, 1991; Pickett & Brewer,
2001; Turner, 1987; Turner & Oakes, 1986). Group members also seek an optimal level
of dissimilarity with the outgroup. This means that in determining the meaning of
conservative and liberal identities, conservatives and liberals are likely to look at the
goals and values of the ingroup, as well as the goals and values of the outgroup, to
determine what the ingroup stands for. When ingroup members become too dissimilar to
one’s conception of the ingroup ideals, and outgroup members become too similar in the
same respect, optimal distinctiveness and subjective certainty are thwarted, and the need

for redefinition of group meaning should be more likely. Therefore, an additional
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qualification to our prior hypotheses is needed. Namely, the need to think about one’s
group and its ideals as distinct from other groups should be particularly pronounced when
an outgroup is salient. Based on the social identity perspective as well as optimal
distinctiveness theory, the message of an ingroup leader should be an influential cue for
political ingroup members define to their respective ideologies—and differentiate their
ideology from that of the outgroup.

Hypothesis 4: People will be more likely to consider an issue as defining of their

ingroup ideology and as a central aspect of the identity of ingroup members if an

ingroup leader expresses an issue position (regardless of whether supporting or

opposing) in the presence of an outgroup leader, whose issue position and framing
contradict that of the ingroup leader.

Theorizing on the need for closure suggests that individuals motivated toward
cognitive clarity and simplicity are more motivated to seek consensus within their groups
(Kruglanski et al, 2006). As a result, people high in NFCC tend to exhibit more deference
toward ingroup authority figures (Pierro et al., 2005). Because of their motivation toward
consensus in groups, we believe that people high (vs.) low in NFCC should be more
likely to shift their perception of the ingroup in the direction of an ingroup leaders’
messages.

Hypothesis 5: Hypotheses 1-4 are more likely to be confirmed when participants
are high vs. low in the need for closure.

Although anchored in recent research on the effects of the need for closure in
group contexts (e.g., Kruglanski et al., 2006), Hypothesis 5 may seem to contradict
earlier studies. Dijksterhuis et al. (1996) seem to demonstrate that individuals high in
need for closure are particularly intransigent in light of new information. Though the

present research was not conceived under this prediction, we maintain as an alternative
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hypothesis that the opposite outcome of Hypothesis 5 might materialize; namely that the
effects predicted by Hypotheses 1 through 4 will less likely to be confirmed under
conditions of high need for closure. Hence, a test of Hypothesis 5 may be of great
theoretical interest because it may help decide between two competing hypotheses.

Finally, there is an empirical need to acknowledge the potential for the asymmetry
between conservatives and liberals in the degree to which they are likely to change their
meaning underlying their ideologies. A priori there is little reason to suspect that either
conservatism or liberalism would be more or less malleable in its meaning. However,
there is the possibility of asymmetry, even when the goal is in the present investigation to
ensure that policy messages used are equally typical at representing conservative vs.
liberal viewpoints, with the respective other side being equally inclined to reject the same
policy messages. Therefore, we aim to assess whether conservatives or liberals are more
susceptible to change in the meaning underlying their ideologies as a function of the
social comparison and individual difference processes proposed in Hypotheses 1-4.

By the same token, there is no reason to expect that need for closure would
differentially qualify how conservative and liberal participants respond to policy
messages. This should be the case even though overall previous research indicates a mean
difference between conservatives and liberals concerning the self-reported need for

closure (Jost et al., 2003; but see Acosta & Kemmelmeier, forthcoming).
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Chapter 7: Pilot Testing Study 1

Three pilot tests were conducted to test the study manipulations. For Study 1,
political messages about expanding immigration were generated which varied in their (1)
support or opposition (Issue Stance), and (2) framing or justification of that support or
opposition in a way that is consistent with liberal or conservative ideals (Issue Framing).
The predictions for our main study stipulate that participants would view a support stance
or an oppositional stance as more representative of their ingroup ideals to the extent that a
leader supports or opposes immigration in a way that is consistent with the ingroup
ideals. Hence, before examining implications for ideology, our pilot testing sought to
establish that participants perceived our messages in a way that was consistent with our
intent. Given that conservatives are typically more supportive of immigration restrictions,
and liberals more opposed to them, we expected participants to rate messages supporting
immigration restrictions as more representative of conservative ideals, and messages
opposing immigration restrictions as more representative of liberal ideals.

We likewise expected that a given issue stance would be viewed as more
conservative when framed in a manner that is consistent with conservative ideals of
traditionalism, and more liberal when framed in a manner that is consistent with liberal
ideals of social equality and change. An interaction effect between Issue Stance and Issue
Framing was also expected. A message supporting immigration restriction should be
viewed as more conservative with a conservative framing (i.e., traditionalism) framing
than a liberal framing (i.e., social equality/change). Conversely, a message opposing
immigration restriction should be viewed as more liberal with a liberal vs. conservative

framing.
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However, we also intend to include participant ideology as a between-groups
factor and expected that it would not interact with the main effect of Issue Stance, Issue
Framing, or the interaction between the two. This means that we expected both conserv-
ative and liberal participants would evaluate any given message as equally conservative
and equally liberal. The goal here was to develop messages such that a “liberal message”
is viewed as representative of a liberal viewpoint as a “conservative message” is of a
conservative viewpoint, with each being equally non-representative of the other
viewpoint.

In our study design, we proposed that political leaders are effective in shaping the
ideals of a political group. In Study 1, we presented the political messages above as
quotes from political leaders described as champions of conservatism or liberalism. These
leaders have (1) held meaningful conservative or liberal positions in political institutions
and (2) had a proven track recording championing conservative or liberal ideals. We
predicted that these characteristics would influence participants to view political leaders
as champions of conservatism or liberalism, respectively. Therefore, the second aim of
our pilot study was to assess whether the messengers we created would be perceived as
equally prototypical of liberals and conservatives in the hypothesized conditions. The
expectation was that no difference would be found between conservative and liberal
participants in the rated typicality of each political leader, e.g. both conservatives and
liberals should rate the same conservative (liberal) as equally typical for conservatives
(liberals), and equally atypical for liberals (conservatives). In addition, the leaders were
assigned specific names that we expected would not influence their judgments of the

leader’s political orientation. The names “Charles Derrick” and “Anthony Burnell” were
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chosen for this purpose, which we counterbalanced across conditions. We assumed that
the choice of name would not result in any effects in our model.

We employed three pilot studies. After each test in which adjustments were
needed, we conducted another test to confirm that adjustments had the intended effect.
Pilot 1.1

We generated a set of political messages about immigration and descriptions
about political leaders which described them as champions of conservatism or liberalism.
Participants

A power analysis revealed that a sample size of 44 was needed for the pilot test to
detect a small-to-moderate effect (f2 = .15) in an analysis of variance (ANOVA) mixed-
model design, which included four within-subjects measures and two between-subjects
groups, assuming a power of B =.80 and a significance level of o = .05.

Relying on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), we used a two-step procedure
to recruit participants. First, 1,600 participants were recruited to take part in a 1-minute
prescreening questionnaire and paid $0.10. Participants answered three questions, includ-
ing how they described their political orientation using a seven-point scale ranging from
1 extremely liberal to 7 extremely conservative, with 4 moderate/middle of the road.
From among these participants, we selected all of those who had either described them-
selves as extremely liberal or very liberal, i.e. who had checked a 1 or a 2 (n = 380), or
who had described themselves as very conservative or extremely conservative, i.e. who
had checked a 6 or a 7 (n = 476). Data from participants who had either not completed
this question, or who had used a 3, 4, or 5 to describe themselves, were discarded.

The combined 856 participants who identified as very /extremely liberal or
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conservative were invited to take part in the pilot. Of these, 183 participants took part in
the pilot (including 101 liberals and 82 conservatives). Each participant was paid $1.80
for taking part in this 15-minute study. Following recommendations to ensure the quality
of Amazon Mturk data (Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020; Kennedy et al., 2020), 12 cases
were removed because of identical IP addresses and for having identical survey
responses. Because the actual pilot study sought to confirm participants’ political
orientation, another 56 participants were removed who did not confirm their original self-
description of political orientation, i.e. participants who had described themselves as very
or extremely liberal (very or extremely conservative) in the pre-test, but who
subsequently described themselves differently. The remaining sample comprised 82
liberals and 74 conservatives.
Design and Procedure

The study design was separated into two parts, the first part devoted to pilot-
testing of our message, and the second part aimed at a pilot-test of our vignettes of
fictitious leaders. Following completion of both parts, participants completed a
demographic form.

Evaluation of messages. This part of the study used a 2 (Participant ideology:
Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue framing:
conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) mixed-model factorial design, with
repeated measurement on the latter two factors. Conservative and liberal participants read
four political messages, half of which expressed support for immigration restriction, and
half of which opposed immigration restriction. Regardless of the issue stance expressed,

for half the opinion was framed in terms of being consistent with conservative ideals, and
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for the other half framed as being consistent with liberal ideals. For each of the four
messages, participants indicated how liberal and how conservative they perceived the
message to be using the identical rating scale as used for the evaluation of political
leaders. With there being four messages, this implied that each participant provided a
total of eight ratings.

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. In the second part of the pilot study, we
followed a 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Leader Name
Assignment: Charles Derrick first versus Anthony Burnell first) x 2 (Order variation:
Liberal message first versus conservative message first) x 2 (Leader Ideology: Liberal
versus conservative) mixed-model factorial design, with repeated measurement on the
last factor. The second and third factors, both between-groups factors, were included for
methodological purposes. Regardless of their political orientation participants were asked
to read both the vignette of a liberal and the vignette of a conservative political leader.
For each of these (fictitious) political leaders, participants rated how typical a
conservative, and how typical a liberal the person was. With participants reading about
two different leaders, each provided a total of four ratings.

Materials

See Appendix A for Pilot 1.1 materials.

Message Stance Manipulation. Message stance refers to whether the message
supports or opposes immigration. The final sentence of each political message indicated a
clear supportive or oppositional stance. Support for immigration is indicated by: “...we
must oppose restrictions to immigration.” Opposition to immigration by: “...we must

restrict immigration.”
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Message Framing Manipulation. Messages were framed in a way that either
appealed to conservative values of traditionalism and authority or liberal values of
progressive change and reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification
included: “There’s no more time-honored tradition for the United States than
immigration. It is responsible for the values and virtues that make our nation what it is.”
An example of a liberal justification included: “Immigration does not benefit all U.S.
workers equally. It creates advantages for the rich, but mostly harms the jobs available
for the poor.”

Ratings of Message Prototypicality. After reading each of the political messages
above, participants were asked to rate the extent to which each statement represents a
typical liberal and a typical conservative stance. Participants were asked: “To what extent
does this statement represent a typical liberal position?”” and “To what extent does this
statement represent a typical conservative position?” Responses were measured on a
Likert scale ranging from 1 Not at all conservative [liberal] to 7 Very conservative
[liberal]. The conservative measure was reverse-scored, and two items were combined to
create a single measure of message prototypicality. Higher scores indicated that the
message was more prototypical of liberals than conservatives.

Ratings of Fictitious Leader Prototypicality. Participants were asked to
evaluate a leader who was described as highly prototypical of the participant’s ideology.
Leaders were described as being highly consistent with liberal-conservative ideals (e.g.,
consistent voting record), highly accomplished (e.g., a policy influencer), and going
beyond the call of duty for the sake of the group (i.e., self-sacrificing). Following the

descriptions, participants reported the perceived prototypicality of the fictitious leader
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using the same 5-items used to measure the perceived prototypicality of prominent
political figures (e.g., is a good example of the kind of people that represent
the conservative ideal”).

Results

A series of general linear models were analyzed. We begin with a reminder of the
models being tested, followed by an assessment of statistical assumptions for each model,
and end with a statistical test of our manipulations.

Evaluation of messages. First, a 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue
framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) x 2 (Participant group: liberal vs.
conservative) design was used on the dependent measure of message prototypicality (i.e.,
whether messages are described by participants to be either liberal or conservative in
their characteristics).

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. The second part of the study used a 2 (Leader
Ideology: Liberal versus conservative) x 2 (Leader Name: Charles Derrick versus
Anthony Burnell) x 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) mixed-model
between-within subjects ANOVA design on the dependent variable of fictitious leader
prototypicality. We expected to observe an interaction between Leader name and Leader
ideology, but no main effect of Leader Name. In addition, we expected to observe no
three-way interaction with Leader name, Leader Ideology, and Participant Ideology.
Assumption Testing

Evaluation of messages. A Levene’s test suggested that three out of the four
within-subjects conditions failed the homogeneity of variance assumption. This included

the stimuli in which participants were exposed to a political message that expressed



66

support for immigration expansion in a way that appeals to conservatives (support-
conservative condition) (p =.002), when the message opposed immigration expansion in
a way that appeals to conservative ideals (oppose-conservative condition) (p = .03) and
when the message expressed opposition for immigration expansion in a way that appeals
to liberals (oppose-liberal condition) (p = .001). The homogeneity of variance assumption
was supported for the condition in which the message expressed support for immigration
expansion in a way that appeals to liberals (support-liberal condition) (p = .15).

Standardized residuals were non-normal for all three conditions that failed the
equality of variance assumption according to an analysis of histograms, Normal
Probability Plots (NPP), skewness estimates, and Shapiro-Wilk’s Tests. There were five
cases of residual outliers (i.e., standardized residuals greater than 3 and less than -3).
Removal of these residual outliers had the effect of improving the homogeneity of
variance assumption for the oppose-conservative condition (p =.17) and led to slight
improvements in the residual distribution of the oppose-liberal condition. The removal of
the residual outliers did not dramatically alter the results of the raw data. Hence, data free
of residual outliers were retained for the final analysis.

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. A Levene’s test suggested that all four within-
subjects conditions failed the homogeneity of variance assumption. Standardized
residuals were mostly non-normal according to tests. There were 6 cases of residual
outliers whose removal of these outliers did not change the nature of the results nor
variance heterogeneity or the normality of residuals. Hence, outliers were retained.
Model Testing.

Evaluation of messages. The expected main effect for issue stance emerged,
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F(1,123) = 268.47, p <.001, np? = .69, such that participants rated messages as more
liberal when those messages expressed support versus opposition to immigration, M(SE)
=4.13(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.00(0.07). There was an unanticipated interaction between
issue stance and participant political orientation, F(1,123) = 11.21, p = .001, n* = .08,
indicating that liberal and conservative participants differed in their ratings of support and
opposition messages. Support messages were rated as more indicative of liberalism by
liberal vs. conservative participants, M(SE) = 4.32(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 3.94(0.12); M;¢s =
0.39, p = .01. Likewise, oppose messages were rated as more indicative of conservatism
by liberal vs. conservative participants, M(SE) = 1.76(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 2.24(0.12);
Mgifr = -0.48, p = .001. However, the effect of issue stance was statistically reliable for
both liberals and conservatives. For liberal participants, support messages were viewed as
more liberal in their orientation, and oppose messages more conservative, M(SE) =
4.32(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 1.76(0.09); My;sf = 2.57, p < .001. Likewise, conservative
participants rated support messages as more liberal in their orientation, and oppose
messages as more conservative, M(SE) = 3.94(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 2.24(0.12); My;¢f =
1.70, p < .001.

There was an also main effect of issue framing, F(1,123) = 30.97, p <.001, n? =
.20. Messages framed in a liberal manner were rated as more liberal than when those
messages were framed in a conservative manner, M(SE) = 3.24(0.05) versus M(SE) =
2.88(0.05). Issue framing did not significantly interact with participant political orient-
ation, F(1,123) = 3.55, p = .06, np? = .03, but did interact with Issue Stance, F(1,123) =

24.40, p <.001, np? = .17. Messages opposing immigration were rated as more typical of
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conservatism when that opposition was framed in a conservative vs. liberal manner,
M(SE) = 1.67(0.07) vs. M(SE) = 2.33(0.10); Mg; ¢ = -.66, p <.001. On the other hand,
messages supporting immigration were rated as more representative of liberalism when
support was framed in a liberal vs. conservative fashion, M(SE) = 4.16(0.08) vs. M(SE) =
4.10(0.10); My;sr = .07, p = .45, but this difference was small and not reliable. This
interaction between issue position and issue framing did not hinge on the participants’
political orientation, F(1,123) = .04, p = .84, > < .001.

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. As expected, there was a two-way interaction
between Leader Name and Leader ldeology, F(1, 121) = 492.80, p < .001, np? = .80.2
Participants who read about a conservative named Charles Derrick and a Liberal named
Anthony Burnell tended to rate Charles Derrick as more conservative and Anthony
Burnell as more liberal, M(SE) = 1.90(0.11) vs. M(SE) = 4.62(0.11), My;rr =-2.71,p <
.001. Participants who read about a liberal named Charles Derrick and a Conservative
named Anthony Burnell tended to rate Charles Derrick as more liberal and Anthony
Burnell as more conservative, M(SE) = 4.36(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 1.58(0.10), My;¢f = 2.77,
p <.001. Charles Derrick was judged to be more conservative when he was described as
a conservative vs. liberal, M(SE) = 1.90(0.11) vs. M(SE) = 4.36(0.10), My; s =-2.45,p <
.001. Similarly, Anthony Burnell was judged to be more conservative when he was

described as conservative vs. liberal, M(SE) = 1.58(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 4.62(0.11), My;¢s =

2 Because Leader Name was as a within-subjects effect in our study design, only the interaction between
Leader Name and Leader Ideology would indicate that our description of the leader’s political affiliation
had the intended effective (i.e., Leader Ideology). Though as we note, this same interaction could also
indicate that participants rated one set of political leaders’ names in a more extreme manner, as they did in
the case of Anthony Burnell.
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-3.04, p <.001. Notably, these latter mean differences also suggest that Anthony Burnell
might have been rated more extremely than Charles Derrick. Evaluating the means
suggests that Anthony Burnell was viewed both to be more Conservative than Charles
Derrick when both were described as conservative, and Anthony Burnell was also More
liberal than Charles Derrick when both were described as liberal.

There was no three-way interaction involving Leader Name, Leader Ideology, and
Participant Ideology, F(1,121) = 0.68, p = .41, np? = .01. This suggests that the
descriptions of political leaders were just as effective at influencing participants’
judgments of leaders for both liberals and conservatives alike. Though these results
indicate that our descriptions were effective, Leader Name still had a main effect,
F(1,121) =5.71, p = .02, np? = .05. Charles Derrick was judged to be more liberal than
Anthony Burnell across all conditions, M(SE) = 3.26(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.97(0.07).

Pilot 1.2

Pilot 1.1 highlighted some possible problems with our initial draft of materials.
First, it showed that messages explicitly opposing vs. supporting immigration were rated
to be more representative of conservatism than liberalism for both liberals and
conservatives. However, liberals tended to provide more extreme ratings. A second
problem involved the issue framing employed in Pilot 1.1, which did not always have the
intended effect. Although messages supporting immigration restrictions were rated as
more conservative when framed in a conservative vs. liberal manner, messages opposing
immigration restrictions did not depend on the framing used in the political message.
Lastly, Pilot 1.1 revealed that participants judged one fictitious leader to be more liberal

than the other based on their name alone (Charles Derrick was more liberal than Anthony
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Burnell).

Dealing with our first challenge would be difficult. After all, whether an issue
stance is viewed as more typical of liberalism or conservatism could simply have more to
do with the current nature of the political landscape than anything to do with our political
messages. On the other hand, we felt there were issues with our first round of study
materials that could be relevant. The first involved the explicit description of the issue at
hand: immigration. We realized that there was ambiguity in terms of what comes to mind
when a person thinks of the issue of immigration: some individuals might think of legal
immigration whereas for others illegal immigration might be more salient. To lessen this
ambiguity, we decided to refer to legal immigration specifically.

An additional change involved the explicit statement of support versus opposition
for immigration restriction present in our study materials. In Pilot 1.1, messages of
support stated: ““...we must oppose restrictions to immigration.” Messages of opposition
stated: “...we must restrict immigration.” We felt that minor changes could be made to
make the stance on supporting vs. opposing legal immigration much clearer. In Pilot 1.2,
messages of support stated: ““...we must encourage legal immigration.” And messages of
opposition stated: “...we must restrict legal immigration.®”

To deal with our second concern, involving the weak or non-existent effects of
issue framing on messages opposing immigration restriction (which were always viewed

as representative of liberalism, regardless of framing used), we made changes to the

3 Note this reverses our interpretation of support versus oppose messages. Whereas in Pilot 1, a support
message indicated that a message was in favor of restricting immigration, support in Pilot 2 and henceforth
suggests that a message favors immigration expansion. Likewise, opposition messages henceforth imply
that a message favors immigration restriction.
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political messages to enhance the effects of message stances in particular. Upon further
reviewing our Pilot 1.1 manipulations, we found that messages sometimes contained
information irrelevant to our study manipulations. Hence, Pilot 1.2 tested a revised set of
messages.

In Pilot 1.1, an additional concern was the fact that participants perceived Charles
Derrick to be more of a liberal than Anthony Burnell. To deal with this issue, we selected
a new set of names (Richard Brown, Joseph Williams) in case the previous names evoked
any association with existing liberal or conservative figures.

Participants

Pilot Study 1.2 followed the same two-step procedure to recruit participants on
Mturk as Pilot Study 1.1. First, 1,600 participants were paid $0.10 to take part in a 1-
minute prescreening questionnaire. From among these participants, we selected all of
those who had either described themselves as extremely liberal or very liberal, i.e. who
had checked a 1 or a 2 (n = 403), or who had described themselves as very conservative
or extremely conservative, i.e. who had checked a 6 or a 7 (n = 241). All other partici-
pants who had either not completed this question, or who had used a 3, 4, or 5 to describe
themselves, were discarded.

The combined 644 participants who identified as liberal or conservative were
invited to take part in the pilot. Of these, 240 participants took part in the pilot (including
118 liberals and 122 conservatives). Each participant received $1.80 for this 15-minute
study. Following recommendations to ensure the quality of Amazon Mturk data
(Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020; Kennedy et al., 2020), 12 cases were removed because of

duplicated IP addresses and identical survey responses. Because the actual pilot study
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sought to confirm participants’ political orientation, another 56 participants were
removed who did not confirm their original self-description of political orientation, i.e.
participants who had described themselves as very or extremely liberal (very or
extremely conservative) in the pre-test, but who subsequently described themselves
differently. The remaining sample comprised 82 liberals and 74 conservatives.
Design and Procedure

We followed the same two-part study design as in Pilot 1.1. This included a 2
(Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) X 2
(Issue framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) mixed-model factorial
design (with repeated measures on the last two factors) to assess the political messages.
The second part included a 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Leader
Name Assignment: Charles Derrick first versus Anthony Burnell first) x 2 (Order
variation: Liberal message first versus conservative message first) x 2 (Leader Ideology:
Liberal versus conservative) mixed-model factorial design (with repeated measurement
on the last factor) to assess participants’ reactions to the descriptions of political leaders.
Materials

Issue Stance Manipulation. Issue Stance refers to whether the messages support or
oppose legal immigration. The final sentence of each political message indicated a clear
supportive or oppositional stance to legal immigration. Opposition to legal immigration
was indicated by: “...we must restrict legal immigration.” Support for legal immigration
was indicated by: ““...we must encourage legal immigration.”

Issue Framing Manipulation. Issue Framing refers to the justification used to

support or oppose legal immigration. The message either appealed to conservative values
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of traditionalism and authority or appealed to liberal values of progressive change and
reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification included: “Legal
immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked so hard to
accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture.” An example of a liberal justification
included: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people.”

Message Prototypicality. After reading each of the political messages above,
participants rated the extent to which each statement represents a typical liberal and a
typical conservative stance. Participants were asked: “To what extent does this statement
represent a typical liberal position?” and “To what extent does this statement represent a
typical conservative position?” Responses were measured on a Likert scale ranging from
1 Not at all conservative [liberal]) to 7 Very conservative [liberal]. The conservative item
was reverse-scored, and two scales combined to create a single measure of message
prototypicality. Higher scores indicated that the message is more prototypical of liberals
than conservatives.

Ratings of Fictitious Leader Prototypicality. Participants were asked to evaluate a
leader who was described as highly prototypical of the participant’s ideology. Leaders
were characterized as being highly consistent with liberal-conservative ideals (e.g.,
consistent voting record), a highly accomplished liberal-conservative (e.g., a policy
influencer), and going beyond their employment duties for the sake of the group (i.e.,
self-sacrificing). Following the descriptions, participants reported the perceived
prototypicality of the fictitious leader using the same 5-items used to measure the

perceived prototypicality of prominent political figures (e.g., is a good
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example of the kind of people that represent the conservative ideal”)
Results

Evaluation of messages. First, a 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue
framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) x 2 (Participant group: liberal vs.
conservative) design was used on the dependent measure of message prototypicality (i.e.,
whether messages are described by participants to be either liberal or conservative in
their characteristics).

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. The second part of the study used a 2 (Leader
Ideology: Liberal versus conservative) x 2 (Leader Name: Richard Brown versus Joseph
Williams) x 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) mixed-model between-
within subjects ANOVA design on the dependent variable of fictitious leader
prototypicality.

Assumption Testing.

Evaluation of messages. One of our dependent variables of the within-subjects
design, the message expressing support for immigration in a way that appeals to liberals
(support-liberal condition), failed the homogeneity of variance assumption. The homo-
geneity of variance assumption failed for the condition in which (p <.001). The homo-
geneity of variance assumption passed for all other conditions, including the support-
conservative (p = .08), oppose-conservative (p = .38), and oppose-liberal (p = .28).

Standardized residuals were non-normal for all conditions. There were eight cases
of residual outliers (i.e., standardized residuals greater than 3 and less than -3). Removal
of these residual outliers did not alter the results, nor did it improve the analysis in terms

of satisfying ANOVA assumptions. Thus, the original data were retained.



75

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. Standardized residuals were again non-normal,
and the data failed a homogeneity of variance test. There were 7 cases of residual
outliers. Removal of these outliers did not change the nature of the results, nor did it
improve the quality of the model in terms of meeting assumptions. Hence, outliers were
not removed.

Model Testing

Evaluation of messages. There was a main effect of Issue Stance, F(1,154) =
175.77, p < .001, n? = .53. Participants rated messages as more representative of
liberalism when those messages expressed support vs. opposition for legal immigration,
M(SE) = 3.78(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.18(0.07). However, two-way interaction between Issue
Stance and Participant Ideology suggested that liberals and conservatives, once again,
rated support and opposition messages differently in terms of how representative they
were of a conservative or liberal stance, F(1,154) = 29.91, p < .001, np? = .16. Support
messages were rated as more representative of liberalism by liberal participants vs.
conservative participants, M(SE) = 4.22(0.0) vs. M(SE) = 3.34(0.11); Mg;¢r = 0.88, p <
.001. Likewise, oppose messages were rated as more representative of conservatism by
liberals than by conservatives, M(SE) = 1.97(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 2.40(0.10); Mg = -
0.44, p = .003. Notably, the effect of issue stance was statistically reliable for both
groups. Liberals rated support messages as more representative of liberal ideals compared
to oppositional messages which were more representative of conservative ideals, M(SE) =
4.22(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 1.97(0.10); My;s¢ = 2.25, p < .001. Conservatives also rated

support messages as more representative of liberal ideals vs. oppositional messages



76

which were more representative of conservative ideals, M(SE) = 3.34(0.11) vs. M(SE) =
2.40(0.10); Mg;¢r = 0.94, p <.001. These results largely mirror those observed in Pilot 1,
where liberals and conservatives both responded in expected ways to support vs.
oppositional messages, but liberals were more extreme in their ratings.

There was an additional main effect of issue framing, F(1,154) = 26.44, p <.001,
ne® = .15. Messages were rated as more liberal in their orientation when messages were
framed in a liberal vs. conservative manner, M(SE) = 3.14(0.05) vs. M(SE) = 2.82(0.05).
However, there was a two-way interaction between Issue Framing and Participant
Ideology that approached statistical significance, F(1,154) = 3.73, p = .06, np> = .02.
Conservatively framed messages were viewed as roughly equally representative of
conservatism by conservatives and liberals, M(SE) = 2.77(0.07) vs. M(SE) = 2.87(0.07);
Mgifr =-0.10, p = .32. On the other hand, liberally framed messages were viewed as
more liberal by liberals vs. conservatives, M(SE) = 3.31(0.07) vs. M(SE) = 2.97(0.08);
Mg;rr = 0.34, p =.002. This two-way interaction was not observed in Pilot 1.1.

A significant interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing was observed as
well, F(1,154) = 12.45, p = .001, ny% = .08. As expected, oppose messages were viewed
as more conservative in their orientation with a conservative vs. liberal framing, M(SE) =
1.92(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.45(0.09); Mg;¢¢ = -0.53, p <.001. Support messages were also
viewed as more liberal in their orientation with a liberal vs. conservative framing, M(SE)
= 3.83(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 3.72(0.08); My;sr = 0.11, p = .08, but this difference only
approached statistical significance. This result mirrors Pilot 1.1.

This two-way interaction was further qualified by Participant Ideology as
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evidenced by a three-way interaction with Issue Stance, Issue Framing, and Participant
Ideology, F(1,154) = 5.90, p = .02, np? = .04. Whether a message was framed in a liberal
or a conservative manner had little influence on how typically liberal/conservative
participants rated a support message, M(SE) = 3.41(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 3.27(0.12); My
=0.14, p = .16. Yet, conservatives viewed an oppose message framed in a conservative
manner as slightly more typical of conservatism than a oppose message framed in a
liberal manner, M(SE) = 2.27(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 2.53(0.13); Mg; s = -0.26, p = .08.
Similarly, whether it employed a liberal or a conservative frame, liberal participants
essentially provided the same ratings as to how typical of liberalism a support message
was, M(SE) = 4.26(0.11) vs. M(SE) = 4.17(0.11); Mg;¢f = 0.09, p = .31. However,
liberals viewed an oppositional message as much more typical of conservatism than
liberalism when an opposite message was framed in a conservative vs. liberal manner,
M(SE) = 1.57(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 2.36(0.13); Mg; s =-0.79, p < .001. Notably, this final
three-way interaction was not observed in Pilot 1.1.

Evaluation of Fictitious Leaders. As expected, we observed a two-way interaction
between Leader Name and Leader Ideology, F(1,142) = 655.37, p < .001, np? = .82.
Participants who read about a conservative named Richard Brown and a liberal named
Joseph Williams rated Richard Brown as more conservative and Joseph William as more
liberal, M(SE) = 1.90(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 4.57(0.09); Mg;ss = -2.66, p < .001. Participants
who read about a liberal named Richard Brown and a conservative named Joseph
Williams rated Richard Brown as more conservative and Joseph Williams as more

liberal, M(SE) = 4.34(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 1.56(0.10); My; s = 2.78, p < .001. Just like Pilot
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1.1, there was also a main effect of Leader Name, F(1,142) = 7.05, p = .009, np? = .05.
Across all conditions, participants tended to rated Richard Brown as more conservative
leaning, and Joseph Williams as liberal leaning, M(SE) = 3.23(0.06) vs. M(SE) =
2.95(0.06).

Unlike Pilot 1.1, a three-way interaction emerged between Leader Name, Leader
Ideology, and Participant ldeology, F(1, 142) = 6.35, p = .01, ny? = .04, suggested that
liberals and conservatives differed systematically in their ratings of political leaders in
response to their descriptions. Liberal participants rated a conservative named “Richard
Brown” as more conservative than conservative participants, M(SE) = 1.73(0.11) vs.
M(SE) = 2.07(0.11); My;sf = -0.34, p = .03. Liberal participants also rated a liberal
named “Richard Brown” as more liberal than did conservative participants, M(SE) =
4.66(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 4.46(0.14); My;¢r = 0.20, p = .27; but this difference was small
and not statistically reliable. When Joseph Williams was described as a liberal, liberal
participants rated him as more liberal than conservative participants, M(SE) = 4.57(0.11)
vs. M(SE) = 4.11(0.11); My;sf = 0.46, p = .004. When Joseph Williams was described as
a conservative, liberal and conservative participants rated him to be equally conservative,
M(SE) = 1.53(0.13) vs. M(SE) = 1.59(0.14); Mg, s =-0.06, p = .74. In short, this pattern
reflects that the different names seemed to inspire slightly different associations among
conservative and liberal participants; however, in terms of variance explained, compared
to the more critical two-way interaction described above, this three-way interaction

appears to be of lesser importance.
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Pilot 1.3

After two pilot studies, it became apparent that some of the initial issues we
observed might not necessarily be possible to remedy through any amount of pilot
testing. For example, our results suggested that liberals tended to have more extreme
ratings to the support vs. oppositional messages employed in both Pilot 1.1 and 1.2.
Whether this had anything to do with the messages we employed is difficult to discern,
but it is also possible that the observed issue has more to do with the current nature of the
political landscape than with the nature of our messages. Variables beyond our study
design might be causing liberals to provide more extreme ratings than conservatives. The
more important thing is to demonstrate that these factors have the intended consequence,
even if one group’s reaction is more extreme than the other. On this front our messages
were successful.

The issue with Leader Names was also one we could not easily remedy. For
reasons beyond the scope of these pilot studies, participants tended to perceive certain
leader names, as more representative of one ideological ideal compared to the other.
However, the main effect of Leader Name in Pilot studies 1.1 and 1.2 was small in
comparison to the interaction between Leader Name and Leader Ideology. This means
that the descriptions of political leaders as either conservative or liberal played a much
larger role in influencing participants’ judgments; moreover, whether participants
gravitated toward seeing names differentially associated with conservatism and liberalism
did not interact with the critical experimental manipulations. Hence, we viewed the main
effect of Leader Name as something that would not be worth undergoing further pilot

testing relative to the benefits further pilot testing could accrue.
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On the other hand, the problem with issue framing was more problematic than the
two mentioned above. The major aim of our study is to demonstrate that Issue Framing
moderates the extent to which participants view a support message and oppositional
message to be a liberal or conservative ideal. Yet, Pilot 1.1 and 1.2 show that Issue
Framing only moderated messages opposing immigration (i.e., favoring restriction), and
not supportive ones (i.e., favoring expansion). In addition, contrary to Pilot 1.1, Pilot 1.2
revealed that this interaction differed between liberal and conservative participants, if
only moderately. Whereas Issue Framing moderated the effects of opposing messages for
liberals, it had only a slight moderating effect on opposing messages for conservatives.
On the other hand, Issue Framing did not moderate the effects of support messages for
liberals and conservatives alike.

As a result, we sought to make one final test of our Issue Stance and Issue
Framing manipulations. We focused on enhancing the emphasis of Issue Framing for
conservatively framed messages. In Pilot 1.2, we analyzed the difference between support
and oppositional messages using liberal and conservative framing for both participant
groups. It consistently suggested that participants’ rating of the extent to which a support
message represented a liberal stance and an opposing message represented a conservative
stance always differed the least with a liberal versus conservative frame. The fact that
participants’ ratings of support versus oppositional messages were most similar with a
liberal than a conservative framing might suggest that liberally framed messages did a
better job at shifting participants’ judgments in the expected direction. We added
statements to conservative framed messages that more strongly accentuate ideals of

traditionalism advocated by conservatives (see Appendix C for Pilot 1.3 materials).
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Notably, we chose to run this analysis on Liberals only. At the time of analyzing
our Pilot 1.2 results, a coding error led us to believe that the final pilot test would be
better applied to liberals than conservatives.* We now believe that the final test could
have applied equally well to both liberals and conservatives.

Participants

Pilot Study 1.3 sampled from the same subset of prescreened participants as Pilot
Study 1.2, but we excluded participants who had already participated in Pilot Study 1.2.
Because of the nature of the current design, conservatives were also not eligible to
participate. This means that 123 participants who identified as extremely liberal or liberal
were eligible, and invited to take part in the pilot. Of these, 35 participated, with each
being paid $1.80 for this 15-minute study. Following recommendations to ensure the
quality of Amazon Mturk data (Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020; Kennedy et al., 2020), we
evaluated our data but determined that no participants would require exclusion from the
study. We retained all 35 participants for the final analysis.

Design and Procedure

Pilot 1.3 followed a 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Issue

stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-

consistent) mixed-model factorial design (with repeated measures on the last two factors)

4 The coding error led us to conclude that oppositional messages were not moderated by Issue Framing, but
support messages were. Because one of the goals of this study is to demonstrate that the meaning of
conservatism and liberalism changes in atypical ways, we wanted to ensure that our new set of oppose
messages would be effectively moderated by Issue framing for liberals, who tend to view support for legal
immigration as more representative of their ideals. It is apparent that we already accomplished this goal for
liberals, and this logic may have led us to conclude that the final pilot test would be better applied to
conservatives. At the same time, problems were observed in both groups that an analysis of either is
justified.
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to assess the political messages.
Materials

Issue Stance Manipulation. Issue stance refers to whether the messages support
or oppose legal immigration. The final sentence of each political message indicated a
clear supportive or oppositional stance to legal immigration. Opposition to legal
immigration was indicated by: ““...we must restrict legal immigration.” Support for legal
immigration was indicated by: “...we must encourage legal immigration.”

Issue Framing Manipulation. Issue framing refers to the justification used to
support or oppose legal immigration. The justification was framed in a way that either
appealed to conservative values of traditionalism and authority or appealed to liberal
values of progressive change and reduction of inequality. An example of conservative
justification included: “Legal immigrants will not assimilate to our culture and they
weaken our economy; they never become U.S. patriots.” An example of a liberal
justification included: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates
benefits for everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people.”

Message Prototypicality. After reading each of the political messages above,
participants rated the extent to which each statement represents a typical liberal and a
typical conservative stance. Participants were asked: “To what extent does this statement
represent a typical liberal position?” and “To what extent does this statement represent a
typical conservative position?”” Responses were measured on a Likert scale ranging from
1 Not at all conservative [liberal]) to 7 Very conservative [liberal]. The conservative item
was reverse-scored, and two scales combined to create a single measure of message

prototypicality. Higher scores indicate that the message is more prototypical of liberals



83

than conservatives.
Results

We tested a 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) X 2 (Issue framing: conservative-
consistent vs. liberal-consistent) x 2 (Participant group: liberal vs. conservative) design
on the dependent measure of message prototypicality.

Assumption Testing. Standardized residuals for each dependent variable were
non-normal. Statistical transformations nor removal of residual outliers were effective at
normalizing the residuals. As a result, the original data were retained for the analysis.

Model Testing. There was a main effect of Issue Stance, F(1, 34) = 242.72, p <
.001, np? =.88. Liberal participants rated messages as more representative of liberalism
when those messages expressed support vs. opposition for legal immigration, M(SE) =
4.16(0.11) vs. M(SE) = 1.63(0.09). A main effect of issue framing, F(1, 34) =38.30, p <
.001, np? = .53, showed that messages were rated as more liberal in their orientation when
messages were framed in a liberal vs. conservative manner, M(SE) = 3.27(0.09) vs.
M(SE) = 2.51(0.09).

A significant interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing was observed as
well, F(1, 34) = 5.38, p = .03, np? = .14. As expected, support messages were viewed as
more liberal in their orientation with a liberal vs. conservative framing, M(SE) =
4.40(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 3.91(0.17); My;s¢ = 0.49, p = .01. Oppositional messages were
also viewed as more conservative in their orientation with a conservative vs. liberal

framing, M(SE) = 1.11(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 2.14(0.16); Mg;¢ =-1.03, p <.001.
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Pilot Test Discussion

One of the primary issues observed throughout Pilot 1.1 and 1.2 was the effect of
Issue Framing and, more importantly, its interaction with Issue Stance. In Pilot 1.1,
messages opposing immigration were viewed as more representative of conservative
ideals with a conservative vs. liberal framing. Alternatively, messages supporting
immigration were always viewed as equally representative of liberal ideals whether they
were framed in a liberal or conservative manner. This interaction held equally well for
liberal and conservative participants. In Pilot 1.2, the same pattern emerged. Oppose
messages were viewed as more representative of conservative ideals with a conservative
vs. liberal framing, but support messages were always viewed as more liberal, regardless
of framing. However, this time, Pilot 1.2 found the interaction between Issue Stance and
Issue Framing varied between the two participant groups. Conservatives were never
viewed support or oppose messages as any more or less representative of
conservatism/liberals, regardless of message framing. Liberal participants, on the other
hand, viewed oppose messages as more conservative with a conservative vs. liberal
framing, but like conservative participants, did not view support messages as any more or
less liberal/conservative with a liberal or conservative framing. Although we observed
similar issues across both Pilot studies, we felt Pilot 1.2 materials were a better
representation of the ideals underlying conservatism and liberals (discussed in Chapter 2),
we sought to improve on these messages in Pilot 1.3, rather than revert to messages used
in Pilot 1.1.

The changes made to Pilot 1.3 messages (specifically, conservatively framed

messages) better encapsulated the notion that legal immigrants would change our culture
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and way of living (oppose message framed in a conservative manner) versus uphold our
culture and way of living (support message framed in a conservative manner). Results
from Pilot 1.3 suggested that the changes made were successful in shifting liberal
participants’ judgments of the legal immigration messages. Unlike Pilot Studies 1.1 and
1.2, liberal participants' ratings of support and oppositional messages significantly
differed as a function of the type of framing used. Support messages were viewed as
more liberal with a liberal (vs. conservative) framing, and opposing messages were
viewed as more conservative with a conservative (vs. liberal) framing. This gave us
confidence in moving forward to our main study using Pilot 1.3 materials. If our
messages do shift participants’ judgments of whether support or opposition is a liberal or
conservative stance, it is likely for the theoretical reasons we outline in previous chapters.
However, this final pilot study is not without some concerns. Due to limitations to
our resources, we could only afford a final study that focused on either conservatives or
liberals. Hence, it is not clear if these conclusions would replicate in a sample of
conservatives. At the same time, the conclusions made in Pilot 1.2, largely mirrored those

made for conservatives; thus, we would hope the same would hold for Pilot 1.3.
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Chapter 8: Study 1

Study 1 tested whether political leader messages influence the extent to which
followers perceive the issue stances of supporting vs. opposing legal immigration to be
reflective of liberal vs. conservative ideals. As outlined in Chapter 6, we hypothesized
that political leaders can indeed shift these perceptions in followers to the extent that (1)
their messages indicate support vs. opposition to legal immigration
expansion/restrictions; (2) that support or opposition is framed in a way that appeals to
the symbolic values of the participants’ ingroup vs. when it appeals to the symbolic
values of the participants’ outgroup; (3) the message is presented in the face of an
opposing outgroup leader vs. when the message is presented by the ingroup leader alone;
and (4) when participants are high vs. low in NFCC.
Participants

A power analysis revealed that a sample size of 351 was needed to detect a small-
to-moderate effect (f2 = .15) given power of B = .80 and a significance level of o = .05,
and the five-factorial design described below in detail. To account for missing data or
otherwise unusable cases, we planned to recruit a sample of 400 (including 200 liberals
and 200 conservatives). As in our pilot studies, Study 1 followed a two-step procedure
with prescreening followed by targeted data collection for Study 1. A total of 2,328
participants took part in a 1-minute prescreening survey on MTurk. Participants were
paid $0.10 for their time. Of these participants, 570 described themselves as
“conservative” or “extremely conservative” (i.e., a scale score of 6 or 7), and 732 as
“liberal” or “extremely liberal” (i.e., a scale score of 1 or 2), and invited to take part in

the main study.
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A total of 477 participants responded to our invitation through MTurk and were
given $1.80 for completing our 15-minute study. Several participants were removed:
Twenty-three participants were excluded for implausibly fast competition times (< 3
minutes), 71 for reporting a political ideology rating that was inconsistent with their
prescreened response, 14 for possessing duplicate IP addresses, and one participant was
removed for failing to indicate their citizenship. Three-hundred and sixty-eight
participants (42.9% female/0.3% other; M, . = 38.2) were retained for the final analyses,
including 185 conservatives and 183 liberals.

Design and Procedure

Study 1 used a 2 (Issue Stance: ingroup support vs. ingroup oppose) X 2 (Issue
Framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) X 2 (Social Context: ingroup vs.
intergroup) X 2 (Participant Ideology: liberal vs. conservative) X 2 (Immigration Ideals
Scale: Liberal Ideals Scale vs. Conservative Ideals Scale) mixed factorial design with a
continuous predictor (NFCC). Only the last factor varied within participants. First,
participants were randomly assigned to read messages from either an ingroup political
leader or an ingroup and outgroup political leader (Social Context). Participants were
randomly assigned to messages in which their ingroup leader either supported or opposed
legal immigration restrictions as an ingroup ideal (Issue Stance) and where their ingroup
leader frames the message stance as either consistent with liberal or conservative ideals
(Issue Framing).

Next, participants provided their rating of the extent to which they perceived
supporting legal immigration to be a stance prototypical of liberals and conservatives

(Immigration ldeals Scale). Separate ratings were generated for the perceived
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prototypicality of liberals and the perceived prototypicality of conservatives. Separating
the measures in this manner allowed us to avoid the assumption that a particular issue
stance that was perceived to be prototypical for liberals was not prototypical for
conservatives and vice versa. Put differently, although we assume that liberals and
conservatives should view their respective ingroups and outgroups as holding polarized
and differing positions on the issue of legal immigration, it would be inappropriate to
assume this was the case without a formal assessment. Measuring liberal and conserv-
ative ideals in this manner avoids embedding incorrect assumptions into our study.

Toward the end of the study, participants were asked to complete the need for
cognitive closure (NFCC) scale, and answer a range of demographic responses.
Materials

Issue Stance. The final sentence of each political message indicated a clear
supportive or oppositional stance on legal immigration. Opposition to immigration was
indicated by: “...we must restrict legal immigration.” Support for immigration was
indicated by: “...we must encourage legal immigration.”

Issue Framing. Issue Framing refers to the justification used to support or oppose
immigration. The justification was framed in a way that either appeals to conservative
values of traditionalism and authority or liberal values of progressive change and
reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification includes: “Legal
immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked so hard to
accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen our economy...”
An example of liberal justification includes: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S.

workers equally. It benefits the rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working
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people.”

Social Context. Participants were randomly assigned to an ingroup or intergroup
condition. In the ingroup condition, participants read about a political ingroup leader and
their stance on legal immigration. In the intergroup condition, participants first read about
a political outgroup leader and their stance on legal immigration, then read about a
political ingroup leader and their stance on legal immigration. Participants always read
about the outgroup leader first and the outgroup leader’s message always directly
opposed the ingroup leader’s message. For example, if a conservative participant read
about a conservative leader who supported legal immigration restrictions in a way that
appeals to conservatives, they also read about a liberal leader who opposed legal
immigration restrictions in a way that appeals to liberals. Appendix D shows the study
materials used for our conservative participants. The materials were the same in almost
every respect for conservative participants, but the political leader was described as a
liberal (using the same descriptions developed in Pilot 1.2).

Immigration Ideals Scale. A total of 12 items measured the extent to which
participants perceive opposing vs. supporting legal immigration as consistent with
liberalism and conservatism. Six of these items formed the Conservative Immigration
Ideals Scale (o = .85) and 6 items made up the Liberal Immigration Ideals Scale (o = .85),
with 3 items in each scale indicating a supportive position, and 3 items indicating an
oppositional position. Supportive items were reverse-scored and summed to create a
single scale. Items included: “To what extent is opposing [supporting] legal immigration

a position that represents core conservative [liberal] ideals/principles?” (1 very

unrepresentative — 7 very representative); “If all you know about someone that they call
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themselves ‘conservative [liberal],” how likely is that they oppose [support] legal

immigration?” (1 very unlikely — 7 very likely); “To what extent do you agree with the

follow statement: ‘In order to be true to conservative [liberal] principles, you need to

299

oppose [support] legal immigration.”” (1 strongly disagree — 7 strongly agree).

To illustrate, we combined the items “To what extent is opposing legal
immigration a position that represents core conservative ideals/principles?” and “To what
extent is supporting legal immigration a position that represents core conservative
ideals/principles?” (reverse-scored) as part of the Conservative Immigration Ideals Scale.
The higher the combined ratings were on this scale, the more opposition to immigration
was viewed as a prototypically conservative position. Conversely, the lower the
combined ratings on the Conservative Immigration Ideals Scale, the more support for
legal immigration was viewed as a prototypical conservative position.

Similarly, we combined the items “To what extent is opposing legal immigration

a position that represents core liberal ideals/ principles?” and “To what extent is

supporting legal immigration a position that represents core liberal ideals/principles?”

(reversed) as part of the Liberal Immigration Ideals Scale. The higher the combined
ratings were on this scale, the more opposition to immigration was viewed as a
prototypically liberal position, with lower scores indicating that support for legal
immigration was viewed as a prototypically liberal position.

Need for Cognitive Closure. The Need for Cognitive Closure Scale (NFCC; a =
.86) included 15-items derived from Roets and VVan Hiel (2011). Participants rated the
extent to which they agree with statements reflecting the need for closure (e.g., “I don’t

like situations that are uncertain.” “I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours suits
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my temperament.”; 5-point scale from 1 completely disagree to 5 completely agree).

Participant Ideology. Participants’ political ideology was treated as a categorical
variable and was calculated from a single, self-report item. Participants were asked “How
Liberal or Conservative are you?: Extremely Liberal, Liberal, Somewhat Liberal,
Moderate, Somewhat Conservative, Conservative, Extremely Conservative, or don’t
know?” Responses were coded 1-7, respectively. If their responses were in line with their
pre-test results, participants who described themselves as being extremely liberal or very
liberal (scores of 1 or 2) were classified as liberal. Participants who described themselves
as being extremely conservative or very conservative (scores of 6 and 7) were classified
as conservative.

Demographic Items. Participants respond items about their age, ethnicity, sex,
religion, citizenship status, and additional political affiliation questions.
Results

The data were analyzed using a 2 (Message stance: ingroup support vs. ingroup
oppose) x 2 (Message framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) x 2 (Social
context: ingroup vs. intergroup) x 2 (Participant ideology: liberal vs. conservative) x 2
(Prototypicality rating: liberal vs. conservative DV) mixed-factorial design with NFCC as
a continuous predictor. We describe the data screening procedures below, followed by the
main analyses.
Data Screening

Participants provided separate judgments of whether a particular stance on legal
immigration (support vs. opposition) is prototypical for liberal ideals (Liberal Ideals

Scale) and whether it is prototypical of conservative ideals (Conservative Ideals Scale).
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Although the correlation between the two scales was strong (r = -.39, p <.001), it was not
enough to assume that the two scales were redundant, i.e., that prototypicality for one
political ideology automatically implied prototypicality for the other political ideology.
Hence, these two measures were treated separately and modeled as a within-subject
factor.

A Levene’s test (p = .48) was consistent with the assumption that the error
variance of the Conservative Immigration Ideals was equal across all cells of the
experimental design. However, a parallel test for Liberal Immigration Ideals was
significant, implying that variance was not homogeneous across all cells of the design (p
<.001).

Standardized residuals were normal according to an analysis of histogram,
Normal Probability Plots (NPP), skewness estimates, and Shapiro-Wilk’s Test for both
scales. There were also no cases of residual outliers for either scale (i.e., residuals greater
than 3 standard error errors from the mean). Regarding the Conservative Ideals Scale in
raw form, the dependent variable was also normally distributed. However, the Liberal
Ideal Scales distribution was positively skewed. Implementing a log-transformation did
not significantly improve on the scales distribution and did not improve on the equality of
variance assumption. Non-transformed data were therefore retained for the main analysis.
Group differences in NFCC

A comparison of conservatives and liberals revealed that the former group scored
higher in NFCC than the latter (M = 56.94, SD = 8.38 vs. M = 50.60, SD = 9.71), F(1,
366) = 45.08, p <.001, np? = .11. This replicates a well-knowing finding in the literature

(e.g., Jost, 2017), even when more recent findings suggest that the size of this type of
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difference has been declining over time (Acosta & Kemmelmeier, forthcoming).
Individual Difference Factors

According to our model, two individual difference variables were significant
predictors of participants’ tendency to rate opposition or support for legal immigration as
a conservative vs. liberal ideal. We review these two in detail below.

Immigration Ideals Scales x Participant Ideology. A two-way interaction
indicated that liberal participants and conservative participants differed in how they rated
their respective ingroup and outgroup on the issue of legal immigration, F(1,336) =
49.44, p < .001, np? = .13 (see Figure 1). Conservative participants indicated that
opposition to legal immigration expansion was more strongly associated with
conservative than it was associated with liberal ideals, M(SE) = 2.83(0.08) vs. M(SE) =
2.29(0.07); My;rr = 0.54, p <.001. A similar pattern also emerged for liberal participants,
M(SE) = 3.49(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 1.78(0.07); Mgy;sf = 1.71, p < .001. These results suggest
that liberals and conservatives were generally in agreement regarding which issue stance
was reflective of conservative (vs. liberal) ideals. However, liberals tended to provide
more extreme ratings than conservatives, similar to what we previously observed in our
pilot studies. Liberal participants considered a position that opposed legal immigration to
be much more strongly reflective of conservatism than was the case for conservative
participants, M(SE) = 3.49(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.83(0.08), M;¢s = 0.67, p <.001. Con-
versely, liberal participants found that a position supporting legal immigration was more
reflective of liberal ideals (i.e. non-reflective of conservative ideals) than did conserv-

ative participants, M(SE) = 1.78(0.07) vs. M(SE) = 2.29(0.07); My;¢s = -0.51, p < .001.
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Figure 1 Two-way Interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale and Participant Ideology.
Higher scores on the Conservative Ideals Scale means that opposing legal immigration is
more representative of conservatism. Lower scores on the Liberal Ideals Scale means that
supporting legal immigration is more representative of liberalism

Immigration Ideals Scales x NFCC. There was a two-way interaction between
Immigration ldeals Scale and NFCC, F(1,336) = 7.55, p = .006, np> = .02, suggesting
that people high and low in NFCC differed in their ratings of at least one of the
Immigration Ideals Scales. Figure 2 summarizes this interaction by providing mean
estimates for participants high in NFCC (1 standard deviation above the mean) and
participants low in NFCC (1 standard deviation below the mean). High-NFCC people
rated opposition toward legal immigration expansion as more representative of
conservative vs. liberal ideals, M(SE) = 3.16(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.27(0.07), My;¢¢ = 0.88,
p <.001. As shown in Figure 2, people low in NFCC showed the same pattern, but the
rated the same difference to more extreme, M(SE) = 3.17(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 1.80(0.08),

Mg;rr = 1.37, p <.001. This was driven primarily by their ratings of how much any of the
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positions was reflective of liberal ideals. Specifically, people high vs. low in NFCC differ
significantly, but only slightly in their ratings of opposition toward legal immigration of
liberalism, M(SE) = 2.27(0.07) vs. M(SE) = 1.80(0.08), b(SE) = .03(.01), p < .001.
Although people high vs. low in NFCC differed in their ratings of opposition toward
legal immigration of conservatism, the difference was somewhat weaker, M(SE) =

3.16(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 3.17(0.08), b(SE) = -.01(.01), p = .04.
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Figure 2 Two-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale and NFCC. Higher scores
on the Conservative Ideals Scale means that opposing legal immigration is more
representative of conservatism. Lower scores on the Liberal Ideals Scale means that
supporting legal immigration is more representative of liberalism

Experimental Manipulations: Factors that Influenced Political Ideals.

Our central hypothesis is that changing what followers perceive are the political
ideals of their respective ingroups can change given the appropriate conditions. In the
following sections, we review findings related to our hypotheses in some detail. First, we

begin with factors associated with message content, including the expressed Issue Stance
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of political leaders and the Issue Framing used to justify that stance. Next, we review
results associated with the Social Context in which messages were expressed: either in
the presence of an ingroup leader alone (ingroup context) or in the presence of an
outgroup leader who directly opposes the ingroup leader’s stance and framing (intergroup
context). Lastly, we review how results are qualified by NFCC. We proposed in our
hypothesis that people high and low in NFCC should differ in their reactions to the issue
stances and issue framing of political leader messages.

Leader Messages Influence Follower Judgments: Issue Stance and Issue
Framing. Hypothesis 1 argues that political followers will tend to adopt the Issue Stance
of an ingroup political leader. In other words, when an ingroup leader expresses support
vs. opposition for legal immigration expansion, participants should be more likely to
view support vs. opposition as more representative of their ingroup’s ideals. The two-way
interaction between the Immigration Ideals Scale and Issue Stance failed to reach
conventional standards of statistical significance, indicating that a leader’s issue stance,
on its own, did not significantly impact participants’ ratings on either the Conservative
Ideals Scale or the Liberal Ideals Scale, F(1, 336) = 0.05, p = .83, ny? < .01. This
conclusion applied equally to liberals and conservatives, as there was no three-way
interaction involving Immigration Ideal Scale, Issue Stance, and Participant Ideology,
F(1, 336) = 0.08, p = .77, np> < .001. This does not support Hypothesis 2, which argued
that conservatives and liberals would favor messages that are consistent with the
traditional ideals of their respective groups. In other words, under Hypothesis 2 messages
opposing legal immigration expansion should be favored by conservatives, but messages

supporting legal immigration expansion should be favored by liberals—a pattern not
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supported by the data.

Hypothesis 3 stipulated that a leader’s expressions of support or opposition for a
given issue stance would likely affect follower perceptions if those messages are framed
in a way that appeals to followers’ underlying liberal or conservative ideals. We observed
a three-way interaction between Issue Stance, Issue Framing, and the two Immigration
Ideals Scales, F(1, 336) = 13.24, p <.001, np? = .04.

To unpack this finding, we first focus on the two-way interaction between Issue
Stance and Issue Framing on participants’ ratings of the Conservative Ideals Scale (see
Figure 3a). Recall that the Conservative Ideals Scale is scored such that lower scores
indicate that support for legal immigration expansion (vs. opposition to legal immigration
expansion) is considered prototypical of conservatism. When an ingroup leader supported
legal immigration, participants rated support to legal immigration expansion as more
typical of conservative ideals if the message of support was framed in a conservative vs.
liberal manner, M(SE) = 2.86(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 3.32(0.12); My; s = -0.46, p = .004.
When participants read an oppositional stance framed in a conservative manner, opposing
legal immigration was viewed as more prototypical of conservatism compared to when
that same oppositional stance was framed in a liberal manner, M(SE) = 3.31(0.11) vs.
M(SE) = 3.15(0.11); Mg ¢ = 0.15, p = .31, though this difference was not statistically

significant.
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Figure 3a Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing. DV =
Conservative ldeals Scale. This graph is part of the three-way interaction between
Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue Stance x Issue Framing.

A similar pattern emerged for the Liberal Ideals scale (see Figure 3b). Recall that
the Liberal Ideals scale was scored such that lower scores indicate that support for legal
immigration expansion (vs. opposition to legal immigration expansion) is considered
prototypical of liberalism. When an ingroup leader supported legal immigration
expansion, supporting legal immigration was viewed as more representative of liberal
ideals when support was framed in a liberal vs. conservative manner, M(SE) = 1.79(0.11)
vs. M(SE) = 2.19(0.10), Mg; ¢ = -0.40, p = .006. Likewise, when a message opposing
legal immigration was paired with a liberal (vs. conservative) framing, this also affirmed
that opposing legal immigration was prototypical of liberal ideals, M(SE) = 2.18(0.09) vs.
M(SE) = 1.98(0.10); My;¢s = 0.20, p = .13, even though this difference was not
statistically reliable. A nonsignificant three-way interaction between the Immigration
Ideals Scale, Issue Stance, Issue Framing, and Participant Ideology suggested that the

previous conclusions held equally well for liberals as with conservatives, F(1, 336) =
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0.33, p = .57, n,2 = .001.
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Figure 3b Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing. DV =
Liberal Ideals Scale. This graph is part of the three-way interaction between
Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue Stance X Issue Framing.

Social Context Moderates the Effects of Leader Messages. The previous
section supports one of our major hypotheses, which argues that the meaning underlying
conservatism and liberalism does change in response to the issue stances expressed by
political leaders, in combination with relevant justification for said stances. In Hypothesis
4, we further argue that political followers should be more receptive to ingroup political
leader messages when an outgroup leader directly opposes the ingroup leader (intergroup
context) vs. when the ingroup leader expresses that same message on its own (ingroup-
only context).

There was no three-way interaction involving Immigration Ideals Scale, Issue

Stance, and Ingroup-Intergroup context, F(1, 336) = 0.23, p = .63, np? = .001. This
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suggests that the effectiveness of political leader issue stances did not appear to depend
on the context in which said issue stances were expressed. In addition, a failed four-way
interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale, Issue Stance, Ingroup-Intergroup context,
and Participant Ideology, F(1, 336) = 1.50, p = .22, np? = .004, indicated that this
conclusion held for both liberals and conservatives participants.

Rather, we observed a five-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale,
Issue Stance, Issue Framing, Ingroup-Intergroup Context, and Participant Ideology, F(1,
336) = 4.93, p = .03, np? = .01. For ease of understanding, we separate the analysis into
distinct subgroups to highlight how this higher-order interaction qualified the three-way
interaction we previously discussed (see Figures 3a and 3b). Similarly, for ease of
understanding, we first explore the pattern of results for conservative participants, and
subsequently for liberal participants.

Conservative participants. We first focus on the ingroup-only context and show
how Issue Stance and Issue Framing interacted to shape ratings on the Conservative Ideal
Scale (see Figure 4a). This pattern closely resembled the one previously depicted in
Figure 3a. Conservative participants viewed support for legal immigration as more
representative of conservative ideals when a conservative leader supported legal immig-
ration and framed that support in a way that is consistent with conservative vs. liberal
ideals, M(SE) = 2.19(0.20) vs. M(SE) = 2.98(0.21); My; ¢ = -0.80, p = .006. Conservative
participants also rated opposition to legal immigration as more prototypical of
conservative ideals when leaders opposed legal immigration and framed that opposition

in a conservative vs. liberal manner, M(SE) = 3.00(0.22) vs. M(SE) = 2.88(0.23); My;¢s =

0.12, p = .71, though this difference was not statistically significant. Thus, in the ingroup-
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only setting, conservative participants were receptive to leaders’ messages of support
when framed in an ideologically congruent manner. In this same ingroup context, an
oppositional stance did not differ in a statistically reliable way whether framed

conservatively or liberally but did differ in the expected direction.
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Figure 4a Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Conservative Participants in the Ingroup Condition. DV = Conservative Ideals
Scale. This graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale
x Issue Stance x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant
Ideology.
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Figure 4b depicts the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
conservative participants in the Intergroup context. Again, the pattern resembled the one
previously depicted in Figure 3a and more recently in Figure 4a. However, for this
particular subgroup of participants’ framing did not matter in a statistically significant
way for ratings of messages that expressed support for legal immigration expansion,
M(SE) = 2.70(0.21) vs. M(SE) = 2.89(0.35); My; s = -0.20, p = .63, nor for message that
expressed opposition to legal immigration expansion, M(SE) = 3.03(0.16) vs. M(SE) =

2.95(0.20); My;sr =-0.08, p = .77. In short, for conservative participants in the Intergroup
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condition, framing did not play any role as to how much of a conservative issue both
support and opposition to legal immigration expansion was deemed to be. This finding
does not confirm our expectation that conservative followers would be more responsive
to ingroup leader messages when those messages were presented in the presence of an
opposing outgroup leader. Comparing Figure 4a and 4b, we conclude that the opposite

occurred.
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Figure 4b Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Conservative Participants in the Intergroup Condition. DV = Conservative ldeals
Scale. This graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale
X Issue Stance x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant
Ideology.
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We next evaluate conservative participants’ ratings of the Liberal Ideal Scale.
Figure 4c shows the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for Conservative
Participants in the Ingroup Context. When participants read about a conservative leader
who supported legal immigration expansion, they rated support for legal immigration as
less representative of liberal ideals, when support was framed in a conservative vs. liberal
manner, M(SE) = 2.65(0.18) vs. M(SE) = 2.21(0.19); My;¢¢ = 0.48, p = .09. When

participants read about a conservative leader who opposed legal immigration, they rated
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opposition to legal immigration as less representative of liberal ideals when opposition
was framed in a conservative vs. liberal manner, M(SE) = 2.28(0.20) vs. M(SE) =
2.56(0.20); Mg;rr =-0.29, p = .32. In other words, conservative participant adjusted their
perception of the liberal stance on legal immigration in a way that directly opposed their

ingroup leaders’ stance; though notably, these shifts were never statistically reliable.
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Figure 4c Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Conservative Participants in the Ingroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale. This
graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue
Stance x Issue Framing X Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant Ideology.
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Continuing our focus on conservative participants’ ratings of the Liberal Ideal
Scale, we now focus on their reactions to leader messages in the Intergroup Context (see
Figure 4d). Participants who read about a conservative leader who supports legal
immigration and framed that support in a conservative vs. liberal manner rated support
for legal immigration as less representative of liberal ideals, M(SE) = 2.39(0.19) vs.

M(SE) = 1.53(0.32); My; ¢ = 0.86, p = .02. Alternatively, there were only trivial

differences between participants who read about a conservative leader who opposes legal

immigration and framed that support in a conservative (vs. liberal) manner, M(SE) =
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2.33(0.15) vs. M(SE) = 2.38(0.18); My =-0.05, p = .83.

Summary Conservative participants. Comparing the results across Figures 4a-d,
there were a few instances in which conservative participants adjusted their perception of
the stance on legal immigration in response to the stances of political leaders in
combination with relevant framing. Whereas conservative participants adjusted their
ratings of the conservative stance on legal immigration in the ingroup setting only,
conservative participants only adjusted their ratings of the liberal stance on legal

immigration in the intergroup setting.

Opposing

legal 4.5
immigration

is a liberal 4

ideal
35
3
2.5 ]:
. 2
Supporting
legal 15 ?
immigration
is a liberal 1
ideal Support Stance Oppose Stance

m Conservative Framing Liberal Framing

Figure 4d Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Conservative Participants in the Intergroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale.
This graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue Stance
x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant Ideology.
Liberal participants. For liberals, we first focus on the Ingroup Only context and
show how Issue Stance and Issue Framing interacted to shape ratings on the Liberal Ideal
Scale. Whether a support message was framed in terms of liberal vs. conservative ideals

did not affect how typical liberal participants viewed support for legal immigration to be

a liberal ideal, M(SE) = 1.84(0.19) vs. M(SE) = 1.67(0.19); My;¢s = 0.17, p = .52.
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Similarly, liberal participants rated opposition to legal immigration as roughly equally
representative of liberal ideals regardless of whether a political ingroup leader framed
their opposition to legal immigration in a manner consistent with liberal or conservative
ideals, M(SE) = 1.91(0.19) vs. M(SE) = 1.99(0.18); M;;; = -0.08, p = .75. Unlike
conservatives, the ingroup condition appeared to have no effect for liberals, though what

differences did occur were always in the anticipated direction.
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Figure 4e Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Liberal Participants in the Ingroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale. This graph
is part of the five-way interaction between Immigration ldeals Scale x Issue Stance
x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant Ideology.

Next, we discuss the same previous analysis, but in an intergroup context (see
Figure 4f). We expected liberal participants to be much more responsive to political
ingroup leader messages in this context. When liberal participants read about an ingroup
leader who supported legal immigration expansion in an intergroup context, they rated
support for legal immigration as more representative of liberal ideals when that message

used a liberal frame as opposed to a conservative frame, M(SE) = 1.56(0.16) vs. M(SE) =
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2.03(0.18); Mg;¢r =-0.46, p = .05. Liberals who read about an ingroup leader who
opposed legal immigration correspondingly rated liberalism as more strongly opposed to
legal immigration when that leader framed opposition in a liberal vs. conservative
manner, M(SE) = 1.92(0.20) vs. M(SE) = 1.34(0.23); Mg; s = 0.58, p = .06, but this result
only approached conventional levels of statistical significance. These results support our
original hypothesis that participants would be much more responsive to ingroup leader

messages in an intergroup vs. an ingroup context.
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Figure 4f Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing
for Liberal Participants in the Intergroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale.
This graph is part of the five-way interaction between Immigration ldeals Scale x
Issue Stance x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant Ideology.

Figure 4g depicts liberal participants’ ratings of the Conservative Ideals Scale in
the Ingroup Context for the two-way interaction. Support messages did not prompt
participants to rate conservatism as any more or less supportive of legal immigration
regardless of the liberal or conservative framing leaders used, M(SE) = 3.59(0.21) vs.

M(SE) = 3.32(0.21); My;¢ 5 = 0.26, p = .38. The same was true for oppositional messages;
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they were never more or less effective when framed in a liberal or conservative manner,

M(SE) = 3.63(0.20) vs. M(SE) = 3.40(0.20); Mg; ¢ = 0.24, p = .41. Much like our results

from Figure 4e, these results suggest that liberals are generally not responsive to
messages in the ingroup context when rating liberal or conservative ideals on legal

immigration
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Figure 4g Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Liberal Participants in the Ingroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale. This
graph is part of the five-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue
Stance x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant ldeology.
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Next, we evaluate the two-way interaction for liberal participants’ ratings of the
Conservative Ideals Scale for those in the Intergroup Context (see Figure 4h). When the
ingroup leader supported legal immigration and framed that support in a liberal vs.
conservative manner, participants viewed support for legal immigration as less
representative of conservative ideals, M(SE) = 3.82(0.17) vs. M(SE) = 3.24(0.20); My;s¢
=0.59, p =.02. When the ingroup leader opposed legal immigration and framed that
support in a liberal vs. conservative manner, opposition to legal immigration was viewed

as less representative of conservative ideals. M(SE) = 3.15(0.22) vs. M(SE) = 3.80(0.15);
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Mgiff = -.65, p = .06. Though the latter result only approached conventional levels of
statistical significance, there is at least some evidence that liberal participants adjusted
their perceptions of conservatism in the opposite direction in which they adjusted their

perception of liberalism.
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Figure 4h Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Liberal Participants in the Intergroup Condition. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale. This
graph is part of the five-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue
Stance x Issue Framing x Ingroup-Intergroup Context x Participant ldeology.
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Summary Liberal participants. Comparing the results across Figures 4e-h, it is
apparent that liberal participants were sensitive to both the issue stance and the framing
when evaluating whether a particular issue stance is prototypically for liberals or
conservatives. As anticipated, shifts in the interpretation of policy stances as liberal or
conservative primarily occurred in the intergroup condition. When they read about an
ingroup member who supported expanding legal immigration in the presence of an
outgroup member, and who did so using a liberal frame, then liberal participants
considered this issue stance maximally prototypical of liberal ideas. This was also the

case when an ingroup member advocated for a limitation of legal immigration in the
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presence of an outgroup member, but who did so using a conservative frame. Interest-
ingly, to the extent that they considered an issue prototypically liberal, liberal participants
also considered the opposite stance (opposition to legal immigration) to be prototypically
conservative.

Finding Closure in Change?. Like Hypothesis 4, Hypothesis 5 argues that there
are certain conditions under which participants are more likely to respond to political
leader messages, but this time we focus on the individual characteristics of political
followers. We expected that people high in NFCC would be more responsive to political
leader issue stances framed in ideologically relevant ways, than people low in NFCC.

There was no three-way interaction with the Immigration Ideals Scale, Issue
Stance, and NFCC. This suggests that leaders’ expressions of support or opposition were
no more effective at changing participants’ judgments of liberal or conservative
opposition toward legal immigration for people high and low in NFCC, F < 1. However,
we did observe a five-way interaction between Immigration Ideal Scale, Issue Stance,
Issue Framing, NFCC, and Participant ldeology, F(1, 336) = 4.49, p = .04, n? = .01.
However, this time we focus only on the results that were statistically reliable and
summarize our conclusions regarding those which were not in the discussion. Recall that,
on average, liberal participants were lower in NFCC than conservative participants.
However, in the presentation of our results, estimates for high and low NFCC were
identical across conservative and liberal participants, thus rendering them directly
comparable.

Conservatives high and low in NFCC always rated opposition to legal

immigration as more of a conservative ideal, regardless of political leaders who
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supported or opposed legal immigration in a conservative or liberal manner. Yet,
conservative participants’ ratings of the Liberal Ideal Scale did differ for those high and
low in NFCC (in response to a leaders’ Issue Stance and Issue Framing. Low-NFCC
conservatives rated support for legal immigration as more representative of liberal ideals
when a conservative leader supported legal immigration and framed that support in a
liberal vs. conservative way, M(SE) = 1.32(0.35) vs. M(SE) = 2.37(0.21); Mg;¢f = -1.05,
p = .01 (see Figure 5d). Oppositional messages, on the other hand, did not shift whether
messages were framed in a liberal or conservative manner, M(SE) = 2.36(0.22) vs. M(SE)

=2.14(0.22); Myip; = 0.21, p = 50.
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Figure 5a Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Conservative Participants who are Low in NFCC. DV = Liberal Ideals Scale. This
graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x Issue
Stance x Issue Framing x NFCC x Participant Ideology.

For conservatives high in NFCC, neither support messages, M(SE) = 2.66(0.14)
vs. M(SE) = 2.42(0.18); My; s = 0.25, p = .28, nor oppositional messages, M(SE) =
2.46(0.15) vs. M(SE) = 2.59(0.19); My;sf = -0.12, p = .61, changed conservative partici-

pants’ ratings of the Liberal Ideals Scale whether framed in a conservative or liberal
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manner.

Liberal Participants. For liberal participants, NFCC did not influence the way
participants rated their ingroups’ ideals regarding legal immigration in response to leader
messages. However, like conservative participants, NFCC did impact how liberal
participants rated conservative ideals on legal immigration in response to a leader’s
message. This time, however, it was high in NFCC liberals who were most responsive to
leader messages. For liberal participants high in NFCC, opposition to legal immigration
was viewed as more representative of conservative ideals when they read about an
ingroup leader who supported legal immigration and framed that support in a liberal
manner vs. conservative, M(SE) = 3.70(0.21) vs. M(SE) = 2.88(0.24); My;sr = 0.81, p =
.01. Oppositional messages, on the other hand, did not shift whether messages were
framed in a liberal or conservative manner, M(SE) = 3.37(0.24) vs. M(SE) = 3.57(0.22);

Mgirf =-0.20, p = .56 (see Figure 5c)
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Figure 5b Depicting the interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing for
Liberal Participants who are High in NFCC. DV = Conservative Ideals Scale.
This graph is part of the 5-way interaction between Immigration Ideals Scale x
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For conservatives low in NFCC, neither support messages, M(SE) = 3.71(0.16)
vs. M(SE) = 3.68(0.16); My = 0.03, p = .88, nor oppositional messages, M(SE) =
3.41(0.19) vs. M(SE) = 3.63(0.18); My;¢r =-0.21, p = .27, changed liberal participants’
ratings of the Conservative Ideals Scale whether framed in a liberal or conservative
manner.

Study 1 Discussion

Our results lend support to the notion that liberals and conservatives update their
perception of their ideology in response to political messages. Our research suggests,
however, that mere expressions of support and opposition from prototypical political
leaders are not sufficient. Instead, we reveal that a combination of factors, including the
framing of the issue stance, the opportunity for social comparison, and participant
individual characteristics influence follower perception.

Hypothesis 1 failed to receive any support. Neither liberals nor conservatives
shifted the conceptions of their own group’s ideology in response to a political leader
who either supported or opposed legal immigration. Across both groups of participants,
support for legal immigration was always viewed as more aligned with liberalism,
whereas opposition was always more strongly associated with conservatism.

Finding also failed to support Hypothesis 2. Neither liberals nor conservatives
seemed to exhibit a preference for messages that are consistent with their group's typical
issue stance: support in the case of liberals and opposition in the case of conservatives.

We found much clearer support for Hypothesis 3, which stipulates a leader’s issue

stance of support or opposition should be more effective at swaying followers’ judgments
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when the support or opposition is framed in ideologically relevant ways. When a leader
supported legal immigration and framed that support in a way that appealed to conserv-
ative ideals, participants judged support for legal immigration to be more representative
of conservative ideals than when the same leader expressed support for legal immigration
but framed that support in ways that appealed to liberal ideals. Likewise, participants who
read about a leader who supported legal immigration in a way that appealed to liberal
ideals tended to rate support for legal immigration to be more representative of liberal
ideals than those who read a support message with conservative framing. Critically, this
effect held equally well for liberals and conservatives, implying that liberals and
conservatives operate on shared conceptions of liberalism and conservatism.

However, these conclusions appeared to be largely relegated to support messages.
Leaders were unable to sway participants’ view of conservatism or liberalism as more or
less opposed to legal immigration whether a message of opposition to legal immigration
used a conservative or a liberal frame. Why we failed to observe an effect for opposition
messages, while showing an effect for support messages, is unclear. In the case of
conservatives, it may be that this group has already been so inundated by oppositional
messages like ours, that subsequent messages have a weaker effect over time. For
example, if conservatives in our study are familiar with arguments suggesting that too
much immigration has the potential to negatively impact U.S. culture and tradition, then
subsequent messages like ours might have a weaker effect over time.

This inference does not apply as well to liberals, whose ingroup messages do not
typically oppose legal immigration expansion. Instead, it may be the case that liberals,

being so entrenched in their support for legal immigration, are more prone to biased
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information processes that are more prevalent in those with more crystalized or extreme
values (Tetlock, 1986; Toner et al., 2013). An alternative view suggests that people with
more extreme views of their respective groups are simply more confident and knowledge-
able about their ideals (Palfrey & Poole, 1987; Raimi & Leary, 2014). Hence, those with
extreme attitudes might be better equipped to disregard arguments that go against their
pre-existing values. At the same time, our study was never designed to answer a question
like this.

Hypothesis 4 stipulates that it is not only ingroup leaders who are responsible for
defining group meaning: Outgroup leaders can also have considerable influence to the
extent that they champion a stance that opposes an ingroup leader. The evident and ever-
growing disdain between the two dominant political groups in the U.S. strongly supports
the idea that people are not only motivated to perceive themselves as similar to the
ingroup, but equally dissimilar to the outgroup. Hence, we hypothesized that an ingroup
leaders’ stance on legal immigration, in combination with their justification for that
stance, could have much greater influence to the extent that an outgroup leader holds a
contrasting position. Our results suggest that Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
Conservatives viewed support for legal immigration as more of a conservative ideal when
support was framed as upholding conservative values of traditionalism and maintaining
the status quo, but this only ever occurred in the ingroup setting. In the intergroup setting,
support messages were never any more effective at generating change. Alternatively,
liberals were never any more or less responsive to oppositional messages.

For liberals, the pattern occurred in the opposite direction. Participants never

budged in their view of support for legal immigration as a liberal ideal in the ingroup
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context; no combination of support or opposition and liberal or conservative framing
seemed to make a difference. However, as expected under Hypothesis 4 in the intergroup
setting liberal participants were more responsive to an ingroup leader’s message. Support
was viewed as more representative of liberal ideals when an ingroup leader supported
legal immigration using a liberal frame, and a conservative leader opposed legal
immigration using a conservative frame. Likewise, opposition to legal immigration was
viewed as more representative of liberal ideals when an ingroup leader opposed legal
immigration using a liberal frame, and a conservative leader supported legal immigration
using a conservative frame.

The ingroup-intergroup context also had significant implications for participants’
rating of their respective outgroup ideologies. Conservatives rated support for legal
immigration as less typical of liberal ideals when a conservative leader supported legal
immigration and framed that support in a conservative manner, but only when a liberal
leader simultaneously opposed legal immigration in a liberal manner. Oppositional
messages did not have the same effect on conservatives. On the one hand, liberals
adjusted their ratings of conservatism in response to both support and oppositional
messages in the intergroup context. Opposition to legal immigration was seen as more of
a conservative ideal when a liberal leader supported legal immigration (and outgroup
leader opposed legal immigration) and framed that support in a liberal (vs. conservative)
manner. Support for legal immigration was also seen as more representative of
conservative ideals when a liberal leader opposed legal immigration (and outgroup leader
supported legal immigration) and framed that support in a liberal (vs. conservative)

manner.
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The notion underlying Hypothesis 4, that people should adjust their perceptions of
their ingroup in response to intergroup cues, was informed by Optimal Distinctiveness
Theory (Brewer, 1991; Pickett & Brewer, 2001). Yet, our results did not support its
assumptions in the case of conservatives. Conservative participants tended to only change
their perceptions of their ingroup’s ideals in the ingroup setting only, and liberals never
adjusted their perceptions in the ingroup setting. One possible reason not accounted for
by Optimal Distinctiveness Theory might have to do with the extent to which a person (or
in this case, group) values authority figures. Research on the moral intuitions of liberals
and conservatives supports the idea that compared to liberals, conservatives exhibit
strong moral inclinations toward ingroup loyalty, respect for authority, and purity
(Graham et al., 2009; Strupp-Levitsky et al., 2020). This might have to do with the
tendency for conservatives to have a stronger desire to share reality than liberals,
preferring to view their group as more cohesive than diverse (Stern et al., 2014). As a
result, conservatives, compared to liberals, might be more reactive to the issue stances of
their respective ingroup, and might necessarily need the presence of an opposing
outgroup leader to enhance the effects of ingroup leader messages.

At the same time, it is still unclear why conservatives did not exhibit any sort of
reactions to the intergroup conditions. If it is the case that conservatives are more
favorable toward ingroup authority figures than liberals, then the intergroup conditions
should have, at the very least, mirrored those results observed in the ingroup condition. A
tenant of Optimal Distinctiveness Theory might offer some explanation. The theory
suggests that people should exhibit the greatest desire for differentiation on values that

are particularly important to the group. As Pilot 1.1 and 1.2 show, legal immigration
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tended to be a much more contentious issue for liberals than conservatives. Liberals
viewed support of legal immigration as a liberal issue. Conservatives were much more
lukewarm, and rarely did their ratings of legal immigration as being definitional of
conservatism significantly deviate from the scale midpoint of 3. Thus, perhaps the desire
for differentiation was strongest among liberals; and conservatives may not have reached
a necessary threshold to prompt a response. As a result, liberals only, compared to
conservatives, displayed the kind of reactions to the intergroup condition we would have
expected.

Hypothesis 5 argued that NFCC would be an individual difference factor that
could differentiate between those most and least likely to change what they perceive are
the ideals of their respective identities. High NFCC is strongly associated with a tendency
to avoid change and ambiguity (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994, 1997; Roets et al., 2015).
One prediction might suggest that people high in NFCC should be least likely to change
any aspect of their identities. However, people high in NFCC, while actively avoiding
change, also exhibit more deference to authority figures, especially when those authority
figures promote values that are typical for the group. We, therefore, expected that people
high in NFCC would be most likely to adjust their perception of their ingroup’s stance on
legal immigration in response to a political leaders’ stance. Yet, whereas we expected
individuals high in NFCC to readily rely on new information provided by an ingroup
source (what Kruglanski termed “seizing’) we were also cognizant that previous research
had often shown high-NFCC individuals as being reluctant to integrate new information
into their judgment (what Kruglanski called “freezing”); hence, we entertained the latter

as an alternative hypothesis.
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Our results indicated that NFCC did not play a role in participants’ judgments of
how suitable policy positions were in representing their political ideology. However, our
results did suggest that NFCC qualified participants’ ratings of the ideology of their
political outgroups. Conservative participants low in NFCC tended to view support for
legal immigration as more of a liberal ideal when a conservative leader framed their
support for legal immigration in a liberal manner compared to when they framed it in a
conservative manner. Liberals also tended to view support for legal immigration as more
of a conservative ideal in response to a liberal leader who supported legal immigration
and framed that support in a conservative rather than a liberal manner; however, it was
high NFCC liberals, not those low in NFCC, who shifted their judgments of the outgroup
ideology.

Although interesting, this latter result is not something we had initially theorized.
In addition, it is not altogether clear why NFCC would not have played any kind of role
in our political messages. It is possible our theorizing did not account for an important
facet of NFCC that would impact our study results. For example, we may not have
considered factors that would make individuals high and low in NFCC largely resistant to
changing what it means to be an ingroup member. In other words, participants high and
low in NFCC might resist changes to the meaning of their social identities, though
perhaps for different reasons. Participants high in NFCC, given their intolerance of
uncertainty and change, might be so driven to establish a stable definition of the ingroup
identity that changes in any direction tend to be resisted. On the other hand, perhaps low
NFCC political followers are more aware, or at least tolerant of ingroup members who

hold atypical views. Whereas low NFCC participants might not have strictly rejected the
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ingroup leaders’ messages, they might have nevertheless viewed their positions as
something to be expected of the ingroup. In other words, perhaps low NFCC participants
already perceive a higher degree of diversity within their group than those high in NFCC,
such that their ingroup prototype already accounts for those with atypical views.

Alternatively, the issue might have more to do with the messages we employed.
We expected that supportive and oppositional messages framed in a manner consistent
with the group’s values would be particularly appealing to people high vs. low in NFCC.
That was not the case. Although our message framing had the intended impact across all
participants (regardless of levels of NFCC), our issue framing may not provide the level
of closure high NFCC participants require. Our study materials could benefit from
additional analysis, wherein we give a more detailed analysis regarding the language
which best conveys the distinct values of liberalism and conservatism and which best
appeals to each respective group.

In summary, our results support the notion that social identities are involved
changing in the meaning of conservatism and liberalism, even when some of our
hypotheses did not generate the kind of change we expected. In particular, we
demonstrate that a leader’s ability to change what it means to be a member of the ingroup
on the issue of legal immigration depends on them being able to frame an issue stance as
relevant to the underlying ideals of the group (Issue Framing). At the same time, it is
important to account for the context in which leaders express their messages. Whereas
conservatives might be more prone to change in an ingroup setting alone, they are less

likely to exhibit the kind of expected changes in an intergroup setting. In contrast, liberals
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might tend to exhibit the opposite pattern; they are more intransigent in ingroup versus

intergroup settings.
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Chapter 9: Pilot Testing Study 2

Our aim in Study 2 was to test the same predictions we outline in Chapter 6 on a
new issue context. Our Study 1 results were strongly supportive of several of our hypo-
theses. However, we do not yet know to what extent our findings were the product of the
specific issue context we were testing. If, for example, one topic is more deeply
entrenched, with opinion and group difference between more crystalized, one might
expect a lower potential for contextual variability. Conversely, if an issue is based on less
strongly held beliefs, or if the link between issue stances, on the one hand, and
conservatism and liberalism, on the other hand, is weaker, then social contexts might
have an even stronger effect on subjective conceptions of political ideology.

Our aim in Study 2 is to test our study manipulations in the issue context of gun
control. Like legal immigration, gun control is a highly polarizing issue in the U.S., with
liberals more likely to support strict gun laws and conservatives more likely to oppose
them. Two pilot studies were conducted to test the proposed manipulations in much the
same manner as our pilot tests for Study 1. However, because we established the efficacy
of our leader descriptions in Study 1, we focus here on establishing the efficacy of our
political messages related to gun control. Specifically, we aim to demonstrate that our
messages supporting gun control are indeed viewed as more prototypical of liberal ideals,
and a message opposing gun control more prototypical of conservative ideals. Likewise, a
message framed in a conservative manner should be viewed as more prototypical of
conservative ideals, and a message framed in a liberal manner viewed as more
prototypical of liberal ideals. We similarly hope to observe an interaction between the

two. As we discussed in our pilot testing for Study 1, we also hope to observe that
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liberals and conservatives have similar (though perhaps not exact) judgments of our
political messages.
Pilot 2.1

Pilot 2.1 is our initial test of the study manipulations. We produced a total of four
statements that either support or oppose gun control in a manner consistent with liberal or
conservative ideals. We followed the same theoretical rationale that informed the creation
of Study 1 materials. Although the materials differ slightly, the overall design and
procedure of Pilot 2.1 followed the same as those outlined in pilot tests for Study 1.
Participants

Pilot Study 2.1 followed the same two-step procedure to recruit participants on
Mturk as prior studies. First, 1,197 participants were recruited to take part in a 1-minute
prescreening questionnaire and paid $0.10. From among these participants, we selected
all of those who had either described themselves as extremely liberal or very liberal, i.e.
who had checked a 1 or a 2 (n = 351), or who had described themselves as very
conservative or extremely conservative, i.e. who had checked a 6 or a 7 (n = 154). All
other participants who had either not completed this question, or who had used a 3, 4, or
5 to describe themselves, were discarded.

The combined 504 participants who identified as liberal or conservative were
invited to take part in the pilot. Of these, 195 participants took part in the pilot (including
104 liberals and 91 conservatives). Each participant was paid $1.80 for this 15-minute
study. Following recommendations to ensure the quality of Amazon Mturk data
(Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020; Kennedy et al., 2020), two cases were removed for

possessing identical IP addresses and for having identical survey responses. Because the
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actual pilot study sought to confirm participants’ political orientation, another 51
participants were removed who did not confirm their original self-description of political
orientation, i.e. participants who had described themselves as very or extremely liberal
(very or extremely conservative) in the pre-test, but who subsequently described
themselves differently. Finally, two participants were removed for failing to complete at
least 80% of the study. The remaining sample comprised 78 liberals and 58
conservatives.
Design and Procedure

Pilot 2.1 used a 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Issue
stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-
consistent) mixed-model factorial design (with repeated measures on the last two factors)
to assess the political messages. Participants read all four political messages and were
asked to provide ratings of the message prototypicality following exposure to each.
Materials

Issue Stance Manipulation. Message stance refers to whether the messages
support or oppose gun control. The final sentence of each political message indicated a
clear supportive or oppositional stance to gun control. Opposition to gun control was
indicated by: “...we must oppose gun control.” Support for gun control was indicated by:
“...we must support gun control.”

Issue Framing Manipulation. Message framing refers to the justification used to
support or oppose gun control. The justification was framed in a way that either appealed
to conservative values of traditionalism and authority or appealed to liberal values of

progressive change and reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification
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included: “Our forefathers have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we
cannot allow this right to be restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this
right, and ultimately weaken our people and our culture.” An example of a liberal
justification included: “Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and
peace of mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Let us not make personal welfare yet
another privilege for the rich.”

Ratings of Message Prototypicality. After reading each of the political messages
above, participants rated the extent to which each statement represents a typical liberal
and a typical conservative stance. Participants were asked: “To what extent does this
statement represent a typical liberal position?” and “To what extent does this statement
represent a typical conservative position?” Responses were measured on a Likert scale
ranging from 1 Not at all conservative [liberal]) to 7 Very conservative [liberal]. The
liberal item was reverse-scored, and two scales combined to create a single measure of
message prototypicality. Higher scores indicate that the message is more prototypical of
conservatives than liberals.

Results

We tested a 2 (Issue stance: support vs. oppose) x 2 (Issue framing: conservative-
consistent vs. liberal-consistent) x 2 (Participant group: liberal vs. conservative) design
on the dependent measure of message prototypicality.

Assumption Testing. A Levene’s test suggested that one out of the four within-
subjects conditions failed the homogeneity of variance assumption. The homogeneity of
variance assumption failed for the condition in which the message expressed support for

gun control in a way that appeals to liberals (support-liberal condition) (p <.001). The
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homogeneity of variance assumption passed for all other conditions, including the
support-conservative (p = .38), oppose-conservative (p = .36), and oppose-liberal (p =
.88).

As could be expected, standardized residuals were non-normal for all conditions
according to an analysis of histograms, Normal Probability Plots (NPP), skewness
estimates, and Shapiro-Wilk’s Tests. The dependent variables were also skewed in
different directions, and any attempts to transform these distributions worsened the
homogeneity of variance and the distributions of standardized residuals. There were no
cases of residual outliers (i.e., standardized residuals greater than 3 and less than -3). As a
result, data free of transformations or data removal was retained for the final analysis.

Model Testing. There was a main effect of Issue Stance, F(1,134) = 78.73, p <
.001, np? =.37. Participants rated support messages as more representative of liberalism
than oppose messages, which were viewed as more representative of conservatism,
M(SE) = 3.15(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 2.24(0.09). There was no two-way interaction between
Issue Stance and Participant Ideology, F(1,134) = 0.15, p = .70, ny> = .37, meaning that
liberals and conservatives perceived a supportive stance to be more liberal and an
opposing stance to be more conservative. This result differs from what was observed in
our pilot tests on immigration/legal immigration, where support and oppositional stances
were always rated differently by conservatives and liberals.

There was an additional main effect of issue framing, F(1,134) = 36.29, p <.001,
np? = .21. Liberally framed messages were correspondingly rated as more liberal in their
orientation than conservatively framed messages, which were viewed as more

conservative, M(SE) = 3.15(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.60(0.07). A two-way interaction between
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Issue Framing and Participant Ideology, F(1,134) = 7.34, p = .008, np? = .05, showed that
liberals rated a liberally framed message as more typical of liberalism than a
conservatively framed message, M(SE) = 3.41(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 2.61(0.09); My;¢s =
0.80, p <.001, and conservatives rated a conservatively framed message as more typical
of conservatism than a liberally framed message, M(SE) = 2.60(0.10) vs. M(SE) =
2.90(0.12); My;¢f = -0.30, p = .03; yet, the difference was smaller for conservatives than
liberals. These differences appeared to be driven largely by ratings of liberally framed
messages than conservatively frames messages. Liberals and conservatives both rated
conservatively framed messages as more typical of conservatism and to similar degrees,
M(SE) = 2.61(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 2.60(0.10); Mg; ¢ = 0.02, p = .90. On the other hand,
liberals rated a liberally framed message as more typical of liberalism, but conservatives
rated a liberally frames message as neither more or less typical of conservatism, M(SE) =
3.41(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 2.90(0.12); Mg = 0.51, p = .001.

In addition, an interaction between Issue Stance and Issue Framing emerged,
F(1,134) = 7.97, p = .005, np? = .06. Oppose messages were rated as more conservative in
their orientation with a conservative vs. liberal framing, M(SE) = 1.86(0.11) vs. M(SE) =
2.62(0.11); Mgy;rr =-0.76, p < .001. Similarly, support messages were rated as more
liberal in their orientation with a liberal vs. conservative framing, M(SE) = 3.68(0.11) vs.
M(SE) = 3.34(0.11); My;¢ = 0.34, p = .005. A nonsignificant three-way interaction ,
F(1,134) = 0.39, p = .54, np> = .003, indicated that the result of the two-way interaction

occurred for liberals and conservatives alike.
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Pilot 2.2

Pilot Study 2.1 largely confirmed our expectations that messages supporting gun
control were viewed as more liberal in their orientation with a liberal vs. conservative
framing, and messages opposing gun control were viewed as more conservative with a
conservative vs. liberal framing. These results give us some confidence that whatever
findings we observed in our main study, are less likely to be a result of study design.
However, we remained cautiously optimistic. As our results show, the difference between
oppositional messages with a liberal vs. conservative framing was greater than the
difference between support messages with a liberal vs. conservative framing. Support
messages were viewed as only marginally leaning toward liberal ideals with a liberal
framing.

Our goal in Pilot Study 2.2 was to accentuate the differences between support
messages framed in a liberal and conservative fashion. At the same time, we realized that
drastic changes would not be warranted given our Pilot 2.1 results. Instead of removing
any content associated with Pilot 2.1 messages, we made small additions that we
expected would highlight the differences we hope to observe. Appendix F lists the
materials used for Pilot 2.2.

Participants

Pilot 2.2 followed the same two-step procedure to recruit participants on Mturk as
prior studies. First, 1,700 participants were recruited to take part in a 1-minute
prescreening questionnaire, for which they were paid $0.10. From among these
participants, we selected all of those who had either described themselves as extremely

liberal or very liberal, i.e. who had checked a 1 or a 2 (n = 419), or who had described
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themselves as very conservative or extremely conservative, i.e. who had checked a 6 or a
7 (n =208). All other participants who had either not completed this question, or who had
used a 3, 4, or 5 to describe themselves, were discarded.

The combined 627 participants who identified as liberal or conservative were
invited to take part in the pilot. Of these, 169 participants took part in the pilot (including
80 liberals and 89 conservatives). Each participant was paid $1.80 for this 15-minute
study. Again, we closely examined the quality of Amazon Mturk data (Chmielewski &
Kucker, 2020; Kennedy et al., 2020); none of the respondents had identical IP addresses
or identical survey responses. Because the actual pilot study sought to confirm
participants’ political orientation, a total of 37 participants were removed who did not
confirm their original self-description of political orientation, i.e. participants who had
described themselves as very or extremely liberal (very or extremely conservative) in the
pre-test, but who subsequently described themselves differently. Finally, eight
participants were removed for failing to complete at least 80% of the study. The
remaining sample comprised 61 liberals and 53 conservatives.

Design and Procedure

Pilot 2.2 followed a 2 (Participant ideology: Liberal vs. Conservative) x 2 (Issue
framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent) mixed-model factorial design
(with repeated measures on the last factor) to assess the political messages. Participants
were first exposed to messages that supported gun control, which varied in their
justification using either a liberal or conservative framing. After reading each message,
participants rated the extent to which the messages represented a conservative and liberal

position. Lastly, participants responded to a range of demographic items.
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Materials

Issue Framing Manipulation. Message framing refers to the justification used to
support or oppose gun control. The justification was framed in a way that either appealed
to conservative values of traditionalism and authority or appealed to liberal values of
progressive change and reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification
included: “Our forefathers have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we
cannot allow this right to be restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this
right, and ultimately weaken our people and our culture.” An example of a liberal
justification included: “Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and
peace of mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Let us not make personal welfare yet
another privilege for the rich.”

Ratings of Message Prototypicality. After reading each of the political messages
above, participants rated the extent to which each statement represents a typical liberal
and a typical conservative stance. Participants were asked: “To what extent does this
statement represent a typical liberal position?” and “To what extent does this statement
represent a typical conservative position?” Responses were measured on a Likert scale
ranging from 1 Not at all conservative [liberal]) to 7 Very conservative [liberal]. The
liberal item was reverse-scored, and two scales combined to create a single measure of
message prototypicality. Higher scores indicate that the message is more prototypical of
conservatives than liberals.

Results
As could be expected, standardized residuals were non-normal for all conditions

according to an analysis of histograms, Normal Probability Plots (NPP), skewness
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estimates, and Shapiro-Wilk’s Tests. The dependent variables were also skewed in both
positive and negative directions. However, attempts to transform these distributions
worsened the distributions of standardized residuals. There were no cases of residual
outliers (i.e., standardized residuals greater than 3 and less than -3). As a result, data free
of changes was used for the final analysis.

Our model showed the expected main effect of issue framing, F(1,112) = 37.51, p
<.001, np? = .25. Support messages were rated as more typical of liberalism with a liberal
vs. conservative framing, M(SE) = 4.07(0.11) vs. M(SE) = 3.34(0.11). Comparing this
result to that observed in Pilot 2.1, the difference between support messages with a liberal
frame vs. conservative frame was larger than the difference in support messages observed
in Pilot Study 2.1. In addition, there was no two-way interaction between Issue Framing
and Participant ldeology, F(1,112) = 0.25, p = .62, np? = .002. This suggests that Issue
Framing moderated participants’ ratings of support messages to a similar degree for
liberals and conservatives.

Pilot Test Discussion

Pilot Study 2.1 and 2.2 were largely successful at producing the expected results.
Pilot 2.1 revealed the expected two-way interaction between Issue Stance and Issue
Framing, where a stance opposing gun control was viewed as more conservative with a
conservative vs. liberal framing. Similarly, a stance supporting gun control was viewed as
more liberal with a liberal vs. conservative framing. Pilot 2.1 also showed that this
interaction did not differ between liberals and conservatives, they appeared to have
produced similar ratings across each group. However, the moderating effect of Issue

Framing tended to be larger for oppose message than support message. In Pilot 2.2, we
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aimed to accentuate this difference by making minor changes to our support message
manipulations. Our results strongly supported our objective, support messages were
viewed as much more liberal with a liberal vs. conservative framing; and comparing the
means across studies seemed to suggest the mean difference was larger than what we
produced in Pilot 2.1.

Notably, Study 1 showed that participants’ ratings of support messages and
oppose messages differed between liberals and conservatives. Liberals tended to believe
that a support message was more indicative of liberalism, and an opposing message was
more indicative of conservatism than conservatives. This time, however, liberals and
conservatives seemed to believe, to similar degrees, that a message supporting gun
control was more liberal, and a message opposing gun control was more conservative.
Comparing the actual observed means between Pilot tests for Study 2.1 and those for
Study 2.2 revealed that participants’ ratings of support vs. oppose messages tended to be
more extreme when rating in the context of immigration/legal immigration than in the
context of gun control. This initial result could suggest that the argument regarding the
crystallization of group values might not apply as well to the context of gun control as it
did in the context of legal immigration. If extreme group values are more likely to be an
indication of crystallization than less extreme values, then our study manipulations
should prove more effective in changing participants’ perceptions of gun control as it
relates to their respective ingroup ideals. At the same time, this conclusion will only hold
value if we observe this same thing in Study 2.2. We give some attention to this point in
our discussion Study 2.2.

In conclusion, our expectations regarding our study manipulations were largely
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confirmed. We are confident moving forward with our main study that participants are

interpreting from our messages what we expect.
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Chapter 10: Study 2

Study 2 was set up to test the same predictions from Study 1 (i.e., the predictions
outlined in Chapter 1). However, in Study 2, we aimed to focus on a new issue context,
gun control. Whereas our previous study had participants read about the issue stances of
ingroup leaders, to enhance engagement Study 2 tested our predictions by having our
participants listen to an audio recording of an ingroup leader, though we also provided a
written transcript.®
Participants

Based on the same power analysis as in Study 1, we planned to recruit a sample of
400 (including 200 liberals and 200 conservatives). As in our pilot studies, Study 2
followed a two-step procedure. A total of 3,851 participants took part in a 1-minute
prescreening survey on MTurk and were paid $0.10 for their time. Of these participants,
638 were identified as conservative or extremely conservative (i.e. a scale score of 6 or 7)
and 840 as liberal or extremely liberal (i.e. a scale score of 1 or 2), and invited to take
part in the main study.

A total of 583 participants responded to our invitation through MTurk and
received $1.80 in exchange for completing our 15-minute study. Thirty participants were

removed for implausibly fast completion time (< 3 minutes), 80 removed for reporting a

5> Notably, although the messages used to create the audio recording did undergo pilot testing, we did not
pilot test the audio recordings. Lack of pilot testing is a concern insofar as one can demonstrate differences
in attention and/or comprehension of messages that are read versus recorded. Research in this area suggests
that reading versus listening does relate to distinct cognitive processes, and there may be situations where
one is better for comprehension than the other (Wolf, Muijselaar, Boonstra, & Bree, 2019). However,
research generally finds a high correlation between reading and listening comprehension in adults
(Gernsbacher, Varner, & Faust, 1990).
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political ideology rating that was inconsistent with their prescreened response, and four
participants were removed for possessing duplicate IP addresses, and three were removed
because their IP showed that they were not located in the U.S. We retained 469
participants (42.2% female/0.4% other; M, 4. = 37.8) 234 conservatives and 235 liberals.
Design and Procedure

We followed the same design and procedure as was outlined in Study 1.
Participants were randomly assigned to conditions where they read messages from a
political leader (or political leaders) and completed a selection of self-reported measures.
Materials

Issue Stance. Issue Stance refers to whether the message expresses support or
opposition for restricting gun control. The final sentence of each political message
indicated a clear supportive or oppositional stance. Support for gun control was indicated
by: “...we must support gun control.” Opposition for gun control was indicated by:
“...we must oppose gun control.” Participants were randomly assigned to listen to an
audio recording that supported gun control or opposed gun control.

Issue Framing. Issue Framing refers to the justification used to support or oppose
gun control. The justification was framed in a way that either appeals to conservative
values of traditionalism and authority or liberal values of progressive change and
reduction of inequality. An example of conservative justification includes: “Our
forefathers have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this
right to be restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and
ultimately weaken our people and our culture.” An example of liberal justification

includes: “Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
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mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich.” Participants were randomly assigned to
listen to audio recordings of either a liberally framed or conservatively framed message.
Social Context. As in Study 1, participants were randomly assigned to an ingroup
or an intergroup condition. In the ingroup condition, they listened to an audio recording
of an ingroup member only. In the intergroup condition, they first listened to the audio
recording of an outgroup member, then listened to the recording of an ingroup member.
Gun Control Ideals Scales. A total of 12 items measured the extent to which
participants perceived opposing vs. supporting gun control as consistent with liberalism
vs. conservatism. Following the same procedures as Study 1, we created six items to form
the Conservative Gun Control Ideals Scale (o =.78) and 6 items to form the Liberal Gun
Control Ideals Scale (a = .79). Higher scores on each scale indicate greater perceived
opposition to gun control of each respective ideology (support items were reversed
scored). We treated the two measures the levels of a within-subjects factor in our model.

Items included: “To what extent is opposing [supporting] gun control a position that

represents core conservative [liberal] ideals/principles?” (1 very unrepresentative — 7 very
representative); “If all you know about someone that they call themselves ‘conservative
[liberal],” how likely is that they oppose [support] gun control?” (1 very unlikely — 7 very
likely); “To what extent do you agree with the follow statement: ‘In order to be true to

conservative [liberal] principles, you need to oppose [support] gun control.”” (1 strongly

disagree — 7 strongly agree).
Need for Cognitive Closure. The Need for Cognitive Closure Scale (NFCC; a =

.87) included 15-items derived from Roets and VVan Hiel (2011). Participants rated the
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extent to which they agree with statements reflecting the need for closure (e.g., “I don’t
like situations that are uncertain.” “I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours suits
my temperament.”; 5-point scale ranging from 1 completely disagree to 5 completely
agree).

Participant Ideology. Participant Ideology was determined as in Study 1.
Participants who described themselves as being “extremely liberal” or “very liberal” were
classified as liberal, and participants who described themselves as being “extremely
conservative” or “very conservative” were classified as conservative.

Demographic Items. Participants respond items about their age, ethnicity, sex,
religion, citizenship status, and additional political affiliation questions.

Results

As in Study 1, the data were analyzed using a 2 (Message stance: ingroup support
vs. ingroup oppose) x 2 (Message framing: conservative-consistent vs. liberal-consistent)
X 2 (Social context: ingroup vs. intergroup) x 2 (Participant ideology: liberal vs.
conservative) x 2 (Prototypicality rating: liberal vs. conservative DV) mixed factorial
design with NFCC as a continuous predictor. We present the data screening procedures
below, followed by the main analyses.

Data Screening

A Levene’s test failed to reject the null hypothesis that the error variance of
participant prototypicality ratings for the Conservative ldeals Scale (p = .35) and the
Liberal Ideals Scale (p = .61) was equal across all groups modeled. Standardized
residuals were slightly skewed according to an analysis of histogram, Normal Probability

Plots (NPP), skewness estimates, and Shapiro-Wilk’s Test for both scales (with the
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Conservative Ideals Scale being negatively skewed, and the Liberal Ideals Scale being
positively skewed). There were six residual outliers (i.e., standardized residuals greater
than 3 and less than -3). Removal of the outliers did not impact the homogeneity of
variance assumption, nor did it impact the normality of residuals. Evaluating the
distribution of the dependent variables suggested strong skews to both distributions.
Regarding the Ideal Scales in raw form, the distributions were also non-normally
distributed. Transformations, however, did not significantly improve on the distributions
of the standardized residuals. The original data, free of residual removal and
transformations, was retained for the analyses.
Group differences in NFCC

A comparison of conservatives and liberals revealed that the former group scored
higher in NFCC than the latter (M = 56.21, SD = 9.53 vs. M = 52.75.60, SD = 9.53), F(1,
467) = 15.46, p < .001, np? = .03. This replicates a well-knowing finding in the literature
(e.g., Jost, 2017), even when more recent findings suggest that the size of this type of
difference has been declining over several decades (Acosta & Kemmelmeier,
forthcoming).
Individual Difference Factors

There was a main effect of the Liberal versus Conservative Gun Control Ideals
Scale, F(1,437) = 409.31, p <.001, n? = .48. Opposition to gun control was rated as
more representative of conservative ideals, and support for gun control more
representative of liberal ideals, M(SE) = 3.71(0.04) vs. M(SE) = 2.27(0.04).

However, a two-way interaction between the Gun Control Ideals Scales and

Participant Ideology indicated that ratings of the scales varied between conservatives and
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liberals, F(1, 437) = 54.68, p < .001, ny? = .11. Liberal participants tended to rate
opposition to gun control as highly representative of conservative ideals, and support as
highly representative of liberal ideals, M(SE) = 3.99(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 2.03(0.06); M;s¢
=1.96, p <.001. Conservatives also rated opposition to gun control as more represent-
ative of conservative ideals, and support as more representative of liberal ideals, though
the difference was smaller, M(SE) = 3.42(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 2.51(0.06); Mgy;sr =0.91, p <
.001. Further comparisons revealed that liberal participants rated the liberal ideals scale
and conservative ideals scale more extremely than conservatives. Liberals rated
opposition to gun control as more representative of conservative ideals than did
conservatives, M(SE) = 3.99(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 3.42(0.06); Mg; ¢ = 0.58, p <.001.
Similarly, liberals rated support for gun control as more representative of liberal ideals
than conservatives, M(SE) =2.03(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 2.51(0.06); Mg;¢f = -0.47, p < .001.
There was also a significant interaction between the Gun Control Ideals Scales
and NFCC, F(1, 437) = 17.58, p < .001, np? = .04. People low in NFCC tended to
perceive strong differences between liberalism and conservatism on the issue of gun
control, with opposition being more of a conservative ideal and support more of a liberal
ideal, M(SE) = 3.89 (0.07) vs. M(SE) = 2.14(0.06). Similarly, people high in NFCC also
perceived opposition to be more of a conservative ideal, and support a liberal ideal,
M(SE) = 3.52(0.06) vs. M(SE) = 2.40(0.06), but the difference was smaller compared to
those low in NFCC. In other words, people low in NFCC tended to perceive greater
differences between liberal and conservative ideals on the issue of gun control than

people high in NFCC.
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In addition, a three-way interaction between the Gun Control Ideals Scales,
Participant Ideology, and NFCC, F(1, 437) = 11.11, p = .001, ny? = .03, suggested that
conservatives and liberals did not always differ in their ratings of the Gun Control Ideal
Scale when accounting for NFCC. For those high in NFCC, liberal participants rated
support for gun control as more prototypical of conservatism than conservative
participants, M(SE) = 3.88(0.10) vs. M(SE) = 3.16(0.08); Mg;sr = 0.71, p < .001. They
also rated opposition to gun control as more prototypical of liberalism than conservatives,
M(SE) = 1.98(0.09) vs. M(SE) = 2.81(0.08); My = -0.83, p <.001. In other words,
among high-NFCC people, liberals tended to provide more extreme ratings on both the
conservative ideals scale and liberal ideals scale. For those low in NFCC, liberal
participants rated support for gun control as more representative of conservatism than
conservative participants, M(SE) = 4.11(0.08) vs. M(SE) = 3.67(0.10); M;¢r = 0.44,p =
.001, but rated opposition to gun control as about as prototypical of liberalism as
conservative participants, M(SE) = 2.09 (0.08) vs. M(SE) = 2.20(0.09); My;sr =-0.11,p =
.36. Although low-NFCC liberals provided more extreme ratings than conservative
participants on the Conservative Ideals scale, they did not differ in the same manner in
rating the liberal ideals scale.

Experimental Manipulations: Factors that Influenced Political Ideals

We argue that changing what followers perceive are the political ideals of their
respective ingroups is possible given the appropriate conditions. First, we begin with
factors associated with message content, including the expressed Issue Stance of political

leaders and the Issue Framing used to justify that stance. Next, we review results
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associated with the Social Context in which messages were expressed: either in the
presence of an ingroup leader alone (ingroup context) or in the presence of an outgroup
leader who directly opposes the ingroup leader’s stance and framing (intergroup context).
Lastly, we review results associated with the NFCC.

Leader Messages Influence Follower Judgments: Issue Stance and Issue
Framing. Regarding Hypothesis 1, there was no two-way interaction between the Gun
Control Ideals Scales and Issue Stance indicating that a leader’s issue stance, on its own,
did not significantly impact ratings on either the Conservative Ideals Scale or the Liberal
Ideals Scale, F(1, 437) = 0.28, p = .60, np? = .001. As an extension of Hypothesis 1,
Hypothesis 2 stipulated that liberal and conservative participants would favor messages
which are more typical for their groups than atypical messages. However, there was no
three-way interaction between the Gun Control Ideals, Issue Stance, and Participant
Ideology, F(1, 437) = 0.16, p = .69, np? < .001.

An additional extension of Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 3 stated that any effects of
leader support and oppositional messages should be enhanced by Issue Framing.
However, the three-way interaction between the Gun Ideals Scale, Issue Stance, and Issue
framing failed to reach significance, F(1, 437) = 0.02, p = .89, np? < .001. The inclusion
of Participant Ideology in the three-way interaction did not alter this result, F < 1. In
other words, these null effects held for liberal and conservative participants alike.

Social Context Moderates the Effects of Leader Messages. In Hypothesis 4, we
further argued that political followers should be more receptive to ingroup political leader
messages when an outgroup leader directly opposes the ingroup leader (intergroup

context) vs. when the ingroup leader expresses that same message on its own (ingroup
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only context). However, there was no three-way interaction between Gun Control Ideals
Scale, Issue Stance, and Ingroup-Intergroup context, F(1, 437) = 2.29, p = .13, np? = .005.
On the other hand, the four-way interaction between Gun Control Ideals Scale, Issue
Stance, Ingroup-Intergroup context, and Participant Ideology approached statistical
significance, F(1, 437) = 3.59, p = .06, )y = .008.

When conservative participants listened to a leader who opposed gun control in an
ingroup-only context, opposition to gun control was viewed as more representative of
conservative ideals than when they read a message from a leader who supported gun
control, M(SE) = 3.68(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 3.28(0.14); My;¢f = 0.40, p = .03. Yet, there was
no difference between conservative participants who listened to a leader who opposed vs.
supported gun control in an intergroup context, M(SE) = 3.47(0.12) vs. M(SE) =

3.25(0.11); Mg;¢r = 0.22, p = .19. For conservative participants, opposition to gun control
as viewed as more of a conservative ideal when a leader opposed gun control in an
ingroup vs. intergroup context, M(SE) = 3.68(0.12) vs. M(SE) = 3.25(0.11); My s = -
0.43, p =.009. Alternatively, support messages were no more effective for conservative
participants in an intergroup or ingroup-only context, M(SE) = 3.47(0.12) vs. M(SE) =
3.28(0.14); My;rr =-0.19, p = .31

Liberal participants were largely unresponsive to political messages. No other
effects approached conventional levels of statistical significance, nor did the inclusion of
Issue Framing enhance the interactive effects, all F < 1.

NFCC Moderates Participants’ Reactions to Leader Messages. Hypothesis 5

argues that NFCC should moderate participants’ reactions to political leader messages,
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with the expectation that high NFCC participants will be more responsive to leader
messages. We did not observe a four-way interaction between the Gun Control Ideals
Scale, Issue Stance, Issue Framing, and NFCC, nor was this four-way interaction
qualified by a five-way interaction included Participant Ideology, all F < 1.

Surprisingly, a six-way interaction which included the Gun Control Ideals Scale,
Issue Stance, Issue Framing, NFCC, Social Context, and Participant Ideology reached
statistical significance, F(1, 437) =5.70, p = .02, np? = .01. However, an ad-hoc analysis
suggested that there were no theoretically relevant results that reached conventional
levels of statistical significance, all p > .05.
Study 2 Discussion

Study 1 had yielded some evidence that exposure to different issue stances,
message framing, and social context changed conservative and liberal group ideals in
predictable ways. The results of Study 2, however, were less supportive of this
conclusion. There was an instance in which conservative participants viewed opposition
to gun control as less prototypical of conservatism when an ingroup leader supported gun
control. However, the model effect size was relatively small and did not reach
conventional standards for statistical significance. There were considerable differences
between Study 1 and Study 2 that warrant consideration. Below, we provide a few
possible reasons why the two results differ so substantially.
Crystalized Group Values

Crystallization is a term commonly used in the study of beliefs and attitudes. It
refers to an attitude or belief which is, broadly speaking, difficult to change because t

(Olsen, 1962; Schuman & Presser, 1981). Extreme attitudes are often viewed as those
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most crystallized. According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacioppo,
1986), extreme attitudes are usually those which are of greatest personal relevance, and
thus, substantial effort has been dedicated to establishing the attitude. People with
extreme attitudes on a topic like gun control generally have much more knowledge about
that issue and the attitude has therefore undergone careful scrutiny, typically rendering it
unchanging even in light of countervailing evidence (Prislin, 1996). This represents one
of the many arguments regarding the difficulty in changing established (and often
extreme) attitudes.

Like attitudes, the values underlying a social identity may vary in their extremity.
The meaning underlying a group identity is developed through a process of socialization.
Many values have undergone scrutiny by group members, and have been clearly
articulated as values relevant to the group through social interaction. By contrast, other
values might not have received such careful consideration from group members, and
thereby, are not strongly rooted in experiences of socialization. When a value underlying
a group identity is strongly rooted in experiences of socialization, subsequent experiences
of socialization that deviate from the established values might have greater difficulty
influencing what individuals perceive are the collective ideals of their group identity. As
an example, a graduate student might have established a strong sense that to be a graduate
student is to be a hard worker, which is rooted in their experiences and observations with
other graduate students. Observing a single graduate student who is not a hard worker
might have a relatively weak effect on their perception of what their graduate student
identity means to them.

In the case of our studies, it seems plausible to assume that crystalized group
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values might have played a role in our differing results. We tested our manipulations in
samples of extreme political identifiers, which are known to have higher levels of
political knowledge than the general population (e.g., Somin, 2016). As such, our sample
of participants likely attended closely to messages from ingroup (and perhaps outgroup)
members regarding their various values. Our differing results might be an indication that
legal immigration and gun control are crystalized group values for liberals, and gun
control a crystallized value for conservatives. Though legal immigration might not be as
crystalized a value in the eyes of conservatives in our sample as we might have otherwise
assumed.

Legal immigration and gun control are two values that qualify as crystalized
group norms for liberals and conservatives. In the U.S., these issues are amongst the most
polarizing (Pew Research Center, 2014; 2019a). In Study 1, liberals tended to perceive
greater differences between liberals and conservatives on the issue of legal immigration
than did conservatives: supporting legal immigration was a highly important issue to
liberal ingroup ideals. Conservatives were much less extreme: opposing legal
immigration was considered only moderately representative of their ingroup ideals. As
would be expected from the crystallization hypothesis, conservatives were more
responsive to messages supporting legal immigration than liberals were responsive to
messages opposing legal immigration.

In Study 2, liberals tended to hold relatively extreme attitudes on gun control, and
although conservatives were less extreme than liberals, they tended to view opposing gun
control to be more representative of their ideals than was the case for conservative ratings

of legal immigration in Study 1. Therefore, the relative lack of findings among liberals
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and conservatives alike in Study 2 would appear to be at least partially explained by the
crystallization hypothesis.

It is worth noting that the crystallization hypothesis does not contradict the theory
underlying our hypothesis. SIT and SCT purports that social identities and their meaning
are rooted in experiences of socialization, that is, an extended process of learning. Yet,
the crystallization hypothesis highlights how some group values which make up a group
identity are more rooted in experiences of socialization than others. Hence, under this
hypothesis, the meaning underlying political identities, much like social identities in
general, are similarly governed by social context. Stability should be observed to the
extent that experiences of socialization are relatively homogeneous and stable. Change
should be observed to the extent that experiences of socialization are relatively
heterogeneous and unstable.

Perhaps Huddy (2001, 2002, 2003) was correct in assuming that the meaning of
political identities would be difficult to change. However, these results potentially
suggest that the principles of SIT and SCT are no more or less relevant to discussions of
political identities as they are to the ascribed identities which have received much more
attention from SIT research. As in our Study 1 results, participants were willing to adjust
their perception of what they perceived were the prototypical ideals of their group in
response to experiences of socialization, even on values that should at least theoretically
be rooted in underlying motivations.

The Missing Link: Framing Quality
In the pilot tests of our study materials, we primarily focused on ensuring that

participants were accurately inferring from our messages the stated issue stance and issue
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framing. We did not, on the other hand, account for a potential confound in our study
manipulation: the quality of a justified issue stance. As we discussed previously, people
with greater knowledge tend to hold the most extreme attitudes. Likewise, the most
politically knowledgeable tend to be the most extremely partisan.

Because people with the most political knowledge tend to be most ready to
scrutinize political information (Converse, 1964; Federico, 2004; Feldman & Price, 2008;
Hetherington, 2009; Somin, 2016), an important variable to include in our model of
political identity change might have been message quality. In other words, although a
message might be relatively more conservative in its expressed values, the message as a
whole might not have been of sufficient quality to produce the intended effects.

Evaluating our messages suggests that this could have been worthy of
consideration. As an example, our liberally framed messages regarding legal immigration
relied on the notion that supporting legal immigration is good as it benefits minorities,
with the reverse being that opposing legal immigration was good because it is a detriment
to minorities. Although certain streams of research do support the idea that immigration
expansion can have negative implications for those lowest on the income bracket (Borjas,
2003; 2017), these negative consequences are usually small and the benefits of legal
immigration are estimated to cross-cut most social categories in the long-term (Hotchkiss
& Quispe-Agnoli, 2013; Nunn et al., 2017; Sanderson, 2013). In other words, although
our justification included values relevant to liberal ideology, the justification might not
feel like something that’s rooted in truth in the case of liberals.

This same logic might also explain why our Study 2 results, where liberals and

conservatives were generally unresponsive to oppositional messages on gun control. The
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argument inherent in our liberal justification was that a lack of gun ownership in minority
groups would fundamentally threaten their safety. The resounding conclusion regarding
gun ownership suggests that it reduces public safety (Bangalore & Messerli, 2013;
Donohue et al., 2019; Siegel et al., 2017). Similarly, for conservatives, the notion that one
cannot defend one’s self with a gun might not be a strong argument, particularly when
evidence of guns used for the sake of self-defense is available (Swearer, 2020). To our
knowledge, there are no studies that test the effect of gun ownership across different
demographic groups. In many ways, this notion aligns with our discussion of crystalized
attitudes. Liberal and conservatives, in our study, might have such crystalized liberal and
conservative values, respectively, that even messages framed in theoretically appetitive
ways require a degree of quality not captured in some of our messages.
Concerning the use of different modalities

One major difference in our design choice for Study 1 and Study 2 was our use of
audio recordings. In Study 1, participants read the messages we generated and in Study 2,
they were asked to listen to them (even though we also provided our participants with a
transcript). The goal of these changes was to make the task more engaging. The intent
was to steer away from the almost exclusive reliance of experimental research on the
written word and make our task more realistic. However, problems could occur to the
extent that: 1) reading engages different cognitive processes than listening, and 2)
participants were less likely to engage with prompts to read a message than to listen to a
message.

Concerning the first issue, our study design was not set up to answer whether the

two modalities would have been responsible for these distinct effects. However, research
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finds that, among adults, there is a strong correlation between reading and listening
comprehension tests (Gernsbacher et al., 1990). In addition, Rogowsky and colleagues
(2016) compared the effects of each modality in an experiment where participants either
listened to an audiobook or read the same content through an e-book. Their results found
that there was no impact on comprehension and after two weeks, retention was equal for
both groups. Thus, we are not particularly concerned that the two modalities would have
caused differences in comprehension.

Alternatively, the two formats of stimulus delivery could have changed the way
participants engaged with the material. In Study 2, participants needed to click a play
button after reading about a political ingroup leader to listen to that leader’s stance on
gun control. We also offered the text within the same screen so that participants could
follow along. This contrasts with Study 1, where participants only read the political
leader’s message. However, the fact the message was available in both formats in Study 2
does not lend strong support to the notion that this might have influenced our results.

Nonetheless, we attempted to test for this possibility. In both Study 1 and Study 2,
we asked participants to rate the extent to which the ingroup leader they read about was
perceived to be prototypically conservative vs. liberal. In our pilot studies, we found that
messages were rated as more or less prototypical of conservatism vs. liberalism depend-
ing on the Issue Stance and Issue Framing of the message. Similarly, we should expect
that participants’ ratings of political leaders as prototypical of conservatism vs. liberalism
should vary as a function of their stated Issue Stance and Issue Framing. For simplicity,
we briefly summarized our findings below.

In Study 1, Issue Stance and Issue Framing both had main effects in whether
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participants judged a leader to be prototypically conservative vs. liberal. Leaders who
supported legal immigration and framed that support in a liberal manner were judged to
be most liberal, and leaders who opposed legal immigration and framed that opposition in
a conservative manner were judged to be most conservative. Study 2 revealed that Issue
Stance, but not Issue Framing, had a main effect on participants’ judgments of leader
prototypicality. This lack of an effect of Issue Framing is surprising. If participants are
unwilling to update their perception of their ingroup on the issue of gun control in
response to a political leader, the leader’s message should nevertheless reflect how they
perceive the leader himself. Nevertheless, evidence that participants were at least
responsive to statements of support or opposition for gun control suggests that partici-
pants did attend to the political messages. Although this does not constitute a definitive
test, the collection of evidence so far suggests that the two modalities should not play a

significant role in our results.
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Chapter 11: General Discussion

This study tests the potential to change what it means to be a liberal or
conservative. We inferred the content of ideological identities through their implications
for policy stances. Our results showed that political followers do change what they
perceive to be reflective of the ideals of their political groups (i.e., their ingroup
prototype). We confirmed our expectation that conceptions of liberalism and
conservatism are variable across social contexts. However, our results also supported the
idea that ideologies can remain relatively stable and resistant to change. Hence, a view of
ideologies as inherently stable or inherently variable is not particularly useful.

We disconfirmed Hypothesis 1: simple statements of support or opposition to a
given issue stance were not sufficient for leaders to generate change in followers’ notions
of liberalism or conservatism, even when these leaders are in many ways highly
prototypical of the ingroup. Similarly, Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Participants were
no more responsive to political leader messages of support or opposition when support
was typical (as opposed to atypical) for the group’s ideals. The failure of the evidence to
support these two hypotheses seems good evidence for the idea that, at least as far as
policy positions are concerned, the conceptions of liberalism and conservatism are stable
over time.

Yet, support for Hypothesis 3 suggests that a leader’s influence on the ingroup
prototype depends on their ability to frame their issue stances in a manner that is
consistent with the ideals of the ingroup. As was theorized by Conover and Feldman
(1986), every ideology might be comprised of sets of abstract values, which by

themselves do not necessarily require any specific issue stances. It is critical how these
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values are applied and in what contexts. Tetlock’s (1986) value pluralism model argues
that any given ideology can construe various issues stances as being entirely compatible
with the ideology depending on the social context and depending on the individual’s
motivation. As we tried to simulate in our “framing” of different issues stances, a
conservative or liberal might view their group as opposing or supporting legal
immigration without feeling that they are betraying any deep-seated conservative or
liberal convictions, respectively.

We found that social context was an important source of influence. In Hypothesis
4, we theorized that the presence of an outgroup opponent could enhance a follower’s
desire to conform to an ingroup leader’s ideals. Half of our participants read about an
ingroup leaders’ stance on a particular issue, whereas the other half read about an ingroup
leaders’ stance along while also reading about the opposing stance of an outgroup leader.
There was mixed support for our hypothesis that an intergroup context would lead to
more pronounced differences in how our participants would think about the meaning of
conservatism and liberalism. Conservatives were only ever willing to view support for
legal immigration as a conservative ideal in the context of an ingroup-only condition. The
presence of an outgroup opponent offsets the effects of the ingroup leader’s message.
Conversely, liberals were more likely to view support for legal immigration as a liberal
ideal in the presence of an opposing outgroup leader. An ingroup leader, on their own,
did not impact liberals’ ratings of their ingroup prototype.

Hypothesis 5 stipulated that those high in need for closure would be more
responsive to contextual cues from leaders, including message framing and the ingroup-

intergroup context. However, we also considered an alternative hypothesis, borne out of



152

earlier research, which suggested high-NFCC individuals are impervious to new
information and contextual cues, especially when new information and cues deviate from
previously established beliefs. Overall, we found no support for Hypothesis 5, NFCC did
not explain reactions to an ingroup leader’s message. However, some findings suggested
that political messages did interact with NFCC to influence participants’ ratings of the
extent to which legal immigration is prototypical of the political outgroup.

Taken together, our research yields some support for the notion that political
identities are, given the appropriate social context and individual dispositions, flexible in
how they define their identities. However, findings also support the notion that identities
can be thought of as relatively stable in their meaning. Whereas we confirmed many of
our hypotheses in Study 1, which focused on legal immigration, we did not confirm any
of them in Study 2, which focused on gun control. We speculate that there may be stark
differences in the way liberals and conservatives think about political issues concerning
their respective groups. For liberals, support for gun control and legal immigration might
be so strongly embedded in their ingroup prototype, that changing this aspect of their
ingroup identity is particularly difficult. This might also be true for conservatives on the
issue of gun control, as conservative participants viewed support for gun control as highly
representative of their conservatism and opposition to gun control as representative of
liberalism. Alternatively, conservatives did not have such polarized views on the issue of
legal immigration. Perhaps to no surprise, they were quite willing to adjust their ingroup
prototype on the issue of legal immigration in response to our study manipulations, but
unwilling to adjust their ingroup prototype on the issue of gun control.

We do not wish to imply that certain issues are an unchangeable part of what it
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means to be a liberal or conservative. Instead, we suggest that the very same processes
that give rise to change in political identities might also give rise to their stability. In
other words, gun control might be the litmus for what it means to be a conservative or
liberal because messages from the sociopolitical environment are rather clear about its
relation to certain political ideologies. As a result, subsequent messages which take an
atypical stance might be less impactful on their own. This suggests that, over time,
certain issues can also reduce in the degree to which they represent clear liberal or
conservative ideals. For instance, evidence suggests that, at one point in time, gun control
might not have been the polarizing issue it is today for both Democrats and Republicans
(though technically we cannot speak to liberals and conservatives) (Brenan, 2020).

Interestingly, only conservatives appeared to be ready to change their ingroup
prototype in a way that is, traditionally speaking, less typical of their group. Under the
appropriate conditions, conservatives were willing to view support for legal immigration
as prototypical of their group. A priori, there was little reason for us to expect that liberals
and conservatives would differ in their reactions to our study manipulations. If anything,
based on Jost et al.’s (2003) assertion that conservatives are more resistant to change and
more likely to hold on to existing beliefs than liberals, one should have expected the
opposite. Our results partially confirmed this expectation, with liberals generally being
lower in NFCC than conservatives across Study 1 and Study 2. Therefore, it is somewhat
surprising to see the current nature of our results, but certain features of the political
landscape might hint at why the result is not particularly surprising.

The present studies were conducted during the presidency of Republican Donald

J. Trump, whom many conservative leaders did not necessarily view as a conservative
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(e.g., Woodruff, 2019). Even though he enjoyed widespread support among conservative
followers and leaders alike, many of his policies were difficult to reconcile with estab-
lished conservative beliefs. This may have prompted a reconsideration for many
conservatives about the nature of conservatism, with the result being that conservatives in
our study were less crystalized in their view of certain issue topics in relation to their
conservative ideals, thereby leaving them open to considering new information when
thinking about the nature of conservatism (albeit, only on the issue topic of Legal
Immigration). By contrast, Donald Trump, through his atypical behavior and aggressive
style, may have fomented a great level of unity among liberals, who adhered to a stable
set of convictions, which they had embraced in opposition to Trump’s policies. For
instance, Donald Trump proposed and sought to enact various policies that restricted
legal immigration, which united liberals in opposition. As a consequence, liberals seemed
to adhere to principled beliefs about legal immigration, whereas many conservatives
among the mass public may not have been ready to align themselves with the president.
The consequence was that conservatives’ responses were more conditional on the specific
context than those of liberal respondents.

Overall, our work was largely successful in its overarching aim to shed light on
the processes that might govern change in the content of political identities. In the cases
in which our results proved statistically reliable, we showed how messages from political
leaders, in combination with ingroup-intergroup context and individual dispositions,
predicts change in how people define their political identities. In cases in which we failed
to confirm our expectations, this information was used to further our understanding of the

potential limitations to changes in political identities. Below, we outline several
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theoretical and applied implications of our research, followed by a discussion of the
limitations of our work and concluding remarks.
Implications

Research continues to expand in conceptualizing political ideologies as a group
identity. Integrating social identity research into the study of ideology, research has
largely focused on the concept of identity strength (Mason, 2018). Yet, the social identity
approach highlights how it is the combination of commitment to an identity and the
underlying meaning of the identity which drives thought and action (Turner, 1985;
Turner & Oakes, 1989). Our research represents one of the few studies to directly test the
concept of identity content when applying social identity theory to the study of political
ideology. We argue that such a focus is imperative to fully understand, and perhaps
improve, many features of the political landscape.

Researchers have long observed the significance of political identities in driving
political thought and action. With the increase in political polarization (Pew Research
Center, 2014, 2019a), the tendency to rely on political identities for political thinking and
decisions could be on the rise. People are increasingly wedded to the ideals of their
respective political ingroups, such that generating change through traditional routes, such
as altering individual attitudes on a topic, might not be a viable means of creating
political change. Particularly during elections, reminders of one’s political identities are
nearly everywhere. This suggests that individuals often make political decisions with
their groups, rather than individual selves, in mind. Research clearly shows that when
political identities are salient, attitudes are more likely to fall in line with the group

identity (Unsworth & Fielding, 2014). In some cases, salient ingroup identities even lead
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individuals to adopt attitudes that are inconsistent with their value system (Cohen, 2003).
Our focus on, not only the content of ideological identities but their capacity for change
has implications for how we come to understand the public’s capacity for change on
numerous political outcomes.

The growing divide in the U.S. has undoubtedly fueled perceptions that political
compromise among the electorate is extremely difficult, if not impossible. Our research
suggests that one relatively unexplored route of generating compromise between the two
dominant political groups is to change how they think about their respective group
identities. Our research is one of the first to demonstrate how principles from SIT and
SCT can inform our understanding of how individuals define and redefine their
ideological identities.

As theorized by SIT (See Tajfel & Turner, 1989), we show that ideological
identities and their underlying meaning are at least in part a product of their social
context. People adapt their understanding of their identities through cues from the social
landscape. In other words, people come to understand their group attributes by observing
the attributes of political ingroup members (and sometimes outgroup members, too). In
our research, we show how leaders provide social cues signaling to followers what the
respective ideals of their political ingroups are on political issues. Although researchers
have theorized the role of leaders in defining and redefining what the group is all about
(Hogg, 2001), relatively little research has been conducted on the topic. In addition, we
go beyond what research currently suggests about the role of leaders in influencing
follower perceptions of the group.

The social identity theory of leadership (Hogg, 2001; Hogg et al., 2012) has
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received considerable attention since its conception, but much of its focus has been on the
concept of leader prototypicality. This construct has proven to be important in the study
of group behavior (Barreto et al., 2017; Steffens et al., 2021). Relatively little attention
has been given to the role of the political messages that leaders express to influence
followers (see Hogg, 2001). Our research shows that this is an important consideration
that should integrate concepts of SIT to meaningfully inform the impact of leaders on
followers. Political messages from leaders can themselves vary in their prototypicality,
thereby rendering them more influential to political followers. We showed that political
leaders can enhance their influence on followers by shaping their political messages in a
manner that is in line with the broader values of the group. Leaders can do a lot to show
followers if and how an issue stance is in line with their group’s ideals.

Outside of the social leader context, studies demonstrate the importance of
message framing in influencing political followers. In other words, a message’s ability to
persuade is well known to depend on its ability to appeal to an individual’s values.
Related work has altered climate change attitudes by providing messages which appeal to
the moral inclinations thought to differ between liberals and conservatives (Hurst &
Stern, 2020; Wolsko, et al., 2016). However, we focus on the value orientation of liberals
and conservatives on tradition/change and social equality. We demonstrate how messages
are better at changing the ingroup prototype when those messages appeal to values of
tradition (in the case of conservatives) compared to values of social equality (in the case
of liberals). Our approach to message framing goes even a step further by demonstrating
that the consequences of message framing can likewise be applied to identity content:

that aspect of political identities thought to drive political thought and behavior.
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In addition, our work shows how social context might limit or enhance the impact
of message framing on political perception. We show how the presence of a political
opponent can significantly impact the way participants respond to political leader
messages, even those framed in a manner that is consistent with the ingroup’s ideals. Our
findings indicate that these contextual variables differ between liberals and conservatives.
Conservatives were more responsive to an ingroup leader message when they
encountered the message alone, but they were largely unresponsive to an ingroup leaders’
message in the presence of an outgroup opponent. This tendency reversed for liberals,
who proved to be responsive to ingroup leader messages only when faced with an
outgroup opponent. Ingroup leaders were much less effective without an opponent
present. These findings have implications for commonplace features of political
discourse, including political debates and ads. Our findings suggest that political leaders
should consider the context of their messages, particularly when voicing atypical
positions. Conservative leader messages might be particularly effective for conservatives
when presented outside of the context of an outgroup opponent. Conversely, liberals
seem to respond more strongly to ingroup leader messages in the context of an outgroup
opponent.

Beyond the study of political identities, our study also contributes valuable
insights to the broader topic of political discourse. Compared to times past, Democrats
and Republicans are more likely to hold negative views of their political opponents (i.e.,
affective polarization; Boxell et al., 2020; lyengar et al., 2019; lyengar et al., 2012). The
increase of suspicion and disdain aimed at the other side has been accompanied by an

increase in political incivility (Mutz, 2015; Uslaner, 1996). Although there are several
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avenues by which researchers have pursued issues of political incivility, we believe our
research holds a valuable lesson for political discourse by providing a proven method of
navigating civil discussion. In our pilot studies, liberals and conservatives both expressed
considerable awareness of the symbolic values of their political opponents. Yet, research
on political discourse suggests that the two dominant political groups find it difficult to
discuss politics with political opponents (Anderson & Auxier, 2020). In addition,
perceptions of political incivility in everyday discourse have increased (Pew Research
Center, 2019b). Liberals and conservatives, though understanding the ideals of their
respective outgroups, do not appear to consider these in the context of political discourse.
Our research suggests that there are numerous ways to frame support and opposition for a
given issue stance in a manner that is in line with any group’s political ideals. Future
research might address how discussions between the two major ideological groups might
be affected by message framing.

Finally, we comment on the issue of the stability of political ideologies. Though
confirming that the content of political identities is somewhat changeable, our findings
offer support for a stable view of political identities. Huddy (2001) argues that SIT’s and
SCT’s contention that social identities are highly malleable should be re-evaluated in
light of the histories and traditions that often govern political identities. Our results
suggest that malleability in political identities might indeed be somewhat limited. Our
manipulations did not always have the predicted effect on what participants judged to be
the issue ideals of their respective ideologies. In the case of legal immigration, a leaders’
support for legal immigration seemed to shift what followers perceived were the

prototypical issue ideals of their group. However, a leader’s opposition to legal
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immigration never had the expected effect. In addition, a leader’s messages on gun
control were never effective at shifting followers’ judgments.

From Huddy’s (2001) perspective, political identities are different from other
ascribed social identities in that they are the object of individual choice. A person adopts
a political identity because it fulfills important psychological motivations. However, it is
the meaning underlying a political identity that fulfills these motivations, rather than the
group membership itself. To change the content of one’s identity is to threaten one’s own
psychological needs. Hence, political identities should be largely resistant to change.

Our research, however, clarifies that it is not political identities as a whole, but
rather specific aspects of a political identity that might be resistant to change in meaning.
Huddy (2001), but also Jost et al. (2003) assume that political identities are rooted in
individual motivations. Rather than dictating a commitment to particular political or self-
description as “liberal” or “conservative,” individual motivation might operate at the
level of specific attributes of identities. To use our study as an example, perhaps our
failure to reproduce our Study 1 results in Study 2 might be because gun control is an
issue that fulfills important psychological motivations for both liberals and conservatives.
In contrast, the issue of legal immigration, at least for conservatives, might not fulfill
important psychological motivations in the same way that the issue of gun control does.
As a result, legal immigration for conservatives was more malleable, and gun control was
less malleable for both groups.

Whereas we find the motivated account of ideological stability to be sound, the
approach is somewhat limited in its focus. In our discussion of identity crystallization, we

argued that specific attributes of a social identity can be regarded as largely resistant to
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change. Yet, a group’s attributes might be crystalized for numerous reasons. In line with
the motivated account of ideological stability, some group attributes might fulfill
important psychological motivations, such that group members should be highly resistant
to calls for change. Yet, an additional source of identity stability might come from the
social context. As discussed by SIT and SCT, individuals look toward their social
environment to determine group meaning. When messages resoundingly suggest that
ingroup members are supportive of a particular value stance, this might indicate a
strongly established (or crystalized) group attribute. For example, conservatives might
receive such strong messages from their political environment regarding their group’s
opposition to gun control, that viewing one’s group as supportive of gun control would
require drastic changes to social context. Changes which were not captured by our study
manipulations in Study 2.

To conclude, our research helps clarify our understanding of the relatively stable
and variable nature of political ideologies. Although political ideological identities, and
their meaning, are a product of social context. Context can both govern the relative
changeability and stability of ideological identities.

Future Directions

We hope our research also fuels future research on this topic. To start, although
we contend that ideological identities can change, it is also necessary to acknowledge that
we test a particular aspect of political identities and their content. Social psychology and
political science have distinguished between the broad-based ideals of political groups
(such as values of traditionalism and social equality) and issue ideals. Whereas our work

confirms that the content of political ideologies can change with respect to issue ideals,
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we did not demonstrate that the more broad-based ideals of political groups are similarly
capable of change. In other words, is it possible for liberals to view traditionalism as
being consistent with their ideals, and conservatives embrace social equality as being
consistent with their principles?

In a related way, we also hope that future research will integrate our current
understanding of message framing with research on the contextual nature of ideological
values. Although longstanding work supports our thesis that liberals and conservatives
should differ fundamentally in their values of traditionalism and social equality
(Converse, 1964; Conover & Feldman, 1981), contemporary research suggests that these
values are not inherent, but much like issues, a product of the social context. Proch and
colleagues (2019) showed that liberals and conservatives do not differ fundamentally in
their aversion to change, but they do differ in context-specific ways. Proch et al. showed
that concerning certain sociopolitical issues, liberals are resistant to change, and
conservatives willing to change. By the same token it should be possible to frame a
message in a manner that upholds social equality, yet still appeals to conservatives. In
pilot studies, our social equality messages might have been viewed as more in keeping
with liberal ideals simply because social equality regarded a group that is perceived to be
more ideologically liberal (i.e., social minorities). Had our social equality messages been
aimed at generating equality for a group that conservatives find are more in keeping with
their ideals, our findings may have been reversed. Research on message framing,
including our own, should extend our understanding of the contextual nature of political
message framing.

Finally, further research is needed to help understand why liberals and
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conservatives might have differed in their reactions to messages in an ingroup Vs.
intergroup context. Specifically, what drives conservatives to be more considerate of
messages from leaders when presented alone, outside of the context of an outgroup
opponent? Conversely, why might liberals be more responsive to ingroup leaders in the
context of an outgroup opponent? To truly generate change in our sociopolitical
environment, it is important to ensure the effectiveness of political messages in a variety
of social contexts. Understanding what drives conservatives to be more responsive to
ingroup conditions, and liberals more responsive to intergroup conditions, could help in
understanding how we can broaden the impact of political leader messages to various
social contexts.

Limitations

There are several potential limitations of this study that warrant discussion. We
tested a limited set of issue topics (immigration, gun rights) which have shaped the
inferences we made regarding the capacity for change in political identities. The present
findings have yet to be confirmed in a broader set of issue topics, and future studies may
detect variation across issue topics, including asymmetrical responses on the part of
liberals and conservatives. While we await confirmation of our findings, our present
conclusions must be treated as preliminary.

Our study was also limited to indirect inferences of the meaning underlying a
participant’s political ideology. Although this novel approach can be understood as a
strength of our study, the fact that the content of ideology can only be inferred limits any
claim that the content of ideology has truly changed in response to the experimental

conditions. For instance, Study 1 found that, in response to some of our experimental



164

conditions, conservatives rated legal immigration to be more reflective of their
conservative ideals than was the case in other conditions. We argue that this demonstrates
that conservatives’ understanding of what it means to be conservative may have shifted.
However, it is also possible that the nature of the issue itself may have changed. When
support messages were presented to conservative participants, they may have begun to
view legal immigration as an issue representing the entry into the country of highly
educated individuals who are ready to contribute to the U.S. economy. Conversely, when
opposition messages were presented, the issue of legal immigration might have shifted
toward representing the entry of family members of recently naturalized citizens.
Cognitive psychology research has amply documented a great deal of variability in what
individuals bring to mind under the same concept (e.g., Barsalou, 1982). Whereas this
seems to strongly restrict any inferences about changes in the “nature” of conservatism,
this particular perspective, however, highlights one critical assumption: that ideological
descriptors like conservatism and liberalism are highly malleable. Even if the nature of
conservatism and liberalism were identical from moment to moment, the very fact that
individuals show marked differences in how different issues relate to that same concept is
reflective of the fact that the use of these ideological concepts is subject to considerable
variation.

A possible methodological concern is the framing used in our study. There are
undoubtedly numerous ways to frame an issue as either consistent or inconsistent with
any ideology. For example, in Study 2, we framed opposition to gun control as a liberal
ideal by arguing that gun control is a fundamental threat to disadvantaged minorities, as a

lack of gun ownership could potentially threaten their safety. An alternative framing
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might argue that gun control is a fundamental threat to social minorities, as they are more
likely to be incarcerated based on gun control laws. Both messages draw on the proto-
typically liberal value of social equality for minorities; yet, where we tried to ensure
through pilot testing that the issue framing had the anticipated effects, the strength of
these various effects (and different framing of different issues) was not standardized. In
other words, even though it appeared that liberals in Study 1 were more intransigent than
conservatives, we cannot exclude that this occurred at least in part because of our specific
way of framing the issue. It remains to be seen if a different way of framing (invoking
liberal vs conservative values in the presentation of a particular issue position) might not
spark comparable responses in liberals, as our corresponding framing did for
conservatives.

Other limitations concern our samples. We tested our hypotheses in samples
recruited via Amazon’s MTurk. Studies indicate that MTurk workers are more
demographically diverse and as reliable as standard internet samples and college samples
(Buhrmester et al., 2016; Zhang & Gearhart, 2020). Zhang and Gearhart also suggest that
the quality of MTurk data corresponds with compensation rates. However, a recent study
by Chmielewski and Kucker (2020) suggests important reductions in the quality of
MTurk data in recent times; but this same study also revealed that data quality concerns
can be overcome by using proven methods of filtering MTurk data. We used many of
these approaches in our studies, including evaluating and filtering data based on IP
addresses, geographic location, shifts in responses between two time points, and attention
checks.

A second possible concern is our use of extreme groups to evaluate the flexible
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nature of ideologies. By choosing to focus only on strongly identified conservatives and
liberals we likely selected those participants who have the most stable sense of what their
political identity means to them. As such, our studies are a cautious test of our hypo-
theses. One could argue that this could make our results all the more impressive as even
these individuals demonstrate some flexibility in regards to their political ideologies.

A final limitation worth considering is the historical context in which both studies
were conducted. Study 1 was conducted during the Trump presidency and the advent of
COVID-19. Study 2 took place during the early Biden presidency and nearly a year after
the advent of COVID-19. Research has consistently shown how shifts in dominant
political parties following elections can influence political perception and judgments in
followers (Blais & Gélineau, 2007; Davis & Hitt, 2016; Hansen et al., 2019; Nadeau et
al., 2021). Likewise, environmental threats have been associated with shifts in political
judgments among the electorate (e.g., Nail et al., 2009; Nail & McGregor, 2009). Events
like these are significant sources of subjective uncertainty. Subjective uncertainty has a
significant impact on social identity processes. Hogg (2012) suggests that psychological
uncertainty is conducive to group extremism, sparking outcomes like intolerance and
dogmatism. While no research has applied this reasoning to the study of social identity
content, it is reasonable to assume that uncertainty inducing events like this might shift
followers toward stricter adherence to group-held norms. Hence, our findings could differ
across contexts such as these.

Conclusion
In an increasingly volatile and divided world of politics, it is important to

understand the processes that govern change in public perception and behavior. Political
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identities have sometimes been treated as a major source of ideological inertia; people
cling so tightly to their group convictions that any change in the political sphere seems
increasingly unlikely. In contrast, our research shows that the extremity of identities
should not be the sole focus. Extreme identities only lead to ideological inertia to the
extent that identities are defined in a relatively stable fashion. As a result, our research
highlights one route through which we might generate change in even an ideologically
extreme environment. By understanding the underlying values of liberals and
conservatives, leaders can frame various issue stances in a manner that is consistent with
the ideals of any ideological group, thereby improving the odds that important issues of
our time can gain some traction in the broader public. At the same time, we hope our
work will facilitate further research on the study of ideological identities by further
integrated theorizing on the processes that govern change or stability in the content of

social identities.
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Appendix A: Pilot 1.1 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
college students at UNR.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 12 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will
treat your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your Mturk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $1.45 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
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participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Message Prototypicality Items

In the following sections, you will be asked to evaluate several statements about
immigration restriction. We would like to know how well each of them represents
conservative or liberal positions. Please indicate how liberal or conservative each
statement seems to you.

Message Prototypicality - Support, conservative justification

“Immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked so hard
to accomplish. Especially when there are too many of them, immigrants weaken our
culture. They dilute and threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to
respect and protect our traditions and continue toward progress, we must restrict
immigration.”
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Oppose, liberal justification

“Immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It creates advantages for
the rich, but mostly harms the jobs available for the poor. This would surely harm the
most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
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equality, we must restrict immigration.”
To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, conservative justification

“There’s no more time-honored tradition for the United States than immigration.
It is responsible for the values and virtues that make our nation what it is. Restricting
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immigration would threaten the very fabric of what makes us great. In order to maintain
these traditions, we must oppose restrictions to immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, liberal justification

“Immigrants are an important part of the U.S. work force. They produce new
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goods and services in ways that is impossible for the U.S. alone. This helps our domestic
economy, with benefits being available to those of our citizens who are most
disadvantaged. Immigration ensures progress, and the change that immigrants bring
makes us a more successful, more prosperous country. If we want to create meaningful
change, we must oppose restrictions to immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Fictitious Leader ltems
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The following sections briefly describe two liberal and conservative political
leaders. Both leaders have received strong endorsements from political pundits and
followers advocating their involvement in future presidential elections. Please review the
following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political leader represents
liberal and conservative ideals.

Fictitious Leader - Conservative, Charles Derrick/ Liberal Anthony Burnell

(Condition 1)

Charles Derrick is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Derrick has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Anthony Burnell is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Burnell has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.
To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Liberal, Anthony Burnell/Conservative, Charles Derrick

(Condition 2)

Anthony Burnell is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Burnell has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.
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To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Charles Derrick is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Derrick has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.



212

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Liberal, Charles Derrick/ Conservative Anthony Burnell

(Condition 3)

Charles Derrick is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Derrick has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
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universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Anthony Burnell is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Burnell has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
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Union.
To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Conservative, Anthony Burnell/Liberal, Charles Derrick

(Condition 4)

Anthony Burnell is a conservative American politician who served in the United



215

States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Burnell has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.

To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Anthony Burnell represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Charles Derrick is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Derrick has clearly demonstrated himself to
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be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Charles Derrick represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Demographic Items
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How liberal are you?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

How conservative are you?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix B: Pilot 1.2 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
college students at UNR.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 8 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will treat
your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your MTurk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $1.00 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Message Prototypicality Items

In the following sections, you will be asked to evaluate several statements about
legal immigration. We would like to know how well each of them represents conservative
or liberal positions. Please indicate how liberal or conservative each statement seems to
you.

Message Prototypicality -- Oppose, conservative justification

“Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked
so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and threaten the
cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our traditions, we
must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Oppose, liberal justification

“Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits the rich,
and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the most
disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
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equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”
To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, conservative justification

“Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked
so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants strengthen our culture and our economy. They
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uphold the time honored traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect
our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, liberal justification
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“Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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Fictitious Leader ltems

The following sections briefly describe two liberal and conservative political
leaders. Both leaders have received strong endorsements from political pundits and
followers advocating their involvement in future presidential elections. Please review the
following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political leader represents
liberal and conservative ideals.

Fictitious Leader - Conservative, Richard Brown/ Liberal Joseph Williams

(Condition 1)

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.
To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Liberal, Joseph Williams/Conservative, Richard Brown

(Condition 2)

Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting

tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Liberal, Richard Brown/ Conservative Joseph Williams

(Condition 3)

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
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universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
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Union.
To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Fictitious Leader - Conservative, Joseph Williams/Liberal, Richard Brown

(Condition 4)

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
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States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union.

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
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be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Demographic Items
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How liberal are you?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

How conservative are you?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative



241

How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix C: Pilot 1.3 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
college students at UNR.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 5 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will treat
your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your Mturk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $.70 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Message Prototypicality Items

In the following sections, you will be asked to evaluate several statements about
legal immigration. We would like to know how well each of them represents conservative
or liberal positions. Please indicate how liberal or conservative each statement seems to
you.

Message Prototypicality — Oppose, conservative justification

“Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked
so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants will not assimilate to our culture and they
weaken our economy; they never become U.S. patriots. They are changing our culture
and threaten the traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to
respect and protect our traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality — Oppose, liberal justification

“Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits the rich,
and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the most
disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
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equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”
To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality — Support, conservative justification

“Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have worked
so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen our
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economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality — Support, liberal justification
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“Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Demographics
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How liberal are you?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

How conservative are you?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix D: Study 1 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
people in the U.S.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 10 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will treat
your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your Mturk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $1.20 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Ingroup — RB, Oppose, Conservative Framing (Condition 1)

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — JW, Oppose, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.



256

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — RB, Oppose, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits the
rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the most
disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — JW, Oppose, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
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represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).
Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits
the rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the
most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — RB, Support, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — JW, Support, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — RB, Support, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup — JW, Support, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a conservative political official. Please
review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each political official
represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — RB, Oppose, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”



267

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the



268

following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — JW, Oppose, Conservative Framing
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The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.
Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”



271

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — RB, Oppose, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits the
rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the most
disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — JW, Oppose, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits
the rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the
most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — RB, Support, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits
the rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the
most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — JW, Support, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration does not benefit all U.S. workers equally. It benefits the
rich, and mostly harms the number of jobs for working people. This surely hurts the most
disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration enhances the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants assimilate to our culture and strengthen
our economy; they become U.S. patriots. They will not change our culture, but uphold the
traditions and values that we are so proud of as U.S. citizens. In order to respect and
protect our traditions, we must encourage legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — JW, Support, Liberal Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House
of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Joseph Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration benefits U.S. workers equally. It creates benefits for
everybody, and especially increases the number of jobs for working people. This surely
helps the most disadvantaged of our nation, like ethnic minorities. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must encourage legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup — RB, Oppose, Conservative Framing

The following section briefly describes a liberal and conservative political
official. Please review the following descriptions and indicate how well you think each
political official represents liberal and conservative ideals.
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Joseph Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House
of Representatives from 1999 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Joseph Williams has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including
the following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”

To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Joseph Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2001 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on legal immigration, including the
following: “Legal immigration destroys the progress that natural U.S. citizens have
worked so hard to accomplish. Legal immigrants weaken our culture. They dilute and
threaten the cultural traditions that we are proud of. In order to respect and protect our
traditions, we must restrict legal immigration.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Conservative Immigration Ideals Scale

Please read the following questions about legal immigration and indicate how
well each stance represents conservative ideals.

To what extent is opposing legal immigration a position that represents core
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conservative principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

To what extent is supporting legal immigration a position that represents core
conservative principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves “conservative,” how
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likely is it that they oppose legal immigration?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves “conservative,” how
likely is it that they support legal immigration?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: “In order to
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be true to conservative ideals, you need to oppose legal immigration.”

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: “In order to
be true to conservative ideals, you need to support legal immigration.”

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

Regardless of your evaluation of the following statement, please select “extremely
unlikely”: “If I pick a single conservative from a group, they are very likely to support
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immigration.”

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

Regardless of your evaluation of the following statement, please select
“somewhat likely”: “If | pick a single conservative from a group, they are very likely to
oppose immigration.”

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

Liberal Immigration Ideals Scale

Please read the following questions about legal immigration and indicate how
well each stance represents liberal ideals.
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To what extent is opposing legal immigration a position that represents core
liberal principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

To what extent is supporting legal immigration a position that represents core
liberal principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves “liberal,” how likely is
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it that they oppose legal immigration?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves “liberal,” how likely is
it that they support legal immigration?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: “In order to
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be true to liberal ideals, you need to oppose legal immigration.”

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: “In order to
be true to liberal ideals, you need to support legal immigration.”

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

Need for Cognitive Closure Scale

Read each of the following statements and decide how much you agree with each
according to your attitudes, beliefs, and experiences. It is important for you to realize that
there are no “right” or “wrong” answers to these questions. People are different, and we
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are interested in how you feel. Please rate your level of agreement with the following
statements, from “Completely agree” to “Completely disagree”.

I don’t like situations that are uncertain.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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| find that a well ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I feel uncomfortable when I don’t understand the reason why an event occurred in
my life.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group
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believes.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I don’t like to go into a situation without knowing what | can expect from it.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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When | have made a decision, | feel relieved.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

When I am confronted with a problem, I’'m dying to reach a solution very quickly.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I would quickly become impatient and irritated if | would not find a solution to a
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problem immediately.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I don’t like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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I dislike it when a person’s statement could mean many different things.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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| enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| do not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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| dislike unpredictable situations.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I will select “Completely agree” to indicate that | am paying attention.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

The following questions will ask you to self-report basic information about
yourself. Select the option(s) that best represents you.
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How Liberal or Conservative are you?

Extremely Liberal

Liberal

Slightly Liberal

Moderate, Middle of the Road

Slightly Conservative

Conservative

Extremely Conservative
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How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix E: Pilot 2.1 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
college students at UNR.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 8 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will treat
your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your MTurk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $1.00 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Message Prototypicality Items

In the following sections, you will be asked to evaluate several statements about
gun control. We would like to know how well each of them represents conservative or
liberal positions. Please indicate how liberal or conservative each statement seems to you.

Message Prototypicality -- Oppose, conservative justification

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be restricted.
Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken our people
and our culture. To respect and protect our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Oppose, liberal justification

“Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are
more likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
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disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal
welfare yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality, we
must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, conservative justification



314

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen

our people and our culture. To respect and protect our traditions, we must support gun
control.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, liberal justification
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“Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
to be the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford access to a
gun to protect themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety
and peace of mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Let us not make personal welfare yet
another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality, we must support
gun control."

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Demographics

What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)
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What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?

What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):
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Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)

Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)




What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)

How liberal are you?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

319
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How conservative are you?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested
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Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix F: Pilot 2.2 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
college students at UNR.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 8 minutes. The
questionnaire will consist of a number of separate sections. You must complete all
sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to resume at another time from where you
left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will
treat your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your MTurk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $0.75 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Message Prototypicality Items

In the following sections, you will be asked to evaluate several statements about
gun control. We would like to know how well each of them represents conservative or
liberal positions. Please indicate how liberal or conservative each statement seems to you.

Message Prototypicality - Support, conservative justification

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control.”
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To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Message Prototypicality - Support, liberal justification

“Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
to be the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to
protect themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and
peace of mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us
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not make personal protection yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must support gun control.”

To what extent does this statement represent a typical liberal position?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

To what extent does this statement represent a typical conservative position?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

Demographic Items
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How liberal are you?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

How conservative are you?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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Appendix G: Study 2 Materials

TITLE OF STUDY: Social Experiences and Attitudes Survey

PURPOSE: The purpose of this study is to learn about the attitudes and beliefs of
people in the U.S.

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: If you agree to participate in this study, you will
be asked to listen to one or two audio recordings, then complete a questionnaire which
will take approximately 10 minutes. The questionnaire will consist of a number of
separate sections. You must complete all sections in one sitting, as you are not allowed to
resume at another time from where you left off.

RISKS: This study is considered to be minimal risk of harm. This means the risks
of your participation in the research are similar in type or intensity to what you encounter
during your daily activities. You may withdraw from the study with no penalty although
you will not receive monetary compensation.

BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study
other than monetary compensation. However, your participation will help advance
research in the social sciences.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The researchers and the University of Nevada, Reno will treat
your identity and the information collected about you with professional standards of
confidentiality and protect it to the extent allowed by law. You will not be personally
identified in any reports or publications that may result from this study. The US
Department of Health and Human Services, the University of Nevada, Reno Research
Integrity Office, and the Institutional Review Board may look at your study records. Your
Mechanical Turk Worker ID will be used to distribute payment to you but will not be
stored with the research data we collect from you. Please be aware that your MTurk
Worker ID can potentially be linked to information about you on your Amazon public
profile page, depending on the settings you have for your Amazon profile. We will not be
accessing any personally identifying information about you that you may have put on
your Amazon public profile page.

COSTS/COMPENSATION: There will be no cost to you (other than your time).
Participants who complete the survey will be given $1.20 for participation. To be eligible
for compensation participants must have completed at least 85% of the items. Participants
must also be Americans and Located in the United States.

RIGHT TO REFUSE OR WITHDRAW: You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. If you choose to withdraw, simply exit the survey at
any point. There is no need to provide a reason to withdraw.

QUESTIONS: If you have additional questions at any point, feel free to email
Jesse Acosta at jessea@nevada.unr.edu You may ask about your rights as a research
participant. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about this research, you may
report them (anonymously if you so choose) by calling the University of Nevada, Reno
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Research Integrity Office at 775.327.2368.
Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Please indicate your willingness to participate below:

Yes, | agree to participate in this study

No, | do not agree to participate

Ingroup - RB, CC, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
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our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”
To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CE, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
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The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.

When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CC, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
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to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CE, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
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"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CC, Oppose, Liberal Framing
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Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

“Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to protect
themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and disenfranchised,
limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety yet another
privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must oppose gun control."
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CE, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
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to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

“Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CC, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
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"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CE, Oppose, Liberal Framing
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Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CC, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
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to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CE, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
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"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CC, Support, Conservative Framing



349

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CE, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
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You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.

When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CC, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
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to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

“Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - RB, CE, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
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“Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CC, Support, Liberal Framing



356

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Ingroup - MW, CE, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with an audio recording from a political leader.
You will briefly read a description of the political leader, then you will be asked to listen
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to a statement from the political leader. When you reach this section, please press play to
start the audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CC, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CE, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CC, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CE, Support, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make
personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CC, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
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to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to protect
themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and disenfranchised,
limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety yet another
privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CE, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
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to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to protect
themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and disenfranchised,
limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety yet another
privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
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to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative



377

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CC, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
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likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CE, Support, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely
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to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to protect
themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and disenfranchised,
limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety yet another
privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a nation of
equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CC, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CE, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]
"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CC, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United
States House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated
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himself to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record
advocating for social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting
tax increases. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative
Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CE, Oppose, Liberal Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2015 to 2017. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
to be a champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
universal healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas
emissions. He was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
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themselves. But not every citizen is responsible enough to own a gun. Our forefathers
have sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
abused. Gun control measures would only strengthen this right, and ultimately strengthen
our people and our nation. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect our
traditions, we must support gun control."

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
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be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

“Gun control does not benefit the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more
likely to be the victims of violent crime. For many, owning a gun is the only way to
protect themselves. Gun control would mostly affect gun access for the poor and
disenfranchised, limiting their safety and peace of mind. Let us not make personal safety
yet another privilege for the rich. Our system needs serious change. In order to become a
nation of equality, we must oppose gun control."

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CC, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House of
Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
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the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make

personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
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to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative



398

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - MW, CE, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Richard Brown is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House of
Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
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the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make

personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Mark Williams is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself
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to be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CC, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House of
Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
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the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make

personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control.”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
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be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Intergroup - RB, CE, Oppose, Conservative Framing

Please prepare your audio listening device. Ensure that your device is not muted
and that you are in an environment with no distractions.
The following section will present you with audio recordings from two political leaders.
You will briefly read a description of each political leader, then you will be asked to
listen to a statement from each political leader. You will need to press play to start the
audio recording.
When you are ready, please continue to the next section.

Mark Williams is a liberal American politician who served in the United States House of
Representatives from 2015 to 2019. Williams has clearly demonstrated himself to be a
champion of liberal ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for universal
healthcare, reducing economic inequality, and restricting greenhouse gas emissions. He
was recently appointed to the board of the American Civil Liberties Union.

Mark Williams has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"Gun control benefits the disadvantaged of our nation. Minorities are more likely to be
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the victims of violent crime. Even if they wanted, many cannot afford a gun to protect
themselves. Gun control is one of the few avenues that can provide safety and peace of
mind to the poor and disenfranchised. Our system needs serious change. Let us not make

personal safety yet another privilege for the rich. In order to become a nation of equality,
we must support gun control."”

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative

To what extent does Mark Williams represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Richard Brown is a conservative American politician who served in the United States
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House of Representatives from 2013 to 2019. Brown has clearly demonstrated himself to
be a champion of conservative ideals. He has a consistent voting record advocating for
social security reform, limitations to government spending, and restricting tax increases.
He was recently appointed to the board of the American Conservative Union (ACU).

Richard Brown has made several notable comments on gun control, including the
following (please press play):

[AUDIO RECORDING]

"The Second Amendment secures the traditional right of every citizen to protect
themselves. Every citizen deserves the opportunity to own a gun. Our forefathers have
sacrificed so much to defend our freedoms that we cannot allow this right to be
restricted. Gun control in any form would only weaken this right, and ultimately weaken
our people and our culture. We need to conserve our freedoms. To respect and protect
our traditions, we must oppose gun control.”

To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical conservative?

Extremely conservative

Very conservative

Moderately conservative

Slightly conservative

Not at all conservative
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To what extent does Richard Brown represent a typical liberal?

Extremely liberal

Very liberal

Moderately liberal

Slightly liberal

Not at all liberal

Conservative Gun ldeals Scale

Please read the following questions about gun control and indicate how well each
stance represents conservative ideals.

To what extent is opposing gun control a position that represents core
conservative principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

To what extent is supporting gun control a position that represents core
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conservative principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves "conservative," how
likely is it that they oppose gun control?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves "conservative," how
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likely is it that they support gun control?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: "In order to
be true to conservative ideals, you need to oppose gun control."

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: "In order to
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be true to conservative ideals, you need to support gun control."

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

Regardless of your evaluation of the following statement, please select "extremely
unlikely™: "If I pick a single conservative from a group, they are very likely to support
gun control.”

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

Regardless of your evaluation of the following statement, please select "somewhat
likely": "If I pick a single conservative from a group, they are very likely to oppose gun
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Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely
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Liberal Gun Ideals Scale

Please read the following questions about gun control and indicate how well each
stance represents liberal ideals.

To what extent is opposing gun control a position that represents core liberal

principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative
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To what extent is supporting gun control a position that represents core liberal
principles?

Extremely representative

Somewhat representative

Neither representative nor unrepresentative

Somewhat unrepresentative

Extremely unrepresentative

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves "liberal," how likely is
it that they oppose gun control?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

If all you know about someone is that they call themselves "liberal,” how likely is
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it that they support gun control?

Extremely likely

Somewhat likely

Neither likely nor unlikely

Somewhat unlikely

Extremely unlikely

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: "In order to
be true to liberal ideals, you need to oppose gun control."”

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

To what extent do you agree-disagree with the following statement: "In order to
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be true to liberal ideals, you need to support gun control.

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat disagree

Strongly disagree

The Need for Cognitive Closure Scale

Read each of the following statements and decide how much you agree with each
according to your attitudes, beliefs, and experiences. It is important for you to realize that
there are no “right” or “wrong” answers to these questions. People are different, and we
are interested in how you feel. Please rate your level of agreement with the following
statements, from “Completely agree” to “Completely disagree”.
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I don’t like situations that are uncertain.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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| find that a well ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I feel uncomfortable when I don’t understand the reason why an event occurred in
my life.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group
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believes.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I don’t like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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When | have made a decision, | feel relieved.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

When I am confronted with a problem, I’'m dying to reach a solution very quickly.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I would quickly become impatient and irritated if | would not find a solution to a
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problem immediately.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I don’t like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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I dislike it when a person’s statement could mean many different things.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

I will select "Completely agree” to indicate that | am paying attention.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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| find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree
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I do not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

| dislike unpredictable situations.

Completely disagree

Somewhat disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

Completely agree

Demographic Items

The following questions will ask you to self-report basic information about
yourself. Select the option(s) that best represents you.
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What is your sex?

Male

Female

Other (please specify)

What is your race/ethnicity? [check all that apply]

African American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic/Latino

Native American

White/Caucasian

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
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What is your religious background?

Christian (Catholic)

Christian (Eastern Orthodox)

Christian (Protestant)

Christian (Other — please specify):

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints

Jewish: please specify (e.g. orthodox, reformed)
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Hindu

Buddhist

Muslim

Atheist

Agnostic

| believe in God, but do not have a particular faith.

Other (please specify)

What is your political affiliation?

Democrat

Republican

Independent

Other (please specify)
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How Liberal or Conservative are you?

Extremely Liberal

Liberal

Slightly Liberal

Moderate, Middle of the Road

Slightly Conservative

Conservative

Extremely Conservative
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How interested in politics are you?

Extremely Interested

Very Interested

Moderately Interested

Slightly Interested

Not at all Interested

Are you a citizen of the United States?

I am a U.S. citizen

| am not a U.S. citizens

Prefer not to say
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