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ABSTRACT
Conservatives and liberals may differ in how they construe decision making.

Conservatives tend to value consensus, whereas liberals tend to value novelty (Nathanson &
Becker, 1981, Shook & Fazio, 2009). Decision making can be construed as intellective or
judgmental (Laughlin, 1980). Intellective (i.e. accuracy-focused) decisions tend to be informed
by objective sources of information, whereas judgmental (i.e. consensus-focused) decisions tend
to be informed by normative sources of information (Kaplan & Miller, 1987). Two studies
tested whether conservatives and liberals differed in their construal of decision making by
assessing how they evaluated sources of information and used information in their judgments. In
Experiment 1, participants were presented with a moral dilemma and were asked to rate
objective and normative sources of information that could inform a decision in that dilemma. In
Experiment 2, participants were presented with a decision making dilemma and were provided
with objective or normative anchors for their judgments. Results showed that conservatives
tended to positively evaluate and use normative sources of information, whereas liberals

positively evaluated objective sources of information. The results suggest differences in how



decisions are construed across political orientation and suggest that further studies are needed to

assess how information from different sources is used in judgments.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

How do people make decisions when they do not know what the answer is or when there
no objective answer is readily available? Sometimes people search for and use objective facts to
help them make their decisions (Sherif, 1935). Other times, they search for and use socially
normative information in their decisions (Asch, 1956). Might the values people hold relate to
their tendency to search for facts versus normative information? For instance, if people place a
relatively strong value on family, social harmony, and security, might they be more likely to seek
normative information from their valued groups (i.e., their preferences and approval)? If, on the
other hand, people place a relatively strong value on novelty and autonomy, then might they be
more likely to devalue the evaluations of others and seek objective, impersonal information in
their decisions?

One dimension on which people have vastly different values is political orientation. In
my dissertation, | examine whether people's political differences lead them to search for different
types of information when making judgments. More precisely, | hypothesize that conservatives
tend to have processing objectives that can be satisfied by gathering normative information,
whereas liberals tend to have processing objectives that can be satisfied by gathering objective
facts.

The search for normative versus objective information parallels the distinction between
judgmental and intellective tasks (Kaplan & Wilke, 2001). So, | begin by discussing that

distinction. In brief, judgmental tasks focus people on finding group consensus, whereas



intellective tasks focus people on finding an objective answer Then, | review evidence showing
that conservatives value tradition and tend to conform to their social group, whereas liberals
search for and use novel, factual information in their judgments. These differences suggest that
processing objective differences may exist between the two groups. Finally, | describe two
studies that tested how conservatives and liberals evaluate and use information that comes from
evidential or normative sources.

Judgmental and Intellective Decision Strategies

Imagine a scenario in which a group of colleagues are considering where to eat lunch.
One member of the group suggests an appealing local restaurant. “Excellent,” another member
responds, “Where is the restaurant?” A third member is less convinced. She asks, “I don’t
know...is it really a good restaurant?”’

Those two questions represent very different decision making processes. “Where is the
restaurant?” is a question about an objective reality. There is an actual answer somewhere
outside of the group. In order to figure out where the restaurant is, and how to get there, the
group might look in a phone book, or search for driving directions on the internet. Whatever
decision they make, the information that they use will be factual and their thought process will
be focused on objectively understanding something out in the world.

“Is it really a good restaurant?” is a very different question. There is no objective answer
to that question. Some of the members of the group may like the restaurant; some may not. Even
if a large number of people do happen to like the restaurant, some individuals may not appreciate
the menu, cooking style, or service. This evaluation is more subjective and has more to do with
the preferences of the members of the group. To find the answer, the woman may be able to

survey the opinions of the other group members to answer the question. Alternatively, she might



search for an opinion of a celebrity chef on the quality of the restaurant. Whatever direction she
chooses to inform her decision, the information will come from people's subjective evaluations.

Laughlin (1980) proposed that people adopt processing objectives that fit with the types
of decisions they are trying to make (for a review see Kaplan & Wilke, 2001). These objectives
can be arranged along a continuum. At one end of the continuum are intellective tasks. These are
decisions tasks with definite, objective answers as with math problems, anagram tasks, or
analogies — or finding the location of a restaurant. According to Laughlin and Ellis (1986), a task
must satisfy four conditions to be considered intellective: (1) there must be an existing group
consensus on a system of rules for reaching an answer (e.g. mathematical order of operations or
English grammar), (2) there must be sufficient information for a solution within the system (e.g.
equations are identified or terms are defined), (3) people who have not yet made a definitive
decision must be able to recognize what the correct solution is when it is demonstrated, and (4)
people who can solve the problem must have the motivation and ability to demonstrate how to
arrive at the answer to others. In other words, for an intellective task, there is an objective answer
to the question and there must be consensus on the method to reach that answer. Answering,
“Where is the restaurant?” is an intellective task.

At the other end of the continuum are judgmental tasks. These are tasks that have no
objective answer or that fail to satisfy at least one of the four criteria for the task to be
intellective. Tasks at the judgmental end of the continuum include moral, ethical, or behavioral
decisions that can only be solved with group consensus, for example, "Which movie is most
deserving of the picture of the year award?" (Zanorth & Sniezek, 1997). Because there is no
single, objectively correct answer or no correct method to come to an objective answer,

judgmental tasks are decided by a subjective consensus of the group or by the appeal to higher



social status individuals such as judges, managers, or other authorities (Kaplan & Martin, 1999,
Kirchler & Davis, 1986). Answering, “Is it a good restaurant?” is a judgmental task.
The Intellective-Judgmental Dimension in Decision Making

The type of task one is working on can lead to intellective or judgmental processing
objectives in judgment. For instance, Laughlin and Ellis (1986) used mathematical problems to
operationalize intellective tasks. Mathematical problems have a clear set of rules (e.g. numerical
system, order of operations) that can be used to solve for an objective answer. However, most
social decisions people make tend to vary in how intellective or judgmental they are.

How a task can affect processing objectives is clear when considering a jury deciding on
compensatory versus exemplary damages in a court case. Compensatory damages are relatively
objective and are based on the facts of the case. For compensatory damages, juries are given the
amount in medical bills the defendant would have to pay and are given clear instructions on how
to deliberate to determine if the defendant would have to pay the bills. Exemplary damages are a
relative judgment of how deviant an act is considered by the members of the jury, a task for
which there is no objective standard or method of determination.

Kaplan and Miller (1987) adopted this task distinction in their decision making research.
They assumed that compensatory damages were more likely to be an intellective (i.e. accuracy,
fact-based) decision, whereas exemplary damages were more likely to be a judgmental (i.e.
consensus, preference-based) decision. In their experiment, the researchers examined how these
two tasks would affect the type of information group members used to influence each other.
Kaplan and Miller thought that if participants believed they were working on a factual decision,
they would be more likely to exchange objective information about the case. On the other hand,

if participants believed they were working on a preference-based decision, they should place



more emphasis on values and seek to reach consensus as a group. The researchers thought that
the type of social influence the participants used on each other would vary based on these
hypotheses.

Deutsch and Gerard (1955) divided social influence into two categories: informational
and normative. They defined informational influence as, “an influence to accept information
obtained from another as evidence about a reality” (emphasis in original, p. 629). People turn to
informational social influence when they want to make accurate judgments about reality.
Normative influence, on the other hand, was defined as “an influence to conform with the
positive expectations of another” (p. 629). People rely on normative influence when they want to
conform to accepted standards of behavior and to generate group consensus.

In the context of colleagues considering where to eat lunch, if one asks, “Where is the
restaurant?” that is a factual question that could be answered by informational influence. One
could socially influence others by providing information about what roads one would need to
drive down to reach the restaurant. To answer a question like, “Is it a good restaurant?” requires
a different answer. Normative influence would be best suited to responding to such a question.
For example, a coworker might say that members of the department liked the restaurant in
question when they went there last month. The questions themselves constrain what type of
social influence is most relevant.

In their study, Kaplan and Miller predicted that participants working on the intellective
task would be more likely to use informational social influence in their deliberation, whereas
participants working on the judgmental task would be more likely to use normative influence.
The results supported their predictions. Participants working on the intellective task discussed

more evidence of the case or inferences from testimony, whereas participants working on the



judgmental task discussed their preferred verdict and were more likely to pressure others to
conform to that judgment. In other words, working on the intellective task focused on the facts of
the case itself, whereas working on the judgmental task focused the participants on coming to
agreement. The type of task changed the processing objective for participants, which in turn
changed the information they found useful in their deliberation.

Can the way that a participant perceives a decision affect that participant’s judgment?
Rugs and Kaplan (1993) answered this question by directly manipulating their participants’
processing objectives during an experiment (see also Postmes, Spears, & Cihangir, 2001, Stasser
& Stewart, 1992). The participants were told that they would be working on a number of tasks,
and that later in the experiment they would participate in a group discussion on a divisive issue.
Half of the participants were told that they should be able to provide correct and concise
arguments and that the group would need to be accurate - an intellective goal. The other half of
the participants were told that they needed to maintain a cooperative attitude and come up with a
solution everyone could agree on - a judgmental goal.

Participants were told that they would be discussing how ethical animal testing is by
passing notes to other participants. In addition to processing objectives, the researchers
manipulated the type of social influence the actual participant was exposed to. Half of the
participants received informational arguments against animal testing such as one that argued few
cures for diseases were found to offset the number of animals killed during testing - a fact-based
argument. The other half of the participants received normative arguments against animal testing
indicating ideas such as the assertion that “most people” found the practice cruel and would like

to see it stopped - a values-based argument.



The dependent measure of the study was how persuaded participants were by the social
influence to which they were exposed. The results showed that participants were most persuaded
when their goals matched the type of social influence. In other words, people who were told to
be concerned with accuracy were most convinced by fact-based arguments, whereas people told
to be cooperative with the group were most convinced by values-based arguments.

Not only are people more convinced by arguments that fit with their processing
objectives they also prefer discussing information that fits with their processing objectives.
Kaplan, Schaefer, and Zinkiewicz (1994) told participants that they would be discussing social
issues such as the environment, immigration, and the right to die. Participants were again told
that they would be working with others and that the group would need either to be accurate or to
come to a consensus.

Following the goal manipulation, participants were asked to read through a list of
potential discussion topics. The topics included factual information and public opinion
information. For example, factual topics regarding the right to die included items such as “the
number of people in coma-like conditions who are unable to communicate and for whom the
prognosis is ‘no recovery,”” whereas the opinion-based topics included items such as “opinion
survey results regarding whether courts or medical bodies should be the ultimate parties to make
‘right to die’ decisions for individual cases.” Participants were told that either four factual or four
opinion-based topics had been selected for their group to discuss. The dependent measure was
how satisfying participants thought it would be to talk about each topic. When participants
thought they needed to be accurate, they were more satisfied with the fact-based discussion
topics. When they thought they needed to reach group consensus, they were more satisfied with

the opinion-based discussion topics.



In sum, it appears that the way in which people perceive their decision making goal
affects their processing objectives. Under certain circumstances, a decision maker will be
focused on the problem at hand and will believe that there is one answer they need to uncover.
Under other circumstances, a decision maker will be focused on other people and will believe
that they need to find harmony with others. Furthermore, people (1) communicate in a style that
fits with their processing objectives, (2) are most convinced by information that fits with their
processing objectives, and (3) are most satisfied when discussing information that meets their
processing objectives.

The Role of Political Orientation in Decision Making

Previous research has considered the role of the type of task or the instructions
participants are given in determining their processing objectives. One facet of psychology that
has not been considered with respect to intellective or judgmental processing is the role of
personality. Some personality constructs, for example need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty,
1982), might cause certain individuals to think of their decisions in more intellective terms.

| propose that individual differences in political orientation may be related to differences
in how decision making is construed. A number of research findings suggest that this difference
exists. Haidt and colleagues (2001, Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009) argue that conservatives are
more likely than liberals to integrate the values and traditional sentiments of their cultural in-
group in their moral decisions. Janoff-Bulman and colleages (2009, Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, &
Baldacci, 2008) have found that conservatives are socially motivated to protect their in-group. In
addition, conservatives report personally valuing tradition and conformity and having positive
opinions of others that tend to try to fit in with others (Caprara, Schwartz, Capanna, Vecchione,

& Barbaranelli, 2006, Cavazza & Mucchi-Faina, 2008, Thorisdottir, Jost, Liviatan, & Shrout,



2007). In short, research on morality and values raises the possibility that conservatives are
more likely than liberals to consult the opinions of relevant others (e.g. social norms) when
making decisions.

Research by Nathanson and Becker (1981) examined how social norms differentially
affect conservatives and liberals. The study examined the behavior of obstetricians following the
1973 Supreme Court decision in Roe v. Wade, which legalized abortion in the United States.
Following this decision, some hospitals supported abortion procedures and some did not,
creating different normative environments. The research showed that conservatives were more
sensitive to local social norms. In other words, if the hospitals at which they were employed
supported abortion, the doctors performed abortions. If the hospitals did not support abortions,
then the doctors did not perform abortions. The values of their social group were fundamentally
important in the determination of the behavior of conservative obstetricians. Liberal
obstetricians were focused on their personal values and conducted abortions regardless of the
values of their social group. Thus, the normative environment was much less informative for
liberal obstetricians in determining their behavior.

More generally, following social norms seems more important to politically conservative
people. For instance, conservatives are less likely than liberals to commit criminal or deviant
acts because of their relatively higher pressure to conform to norms (Tittle, Welch, & Grasmick,
2008). Gibbons and Wright (1983) showed that when conservatives were presented with
information that their personal attitudes were discrepant from others, they were more likely than
liberals to adjust their attitudes in the direction of the social norm. Furthermore, Margulies,
Kessler, and Kandel (1977), in studying the onset of drinking behavior in high school students,

found that drinking in freshman and sophomore students was correlated with political liberalism
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and served as a non-conformist, rebellious behavior. By their junior and senior years, more
conservative students started drinking as a way to conform to the drinking norms of their peers.

In addition, individuals high in right-wing authoritarianism, a strong predictor of
conservative attitudes, value conformity, tradition, and the opinions of high-status individuals
(Altemeyer, 1981, Duriez & Van Hiel, 2002, Jugert, Cohrs, & Duckitt, 2009, Vidulich &
Kaiman, 1961). Feldman (2003) argued that in modern society people face conflicts between
personal autonomy and social cohesion. Authoritarians respond to this conflict by strongly
supporting social cohesion, which in-turn makes them more aware of threats to society. For
example, individuals high in authoritarianism show strong preferences for in-groups over out-
groups, in part because out-groups violate conformity to social norms (Thomsen, Green, &
Sidanius, 2008). These results suggest a general pattern for conservatives to value normative
information in their judgments.

Conversely, research consistently shows that liberals seem less likely or less willing to
conform to the opinions of others. For instance, Sistrunk and Halcomb (1969) presented
conservative and liberal participants with a number of either easy or difficult verbal analogies in
testing books. The easy analogies could be solved by 90% of participants without help in a pre-
test, whereas the hard analogies could be completed without help by fewer than 25% of the pre-
test participants. Importantly, some of the analogies in the test booklets had answers already
written in, ostensibly by previous participants in the study. For the easy analogies, conservatives
conformed to the answers of previous participants at a relatively high rate compared to liberals
and political moderates despite how easy the analogies were. When considering the difficult
analogies, it would be reasonable for the participants to conform to previous answers due to how

hard participants found them. Conservative and politically moderate participants did conform at
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a high rate for the difficult analogies. Liberals, on the other hand, conformed relatively little,
despite their difficulty. Even when it was reasonable to rely on the answers of other participants,
liberal participants were less likely to use that information in their judgments. However,
conservatives (and moderates) were more likely to embrace conformity.

If liberals do not use social-normative information in their decisions, what might they do?
A number of research findings hint at an answer. Tetlock (1983, 1986) found that liberal, as
opposed to conservative, politicians were more likely to consider multiple perspectives
concurrently when making political evaluations. In addition, liberals seem relatively more
accepting of ambiguity and uncertainty compared to conservatives suggesting that they may be
more comfortable exploring environments and exposing themselves to new information
(Sidanius, 1978, Wilson, Ausman, & Matthews, 1973). Fittingly, liberals also tend to show
greater openness to experience, a personality dimension related to unconventionality, creativity,
and searching for new perspectives (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 1999, Carney, Jost,
Gosling, & Potter, 2008).

Based on these differences, Shook and Fazio (2009) directly tested conservative and
liberal participants’ propensity to seek out new, objective information about the environment.
They did this by asking participants to play a game on the computer. The object of the game was
to accrue points by clicking or not clicking on a series of beans. The beans differed in shape,
size, and markings. Clicking on some of the beans provided points, whereas clicking on other
subtracted points. To find out which beans provided points and which subtracted points,
participants had to click on the beans. This was the only way for participants to find out which
beans were good which were bad. Clicking on the beans was also the only way to win points and

the only way to lose points.



Previous research had shown that conservatives display greater sensitivity to fear and
threats than liberals and are more responsive to loss than to gain (Lavine, Burgess, Snyder,
Transue, Sullivan, Haney, & Wagner, 1999). So, Shook and Fazio (2009) hypothesized
conservatives would be less likely than liberals to search for information by examining beans.

The results supported their prediction. Conservatives were less likely to click on the
beans even though doing so would have given them information and potentially given them
points. They seemed to be more sensitive than liberals to the possibility that clicking on the
beans could allow take points away from them. On the other hand, liberals approached more
beans and were able to learn about more positive and negative bean values. In short, liberals
sought out more evidential information from the environment than did conservatives.

In sum, research suggests that conservatives and liberals may differ in the type of
information they use when making a decision. A list of the epistemic differences between
conservatives and liberals is presented in Table 1. Liberals may be more likely to look for
evidence that will help them come to a real answer about a problem in the real world, whereas
conservatives may be more likely to look for information that allows them to arrive at group
consensus and maintain harmony within their in-group. In other words, liberals are likely to
consider decision making as intellective, whereas conservatives are likely to consider decision
making as judgmental. A graphic of this hypothesis can be seen in Figure 1.

It is important to keep in mind that what | am discussing here is the type of information
people actually use. This is not the same as their subjective experience of making a decision.
Presumably, everyone feels they are making accurate judgments based on incontrovertible
evidence and it is the other side that is biased and uninformed (Robinson, Keltner, Ward, &

Ross, 1995). The problem, of course, is that people are generally not accurate at understanding

12
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what affects their decision making (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). What they think they are doing
may not be exactly what they are doing.
System Justification Theory

According to system justification theory (Jost & Hunyady, 2002), people are motivated to
see the prevailing social, economic, and political norms (i.e., the status quo) as good, legitimate,
and desirable. This motivation grows out of three more basic needs: (a) a need for consistency,
certainty, and meaning, (b) a need to manage threat and distress, and (c) a need to coordinate
social relationships and achieve shared reality with others. Research on System Justification has
focused primarily on people's motivation to maintain certain content in their beliefs.

For example, Napier and Jost (2008) used system justification theory to make a
connection between two consistent findings: conservatives are generally happier than liberals
and conservatives are generally more likely than liberals to support meritocracy. Napier and Jost
(2008) began with the observation that the gap between the rich and the poor in the U.S. has
increased dramatically since 1970. During this time, the life satisfaction of liberals has declined,
whereas the life satisfaction of conservatives has not. Why are conservatives better able to cope
with the growing inequality? Conservatives are more likely to see the inequality as justified
because they view it as a sign that the system is working. The rich deserve their good outcomes;
the poor deserve their bad outcomes. Liberals, on the other hand, interpret the inequality as a
flaw in the system that they interpret as a lack of fairness. So, increasing inequality decreases the
life satisfaction of liberals but not conservatives. Conservatives' justification of the status quo
helps them stay happy.

Studies on system justification have frequently used dependent measures reflecting

support for cultural stereotypes (Kay & Jost, 2003), sexism (Calogero & Jost, 2011), faith in the
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government (Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2003), or meritocracy (Ledgerwood,
Mandisodza, Jost, & Pohl, 2011). These studies have shown that conservatives are more likely
than liberals to support the cultural status quo. However, a few studies have looked at how
System Justification tendencies can influence the search for and use of information. For
example, Feygina, Jost, and Goldsmith (2010) showed that conservatives tend to reject evidence
for global warming in part because they think it threatens the status quo (e.g., people have to
reduce the amount they drive). They also showed that it was possible to change conservatives’
acceptance of evidence by changing how the evidence was framed. Conservatives showed
increased belief in the evidence supporting global warming when the belief was presented as
patriotic and as system-sanctioned.

Shepherd and Kay (2012) showed that the tendency to support the status quo can be
enhanced by feelings of helplessness and uncertainty. They presented participants with either
simple or complex messages about the workings of the economy. Complex messages made
participants feel ignorant and helplessness, which they attempted to allay by supporting the
government status quo. Participants also tended to say that they would prefer to avoid
information that could potentially undermine their belief in the ability of the government to
control the economy. Shepherd and Kay concluded that feeling uncertain can motivate people to
justify the status quo by avoiding information that could undermine that justification.

In sum, system justification theory suggests that people prefer information that justifies
the status quo over information that does not. People also tend to avoid information if it might
threaten the status quo. The theory makes no prediction about people's preferences for evidential
versus normative evidence. Either type of information could justify or threaten the status quo.

There are two aspects of the theory, however, that might be relevant to the current research. The
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theory suggests that people's preference for certain kinds of information is heightened by threat
as well as by uncertainty. So, although system justification theory does not allow us to predict
whether liberals are conservatives are more or less likely to seek out informational or normative
evidence, it could suggest that whatever information-seeking tendencies people display may be
stronger among people who see the world in threatening terms or who are high in need for

certainty.
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CHAPTER 2
EXPERIMENT 1: POLITICAL ORIENTATION AND EVALUATION OF INFORMATION
SOURCES

Previous research has raised the possibility that people's political orientation is related to
the processing objectives people employ when making decisions. | conducted two experiments to
test whether conservatives and liberals differ in their search for and use of evidential information
versus normative information. In Experiment 1, I asked participants to rate the usefulness of a
number of sources of information in the context of solving a moral dilemma. | expected that
conservatives would be more likely than liberals to seek out information about other people's
values and judgments, whereas liberals would be more likely than conservatives to ask for
evidence related to the problem.

Experiment 1 conceptually replicated the methods of Kaplan, Schaefer, and Zinkiewicz
(1994). 1 presented participants with a medical dilemma. Then, | asked them to rate a number of
sources of information for how useful they would be in the participant’s judgment. Some of the
sources of information were evidential in nature (e.g. “Research reports from trusted journals on
the effectiveness of the scan for the proposed brain scan medical procedure). Other sources of
information were normative in nature (e.g. “Opinions of the other relevant medical professionals
on performing the brain scans on healthy people”). I hypothesized that conservatives perceive
decision making to be a judgmental matter, so | predicted that they would evaluate the normative

sources of information more positively than would liberals. | hypothesized that liberals would
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perceive their decision making as an intellective matter, so | predicted that they would evaluate
the evidential sources of information more positively than would conservatives.
Participants

100 undergraduates enrolled in introductory psychology courses completed the study for
partial course credit.
Method
Measures

All of the individual difference scales are included in Appendix A.

Political Orientation Scale. This measure was designed to assess participants’ attitudes toward a
number of social issues (e.g. the death penalty, stem cell research) as well as their attitudes
toward conservative and liberal politicians (e.g. George Bush, Barack Obama). Items were
averaged to create a scale where the high end represented support for conservative
politicians/policies and the low end represented support for liberal politicians/policies.

Parental Authority Questionnaire (Buri, 1991). Participants completed a version of this
scale designed to assess their mother’s level of parental authority. The scale contains three
subscales: permissive, authoritative, and authoritarian. An example authoritarian item is, “Even
if her children didn’t agree with her, my mother felt that it was for our own good if we were
forced to conform to what she thought was right.” Participants rated the extent to which each
item described their relationship with their mother on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Likert scale.

Parenting Style. Participants completed a version of this scale designed to assess both
parents’ style of treatment of the participant based on Baumrind’s (1971) parenting styles. The

scale contains three subscales: permissive, authoritative, and authoritarian. An example
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authoritarian item is, “They were in charge and enforced the rules, no matter what.” Participants
rated the extent to which each item was true of their relationship with their parents on a 1 (not
true) to 7 (true) Likert scale.

Schwartz Values Scale (Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008). This was an adapted 21-
item scale assessing the Schwartz values. A scale was administered for each gender.

Participants rated statements about other individuals such as, “It is important to him to be rich.
He wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.” Participants indicated the extent that
those statements resembled themselves on a 1 (not like me at all) to 6 (very much like me) Likert
scale.

Belief that Knowledge is Certain (Schraw, Bendixen, & Dunkle, 2002). This measure
was a variant of the original Epistemic Beliefs inventory and assesses the participant’s belief that
knowledge structures they have are unchanging and universal. An example item is, “What 1S
true today will be true tomorrow.” Participants either agreed or disagreed with each item as a
binary decision.

Objectivism Scale (Leary, Shepperd, McNeil, Jenkins, & Barnes, 1986). This scale
measures the participant’s desire for empirical information and rational decision making. An
example item is, “I see myself as a rational and objective person.” Participants indicated how
much each statement resembled them on a 1 (not at all characteristic of me) to 5 (extremely
characteristic of me) Likert scale.

Belief in a Dangerous World Scale (Altemeyer, 1988). This measure asks participants to
indicate how threatening they perceive the world to be. An example item is, “Any day now
chaos and anarchy could erupt around us. All the signs are pointing to it.” Participants indicated

their agreement with items on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) Likert scale.
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Self Consciousness Scale Revised (Scheier & Carver, 1985). This scale assesses the
extent to which the participant is aware of private or public self-consciousness as well as social
anxiety. Participants read statements such as, “I’m always trying to figure myself out” and
indicated how much each statement was like them on a 0 (not like me at all) to 3 (a lot like me)
Likert scale.

Self Trust Scale. This scale was developed in order to assess how much a participant
trusts his or her own judgment in a given situation. An example item is, “When I work on my
own, I make the right decisions.” Participants indicated their agreement with items on a 1 (not
very true of me) to 7 (very true of me) Likert scale.

Procedure

Participants completed the study in groups of one to three. Each participant was seated
individually at a computer station running Media Lab that was visually separated from other
participants. The instructions on the computer informed participants that they would be making
some decisions about a medical dilemma and would be having a discussion with another
participant at the end of the study. Before the computer presented the dilemma, participants
completed the individual difference measures presented in the measures section.

Next, the computer presented the medical dilemma. The text of the dilemma (adapted
from Petrinovich & O’Neill, 1996) read:

Imagine that there is a new disease is afflicting many patients who could

be helped if a new medical procedure is approved. The proposed new

procedure would involve performing brain scans on currently healthy

individuals for information that could save people afflicted with this new

disease. Doctors believe that performing the brain scan on these healthy
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people could save five patients who are dying of the new disease, but it

would cost the life of the healthy person.

What information would you need in order to make a decision about

supporting the medical procedure?

Participants were told that before the partner discussion, they would be presented with a number
of different types of information that could be used to inform their decision about the morality of
the new procedure. Participants rated 18 sources of information for how useful each would be.
They did this on a 1 (not at all useful) to 7 (very useful) Likert scale. Nine of the sources were
evidential in nature, whereas nine were normative in nature. The information sources are
presented in Appendix B.

Finally, participants were told that they would be able to indicate which other participant
they would like to work with in the upcoming discussion. One participant preferred evidential
information,; the other preferred normative information. Information about the participant
selection is presented in Appendix C. Participants picked one of the other participants, then were
thanked and debriefed.

Results
Correlations Among Individual Difference Variables and Dependent Measures

| first conducted correlation analyses of the individual difference variables with political
orientation and the ratings of the evidential and normative sources of information. This was the
first step of my analysis to check if the data replicated previous research and to check for the
possibility of moderators. The results of these analyses can be found in Table 2. As can be seen,
a number of the individual difference measures correlated significantly with political orientation,

including the primary dependent measures: the ratings of the evidential sources of information
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(r(98) = -.242, p < .05) and the ratings of the normative sources of information (r(98) = .185, p =
.066). The ratings of these two sources of information were highly inter-correlated, r(98) = .415,
p <.01. In addition, none of the other individual difference measures correlated with the
information ratings, despite reflecting potentially related values (e.g. conformity, tradition,
stimulation), normative parenting styles (e.g. authoritarian), and epistemic beliefs (e.g.
knowledge certainty, objectivism). These results suggest that the differences in ratings of the
sources of information are primarily due to individual differences in political orientation.

In terms of values, political orientation was significantly positively correlated with power
(r(98) =.207, p <.05), conformity (r(98) = .261, p < .01), and tradition (r(98) = .296, p < .01),
indicating that conservatives tended to hold these values to a greater extent than did liberals.
Additionally, self-direction (r(98) = -.235, p < .05), universalism (r(98) = -.514, p <.001), and
benevolence (r(98) = -.203, p < .05) were negatively correlated with political orientation,
indicating that liberals tended to hold these values to a greater extent than did conservatives.
These results replicate prior findings showing the relationship between values and political
orientation (e.g. Caprara, et al., 2006). A priori, | believed that these values could be related to
ratings of the sources of information, but they were uncorrelated.

Political orientation was also positively correlated with belief that the world was
dangerous (r(98) =.332, p <.01) and the belief that knowledge was certain (r(98) = .307, p <
.01). However, these variables were uncorrelated with the information source ratings.

Political Orientation and Information Preferences

The first hypothesis of this study was that conservatives would value normative

information (i.e. information from other people) relatively more than liberals. | would expect to

find a positive b-value when the normative information source ratings are regressed on political



22

orientation. The second hypothesis was that liberals would value evidential information (i.e.
objective information about the environment) relatively more than conservatives. | would expect
to find a negative b-value when the evidential information source ratings are regressed on
political orientation.

To test these hypotheses, | averaged the ratings of the normative sources of information
(o =.83) to create a composite score across participants. This score was regressed on political
orientation. The regression model reached significance, R? = .034, F(1, 98) = 3.456, p = .066.
Political orientation significantly predicted the ratings of the normative sources of information in
the hypothesized direction (b = .212, SE = .114, t(98) = 1.859, p = .066). This relationship
indicates that conservatives rated the normative sources of information as significantly more
useful than liberals.

The ratings of the evidential sources of information (a = .75) were also averaged together
to create a composite score across participants. This score was also regressed on political
orientation. The regression model was significant, R? = .059, F(1, 98) = 6.095, p < .05. Political
orientation emerged as a significant predictor of participants ratings of the evidential information
sources in the hypothesized direction (b = -.201, SE =.081, t(98) = -2.469, p < .05). This
relationship indicates that liberals rated the evidential sources of information as significantly
more useful in their thinking than did conservatives.

Following standard practice, | graphed these relationships at £2SD of political
orientation. The results of these analyses are presented together in Figure 2.

Follow Up Analysis
Because the evidential and normative information source ratings were highly correlated,

r(98) = .415, p <.01, I conducted a follow up analysis to test effects of political orientation on
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variance unique to the evidential and normative ratings. To do this, I regressed the evidential
ratings on the normative ratings and saved the unstandardized residual values. These values
represent variance uniquely attributable to the normative information sources that was unshared
with the evidential sources. | followed the reverse procedure to save values representing
variance uniquely attributable to the evidential information sources. These values essentially
represent semi-partial correlations and were the dependent measure of the following analyses.

| regressed political orientation on the semi-partial normative source ratings. The
regression model reached significance, R* = .098, F(1, 98) = 10.653, p < .01. Political
orientation significantly predicted the semi-partial ratings of the normative sources of
information (b = .328, SE = .1, t(98) = 3.264, p <.01). This analysis adds to the previous
findings in that information uniquely attributed to the normative information sources can be
predicted by political orientation in the hypothesized direction. This is a more powerful test of
the hypothesis and the relationship between political orientation and the information ratings is
stronger than in the previous analysis.

| followed the same analysis pattern for the evidential source ratings. | regressed political
orientation on the semi-partial evidential source ratings. The regression model reached
significance, R? = .123, F(1, 98) = 13.686, p < .001. Political orientation significantly predicted
the semi-partial ratings of the evidential sources of information in the hypothesized direction (b =
-.265, SE = .072, t(98) = -3.699, p < .001).

Following standard practice, | graphed these relationships at £2SD of political
orientation. The results of these analyses are presented together in Figure 3.

Testing for System Justification
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According to system justification theory, people prefer information that justifies the
status quo over information that does not. The theory suggests that whatever information-
seeking tendencies people display may be stronger among people who see the world in
threatening terms or who are high in need for certainty.

| first explored this possibility by assessing whether participants' views of the world as
threatening influenced their preference for evidential information. | regressed political
orientation, belief that the world is threatening, and their interaction on the evidential
information sources. This model was significant, R* = .098, F(3, 96) = 3.47, p =.019. A main
effect of political orientation reached significance, b = -.259, SE = .089, t(96) = -2.906, p < .01,
as did the interaction between orientation and belief that the world is threatening, b = .179, SE =
.088, 1(96) = 2.033, p < .05.

To illustrate the interaction, | graphed values at +2SD political orientation and belief that
the world is threatening. The interaction can be seen in Figure 4. To break down this
interaction, | conducted a simple slope analysis. For participants who were high in the belief that
the world was threatening, the simple slope was not significant, b =.059, t(96) = .336, p =.715.
Conservatives and liberals who believed that the world was threatening valued the evidential
sources of information equally. However, for participants who did not believe that the world
was threatening, the simple slope was significant, b = -.577, t(96) = -2.872, p < .01.
Conservatives and liberals who did not believe the world was threatening viewed the evidential
sources of information differently. Conservatives generally rated the evidential sources of
information as less useful in their judgments than did liberals. Thus, the differences between
conservatives and liberals in evaluation of the evidential sources of information emerged only

among participants who did not believe the world was threatening.



25

System justification theory might also suggest that participants would be more likely to
avoid objective information if they personally believe that knowledge is certain (Shepherd &
Kay, 2012). To assess this possibility, I regressed political orientation, knowledge certainty, and
their interaction on the ratings of the evidential sources of information. This model significantly
predicted the ratings, R* = .105, F(3, 96) = 3.737, p = .014, and yielded a main effect of political
orientation, b =-.167, SE = .085, t(96) = -1.974, p = .05. There was also a significant interaction
between political orientation and belief that knowledge is certain, b =-.11, SE = .054, t(96) = -
2.032, p < .05.

To illustrate this interaction, | graphed values at £2SD political orientation and
knowledge certainty. The interaction can be seen in Figure 5. To break down this interaction, |
conducted a simple slope analysis. For participants who did not believe that knowledge was
certain, the simple slope was not significant, b = .148, t(96) = .798, p = .427. Conservatives and
liberals evaluated the evidential sources of information relatively equally when they did not
believe knowledge was certain. For participants who did believe that knowledge was certain, the
simple slope was significant, b =-.482, t(96) = -3.187, p <.01. Among participants who
believed knowledge was certain, conservatives gave lower evaluations of the evidential sources
of information than did liberals.

Parallel analyses exploring the effects of political orientation and the individual
differences (believe in a threatening world and belief that knowledge is certain) on the search for
normative information sources yielded no significant effects.

Partner Selection
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The partner selection measure was analyzed using a binary logistic regression. Political
orientation did not significantly predict partner selection (b = .061, SE =.197, Wald(1) = .097, p
= .76, odds ratio = 1.063).

Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 show that there are significant differences in the way in
which conservatives and liberals evaluate sources of information. Conservatives were relatively
more likely to evaluate the normative sources of information positively compared to liberals.

For the evidential sources of information, liberals were relatively more likely to give positive
evaluations compared to conservatives. These findings replicate previous research showing that
individuals perceiving their decision making as intellective or judgmental evaluate information
more positively when it fits their processing objectives (Kaplan, Schaefer, & Zinkiewicz, 1994).

Together, these findings provide initial evidence for differences in processing objectives
between conservatives and liberals. Conservatives rated normative sources as more useful and
the evidential sources as less useful in their decision making compared to liberals. Liberals, on
the other hand, rated evidential sources as more useful than the normative sources. This pattern
supports my hypotheses and fits with previous research indicating that conservatives value social
harmony and conformity more than liberals do, whereas liberals value autonomy and openness to
information more.

To test for a system justification effect, | also examined the way in which the information
search of conservatives and liberals was affected by their belief that the world is threatening and
that knowledge is certain. Although neither belief influenced participants' ratings of the
normative sources, but both influenced their ratings of the evidential sources. | found that

conservatives gave lower evaluations of the objective evidence than did liberals but only among
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participants who did not see the world in threatening terms. Among those who believed the
world was threatening, conservatives and liberals evaluated the objective evidence the same. It
is unclear how this pattern fits with system justification theory. According to the theory,
conservatives would be more likely than liberals to seek out system justifying information, and
this would be especially true when they felt threatened. In Experiment 1, however, the
difference between conservatives and liberals was seen when participants did not feel threatened
and when they evaluated information that had no direct implications for the status quo. There is
no a priori reason from a System Justification perspective why this should be the case. Further
research is needed to integrate system justification theory with the kind of information search
addressed in this research.

The belief that knowledge is certain also interacted with political orientation in predicting
how participants evaluated the objective evidence. Not believing that knowledge is certain led to
the same evaluations for conservatives and liberals. However, among participants who did
believe knowledge was certain, conservatives tended to evaluate the objective evidence as less
useful than did liberal participants. This means that what they interpreted certain knowledge to
be was different across ideology. Conservatives thought that certain knowledge did not mean
facts and data (i.e. objective evidence), contrasting the liberal position.

From a System Justification perspective, perceiving the world in threatening terms might
heighten the need to justify the system. It is not clear, though, why this would be related to
evaluations of the usefulness of objective sources of information that do not relate to cultural
systems. Objectives sources could just as easily support the status quo as undermine it.
Furthermore, the data from Experiment 1 show that participants who did not believe the world

was threatening evaluated the objective information differently. The same can be said of
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knowledge certainty. It is not clear why seeing knowledge as certain would make conservatives
less likely to value objective sources of information when liberals show increased endorsement
of the same information. If fact, conservatives should prefer certain knowledge if they believed
it supported the status quo (i.e. the medical establishment).

Because Experiment 1 was not designed explicitly to test predictions of System
Justification Theory, the results do not speak clearly to that theory. The results showed that two
variables relevant to System Justification Theory (threat, certainty) moderated the results, but the
implications for that moderation for the theory are not clear. The theory is focused primarily on
people's interest in information that supports or undermines the status quo and either evidential

or normative sources of information could do that.
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CHAPTER 3
EXPERIMENT 2: POLITICAL ORIENTATION AND THE USE OF OBJECTIVE VERSUS
NORMATIVE INFORMATION

Experiment 1 showed that conservatives and liberals have different information
preferences when making an uncertain decision about a medical dilemma. In order to strengthen
the argument for different processing objectives for conservatives and liberals, | designed
Experiment 2 to examine how evidential or normative information would influence participants’
judgments. Previous research shows that participants use information in their judgments that fits
with their intellective or judgmental processing goals (Kaplan & Martin, 1999, Kaplan & Miller,
1987, Rugs & Kaplan, 1993, Zanorth & Sniezek, 1996). Experiment 1 provided initial evidence
that conservatives and liberals conceive of decision making in different terms by examining how
they evaluate information sources. Experiment 2 will extend this distinction by demonstrating
that information sources affect conservative and liberal participants’ judgments in different ways
based on their processing objectives.

In order to test this hypothesis, | gave participants an anchor to use in their judgments
that came from either an objective source or from a normative source. Specifically, participants
were told to make a judgment about what percentage chance of success in journalism a particular
student should accept before going into that major. Half of the participants were told that their
anchor came from objective national survey data, whereas the other half were told that their
anchor came from subjective judgments of other university students. If there are differences in

how conservatives and liberal construe decision making, | would expect to see differences in
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how the anchors are used in their judgments. Conservatives, whom | propose view decision
making as judgmental, should be relatively more likely to anchor closer to the normative source
of information (e.g. other students) than liberals. Liberals, whom | propose view decision
making as intellective, should be relatively more likely to anchor closer to the evidential source
of information (e.g. national survey data) than conservatives. If this pattern were obtained, it
would extend and conceptually replicate Experiment 1.
Method
Participants

177 undergraduates enrolled in introductory psychology courses completed the study for
partial course credit.
Measures

Participants completed all of the measures in Study 1 with the exception of the Self
Consciousness Scale Revised.
Procedure

As in Experiment 1, participants came to the study in groups of one to three. They were
seated individually at a computer running Media Lab that was visually separated from the other
participants. Participants initially completed the individual difference measures.

Next, participants were presented with an adapted version of Robert’s Dilemma from
previous research (Griffin & Buehler, 1993). The text of the dilemma read:

Robert Wilkins, a high school senior, has always enjoyed writing since he was

very young and has even had a few articles printed in a local paper, suggesting he

has considerable writing talent. As high school graduation approaches, Robert has

the choice of taking an engineering school scholarship, a profession which would
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bring certain prestige and financial rewards, or entering a journalism school and

work with well-known writers. Robert realizes that even upon completion of his

journalism studies, which would take many years and a considerable amount of

money, success as a news writer would not be assured.

What is the LOWEST probability of success as a news writer that would make it

worthwhile for Robert to go to the journalism school (rather than the engineering

school)?

Before giving their judgment of the lowest acceptable probability, participants were
primed with one of four anchors. Two anchors came from a social source (e.g. other UGA
students) and should fit more with consensus goals. The other two anchors came from an
evidential source (e.g. independent study data) and should fit with accuracy goals. For each of
these sets, one anchor was high (e.g. 80% chance of success) and one anchor was low (e.g. 20%
chance of success). The anchors are provided in Appendix D. Participants then indicated the
lowest probability of success Robert should accept before pursuing the major he really wants.

Participants then completed a measure of their construal of Robert’s situation, also
adapted from Griffin and Buehler (1993). The construal measure is included in Appendix E.
Finally, participants were debriefed and dismissed from the study.

Results
Correlations Among Individual Difference Variables and Dependent Measure

As in Experiment 1, | first conducted correlation analyses of the individual difference
variables with political orientation (higher numbers represent a more conservative orientation).
Unlike Experiment 1, the Parental Authority Questionnaire Authoritarian (r(175) =.213, p <.01)

and Flexible (r(175) = .148, p < .05) subscales reached significance when correlated with
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political orientation, indicating that conservative participants thought their parents were
relatively more authoritarian (i.e. normative in their parenting) and flexible (i.e. accommodating
to their needs). In addition, the Permissive parenting subscale of the Parenting Style scale was
significantly correlated with political orientation (r(175) = -.176, p < .05) indicating that liberals
felt their parents were relatively more permissive than did conservative participants. The finding
that conservatives reported more authoritarian finding replicates some previous research by
Fraley and colleagues (2012). These values did not correlate or interact with the main dependent
measure.

In terms of values, the data in Experiment 2 replicate some of the data from Experiment
1. Power (r(175) = .168, p <.05), conformity (r(175) = .324, p < .01), and tradition (r(175) =
247, p < .01) were all positively correlated with political orientation, indicating that
conservatives valued these areas relatively more than liberals. Conversely, universalism (r(175)
=-.413, p <.01) was negatively correlated with political orientation, indicating that liberals
valued the positions of others relatively more than conservatives. Experiment 2 failed to
replicate significant correlations between political orientation and valuing self-direction and
benevolence. These values did not correlate or interact with the main dependent measure.

Political orientation was also positively correlated with belief that the world was
dangerous (r(175) = .228, p <.01) and the belief that knowledge was certain (r(175) = .366, p <
.01).
Main Analysis

This study presented participants with one of four potential anchors for their judgments.
Two came from objective, factual sources (e.g. data reports). Two came from normative, social

sources (e.g. other students’ opinions). If liberals perceive their decision making as intellective,
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they should be more likely to use information from an objective source and should anchor closer
to it. On the other hand, if conservatives perceive their decision making as judgmental, they
should be more likely to use information from a normative source and anchor closer to it.
Political Orientation and Use of Information

27 participants (17.9%) in the study had to be dropped for failing to follow directions.
These participants answered the question of the lowest acceptable percentage of success for
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Robert with uninterpretable answers such as, “yes,” “no,” or “he should pick what he wants.”
Because no percentage would make sense for these answers, these participants were dropped
from the main analysis. A %2 test of independence across conditions was non-significant, 2 (3,
N =27) = 1.89, p = .60, indicating that the participants were not missing at a significant rate
differently by condition.

This left 149 participants across four conditions to analyze. Only the high normative
anchor yielded significant results, R? = .155, F(1, 37) = 6.812, p =.01. Conservatives
recommended significantly higher percentages than did liberals when primed with this anchor (b
=7.341, SE = 2.813, t(37) = 2.61, p = .01). The pattern of results, at £2SD of political orientation
can be seen in Figure 6. This result is consistent with predictions but the lack of significant
differences in any of the other comparisons and the large number of participants who made
mistakes answering the questions suggests that there were problems with the study.

Moderation of the Effect

Belief in a threatening world did not interact with political orientation to predict the

percentage chances of success participants indicated for Robert. The belief that knowledge is

certain, did however, R? = .27, F(3, 35) = 4.318, p =.01. A main effect for political orientation

emerged, b =8.001, SE = 2.979, t(35) = 2.686, p = .01. This main effect was qualified by a
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significant interaction between the belief that knowledge is certain and political orientation, b = -
4.472, SE = 1.908, t(35) = -2.344, p < .05. The pattern of results, at £2SD of political orientation
and belief that knowledge is certain can be seen in Figure 7. To break down this interaction, |
conducted a simple slope analysis. For participants who were high in the belief that knowledge
IS certain, there was no significant difference between conservatives and liberals in the
percentage chances of success they indicated for Robert, b =-4.262, t(35) = -.8, p = .429.
However, for participants who were low in the belief that knowledge is certain, conservatives
tended to give higher percentage chances of success for Robert than did liberals, b = 20.264,
t(35) = 3.47, p < .01. Conservative participants who were low in the belief that knowledge is
certain were most influenced by the anchor they were provided.
Discussion

Overall, Experiment 2 was only partially successful. Although there was a difference
between conservatives and liberals the normative-high anchor condition and many of the
correlations among the values replicated earlier work, most of the results were not significant.
Conservatives who were low in the belief that knowledge is certain anchored their judgments
very closely to the provided social information. Liberals who were low in the belief that
knowledge is certain gave very distant judgments about Robert’s chances of success. Because
this was not replicated across conditions, | am hesitant to speculate about what this may mean.
In addition, a large number of participants had to be dropped from the study.

The most likely explanation for the failure is the lack of understanding on the part of the
participants. Although the instructions and procedure for the anchoring task had been used

successfully in previous research (Griffin & Buehler, 1993), our participants seemed to have



trouble understanding what to do. 17.9% of our participants responded in an inappropriate,

nonsensical way.

35
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CHAPTER 4
GENERAL DISCUSSION

The findings of my dissertation provide some evidence that conservatives and liberals
differ in how they construe decision making. The results of Experiment 1 suggest that
conservatives are more likely to view decision making as a judgmental matter, whereas liberals
are more likely to view decision making as an intellective matter. As such, conservatives are
likely to view decision making as a function of values and preferences and perceive that
information as relatively more useful than do liberals. Liberals, on the other hand, tend to find
objective, factual sources of information useful in their decision making.

That these differences in values exist is not surprising given previous research and in
observing political discourse. Liberals and conservatives rarely view political decisions in a
similar way. Take, for instance, the issue of support (or lack thereof) for teaching the theory of
evolution in schools. For conservatives, this is an affront to religious values and beliefs.
Conservatives tend to emphasize that evolution is, “Just a theory,” and that creationist views of
world creation should be taught alongside evolution in schools. If a person were viewing this
decision as a judgmental matter, this reasoning makes perfect sense. Recall that people use
normative influence in order to express personal values and to produce group consensus. That
seems to be what conservatives are doing on the issue of teaching evolution. Conservatives
view evolution as one perspective about how humanity came into existence that they disagree
with, and so use normative influence to express their own views and suppress others. On the

other hand, for liberals the issue seems clear: science unequivocally supports the theory of
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evolution. Liberals do not see the issue as a matter of comparing views; rather, it is a matter of
what objective evidence supports. Thus, for liberals, there is no conflict on the issue and they
tend to view the conservative viewpoint as one that “denies reality.”

In short, when making decisions in life, conservatives are likely to be people-focused,
whereas liberals are likely to be problem-focused. For conservatives, the people that they turn to
— their in-group — are likely to have useful perspective on a valued, group-centered judgment.
For liberals, the problem can be roughly considered “out there in reality,” rather than socially
determined.

Moreover, the results of my dissertation indicate that information does not have one
value. Information has value in the context of a goal. Re-consider the issue of the colleagues
deciding on where to eat lunch. If they are construing the decision as about an objective reality,
then they need evidence about that reality to make a decision. If they are construing the decision
as about the preferences of the group, then they need to assess everyone’s judgments and come
to consensus. My data suggest a case for this difference in interpretation of decisions for liberals
and conservatives at a broader level than just political decision making. So, if the person making
the decision is conservative or liberal, it is likely that she may be more likely to make her
decision based on one set of information versus the other.

Limitations and Future Directions

Not all of the data were successful, however. The data from Experiment 2 largely did not
fit with my predictions. The correlations between political orientation and values were
somewhat similar to Experiment 1, but did not replicate the correlations between self-direction

and benevolence. Furthermore, the answers many participants gave for their responses to
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Robert’s Dilemma were uninterpretable or the remaining results were mostly non-significant
when regressed on political orientation.

Therefore, at least one follow up study would be meaningful to extend the work of
Experiment 1. The study | propose would be roughly a replication of Rugs and Kaplan (1993).
Recall that Rugs and Kaplan showed that people who viewed their decision making in an
intellective way were most persuaded by fact-based arguments, whereas people who viewed their
decision making in a judgmental way were most persuaded by values-based arguments. | would
replicate this study using political orientation as my exogenous variable in place of an
experimental manipulation. Participants would be told that they would be evaluating arguments
to be presented to the Board of Regents on whether it would be a good idea to increase parking
fees on campus. They would read through a series of five arguments that came from either
objective sources (e.g. research reports) or from social sources (e.g. faculty opinions). The
dependent measure of this study would be how convinced liberals and conservatives would be by
these two types of arguments.

The results addressing system justification theory were also somewhat uninformative, at
least with regard to the theory. | found that conservatives preferred evidential sources of
information less than liberals, but this pattern was significant only amount participants who did
not believe the world was threatening and who believed knowledge was certain. System
justification does not provide an obvious explanation for this pattern. Evidential sources of
information could support or threaten the status quo. The problem facing participants in
Experiment 1 was a moral dilemma for which no previously learned cultural knowledge should

apply. Therefore, it is unclear why any of the information sources would have an impact on
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support for social systems, as they specifically pertained to the hypothetical dilemma and the
hypothetical people involved.

From a system justification perspective, it is not clear why conservatives would show a
uniform dislike for such information and it is not clear why their dislike would be stronger if
they did not believe the world was hostile or that knowledge was certain. More broadly, the
results are consistent with previous research demonstrating that conservatives value social
harmony, whereas liberals value openness in searching for information. Future studies could test
implications of system justification Theory more directly, perhaps by manipulating the extent to
which the sources of information support or threaten the status quo.

Conclusions

In conclusion, my dissertation provides the first suggestive evidence of differences in
processing objectives for liberals and conservatives. Conservatives tend to focus on information
about how people (e.g. their in-group) evaluate a decision and give what they think is the “right”
answer; liberals tend to be focused on information about the objective problem itself. This has
implications for political orientation literature in that very little has looked at basic differences in

how liberals and conservatives construe decision making contexts.
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APPENDIX A — INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE MEASURES
Political Orientation Scale

Indicate your attitude toward each of the following issues:

Overall, I would consider myself

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Moderate Very
Liberal Conservative

Death Penalty

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Internet pornography

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Banning Handguns

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Abstract Art

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Feminism

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Affirmative Action

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Democrats

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive
Republicans

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Negative Positive

Banning Abortion



1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Property Tax
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Same Sex Marriage
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Liberals
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Conservatives
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Tougher Immigration Laws
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Capitalism
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

School Prayer
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Socialism
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Stem Cell Research
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Universal Health Care
1 2 3 4 5 6
Negative

Barack Obama
1 2 3 4 5 6

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive

7
Positive
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Negative

1
Negative

2

George Bush
3 4 5

6

Positive

7
Positive

47



Instructions:

Parental Authority Questionnaire
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For each of the following statements, circle the number of the 5-point

scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) that best describes how that statement
applies to you and your mother. Try to read and think about each statement as it applies to
you and your mother during your years of growing up at home. There are no right or wrong
answers, so don’t spend a lot of time on any one item. We are looking for your overall
impression regarding each statement. Be sure not to omit any items.

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

While | was growing up my mother felt that in a well-run home
the children should have their way in the family as often as the
parents do.

Even if her children didn’t agree with her, my mother felt that it
was for our own good if we were forced to conform to what she
thought was right.

Whenever my mother told me to do something as | was growing
up, she expected me to do it immediately without asking any
questions.

As | was growing up, once family policy had been established,
my mother discussed the reasoning behind the policy with the
children in the family.

My mother has always encouraged verbal give-and-take
whenever | have felt that family rules and restrictions were
unreasonable.

My mother has always felt that what her children need is to be
free to make up their own minds and to do what they want to do,
even if this does not agree with what their parents might want.

As | was growing up my mother did not allow me to question any
decision she had made.

As | was growing up my mother directed the activities and
decisions of the children in the family through reasoning and
discipline.

My mother has always felt that more force should be used by
parents in order to get their children to behave the way they are
supposed to.

10.

As | was growing up my mother did not feel that | needed to
obey rules and regulations of behavior simply because someone
in authority had established them.

11.

As | was growing up | knew what my mother expected of me in




my family, but I also felt free to discuss those expectations with
my mother when | felt that they were unreasonable.

12.

My mother felt that wise parents should teach their children early
just who is boss in the family.

13.

As | was growing up, my mother seldom gave me expectations
and guidelines for my behavior.

14.

Most of the time as | was growing up my mother did what the
children in the family wanted when making family decisions.

15.

As the children in my family were growing up, my mother
consistently gave us direction and guidance in rational and
objective ways.

16.

As | was growing up my mother would get very upset if | tried to
disagree with her.

17.

My mother feels that most problems in society would be solved if
parents would not restrict their children’s activities, decisions,
and desires as they are growing up.

18.

As | was growing up my mother let me know what behavior she
expected of me, and if I didn’t meet those expectations, she
punished me.

19.

As | was growing up my mother allowed me to decide most
things for myself without a lot of direction from her.

20.

As I was growing up my mother took the children’s opinions into
consideration when making family decisions, but she would not
decide for something simply because the children wanted it.

21.

My mother did not view herself as responsible for directing and
guiding my behavior as | was growing up.

22.

My mother had clear standards of behavior for the children in our
home as | was growing up, but she was willing to adjust those
standards to the needs of each of the individual children in the
family.

23.

My mother gave me direction for my behavior and activities as |
was growing up and she expected me to follow her direction, but
she was always willing to listen to my concerns and to discuss
that direction with me.

24,

As | was growing up my mother allowed me to form my own
point of view on family matters and she generally allowed me to
decide for myself what | was going to do.

25.

My mother has always felt that most problems in society would
be solved if we could get parents to strictly and forcibly deal with
their children when they don’t do what they are supposed to as
they are growing up.

26.

As | was growing up my mother often told me exactly what she
wanted me to do and how she expected me to do it.

217.

As | was growing up my mother gave me clear direction for my
behaviors and activities, but she was also understanding when |
disagreed with her.
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28.

As | was growing up my mother did not direct the behaviors,
activities, and desires of the children in the family.

12345

29.

As | was growing up | knew what my mother expected of me in
the family and she insisted that I conform to those expectations
simply out of respect for her authority.

12345

30.

As | was growing up, if my mother made a decision in the family
that hurt me, she was willing to discuss that decision with me and
to admit it if she had made a mistake.

12345

50



Parenting Style

Rate the extent to which each of the following statements describes the way your parents (or
primary caretakers) treated you as you were growing up.

1. They set few rules and expectations for me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

2. They were in charge and enforced the rules, no matter what.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

3. They were inconsistent in disciplining me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

4. They considered my wishes and opinions along with theirs when making decisions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

5. For them, discipline usually meant punishment.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

6. They dealt with misbehavior directly but not harshly.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not True
True

o1



7. They rewarded me for acting appropriately.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

8. They ignored most of my inappropriate behavior as normal.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

9. They seemed to keep their annoyance and anger about my behavior to themselves.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

10. They valued my school achievement and supported my efforts.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not True
True

11. | think they were occasionally overwhelmed and almost ready to give up on me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

12. They often gave in to my arguing, whining and other demands.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Not True
True

52

13. They made most of my decisions for me, even those that would have been developmentally

appropriate for me to make.



1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

14. They often expressed anger toward me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

15. They expected me to act independently, at an age-appropriate level.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

16. They strongly valued my free expression of wishes and impulses.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True

17. They used strong and frequent physical punishment.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True
True
18. They supported my constructive, responsible behavior.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not True

True

19. They communicated rules clearly and directly.



1 2 3 4 5
Not
True

20. Many of their rules were general rather than specific.

1 2 3 4 5
Not
True

21. They spent little time with me.
1 2 3 4 5

Not
True

True
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| rarely knew what they really meant.

6

7
True

True
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Schwartz VValues Scale

Here we briefly describe some people. Please read each description and think about how much
each person is or is not like you. Indicate the number that matches how much the person in the
description is like you.

HOW MUCH LIKE YOU IS THIS PERSON?

Verymuch  Likeme  Somewhat A little like  Notlike me  Not like me
like me like me me at all

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to her. She likes to do things in
her own original way.

It is important to her to be rich. She wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.
She thinks it is important that every person in the world be treated equally. She believes
everyone should have equal opportunities in life.

It’s important to her to show her abilities. She wants people to admire what she does.

It is important to her to live in secure surroundings. She avoids anything that might
endanger her safety.

She likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. She thinks it is important
to do lots of different things in life.

She believes that people should do what they’re told. She thinks people should follow
rules at all times, even when no-one is watching.

It is important to her to listen to people who are different from her. Even when she
disagrees with them, she still wants to understand them.

It is important to her to be humble and modest. She tries not to draw attention to herself.
Having a good time is important to her. She likes to “spoil” herself.

It is important to her to make her own decisions about what she does. She likes to be free
to plan and not depend on others.

It’s very important to her to help the people around her. She wants to care for their well-
being.

Being very successful is important to her. She hopes people will recognize her
achievements.

It is important to her to be rich. She wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.
She looks for adventures and like to take risks. She wants to have an exciting life.



16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.
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It is important to her always to behave properly. She wants to avoid doing anything
people would say is wrong.

It is important to her to get respect from others. She wants people to do what she says.
It is important to her to be loyal to her friends. She wants to devote herself to people
close to her.

She strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the environment
IS important to her.

Tradition is important to her. She tries to follow the customs handed down by her
religion or her family.

She seeks every chance she can to have fun. It is important to her to do things that give
her pleasure.
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Belief That Knowledge is Certain
. What is true today will be true tomorrow.

1. True 2. False

. The moral rules 1 live by apply to everyone.

1. True 2. False

. If two people are arguing about something, then one of them must be wrong.

1. True 2. False

. Working on a problem with no quick solution is a waste of time.

1. True 2. False

. If you don't understand something the first time going back over it won't help.

1. True 2. False

. Instructors should focus on facts rather than theories.

1. True 2. False

. Too many theories just complicate things.

1. True 2. False

. Things are simpler than most professors would have you believe.

1. True 2. False

. When someone in authority tells me what to do, I usually do it.

1. True 2. False
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Objectivism Scale

| seek as much information as possible before making decisions.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic ~ characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

I think the answers to most questions in life can be found through careful, objective analysis
of the situation.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

I do not like to be too objective in the way | look at things.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

Trying to be highly objective and rational does not improve my ability to make good

decisions.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

| see myself as a rational and objective person.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely

characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me
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After | make a decision, it is often difficult for me to give logical reasons for it.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

| gather as much information as possible before making decisions.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

The solution to many problems in life can not be found through an intellectual examination
of the facts.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic  characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

I try to employ a cool-headed, objective approach when making decisions about my life.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic ~ characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

I am only confident of decisions that are made after careful analysis of all available

information.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extermely
characteristic ~ characteristic characteristic characteristic  characteristic
of me of me of me of me of me

| tend not to be particularly objective or logical in my approach to life.

1 2 3 4 5



Not at all
characteristic
of me

Slightly
characteristic
of me

Moderately
characteristic
of me

Very
characteristic
of me

Extermely
characteristic
of me
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Belief that the World is Threatening
Rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

1. Although it may appear that things are constantly getting more dangerous and chaotic, it
really isn’t so. Every era has its problems, and a person’s chances of living a safe, untroubled
life are better today than ever before.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

2. Any day now chaos and anarchy could erupt around us. All the signs are pointing to it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

3. There are many dangerous people in our society who will attack someone out of pure
meanness, for no reason at all.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

4. Despite what one hears about “crime in the street” there probably isn’t any more now than
there ever has been.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

5. If a person takes a few sensible precautions, nothing bad is likely to happen to him or her.
We do not live in a dangerous world.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

6. Every day as society becomes more lawless and bestial, a person’s chances of being robbed,
assaulted, and even murdered go up.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

7. My knowledge and experience tell me that the social world we live in is basically a safe stable
and secure place in which most people are fundamentally good.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly



8. It seems that every year there are fewer and fewer truly respectable people, and more and
more person with no morals at all who threaten everyone else.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

9. The “end” is not near. People who think that earthquakes, wars, and famines means God
might be about to destroy the world are being foolish.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly

10. My knowledge and experience tell me that the social world we live in is basically a
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dangerous and unpredictable place, in which good, decent, and moral people’s values and way of

life are threatened and disrupted by bad people.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Agree
Strongly Strongly
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Self Consciousness Scale Revised

Please answer the following questions about yourself by selecting one of the numbers available.
For each of the statements, indicate how much each statement is like you by using the following
scale:

3 =alot like me

2 = somewhat like me
1 = alittle like me

0 = not like me at all

Please be as honest as you can throughout, and try not to let your responses to one question
influence your response to other questions. There are no right or wrong answers.

I’m always trying to figure myself out.
I’m concerned about my style of doing things
It takes me time to get over my shyness in new situations.
| think about myself a lot.
| care a lot about how | present myself to others.
| often daydream about myself.
It’s hard for me to work when someone is watching me.
| never take a hard look at myself.
| get embarrassed very easily.
. I’'m self-conscious about the way | look.
. It’s easy for me to talk to strangers.
. 1 generally pay attention to my inner feelings.
. I usually worry about making a good impression.
. I’'m constantly thinking about my reasons for doing things.
. | feel nervous when | speak in front of a group.
. Before | leave my house, | check how I look.
. | sometimes step back (in my mind) in order to examine myself from a distance.
. I’'m concerned about what other people think of me.
. I’'m quick to notice changes in my mood.
. I’'m usually aware of my appearance.
. I know the way my mind works when | work through a problem.
. Large groups make me nervous.
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Self Trust Scale

| frequently feel like I intuitively know how to respond to things that come up in life.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

When I work on my own, | make the right decisions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

I like to experiment with new ideas | have.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

When | think about decisions, my assessment is usually correct.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me
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Sometimes when | was growing up, my friends would make me do things I did not want to do.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me
If I were deciding to move for a job, | would be sure to consult my personal values in the
decision.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

I find it difficult to choose the classes I need to take for my major.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me
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When studying for class, | often wonder how other students remember the material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

If I have a class project, | am able to make a meaningful decision on what to study.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

In group discussions, | consider myself a leader.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

Sometimes I have to think about the decisions | have made multiple times.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

When I think about terrible news, such as events surrounding Hurricane Isaac, | know | would
make the right decision in that situation.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

When | get into my career, | think that | would be a good company decision maker.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

I indentify with inventors, composers, and philosophers who pioneer new ideas.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

If I were put in charge of a work group or class, | am not sure what | would do.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

My unique ideas motivate my willingness to learn in my major area.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

Other people would say I know what to do in an emergency situation.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

When my values are in conflict with someone else's, | usually let them get their way.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

Sometimes the stress of my life can overwhelm my ability to respond effectively.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

Even if no one supported me, | would move to another country for my career.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me

| take on more responsibility in life because | believe in myself.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me
If I had the opportunity to volunteer to help others, I think it would be a great way to apply
myself.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very

True of Me True of Me



It is likely that the hard work | do now will open up great opportunities for me later.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Very Very
True of Me True of Me
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APPENDIX B — TYPES OF INFORMATION FOR EXPERIMENT 1

Evidential Information Sources

Research reports from trusted journals on the effectiveness of the scan for the proposed brain
scan medical procedure.

Medical records indicating the likelihood of survival of the patients afflicted with the new
disease without the brain scan procedure.

Extensive review of medical literature to look for possible alternative procedures for the
affected patients.

Medical data for any one healthy patient’s overall health and potential life span for comparison
before a scan.

The daily cost for taking care of patients dying from the new disease in medical offices around
the country.

Pharmacological information about the effectiveness of current medications to treat the
symptoms and prevent the spread of the disease.

Biological research reports on the potential for the disease to spread to new populations within
the next 10 years.

Economic data on the potential costs of implementing the new brain scan procedure in medical
offices and how this would be offset by insurance.

Projections of the number of patients that would need to be scanned in order to reduce the

instances of the new disease.
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Normative Information Sources

Opinions of the other relevant medical professionals on performing the brain scans on healthy
people.

Asking patients dying from the new disease and their families whether they favor or disfavor
the medical procedure.

National survey information about how most people generally feel about conducting the brain
scans.

Survey results on how average American households generally feel about invasive medical
procedures.

Opinion polls from average Americans on how willing they would be to help others in need.

A report on what people in comparable countries think about the new brain scan procedure.

Polls indicating whether or not medical offices or legal courts should decide if doctors should
perform the brain scans.

Positions from religious denominations that have taken a stand on the ethics of the brain scan
procedure.

Public opinion surveys examining if middle-aged persons have become more likely to donate

their bodies to science over the last 50 years.
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APPENDIX C — PARTNER PROFILES FOR EXPERIMENT 1
Partner A:

Research reports from trusted journals on the effectiveness of the scan for the proposed brain
scan medical procedure.

Survey results on how average American households generally feel about invasive medical
procedures.

Economic data on the potential costs of implementing the new brain scan procedure in medical
offices and how this would be offset by insurance.

The daily cost for taking care of patients dying from the new disease in medical offices around

the country.

Partner B:

Opinions of the other relevant medical professionals on performing the brain scans on healthy
people.

Polls indicating whether or not medical offices or legal courts should decide if doctors should
perform the brain scans.

Asking patients dying from the new disease and their families whether they favor or disfavor
the medical procedure.

Projections of the number of patients that would need to be scanned in order to reduce the

instances of the new disease.
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APPENDIX D — ANCHORS FOR EXPERIMENT 2

Evidential Anchors:

A national, independent study of journalism students over the last 10 years found that they had a
20% chance of ending up with a successful career.
A national, independent study of journalism students over the last 10 years found that they had

an 80% chance of ending up with a successful career.

Normative Anchors:

Most UGA students believe that Robert should study journalism even if he has an 20% chance of
success.
Most UGA students believe that Robert should study journalism even if he has an 80% chance of

SUCCEeSS.
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APPENDIX E — CONTRUAL MEASURE FOR EXPERIMENT 2
Construal Items:
1) What does a successful news writing career mean? (local paper versus international news
desk manager)
2) What are the chances that Robert will be a successful news writer? (poor versus good)
3) How high a value does Robert put on money? (high versus low)
4) How high a value does Robert put on self-fulfillment? (low versus high)
5) How ambitious is Robert about his news writing career? (unambitious versus ambitious)
6) How happy would Robert be in an engineering career? (happy versus unhappy)
7) How interesting does Robert find mathematics and science? (exciting versus boring)
8) How high a value does Robert place on security? (high versus low)
9) What does it mean to say that Robert has “enjoyed writing” since he was very young? (minor
hobby versus extreme obsession)
10) What does it mean to say that Robert has “considerable writing talent?”” (best in high

school versus potential international fame)
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Table 1
Epistemic differences between conservatives and liberals
Conservatives Liberals
Values Value tradition, conformity Reject conformity
Personality Dislike uncertainty Open to new experiences, comfortable
with ambiguity
Information Processing  Behave according to local Look for new objective information
social norms
Perception of Decision Judgmental Intellective

Making
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Outline of epistemic differences between conservatives and liberals.
Figure 2. Ratings of the evidential and normative sources of information predicted by political
orientation.
Figure 3. Semi-partial ratings of the evidential and normative sources of information predicted
by political orientation.
Figure 4. Political orientation and hostile world perceptions interacting to predict evidential
information source ratings.
Figure 5. Political orientation and knowledge certainty interaction predicting evidential
information source ratings.
Figure 6. Recommended percent success for Robert with a high social anchor predicted by
political orientation.
Figure 7. Recommended percent success for Robert with a high social anchor predicted by

political orientation and the belief that knowledge is certain.



Political Orientation

Liberals

y

Concerned about
accuracy.

Will prefer evidential
information about
reality.

Y

Behaviors

Figure 1. Outline of epistemic differences between conservatives and liberals.
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Figure 3. Semi-partial ratings of the evidential and normative sources of information predicted

by political orientation.
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Figure 4. Political orientation and hostile world perceptions interacting to predict evidential

information source ratings.
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Figure 5. Political orientation and knowledge certainty interaction predicting evidential
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Figure 6. Recommended percent success for Robert with a high social anchor predicted by

political orientation.
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Figure 7. Recommended percent success for Robert with a high social anchor predicted by

political orientation and the belief that knowledge is certain.



