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Do political partisans evaluate new information in a biased way? Despite decades of 

research, this question has been difficult for psychologists to resolve. Proponents of rationalist 

accounts claim that ostensible biases can be solely explained by impartial, accuracy-motivated 

processes; in contrast, proponents of motivated accounts contend that partisans’ evaluations are 

often influenced by biased, directionally-motivated processes. Embracing the logic of blinding 

that underlies many scientific practices, I designed and deployed a novel experimental paradigm 

across four preregistered experiments (N = 4010) to critically test these two accounts. 

Participants were randomly assigned to evaluate the methodological quality of scientific 

evidence either before they knew its results (blinded evaluations) or after they knew its results 

(unblinded evaluations). The critical assumption underlying this design was that blinded 

participants provided purely impartial, accuracy-motivated evaluations. Unblinded participants, 

on the other hand, may or may not have been biased by their prior political beliefs when 

evaluating the new information. Indeed, in every study, unblinded participants were unduly 

influenced by their prior beliefs compared to their attitudinally-similar counterparts who made 

blinded evaluations. Partisans’ feelings and expectations produced independent, yet highly 

intertwined, biasing effects on their evaluations. These biases were most evident in unblinded 
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participants’ denigration of politically-unfriendly information, rather than their veneration of 

politically-friendly information. Additionally, I found that blinding partisans’ quality evaluations 

influenced how credible they found politically-unfriendly information and how they updated 

their beliefs in response to that information. I discuss how these findings can be integrated into 

existing theoretical models—including Bayesian models of belief updating—to provide more 

accurate descriptions of political cognition. Ultimately, these results disconfirmed strong 

rationalist accounts of partisan evaluations and supported the existence of partisan biases. 
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INTRODUCTION 

"It ain't what you don't know that gets you in trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't 

so."  

 Imagine a friend who believes the quotation above is originally attributable to Mark 

Twain. The tidbit may have been relayed to him through a trusted family member or coworker, 

or perhaps he came across it through a movie or social media post. The quote resonated with 

him, and he has recited it often throughout the intervening years, noting the wisdom in Twain’s 

wit in such recitations. Yet after stumbling across an expert resource on the quotation (Seybold, 

2016), you have been convinced that the attribution is apocryphal. You share this information 

with your friend, but he won’t budge in his belief that the quote is Twain’s. He doesn’t find the 

archival evidence very rigorous, especially since it relies on what The New York Times couldn’t 

find. Despite your evidence, he maintains his belief in the quote’s origins, and you hear him 

misinform others about Twain’s alleged aphorism in subsequent conversations. After a spat or 

two on the topic, you frustratedly let it go, wincing whenever he brings it up but knowing your 

efforts are better spent elsewhere.  

 Should we consider your friend’s resistance to new information to be biased? Although 

the answer seems obvious, it is a difficult question to parse. Psychologists have long struggled to 

conceptually and empirically differentiate between judgments that are biased and ones that are 

merely flawed. This has been called the observational equivalence problem: what often looks 

like a bias tends to be indistinguishable from a judgment one would make via impartial, albeit 

imperfect, judgment (Tetlock & Levi, 1982; Ditto, 2009; Druckman & McGrath, 2019). Your 

friend’s questioning of archival research methods may have merit, or he may have good reasons 

for trusting the original source more than the university at which the Center for Mark Twain 
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Studies is housed; it is also possible that, having recited the misinformation over years, your 

friend does not want to believe that he could have uncritically spread such misconceptions.  

The case of the apocryphal quote is fairly low-stakes, yet the difficulty of distinguishing 

biased from unbiased reasoning is prevalent across domains of human judgment (Ditto, 

2009; Erdeyli, 1974; Gerber & Green, 1999; Miller & Ross, 1975; Tetlock & Levi, 1982). Two 

domains in which these distinctions are consequential are science (Lord et al., 1979; Munro & 

Munro, 2014; Scurich & Shniderman, 2014; Washburn & Skitka, 2017) and politics (Baron & 

Jost, 2019; Ditto et al., 2019a; Druckman & McGrath, 2019; Kahan, 2016; Leeper & Slothus, 

2014; Tappin, et al., 2020c). Whether people are biased or unbiased evaluators of political 

information, and politically-relevant scientific evidence, may have practical implications for how 

policymakers, social media platforms, and everyday citizens seek to convey such information to 

others. In an era of historic polarization (Druckman, 2017; Finkel et al., 2020), understanding 

how people process information and change their beliefs—particularly after encountering 

information that contradicts what they previously believed—is critical for cultivating social 

consensus to address collective problems.  

Defining Bias  

Historically, researchers of social cognition have struggled to distinguish between 

judgments made through rational, unbiased information processing and those made through 

irrational, biased information processing. Debates over the rationality or irrationality of judgment 

has taken many forms (for a historical overview, see Ditto, 2009), but it can be distilled into a 

debate over the extent to which desires and expectations guide how people evaluate information. 

For instance, recognizing threatening stimuli more quickly than nonthreatening stimuli, or 

attributing successes to oneself and failures to external influences, can be thought of as 
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demonstrating a motivational bias that drives people to process information in accordance with 

their desires. Yet these results can be explained similarly plausibly as violations of expectations; 

people do not expect to see threatening stimuli or fail at a task, and people may process 

unexpected information and expected information differently regardless of their underlying 

motivations (Erdeyli, 1974; Miller & Ross, 1975; Tetlock & Levi, 1982; Gerber & Green, 1999; 

Baron & Jost, 2019). The seminal work on cognitive heuristics separately demonstrated that it is 

unnecessary to invoke motivational processes to explain many predictable errors in judgment 

(Kahneman, 2003). Thus, while early motivational theorists argued that desires and preferences 

bias judgments, alternative accounts of “unmotivated” information processing could not be 

disproven. 

In response to these empirical and conceptual criticisms, motivational theorists developed 

integrative frameworks that conceptualized motivations as explicitly influencing cognitive 

processing (Kunda, 1990; Ditto & Lopez, 1992; Kruglanski, et al., 2009; Ditto, 2009). 

Importantly, the latest generation of motivational theories acknowledged that both “hot” 

(affective) and “cold” (cognitive) psychological processes influence people’s judgments (Kunda, 

1990; Ditto & Lopez, 1992; Ditto, 2009). The key insight from these updated motivational 

theories was that all reasoning is motivated—that is, knowing the relative contributions of “hot” 

and “cold” systems (to the extent they are dissociable) is only useful insofar as it can help 

researchers detect the types of motivations that are driving a particular judgment. Many of these 

updated motivational theories focused on differentiating two broad classes of motivations that 

people hold, typically simultaneously: accuracy and directional motivations. Accuracy 

motivations are characterized by the drive to obtain an accurate understanding of the world, 

while directional motivations reflect the drive to maintain or defend a particular understanding 
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of the world (Kunda, 1990; Leeper & Slothuus, 2014). Directional motivations can alter how 

information is processed by, for example, influencing how much attention one pays to belief-

inconsistent, relative to belief-consistent, information (Ditto & Lopez, 1992; Ditto, et al., 1998). 

This conceptualization of motivations has proven useful for researchers interested in defining 

and measuring political biases. A partisan bias has been defined as the motivation to arrive at 

politically-friendly (i.e., belief-consistent) conclusions, in contrast to the motivation to interpret 

information as accurately as possible (Bolsen et al., 2014; Druckman & McGrath, 2019; Leeper 

& Slothus, 2014; Kahan, 2016; Tappin, et al., 2020c).  

Limitations of Past Experimental Research on Partisan Bias 

Nevertheless, studies of partisan bias have continued to suffer from the problem of 

observational equivalence, making it difficult to reinterpret past research on partisan bias through 

the lens of these theoretical developments. Our recent meta-analysis reanalyzed the results of 51 

paradigmatic experiments on the topic from political science and political psychology (Ditto et 

al., 2019a). To be included in the meta-analysis, studies were required to present tightly matched 

information to participants (either between- or within-subjects) that manipulated the political 

friendliness of the information presented. Research that met these criteria tended to fall into two 

classes of experimental designs: “party cue” designs that manipulate the source of presented 

information across participants, and “outcome switching” designs that manipulate the content of 

presented information across participants. Although these experimental designs are common, 

many of these studies cannot definitively exclude rational, accuracy-motived 

counterexplanations of purportedly biased, directionally-motivated effects (Baron & Jost, 2019; 

Tappin et al, 2020c). 
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For example, in a prototypical “party cue” experiment, participants are presented with the 

same proposed policy (for example, a welfare policy), but the political party supporting the 

legislation is manipulated across conditions (e.g., Cohen, 2003). Participants then complete 

ratings of how good or bad they think the policy is and how much they support or oppose it. The 

logic of this design is that, if partisans support the exact same policy more when it is endorsed by 

their preferred party (compared to the opposing party or no endorsement), then their ratings belie 

a directional motivation to support their party rather than an accuracy motivation to interpret the 

policy evenhandedly. While many researchers have argued that effects observed in Party Cue 

experiments demonstrate a bias, others note that the same pattern of behavior can be explained 

without invoking bias. For example, partisans may contextualize complicated information 

through the strong, informative signal of their partisan affiliations. If people align themselves 

with a particular political party because they believe that party is usually correct, then it can be 

reasonable and efficient to use a party cue as a guide for assessing support for a policy (Bullock, 

2009).  

Similarly, in a prototypical “outcome switching” design, all participants are presented 

with information about a political topic (e.g., a summary of a research article testing the 

effectiveness of capital punishment), and only the content of the information is manipulated 

across conditions (e.g., results suggest the policy is/is not effective; Lord, Ross & Lepper, 1979). 

Participants then rate the quality of the study, whether they have changed their attitude on the 

topic after reading about the study, and other dependent measures. The logic here is that, if 

partisans think a study is higher quality or stronger evidence in support of a conclusion when the 

results are politically-friendly (compared to politically-unfriendly results), then they are 

demonstrating a directional motivation to align their evaluations of the study with their prior 
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views rather than update their beliefs in an accuracy-motivated manner. These matched-

information designs have been the gold-standard methodology for assessing biases, political or 

otherwise, following precedents set by studies on heuristics in judgment and decision-making 

research (Kahneman, 2003; Ditto et al., 2019b). Yet researchers have noted the ostensible biases 

observed in outcome switching experiments may be attributed to accuracy-motivated partisans 

forming and changing their beliefs through the lens of their prior attitudes. Indeed, partisans’ 

prior attitudes were likely developed through exposure to trusted information and sources. If 

people come to their beliefs about a political issue by engaging with what they think is the best 

evidence on the subject, it can be reasonable to dismiss the results of a contradictory study as a 

statistical fluke or as coming from an untrustworthy source (Baron & Jost, 2019; Tappin, et al., 

2020c). 

Thus, despite the clear logic of these two experimental paradigms, the observational 

equivalence problem has made it difficult to derive clear insights about the prevalence of partisan 

biases from these studies. One cannot determine whether a partisan is accuracy-motivated 

(seeking the truth regardless of political-friendliness) or directionally-motivated (seeking a 

politically-friendly conclusion regardless of whether it is true) by solely measuring their prior 

attitudes and their post-information beliefs (Bullock, 2009; Ditto, 2009; Leeper & Slothus, 2014; 

Baron & Jost, 2019; Tappin et al., 2020c). Accuracy-motivated accounts of partisan judgments, 

and rationalist accounts of human judgment more broadly (Jones & Love, 2011), highlight that it 

is not inherently biased for people to use their prior beliefs as a filter through which to 

understand the world. Indeed, many have argued that evaluating new information in reference to 

one’s prior beliefs is ideal for, if not integral to, learning and accurate belief-updating (Baron & 

Jost, 2019; Druckman & McGrath, 2019; Gerber & Green, 1999; Lord, Ross & Lepper, 1979). 
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While people will sometimes reach inaccurate conclusions by filtering and interpreting new 

information through the lens of their prior beliefs, engaging in such a process may actually lead 

to more accuracy in the long run.  

Motivations and Bias in a Bayesian Framework 

Although the observational equivalence problem makes it harder to clearly identify 

directional biases, not all types of judgments are equally susceptible to accuracy-motivated 

counterexplanations. Evaluations of the quality of new information, as is often assessed in 

outcome switching designs, are not as open to rationalist counterexplanations as are impressions 

of the credibility of that information or measures of belief updating (Ditto et al., 2019a, 2019b). 

To better understand the often fine distinctions between quality evaluations, credibility 

impressions, and belief updating, it may be useful to contextualize these concepts in a Bayesian 

belief updating theoretical framework.  

Bayesian belief updating is a theoretical process through which people incorporate new 

information into their prior beliefs to arrive at a new, or updated, beliefs (Druckman & McGrath, 

2019; Jones & Love, 2011). People start off with belief, which are called prior beliefs (often 

referred to simply as priors). People hold many prior beliefs with varying amounts of confidence. 

When people encounter new information, they must interpret it. I refer to this second process as 

evaluation. Evaluation entails an assessment of the quality or validity of the new information 

(e.g., if a scientific study seems methodologically sound). People also form impressions of the 

credibility of the new information (e.g., if the information comes from a trustworthy source), 

which may occur before or after evaluating the quality of that information. Finally, people 

assimilate (or do not assimilate) the new information into their prior beliefs, the process of belief 

updating, through which they arrive at a new, updated belief. 
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The extent to which an updated belief differs from a prior belief is a function of both the 

perceptions of the new information and the level of confidence with which a person held their 

prior belief. If a person was not confident in their prior belief, then it may not take particularly 

high-quality information for them to arrive at an updated belief in the direction of the new 

information. Yet if a person was extremely confident in their prior belief, then only the highest-

quality information that contradicts their prior belief  may suffice for driving the reasoner to 

arrive at an updated belief that meaningfully deviates from their prior belief. Critically, a 

Bayesian belief-updating process can be driven by a reasoner holding accuracy and/or directional 

motivations (Druckman & McGrath, 2019). Although Bayesian models are often referenced as 

rationalist or normative models of reasoning (Baron & Jost, 2019), even by critics (Jones & 

Love, 2011; Uhlmann, 2011), a Bayesian belief updating process can result in directional biases.  

In theory, Bayesian belief updating can go awry at the stage of quality evaluations, 

credibility impressions, belief updating, or any combination thereof. It is extremely difficult to 

tease apart whether a directional bias has emerged in the credibility impression or belief updating 

stages of reasoning. Expectations (accuracy motivations) and preferences (directional 

motivations) are often intertwined and have similar effects on judgments. To provide evidence of 

a directional bias in one’s credibility impressions or belief updating, researchers  must show that 

a failure to believe new information is unequivocally driven by a person’s preferences (see 

Thaler, 2019 for recent methodological advances in this area). Although the same standards 

apply to detecting biases in evaluations, it is much more straightforward to detect directional 

biases in the evaluation stage (Ditto et al., 2019a, 2019b). This is because an accuracy-motivated 

reasoner would not use the congeniality of new information with their prior beliefs to assess the 

quality of that information. If a person is motivated to come to an accurate understanding of the 



  9 

world, the political-friendliness of new information is irrelevant to assessing its quality (Kelly, 

2008, Ballantyne, 2019, Carter & McKenna, 2020). While prior beliefs can (and, in fact, almost 

inevitably will) affect credibility impressions and belief updating in a purely accuracy-motivated 

person (Lord, Ross & Lepper, 1979; Druckman & McGrath, 2019), that same accuracy-

motivated individual would not be influenced by their priors in evaluating the quality of the 

information in question. On the other hand, if a person is motivated to come to a particular 

understanding of the world, then the political-friendliness (i.e., belief-consistency) of the new 

information becomes relevant to understanding how valid it may be. In other words, the prior 

beliefs of an accuracy-motivated partisan would be orthogonal to their quality evaluations, but a 

partisan influenced by directional motivations would produce evaluations that are associated 

with their prior beliefs to some degree. 

Evaluations of Scientific Methodology are Ideal Outcomes for Measuring Partisan Bias 

In a critique of our meta-analysis, some researchers contended that quality evaluations, 

including evaluations of scientific methodology, can be influenced by one’s prior beliefs in a 

way that is consistent with accuracy-motivated, normative reasoning (Baron & Jost, 2019). The 

argument here is that, if the results of new information conflict with one’s prior beliefs, then it 

can be rational and accuracy-motivated to denigrate the quality of such information when one is 

confident that their prior beliefs are correct. In Bayesian terms, if a person is 100% certain in 

their prior belief, then new information that contradicts that belief can be evaluated as being of 

lower quality than otherwise identical information that affirms one’s prior belief. If this argument 

is sound, then using quality evaluations as the focal outcome variable to measure partisan bias 

may be as challenging as using credibility impressions or belief updating outcomes. 
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However, there are good reasons, beyond the aphorism that opened this dissertation, to be 

skeptical of this argument. Even if one grants that the argument holds in the limiting case, where 

the true state of the world is objectively known, the argument immediately falls apart as soon as 

there is any doubt about the true state of reality—as is almost always the case. When there is any 

uncertainty about the true state of the world, denigrating the quality of new information that does 

not fit with one’s prior beliefs can create a closed circuit that inhibits one from developing 

accurate beliefs (Ditto et al., 2019b). In other words, the political-friendliness of new information 

does not reflect the quality of that information.  

The disjunction between the political-friendliness and quality of new information is 

evident when considering evaluations of the methodological quality of scientific evidence. While 

researchers have sometimes used outcome measures that are too general and may reflect an 

evaluation of methodological quality or an impression of its credibility (i.e., “how convincing” 

one found a study, Lord et al., 1979), it is easier to discern the type of judgment being made 

when one deploys more specific items to measure these outcomes (e.g., Munro & Munro, 2014; 

for similar arguments for discussions of argument quality, see Areni & Lutz, 1988). For example, 

it is difficult to create rational, unbiased explanations for evaluating a specific sample size as 

being less adequate when a study yields politically-unfriendly, compared to politically-friendly, 

results. Similarly, whether a study produces evidence for or against the deterrent effect of capital 

punishment should not influence how well one thinks that the murder rate (or some other 

outcome variable) captures the prevalence of violent crime. Such ideological epistemology, 

shifting standards of evidence in relation to one’s ideological commitments, is not normatively 

defensible nor compatible with accuracy-motivated accounts of judgment (Kelly, 2008; 

Ballantyne, 2019; Clark & Winegard, 2020; Carter & McKenna, 2020). In sum, evaluating the 
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quality of new information through the lens of one’s prior beliefs has been explicitly recognized 

as a directional bias in the evaluation of new information (e.g., prior attitude effect, Druckman & 

McGrath, 2019).  

The Logic of Blinding 

The recognition that one’s prior beliefs can bias their evaluations underpins many 

strategies, including common scientific practices, to prevent bias. Blinding strategies, which 

restrict an evaluator’s access to information which has been deemed irrelevant to the evaluative 

outcome, have been shown to reduce biases in contexts as diverse as orchestral job interviews 

(Goldin & Rouse, 2000) to clinical trials (Schultz et al., 1995). In the absence of blinding, 

evaluators can be “contaminated” (Wilson & Brekke, 1994) by normatively irrelevant 

information, like the gender of a job applicant. Contamination can result in the reconstruction of 

evaluative criteria to favor preferred evaluative outcomes, like favoring experience (or 

education) in job hiring to make one’s evaluative criteria match the strengths of a preferred job 

candidate (Uhlmann & Cohen, 2005). In science, the logic of blinding continues to guide reforms 

to improve quality and replicability (e.g., registered reports, Chambers et al., 2015; Munafò et 

al., 2017; Nosek & Lakens, 2014). One’s evaluations of the quality of a study cannot be biased 

by its results without knowing them (Ebersole, 2019), so registered reports help reduce 

publication biases by publishing methodologically rigorous research regardless of whether its 

results are statistically significant. Indeed, scientists have institutionalized the logic of blinding at 

many levels of the peer-review process to protect evaluations of methodology from reviewers’ 

potential biases.   

The blinding paradigm 
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Blinding has been applied in a variety of domains to prevent bias. Surprisingly, blinding 

has not been used to help resolve debates over the existence of partisan bias. Using blinding as a 

feature of experimental designs can help redress limitations of past research in this area. In 

between-subjects experimental designs, partisans can be randomly assigned to evaluate specific 

aspects of a study’s methodological quality either before the results of the study are presented 

(blinded) or after the results are known (unblinded). This design mirrors those of outcome 

switching experiments, but participants in a blinding paradigm evaluate identical methods with 

the results either presented or withheld. The critical assumption underlying this design is that 

participants assigned to commit blinded study quality evaluations are accuracy-motivated when 

making those evaluations (Bastardi, Uhlmann & Ross, 2011). Without knowing a study’s results, 

any directional goals that partisans may hold cannot bias those initial evaluations (Ebersole, 

2019). In contrast, participants assigned to provide unblinded evaluations of study quality may 

act on both their accuracy and/or directional motivations in evaluating the study. Establishing 

accuracy-motivated baselines of partisans’ blinded evaluations can be used as the normative 

comparison against partisans’ unblinded, and potentially biased, evaluations. 

The role of prior beliefs 

A notable limitation of past work on partisan bias has been the lack of measurement of 

prior beliefs to account for their influence on evaluations (Druckman & McGrath, 2019; Tappin 

et al., 2020c). Throughout the remainder of this dissertation, I will use the term prior beliefs to 

collectively refer to the broad range of beliefs, feelings, preferences, and expectations that may 

influence partisans’ evaluations; when referring to specific beliefs, I will use more specific terms 

(e.g., prior support, prior efficacy beliefs, partisan feelings). To clearly show a partisan bias, it is 

necessary to show what prior beliefs may be exerting directional influence on partisans’ 
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evaluations. To maximize the ability of the blinding paradigm to shed light on outstanding 

questions about partisan bias, it is critical to also measure and model partisans’ prior beliefs. 

Measuring prior beliefs, and modeling their influence across blinded and unblinded conditions, 

can clarify the extent to which knowing the results of a politically-relevant study (i.e., how 

politically-friendly the results are) biases unblinded evaluations. While blinded partisans’ prior 

beliefs should be orthogonal to their quality evaluations, unblinded partisans’ quality evaluations 

may or may not be directionally influenced by their prior beliefs.  

Measuring and modelling prior beliefs can also help address three other limitations of 

past research on partisan bias. First, rather than assuming co-partisans share the same beliefs 

about a particular topic, measuring specific prior beliefs can allow researchers to compare 

partisans who truly have similar attitudes about a topic. Comparing individuals with similar prior 

beliefs can “[hold] tastes constant” (Gerber & Green, 1999, pg. 206) more than in past research 

and thus enable more precise estimation of partisan biases (Tappin et al., 2020c).  

Critically, these benefits to bias estimation hold even if there are measurement errors in 

capturing partisans’ prior beliefs. For example, it is plausible that partisans’ differ in their 

preferences for certain types of empirical evidence (e.g., favoring naturalistic correlations to 

laboratory experiments) or with their preferences for different kinds of evidence more broadly 

(e.g., empirical vs. anecdotal evidence; Kubin et al., 2021), and such epistemic preferences may 

be captured in measures of their prior beliefs. It is typically assumed that partisans agree upon 

the quality of different types of evidence when political motivations are not in play, but partisans 

may differ in their epistemic preferences. There are no clear a priori predictions about how 

partisans may differ in their epistemic preferences, and the few studies that have examined this 

assumption have found mixed evidence (Munro & Munro, 2014; Scurich & Shniderman, 2014). 
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Nevertheless, blinding the evaluations of participants with different prior beliefs provides a test 

of whether they differ in their epistemic preferences, and comparing the blinded and unblinded 

evaluations of participants with similar prior beliefs can still yield estimations of bias even if the 

belief measure captures differences in epistemic preferences. By measuring prior beliefs prior to 

random assignment, there should be equal measurement error across conditions, so comparing 

the evaluations of blinded and unblinded co-partisans can still yield evidence of directional bias. 

Thus, measuring and modeling the influence of partisans’ prior beliefs on their quality 

evaluations allows researchers to estimate partisan bias even when there is evidence of 

measurement error.  

Second, measuring participants’ prior beliefs also enables researchers to test the types of 

beliefs and individual differences that may be driving partisan biases. Some theorists of political 

cognition have argued that partisans judgments are biased by their feelings and social concerns 

(Kahan, 2016), but others contend that differences in partisan judgment are more readily 

explained by differences in specific expectations and cognitive capacities (Tappin et al., 2020a, 

2020b). It is important to reiterate that it is not necessary to dissociate the contributions of affect 

and cognition to measure a bias: feelings and expectations can each exert directional influences 

on partisan evaluations (Druckman & McGrath, 2019). Nonetheless, identifying the 

psychological drivers of biases can help researchers more readily target personality and social 

factors that are relevant to partisan biases. If partisan biases are more cognitively-driven, then 

prior beliefs about the efficacy of a policy (e.g., the effectiveness of capital punishment for 

reducing violent crime) should have a stronger influence on partisans’ unblinded evaluations 

than their prior support for that policy (e.g., how much they support or oppose capital 

punishment). Alternatively, if partisan biases are more affectively-driven, then measures like 
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partisans’ prior support should exert greater biasing influences than their prior efficacy beliefs. 

Understanding the extent to which partisans’ evaluations are cognitively- or affectively-driven 

will clarify the types of individual differences, from cognitive dispositions like analytic thinking 

(Batailler et al., 2022; Kahan et al., 2017; Pennycook & Rand, 2019; Tappin et al., 2020a) and 

intellectual humility (Bowes et al., 2022) to affective dispositions like one’s moral conviction 

(Skitka, et al., 2005; Skitka et al., 2012; Skitka & Wisneski, 2011) and attachment to a political 

party (Kahan, 2016), that may mitigate (or exacerbate) partisan biases. The blinding paradigm 

can afford strong tests of competing theoretical accounts by allowing researchers to assess the 

influence that various prior beliefs and individual dispositions have on partisans’ quality 

evaluations. 

Third, measuring partisans’ prior beliefs allows researchers to model the influence that 

such beliefs have on the entire information processing stream—and how such processing may 

differ as a function of knowing the results when one makes their quality evaluations. Despite the 

abundance of theoretical models of belief updating (Jones & Love, 2011; Tappin et al., 2020c), 

few studies attempt to descriptively map the belief updating processes. Estimating how partisans’ 

prior beliefs influence their quality evaluations, and how their prior beliefs and quality 

evaluations subsequently influence their credibility impressions and belief updating, can provide 

more descriptive information about how partisans process information than is typically assessed. 

Such information is essential for understanding the viability of blinding strategies for fostering 

convergent belief updating and, ultimately, consensus after evaluating shared information.  

Overview of the current research 

In this dissertation, I sought to measure the extent to which partisans’ prior beliefs 

influence their judgments of politically-relevant scientific evidence. I conducted four 
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preregistered experiments using the blinding paradigm to address three research questions about 

partisan bias. 

Research Question 1: Do partisan biases exist?  

The central focus of these studies was to provide dispositive evidence against purely 

rationalist, accuracy-motivated accounts of partisan judgment. By randomly assigning 

participants to commit blinded or unblinded evaluations—assessing the methodological quality 

of a study either before or after they know its results—and measuring how their prior beliefs 

influence their evaluations, I tested whether unblinded participants’ quality evaluations were 

influenced significantly more by their prior beliefs than blinded participants. I hypothesized that 

partisans’ prior beliefs would significantly influence unblinded participants’ evaluations but not 

blinded participants’ evaluations, indicating a directional influence of partisans’ prior beliefs on 

their evaluations. In each study, I also explored whether other measures of partisan motivations 

(e.g., political orientation) biased unblinded participants’ evaluations.  

Research Question 2: If partisan biases exist, what drives them?  

In each study, I collected at least two measures of participants’ prior beliefs, one 

conceptualized as being more reflective of participants’ feelings (prior support in Studies 1a-2, 

partisan feelings in Study 3) and one conceptualized as being more reflective of participants’ 

expectations (prior efficacy beliefs in Studies 1a-2, prior beliefs about partisan bias in Study 3). 

This allowed me to test whether those specific beliefs exerted directional influences on 

participants’ quality evaluations. In each study, I hypothesized that both measures of prior beliefs 

would bias partisans’ quality evaluations. Additionally, I explored the relative influence that each 

prior belief measure had on quality evaluations when controlling for the influence of the other. In 

Study 2, I tested whether differences in positive and negative affect could account for differences 
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in evaluations across the blinded and unblinded conditions. In Studies 2 and 3, I also examined 

whether various individual difference measures (e.g., moral conviction, analytic thinking) 

exacerbated or mitigated any observed partisan biases.  

Research Question 3: How does blinding partisans’ quality evaluations influence their 

subsequent credibility impressions and belief-updating?  

In addition to developing more specific measures of methodological quality than have 

been used in prior research, I created measures of credibility impressions and used measures of 

belief updating (i.e., attitude change) to assess how blinding quality evaluations influenced the 

information processing stream. I did not have specific hypotheses regarding this research 

question, but the analyses I conducted were designed to test whether blinding participants’ 

quality evaluations led to them form more positive credibility impressions and update their 

beliefs more than unblinded participants.  

 The preregistrations for these studies are available on my OSF page 

(https://osf.io/xhjk7/?view_only=de21e005c2fc41d9a70536b1516a5330). To highlight the 

analyses most relevant to these main research questions, many of the preregistered analyses are 

presented in the appendices. I deviated from some of my preregistered analyses (particularly in 

the analyses related to Research Question 3) to present more theoretically relevant analyses than 

originally planned. In all cases, the results of the preregistered analyses do not substantively alter 

the conclusions drawn from the analyses and results presented in the main text. 
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STUDIES 1A AND 1B 

After pilot testing summaries of scientific evidence and measures of study quality and 

credibility impressions in student samples, I conducted Studies 1a and 1b as initial tests of 

whether blinding reduces directional biases in evaluations of scientific evidence. In Study 1a, 

participants were asked to read materials, adapted from studies of biased assimilation (Liu, 

2014; Lord, Ross & Lepper, 1979), summarizing an ostensible study about capital punishment 

reducing state-levels murder rates. In Study 1b, participants were asked to respond to materials, 

based on an actual experiment (Bellet et al., 2020), summarizing a study about how trigger 

warnings do not effectively reduce anxiety preceding exposure to distressing content.  

Notably, unlike many outcome switching experiments that counterbalance the 

presentation of politically-friendly ad politically-unfriendly results, I used results that were 

consistently more politically-unfriendly to liberals in these studies. There were two main reasons 

for this design choice. First, using a single set of materials substantially decreased the number of 

participants I needed to recruit for adequately-powered analyses, which was a primary 

consideration in these initial studies. Second, online participant pools tend to skew liberal 

(Clifford et al., 2015; Levay et al., 2016), and I expected politically-unfriendly information to 

yield larger directional biases. Although this design choice inhibited me from conducting strong 

tests of (a)symmetries in partisan bias, it allowed me to more powerfully test whether liberals 

display partisan biases, a claim that has been contested in recent years (Baron & Jost, 2019). 

Both Study 1a and 1b tested the same focal hypotheses. In relation to Research Question 

1, I hypothesized that participants’ prior beliefs would influence unblinded evaluations of study 

quality but not blinded evaluations of quality—revealing directional influences on participants’ 

unblinded evaluations. In relation to Research Question 2, I hypothesized that both participants’ 
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prior support and their prior efficacy beliefs would bias their unblinded quality evaluations, and I 

examined the unique variance explained by each measure when accounting for the influence of 

the other. In relation to Research Question 3, I examined whether the blinding manipulation 

influenced how participants formed impressions of the credibility of the study (e.g., how 

believable they found results were) and how they updated their beliefs after considering the 

presented evidence.  

Method 

Participants  

 A power analysis indicated that, to have 0.80 power to detect small (f2 = 0.03) two-way 

interactions, I would need to recruit at least 434 participants per study. Anticipating that some 

participants would not pass our preregistered inclusion criteria (three English comprehension 

questions, a manipulation check, and taking more than three minutes to complete the survey), I 

aimed to recruit 500 participants per study through Prolific. 

 Ultimately, 501 and 500 participants were recruited for Study 1a and Study 1b, 

respectively, in January of 2021. In Study 1a, the participants ranged in age from 18-75 years (M 

= 32.66, SD = 12.82), ranged in yearly household income from less than $5,000 to over 

$175,000 (Mdn = $50,000 - $59,999) and were mainly White (63%), female (57%), and college-

educated (36%). In Study 1b, the participants ranged in age from 18-74 years (M = 32.35, SD = 

12.09), ranged in yearly household income from less than $5,000 to over $175,000 (Mdn = 

$50,000 - $59,999) and were mainly White (64%), male (52%), and college-educated (35%).  

Procedure and Measures 

After consenting, completing a captcha, and responding to three English comprehension 

questions, participants in each study were asked to complete measures of policy support, beliefs 
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about the efficacy of the policy (referred to henceforth as efficacy beliefs), and moral conviction. 

To measure policy support, participants were asked, “To what extent do you support or oppose 

[capital punishment in the United States/the use of trigger warnings]?” and responded on a 7-pt 

scale (1 = Strongly oppose, 4 = Neither oppose nor support, 7 = Strongly support). Participants 

were then asked, “To what extent do you believe that [capital punishment is an effective 

deterrent of violent crime/trigger warnings are effective at reducing anxiety for people exposed 

to distressing content]?” and responded on a 7-pt. scale (1 = Not at all effective, 4 = Moderately 

effective, 7 = Extremely effective) as the measure of efficacy beliefs. Participants’ moral 

conviction about their capital punishment or trigger warnings attitudes was measured with the 

following two items, which were aggregated into a single measure: “To what extent is your 

position on [capital punishment/trigger warnings] a reflection of your core moral beliefs and 

convictions?” (1 = Not at all reflective, 4 = Moderately reflective, 7 = Extremely reflective), and 

“To what extent is your position on [capital punishment/trigger warnings] deeply connected to 

beliefs about fundamental questions of ‘right’ and ‘wrong’?” (1 = Not at all connected, 4 = 

Moderately connected, 7 = Extremely connected).  

Participants in each study were then randomly assigned to one of two experimental 

conditions (Condition: blinded or unblinded) in a two-cell between-subjects design. All 

participants read a brief introduction and methods description of the focal study. For Study 1a, 

the stimuli read as follows: 

One of the most controversial public issues in recent years has been the effectiveness of 

capital punishment (the death penalty) in preventing violent crime. Proponents of capital 

punishment have argued that the possibility of execution deters people who might 

otherwise commit violent crime, whereas opponents of capital punishment deny this and 

maintain that the death penalty may even produce violent crime by setting a violent 

model of behavior. A recent research effort attempted to shed light on this controversy.  

 

Researchers from University of Kansas (Palmer & Crandall, 2007) published a study in  
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the Journal of Social Issues that looked at the difference in murder rates in states that 

share a common border but differ in whether their laws permit capital punishment or not. 

They compiled a list of all possible pairs and then selected 10 pairs of neighboring states 

that were alike in degree of urbanization (percentage of the population living in 

metropolitan areas). Using the murder rate (number of willful homicides per 100,000 

population) in 2006 as their index, they hypothesized that if capital punishment is 

effective, the murder rates should be lower in the state with capital punishment laws.  

 

For Study 1b, the stimuli read as follows:  

A controversial public question in recent years has been whether trigger warnings reduce 

the anxiety experienced by people engaging with emotionally arousing content. 

Proponents of trigger warnings have argued that including these warnings reduces the 

levels of anxiety felt by individuals presented with difficult or disturbing material, 

whereas opponents of trigger warnings deny this and believe that trigger warnings do not 

reduce anxiety and may even increase anxiety. A recent research effort attempted to shed 

light on this controversy.  

 

Researchers from Harvard University (Bellet et al., 2020) published a study in 

the Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied that looked at the effects of trigger 

warnings in 462 college students. Participants were randomly assigned to either a control 

condition or an experimental condition before reading 10 short passages in random order. 

Five passages contained neutral content, and the other five contained distressing content. 

In the experimental condition, participants were presented with a trigger warning before 

reading the distressing passages, while participants in the control condition did not 

receive any warnings before reading the distressing passages. All participants rated how 

anxious they felt after reading each passage using slider bars ranging from 0 (not at all) to 

100 (very much). The researchers hypothesized that if trigger warnings are effective, then 

students’ average anxiety response to the distressing passages should be lower in the 

trigger warning condition than in the control condition.  

 

Participants in the unblinded conditions were only required to stay on the page containing  

this description for 30 seconds before they could proceed to the next page. Alternatively, those in 

the blinded conditions were required to stay on the page for 30 seconds but were also presented 

the study quality items immediately after the methods description. The wording of the study 

quality items for Study 1a are shown in Table 1.1, and the items for Study 2b are shown in Table 

1.2. Thus, participants in the blinded conditions evaluated the methodological quality of the 

studies after reading about the research design but before they knew the results. Importantly, 
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using more specific measures of study quality limited the plausibility of normative, accuracy-

motivated counterexplanations for any observed condition differences these evaluations.  

 

Table 1.1. Study Quality Items for Study 1a.  

1. How well do you think the researchers measured each states' levels of violent crime? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
2. How well does a state's murder rate measure the overall level of violent crime in that state? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
3. How appropriate was the sample size (10 pairs of neighboring states) for the study the researchers 

conducted? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
4. How appropriate was it to analyze these data (neighboring states with different capital punishment laws) 

to address the research question?   

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
5. How appropriate was the correlational approach used by the researchers in this study for answering the 

research question? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
6. How appropriate was it to control for differences in states' degree of urbanization in this study? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
7. Are the data from this study helpful for answering the research question? 

   (1 = Definitely unhelpful, 4 = Neither helpful nor unhelpful, 7 = Definitely helpful) 

  
8. On the scale below, please indicate how valid you would find the results of the above study. 

   (1 = Very invalid, 4 = Neither valid nor invalid, 7 = Very valid) 
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Table 1.2. Study Quality Items for Study 1b.  

1. How well do you think the measured participants' reported anxiety? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
2. How well does participants' reported anxiety measure their actual levels of experienced anxiety? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
3. How appropriate was the sample size (462 people) for the study the researchers conducted? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
4. How appropriate was it to analyze these data (college students' responses to written passages) to address 

the research question?   

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
5. How appropriate was the experimental approach used by the researchers in this study for answering the 

research question? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
6. How appropriate of a control group did the researchers use in this study? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
7. Are the data from this study helpful for answering the research question? 

   (1 = Definitely unhelpful, 4 = Neither helpful nor unhelpful, 7 = Definitely helpful) 

  
8. On the scale below, please indicate how valid you would find the results of the above study. 

   (1 = Very invalid, 4 = Neither valid nor invalid, 7 = Very valid) 
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On the next page, participants were presented with the full write-up of the appropriate 

study, which included the introduction and methods descriptions and a brief description of the 

results. All participants were required to stay on this page for at least 30 seconds before 

proceeding. In Study 1a, participants read, “Their results, as shown in the table and graph below, 

were that the murder rates were lower in the state with capital punishment laws than in the state 

without capital punishment laws for eight of the 10 pairs of states selected for their study. The 

researchers concluded that the existence of the death penalty does work to deter violent crime.” 

These sentences were accompanied by a table and figure illustrating the results, which are  

presented in Appendix A. In Study 1b, participants read, “Their results, as shown in the graph 

below, were that students in the trigger warning condition reported more anxiety in response to 

reading the distressing passages than individuals in the control condition. The researchers 

concluded that trigger warnings do not work to reduce anxiety and that trigger warnings may 

actually increase anxiety.” This description was accompanied by a corresponding figure, also 

presented in Appendix A. Participants in the unblinded conditions read the results descriptions 

and then completed the study quality measures, while participants in the blinded conditions were 

not presented any additional items before proceeding to the next page.  

 Then, participants in both conditions were presented with a manipulation check and 10 

items assessing their credibility impressions of the study they read about. For the manipulation 

check, participants responded to the question “What did the results of the study you read about 

show?” on a 7-pt. scale. The response options for Study 1a (1 = Capital punishment is not 

effective at all, 4 = Capital punishment is moderately effective, 7 = Capital punishment is 

extremely effective) and Study 1b (1 = Trigger warnings dramatically decrease anxiety, 4 = 

Trigger warnings do not increase or decrease anxiety, 7 = Trigger warnings dramatically 
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increase anxiety) differed to match the corresponding materials. The credibility impression 

items, presented in Table 1.3, were nearly identical across studies, only differing in references to 

specific information about the relevant study (e.g., the university where the research was 

conducted). These items captured  various perceptions of the study that I anticipated may be 

influenced by both participants’ prior beliefs and their methodological quality evaluations.  
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Table 1.3. Credibility impression Items for Studies 1a and 1b.  

1. How well done (or poorly done) was this study? 

   (1 = Very poorly done, 4 = Neither well nor poorly done, 7 = Very well done) 

  
2. How high-quality (or low-quality) was this study? 

   (1 = Extremely low-quality study, 4 = Neither high-quality nor low-quality, 7 = Extremely high-quality    

    study) 

  
3. How trustworthy (or untrustworthy) are the researchers who conducted this study?  

   (1 = Extremely untrustworthy, 4 = Neither trustworthy nor untrustworthy, 7 = Extremely trustworthy) 

  
4. How objective (or biased) do you think the researchers were when conducting their study? 

   (1 = Researchers were very biased, 4 = Researchers were neither objective nor biased, 7 = Researchers  

    were very objective) 

  
5. How believable (or not believable) are the results of this study?  

   (1 = Not believable at all, 4 = Moderately believable, 7 = Extremely believable) 

  
6. How credible (or not credible) are the results of this study?  

   (1 = Not credible at all, 4 = Moderately credible, 7 = Extremely credible) 

  
7. How convincing (or unconvincing) is this study as evidence of the effectiveness of capital punishment/ 

ineffectiveness of trigger warnings?   

   (1 = Completely unconvincing, 4 = Neither convincing nor unconvincing, 7 = Completely convincing) 

  
8. How reputable (or disreputable) is the University of Kansas/Harvard University, the place where this 

research was conducted? 

   (1 = Very disreputable, 4 = Neither reputable nor disreputable, 7 = Very reputable) 

 

9. How reputable (or disreputable) is the Journal of Social Issues/Journal of Experimental Psychology: 

Applied, the journal where this research was published? 

   (1 = Very disreputable, 4 = Neither reputable nor disreputable, 7 = Very reputable) 

 

10. How strong (or weak) of evidence is this study for the effectiveness of capital punishment as a 

deterrent of violent crime/ineffectiveness of trigger warnings in reducing anxiety?  

   (1 = Extremely weak evidence, 4 = Neither strong nor weak evidence, 7 = Extremely strong evidence)  
Note: Bolded phrases differed between Studies 1a and 1b.  
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On the following page, participants were asked to complete policy support and efficacy 

items that were nearly identical to those presented to them at the beginning of the respective  

studies. For these measures, participants were asked, “After having read about this study, to what 

extent do you now support or oppose capital punishment in the United States/the use of trigger 

warnings]?” (1 = Strongly oppose, 4 = Neither support nor oppose, 7 = Strongly support), and 

“After having read about this study, to what extent do you now believe that [capital punishment 

is an effective deterrent of violent crime/trigger warnings are effective at reducing anxiety for 

people exposed to distressing content]?” (1 = Not at all effective, 4 = Moderately effective, 7 = 

Extremely effective). These served as the second time point for the belief measures, from which 

measurements of actual belief change (i.e., actual attitude change, Miller et al., 1993) were 

ultimately constructed (Time 2 beliefs – Time 1 beliefs). Additionally, participants were asked to 

complete items of perceived attitude change for their policy support and efficacy beliefs. These 

items read, “Compared to before you read about this study, how has your support or opposition 

to capital [punishment/trigger warnings] changed?” (1 = Much more opposed to [capital 

punishment/trigger warnings], 4 = Not changed, 7 = Much more opposed to [capital 

punishment/trigger warnings]), and “Compared to before you read about this study, how have 

your views on the effectiveness of [capital punishment/trigger warnings] changed?” (1 = Much 

less effective than I thought before, 4 = Not changed, 7 = Much more effective than I thought 

before).  

Before concluding the study, participants completed demographic information about their 

age, sex, ethnicity, income, education, political orientation (social and economic, separately), and 

political party affiliation (these items are presented in Appendix A). Finally, participants were 
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given the opportunity to share any thoughts or feelings about the study in an open-response 

question and presented with a debriefing before concluding their participation.  

Results 

Following my preregistration, I excluded participants who did not pass our English 

comprehension checks, failed our manipulation check (responding 1 = “Capital punishment is 

not effective at all” in Study 1a or below 4 = “Trigger warnings do not increase or decrease 

anxiety” in Study 1b), or finished the survey in less than three minutes. This resulted in a sample 

of 466 participants for the confirmatory analyses in Study 1a and 463 in Study 1b (including the 

full sample did not substantively alter the results). The distribution of participants across the two 

experimental conditions was roughly equivalent in both Study 1a (nblinded = 234, nunblinded = 232) 

and 1b (nblinded = 235, nunblinded = 228).  

In Study 1a, participants overall were slightly opposed to capital punishment (M = 3.43, 

SD = 1.95) and thought that capital punishment is somewhat effective at deterring violent crime 

(M = 3.19, SD = 1.86). These measures were strongly correlated (r = 0.72). In Study 1b, 

participants were supportive of trigger warnings (M = 5.30, SD = 1.54) and thought that trigger 

warnings are moderately effective at reducing anxiety (M = 4.46, SD = 1.60). The two prior 

belief measures were strongly correlated in this study as well (r = 0.62). In both studies, 

participants were moderately morally convicted1 about the topic, were slightly liberal in their 

social and economic political orientation on average, and leaned Democratic (details are 

presented in Appendix A). The z-score indices of skewness and kurtosis were less than ±2 for the 

 
1 While I preregistered analyses using moral conviction as part of three-way interactions, these studies were 

underpowered to reliably test those analyses. Thus, I do not discuss the moral convictions items further in Studies 1a 

and 1b, but I present more highly-powered analyses that include moral conviction in Study 2.   
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key variables in each study, indicating that the distributions of responses were sufficiently 

normal for parametric analyses (Field et al., 2012).  

Study quality evaluations 

 The 10 study quality items had high internal reliability in both Study 1a (Cronbach’s  = 

0.89) and 1b (Cronbach’s  = 0.89) and thus were averaged into composite measures in each 

study2. Despite being conceptually independent, participants’ evaluations of one aspect of the 

presented study (e.g., sample size) tracked with their evaluations of other aspects of the study 

(e.g., use of appropriate controls). On average, participants rated the presented study as being of 

decent quality in both Study 1a (M = 4.81, SD = 1.08) and 1b (M = 5.05, SD = 1.04). 

 To test my hypotheses regarding to the existence of partisan bias (Research Question 1) 

and the types of prior beliefs that bias partisans’ evaluations (Research Question 2), I conducted 

a series of linear regression analyses using the GAMLj package in jamovi.  

Influence of prior support beliefs 

To start, I constructed models predicting study quality evaluations from condition 

(dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), prior support (mean-centered), and their interaction.  

Study 1a. Omnibus tests showed a significant main effect of condition F(1, 462) =  

17.17, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, such that participants in the blinded condition provided more positive 

quality evaluations than did participants in the unblinded condition, but there was no main effect 

of prior support for capital punishment, F(1, 462) = 0.27, p = .60, ηp
2 = .00. This was qualified 

by a significant interaction between condition and prior support, F(1, 462) =  34.54, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .07. Simple effects analyses showed that, as hypothesized, prior support was associated with 

 
2 The internal reliability statistics for the study quality items in the blinded conditions of Study 1a (Cronbach’s  = 

0.89) and Study 1b (Cronbach’s  = 0.87) were essentially equivalent to those in the unblinded conditions of Study 

1a (Cronbach’s  = 0.90) and Study 1b (Cronbach’s  = 0.90).  
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study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = 0.26, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.20, 0.33],  = 0.48, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.02, SE = 0.03, p = .60, 95% CI [-

0.08, 0.05],  = -0.03. As illustrated in Figure 1.1, prior support was unrelated to blinded 

participants’ quality evaluations, but prior support was strongly predictive of quality evaluations 

for unblinded participants, such that having stronger prior support was associated with providing 

more positive evaluations.  

 

Additionally, an analysis of the estimated marginal means, illustrated in Figure 1.2, 

provided further support for the existence of partisan bias. There were no significant differences 

in quality evaluations across levels of prior support for participants in the blinded condition, yet 

there were significant differences (as indicated by nonoverlapping 95% CIs) across levels of 

prior belief in the unblinded condition. Moreover, there were significant differences  across 

conditions for those with either average or below-average (M – 1SD) prior support for capital 
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punishment—for whom the presented results were counter-attitudinal—but not for those with 

above-average (M + 1SD) prior support. Unblinded participants who came into the study more 

opposed to capital punishment had significantly lower quality evaluations in than their blinded 

counterparts, yet this bias in quality evaluations did not emerge in participants for whom the 

results aligned with their prior support.  

 

Study 1b. In Study 1b, there was neither a significant main effect of condition F(1, 459) 

=  0.28, p = .60, ηp
2 = .00, nor prior support for trigger warnings, F(1, 459) = 0.24, p = .63, ηp

2 = 

.00. Yet as in Study 1a, there was a significant interaction between condition and prior support, 

F(1, 459) =  5.98, p = .015, ηp
2 = .01. Once again, simple effects analyses showed that, consistent 

with my hypotheses, prior support was associated with study quality evaluations in the unblinded 

condition, b = -0.13, SE = 0.04, p = .002, 95% CI [-0.22, -0.05],  = -0.19, but not in the blinded 

condition, b = 0.02, SE = 0.05, p = .63, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.11],  = 0.03. Blinded participants’ 
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prior support was inhibited from influencing their quality evaluations; in contrast, the more that 

unblinded participants supported trigger warnings before reading the presented materials, the 

more negatively they evaluated a study that found trigger warnings to be ineffective. This 

interaction, illustrated in Figure 1.3, was smaller than the one observed in Study 1a.  

 

An analysis of the estimated marginal mans, illustrated in Figure 1.4, yielded a similar 

pattern of results as Study 1a. Participants for whom the presented results were more politically-

unfriendly, those with above-average prior support, evaluated the study slightly more negatively 

in the unblinded condition. Additionally, participants for whom the presented results were more 

politically-friendly, those with below-average prior support, evaluated the study slightly more 

positively in the unblinded condition. However, while these results were like those of Study 1a, 

the differences between conditions were not statistically significant in Study 1b.  
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To summarize, study quality evaluations were significantly influenced by participants’ 

prior support in the unblinded conditions, but not in the blinded conditions. If participants were 

making purely accuracy-motivated judgments in the unblinded conditions, then participants’ 

prior support should have exerted the same influence on their quality evaluations across 

conditions. Yet I observed that these beliefs had a significantly stronger effect on the quality 

evaluations of participants in the unblinded condition, reflecting directionally biased evaluations 

compared to the blinded comparisons. Moreover, participants for whom the presented results 

were politically-unfriendly (below-average prior support in Study 1a and above-average prior 

support in Study 1b) had greater differences between their blinded and unblinded evaluations, 

although the differences between conditions for these participants were only significant in Study 

1a.  

Influence of prior efficacy beliefs 
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Next, I constructed similar models predicting study quality evaluations from condition 

(dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), prior efficacy beliefs (mean-centered), and their interaction.  

Study 1a. Omnibus tests for Study 1a showed a significant main effect of condition F(1, 

462) =  17.17, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, but not of prior efficacy beliefs about capital punishment, F(1, 

462) = 0.55, p = .46, ηp
2 = .00. As hypothesized, the condition main effect was qualified by a 

significant interaction, F(1, 462) =  40.68, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08. Simple effects analyses showed 

that believing capital punishment is effective was associated with positive study quality 

evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = 0.29, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI [0.22, 0.36],  = 

0.50, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.03, SE = 0.03, p = .46, 95% CI [-0.09, 0.04],  = -

0.04. As illustrated in Figure 1.5, unblinded participants’ prior efficacy beliefs directionally 

biased their quality evaluations relative to the blinded evaluations of their partisan counterparts. 

 



  35 

Moreover, an analysis of the estimated marginal means showed that, as was the case in 

the analysis of prior support in Study 1a, this bias was driven by participants for whom the 

presented results were politically-unfriendly. That is, there were significant differences (as 

indicated by nonoverlapping 95% CIs) across conditions for those with either average or below-

average prior efficacy beliefs about capital punishment, but this was not the case for those with 

above-average prior efficacy beliefs. These estimated marginal means are shown in Figure 1.6. 

 

Study 1b. In contrast to the results of Study 1a, in Study 1b, there was not a significant 

main effect of condition F(1, 462) =  0.10, p = .75, ηp
2 = .00, prior efficacy beliefs about trigger 

warnings, F(1, 462) = 3.34, p = .07, ηp
2 = .01, nor a significant interaction, F(1, 462) =  2.58, p = 

.11, ηp
2 = .01. These results, illustrated in Figure X, indicated that prior efficacy beliefs did not 

influence participants’ quality evaluations in either condition and, thus, did not bias participants 

unblinded quality evaluations.  
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Thus, the predicted interaction between prior efficacy beliefs and condition emerged in 

Study 1a but not in Study 1b. Participants’ prior beliefs about the efficacy of capital punishment 

biased their unblinded quality evaluations in Study 1a, but participants’ prior beliefs about the 

efficacy of trigger warnings did not significantly bias their quality evaluations in Study 1b.  

Relative influence of prior support and prior efficacy beliefs.  

To further address Research Question 2, I explored the relative influence of prior support 

and prior efficacy beliefs on quality evaluations. I constructed regression models using the 

condition variable, both prior belief measures, and the two-way interactions between condition 

and each prior belief variable. The key terms in these models are the interaction terms, which 

indicate the influence that each prior belief measure had on quality evaluation when accounting 

for the shared variance between the two measures. 

In Study 1a, the main effect of condition was significant, F(1, 460) = 16.90, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .04, but neither the main effect of prior support, F(1, 460) = 0.00, p = .99, ηp
2 = .00, nor the 



  37 

main effect of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 460) = 0.27, p = .60, ηp
2 = .00, were significant. 

Nevertheless, the interaction between prior efficacy beliefs and condition was significant and in 

the same direction as the previous analyses, F(1, 460) = 8.72, p = .003, ηp
2 = .02. The interaction 

between prior support and condition was not significant, F(1, 460) = 3.47, p = .063, ηp
2 = .01, 

though it was also trending in the direction of the previous analyses. Prior efficacy beliefs thus 

significantly biased participants’ quality evaluations above and beyond the shared influence that 

prior support and prior efficacy beliefs had on participants’ judgments in the unblinded 

condition.  

A different pattern of effects emerged in Study 1b. The main effect of condition was not 

significant, F(1, 457) = 0.20, p = .66, ηp
2 = .00, and neither was the main effect of prior support, 

F(1, 457) = 0.37, p = .55, ηp
2 = .00, nor the main effect of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 457) = 3.56, 

p = .06, ηp
2 = .01. The interaction between prior efficacy beliefs and condition was not 

significant either, F(1, 457) = 0.21, p = .65, ηp
2 = .00. However, the interaction between prior 

support and condition was significant in this analysis,  F(1, 457) = 5.62, p = .018, ηp
2 = .01, 

indicating that supporting trigger warnings was associated with mor negative study quality 

evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = -0.22, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.34, -0.11],  = 

-0.33, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.03, SE = 0.05, p = .55, 95% CI [-0.14, 0.07],  = -

0.05. This result indicated that only participants’ prior support biased their quality evaluations in 

Study 1b.  

Exploratory analysis of political orientation and party affiliation.  

Appendix A presents exploratory analyses using political orientation and party affiliation, 

respectively, as predictors of study quality evaluations. In both studies, more-liberal-leaning 

participants had lower quality evaluations in the unblinded conditions, but participants’ political 
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orientation and party affiliation were not predictive of quality evaluations in the blinded 

conditions. However, the differences between the blinded and unblinded estimates were only 

significant in Study 1a. These results mirrored those from the models including prior support to 

predict quality evaluations, further suggesting that unblinded participants’ political motivations 

exerted a biasing influence on their evaluations.  

Credibility impressions 

 The credibility impressions measures had high internal reliability in both Study 1a 

(Cronbach’s  = 0.92) and 1b (Cronbach’s  = 0.91). As with the study quality items, this 

indicated that participants’ impressions of one aspect of the study (e.g., how believable the 

results were) were strongly correlated with their perceptions of other, conceptually unrelated 

aspects of the study (e.g., how reputable the university was at which the work was conducted). 

Given this high internal reliability, I made composite credibility impressions items for both 

Study 1a and 1b.  

Participants had modestly positive credibility impressions on average in Study 1a (M = 

4.58, SD = 1.03) and 1b (M = 5.02, SD = 1.00). In Study 1a, participants in the blinded condition 

(M = 4.67, SD = 0.95) did not have significantly more positive credibility impressions than those 

in the unblinded condition (M = 4.50, SD = 1.11), Welch’s t(451.65) = 1.72, p = .086, Cohen’s d 

= 0.16. This was also the case in Study 1b, where participants in the blinded condition (M = 5.06, 

SD = 0.95) had roughly equivalent credibility impressions as participants in the unblinded 

condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1.04), Welch’s t(453.64) = 0.77, p = .44, Cohen’s d = 0.07. Without 

accounting for participants’ prior beliefs, blinding participants’ quality evaluations did not 

appear to meaningfully influence their credibility impressions of the study. 
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However, to address Research Question 3 more rigorously, I conducted a series of 

analyses to assess whether the effect of blinding on credibility impressions may have varied for 

participants with different prior beliefs. I also explored whether condition differences in study 

quality evaluations could help explain any such effects. 

Influence of prior support.  

Study 1a. To start, I constructed linear regression models predicting credibility 

impressions from condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), prior support (mean-centered), and 

their interaction. In Study 1a, there was not a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 462) =  

2.01, p = .16, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a main effect of prior support F(1, 462) = 46.61, p < .001, 

ηp
2 = .09, qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 462) =  9.05, p = .003, ηp

2 = .02. While 

greater support for capital punishment was predictive of more positive credibility impressions 

across conditions, this association was significantly stronger in the unblinded condition, b = 

0.22, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.16, 0.30],  = 0.43, than in the blinded condition, b = 0.09, 

SE = 0.03, p = .003, 95% CI [0.03, 0.15],  = 0.17.  

Moreover, an analysis of the estimated marginal means, illustrated in Figure 1.8, showed 

that participants who were more opposed to capital punishment (below-average support, M – 

1SD) had significantly more positive credibility impressions of the study in the blinded condition 

compared to the unblinded condition. Blinding the quality evaluations of participants for whom 

the presented results were most politically-unfriendly increased their overall impressions of the 

credibility of the presented evidence. Those with average and above-average prior support, in 

contrast, did not significantly differ in their credibility impressions across conditions. Thus, the 

blinding manipulation increased the credibility impressions of participants for whom the 
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presented results were politically-unfriendly, but it did not have a significant effect on the 

credibility impressions of participants with other levels of support for capital punishment.  

 

To explore whether study quality evaluations could help explain the differences in 

credibility impressions between conditions for participants with below-average support for 

capital punishment, I constructed moderated mediation models for each study using the jAMM 

package in jamovi. These models included condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded) as the 

predictor, study quality as the mediator, prior support (mean-centered) as the moderator, and 

credibility impressions as the outcome variable. This model, illustrated in Figure 1.9, allowed me 

to assess the direct effect that condition had on credibility impressions, the indirect effect that 

condition had on credibility impression through evaluations of study quality, and whether these 

direct and indirect effects differed by participants’ prior support for capital punishment. 

Confidence intervals for these model estimates were calculated using 1000 bootstrap 

replications. 
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Figure 1.9. Illustration of the moderated mediation model predicting credibility 

impressions. 

 

The full set of model estimates are presented in Table 1.4. Starting with participants with 

stronger support for capital punishment (above-average support, M + 1SD), there was not a 

significant indirect effect through evaluations of study quality, a direct effect of condition of 

credibility impressions, nor a total effect of condition. This indicated that, across conditions, 

participants who read politically-friendly results were not significantly influenced by their prior 

support when evaluating study quality or forming credibility impressions in Study 1a. This was 

not the case for participants with average prior support or who were more strongly opposed to 

capital punishment (below-average support, M - 1SD). For participants with average and below-

average prior support, there were significant indirect effects, such that being in the unblinded 

condition caused these participants to provide more negative quality evaluations than their 

attitudinally-equivalent counterparts in the blinded condition, which subsequently led the 

unblinded participants to form more negative credibility impressions of the study. However, 

there were countervailing direct effects of condition on credibility impressions for both groups of 

participants, although this direct effect was only significant for participants with below-average 
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prior support. That is, being in the unblinded condition directly increased credibility impressions 

for those with average and below-average prior support, even though it also indirectly decreased 

credibility impressions by lowering these participants’ evaluations of study quality. Nevertheless, 

the indirect effects were roughly three times the magnitude of the positive direct effects, 

resulting in negative total effects for both groups of participants (although the total effect was 

only significant for participants with below-average prior beliefs).  

Ultimately, the impact that the blinding manipulation had on participants’ credibility 

impressions in Study 1a depended on participants’ prior support for capital punishment. 

Participants who were more opposed to capital punishment—and thus read politically-unfriendly 

results—had more negative credibility impressions in the unblinded condition, when they 

evaluated the study’s quality while knowing its results. This effect on credibility impressions was 

explained by the influence of the biased quality evaluations that these unblinded participants 

provided. Put differently, blinding participants quality evaluations caused them to form more 

positive credibility impressions of politically-unfriendly information by elevating their quality 

evaluations of that information. 

Study 1b. A similar, but not fully consistent, pattern of results emerged in Study 1b. Like 

in the Study 1a regression model, there was not a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 459) 

=  1.27, p = .26, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a main effect of prior support F(1, 549) = 5.70, p = .017, 

ηp
2 = .01. However, the interaction effect was not significant in Study 1b, F(1, 459) =  0.95, p = 

.33, ηp
2 = .00. As illustrated in Figure 1.9, participants with above-average support for trigger 

warnings (for whom the presented results were politically-unfriendly) had slightly more negative 

credibility impressions in the unblinded condition than in the blinded condition, but this 

difference was not significant. Those with average and below-average prior support did not 
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significantly differ in their credibility impressions across conditions. The results of the 

moderated mediation analysis, presented in Table 1.5, also showed a similar pattern to the 

analysis conducted for Study 1a. Specifically, there was an indirect effect for participants with 

above-average prior beliefs that was trending toward significance, such that these participants 

tended to have lower study quality evaluations and, subsequently, more negative credibility 

impressions in the unblinded condition. However, these estimates were not particularly precise, 

suggesting a lack of statistical power to detect the indirect effect. Those with average and below-

average prior support did not have significant total or indirect effects of condition on credibility 

impressions.  

 

In sum, Study 1b provided weak evidence of the effects observed more clearly in Study 

1a. Participants for whom the presented results about trigger warnings were politically-

unfriendly provided slightly lower evaluations of study quality when they made unblinded 
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quality evaluations, and this caused them to have nonsignificantly more negative credibility 

impressions than those with similar attitudes who made blinded quality evaluations.  
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Table 1.4. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior support for Study 1a.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.61 0.11 [-0.82, -0.41] -0.31 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.93 0.14 [-1.20, -0.66] -0.43 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.66 0.04 [0.58, 0.74] 0.72 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.21 0.09 [0.04, 0.40] 0.11 .02 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.40 0.13 [-0.65, -0.15] -0.19 .002 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.28 0.07 [-0.43, -0.14] -0.14 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.10 [-0.58, -0.20] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.74 0.03 [0.68, 0.80] 0.76 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.11 0.06 [-0.01, 0.23] 0.05 .061 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.13 0.09 [-0.31, 0.05] -0.06 .16 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.13 0.10 [-0.07, 0.34] 0.06 .20 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.16 0.13 [-0.09, 0.41] 0.08 .20 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.81 0.04 [0.74, 0.89] 0.80 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.01 0.09 [-0.16, 0.19] 0.01 .87 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.15 0.13 [-0.11, 0.40] 0.07 .26 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table 1.5. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior support for Study 1b.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.12 0.08 [-0.04, 0.28] 0.06 .15 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.19 0.13 [-0.07, 0.45] 0.09 .15 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.63 0.05 [0.54, 0.72] 0.71 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.11 0.07 [-0.26, 0.03] -0.06 .13 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.01 0.13 [-0.27, 0.24] -0.01 .92 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.04 0.07 [-0.18, 0.11] -0.02 .62 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.05 0.10 [-0.25, 0.15] -0.02 .62 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.72 0.03 [0.66, 0.78] 0.76 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.05 0.06 [-0.16, 0.06] -0.02 .42 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.10 0.09 [-0.28, 0.08] -0.05 .26 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.23 0.12 [-0.47, 0.00] -0.11 .056 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.29 0.15 [-0.58, 0.00] -0.14 .054 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.81 0.04 [0.74, 0.88] 0.80 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.02 0.09 [-0.15, 0.19] 0.01 .80 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.19 0.13 [-0.44, 0.06] -0.10 .14 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Influence of prior efficacy beliefs.  

Next, I conducted a similar suite of analyses using the measure of prior efficacy beliefs 

instead of the prior support measure.   

Study 1a. The results of this regression analysis were nearly identical to those using prior 

support. There was not a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 462) =  1.90, p = .17, ηp
2 = 

.00, but there was a main effect of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 462) = 4.53, p = .034, ηp
2 = .01, 

qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 462) =  13.50, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03. An analysis of the 

estimated marginal means indicated that participants with below-average efficacy beliefs formed 

significantly more positive credibility impressions in the blinded condition (M = 4.52, 95% CI 

[4.34, 4.71]) relative to the unblinded condition (M = 4.06, 95% CI [3.89, 4.24]). Participants 

with average prior support also had more positive credibility impressions in the blinded 

condition (M = 4.66, 95% CI [4.53, 4.78]) than in the unblinded condition (M = 4.53, 95% CI 

[4.40, 4.66]), although the difference between conditions was not significant for these 

participants. Those with above-average support for capital punishment had slightly more 

negative credibility impressions in the blinded condition (M = 4.79, 95% CI [4.62, 4.96]) than in 

the unblinded condition (M = 5.00, 95% CI [4.81, 5.19]), but the difference between conditions 

was not significant for these participants.  

The moderated mediation analysis using prior efficacy beliefs, presented in Table 1.6, 

also yielded highly similar results to the model using prior support for Study 1a. That is, there 

was a nonsignificant total, indirect, and direct effect of condition on credibility impressions for 

participants with stronger prior efficacy beliefs (above-average, M + 1SD). In contrast, there 

were significant indirect and direct effects for participants with average prior efficacy beliefs, 

and there were significant total, indirect, and direct effects of condition on credibility 
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impressions for participants with stronger prior beliefs in the inefficacy of capital punishment 

(below-average, M - 1SD). Most critically, for those with average and below-average prior 

efficacy beliefs, being in the unblinded condition led participants to provide more negative study 

quality evaluations than their attitudinally-equivalent counterparts in the blinded condition, and 

this further drove these participants to form more negative credibility impressions. While being 

in the unblinded condition also had a significant direct effect of making these participants’ 

credibility impressions more positive, the indirect effects of being in the unblinded condition 

were substantially larger than the direct effects, making the total effect of being in the unblinded 

condition negative for both groups (though only significantly negative for participants with 

below-average prior efficacy beliefs). Thus, knowing the results of the study when making 

evaluations caused participants for whom the presented results were politically-unfriendly to 

have more negative credibility impressions of the study, and it did this by allowing these 

participants to provide more negatively biased study quality evaluations than their blinded 

counterparts.  

Study 1b. Unlike in Study 1a, there were no significant effects of condition or prior 

efficacy beliefs on credibility impressions in Study 1b. The linear regression model indicated that 

neither of the main effects nor the interaction effect were significant (ps ≥ .34), and the 

moderated mediation model revealed no significant indirect, direct, nor total effects of condition 

on credibility impressions across levels of prior efficacy beliefs (full model details are presented 

in Appendix A).    

In total, participants who were presented with results that conflicted with their prior 

beliefs formed more negative credibility impressions of the presented evidence when in the 

unblinded condition in Study 1a, and this effect was explained by the negatively biased study 
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quality evaluations these participants provided compared to their blinded counterparts. This 

pattern of results did not replicate in Study 1b.  
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Table 1.6. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1a.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.67 0.11 [-0.89, -0.45] -0.33 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.97 0.14 [-1.24, -0.69] -0.45 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.69 0.04 [0.61, 0.78] 0.74 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.22 0.10 [0.03, 0.41] 0.11 .026 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.46 0.13 [-0.71, -0.21] -0.22 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.28 0.07 [-0.42, -0.14] -0.13 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.09 [-0.56, -0.20] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.03 [0.67, 0.80] 0.76 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.13 0.06 [0.00, 0.23] 0.06 .041 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.13 0.09 [-0.30, 0.05] -0.06 .17 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.16 0.10 [-0.04, 0.36] 0.08 .10 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.21 0.13 [-0.05, 0.46] 0.10 .10 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.78 0.04 [0.69, 0.86] 0.78 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.04 0.10 [-0.14, 0.23] 0.02 .64 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.21 0.13 [-0.04, 0.46] 0.10 .10 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Updating support and efficacy beliefs 

 Finally, I conducted a series of analyses to assess whether participants updated their 

actual support or efficacy beliefs. For these analyses, the primary outcome variables were the 

difference between participants’ final beliefs (measured after participants completed the 

credibility impressions items) and their prior beliefs.3 Thus, I constructed linear regression 

models with condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), the relevant prior belief measure (mean-

centered), and their interaction as predictors of the respective beliefs change outcomes. These 

analyses were conducted to assess whether the blinding manipulation influenced belief updating 

and whether that effect varied for participants with different prior beliefs. Moreover, I conducted 

moderated mediation analyses with each outcome variable to assess whether any differences in 

the impact of the blinding manipulation on belief updating between levels of prior beliefs could 

be explained by study quality evaluations.  

Updating support beliefs.  

Study 1a. In the regression model for Study 1a, the intercept (b = 0.13, SE = 0.06, 95% 

CI [0.01, 0.24]) indicated that participants slightly increased their support for capital punishment 

in the blinded condition. There was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 462) =  0.25, p = .62, ηp
2 

= .00, but there was a large main effect or prior support, F(1, 462) =  9.39, p = .002, ηp
2 = .02, 

such that greater prior support for capital punishment was predictive of less attitude change, b = 

-0.09, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.14, -0.03],  = -0.19. In other words, participants for whom the 

presented results were politically-friendly changed their attitudes less than those for whom the 

results were less politically-friendly. The interaction was not significant, F(1, 462) =  0.00, p = 

 
3 Analyses using the perceived belief change measures are described in more detail in Appendix A. The direction of 

effects was not consistent with the measures of actual belief change, suggesting that participants were not 

particularly accurate in assessing their own belief change.  
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.96, ηp
2 = .00, indicating that the lack of effect of condition on change in support beliefs did not 

vary as a function of participants’ initial support beliefs.  

However, the moderated mediation model showed that, while the amount of belief 

updating that occurred did not vary by condition or participants’ prior support, the processes by 

which participants updated their support beliefs did significantly vary across these factors. The 

estimates of the moderated mediation model are presented in Table 1.7. Participants who entered 

the study more supportive of capital punishment (above-average support) did not have any 

significant direct, indirect, or total effects of condition on belief updating. The blinding 

manipulation did not significantly alter how these participants updated their support beliefs. 

Alternatively, the blinding manipulation had countervailing indirect and direct effects on the 

belief updating of participants with average and below-average prior support. The indirect effects 

indicated that participants who came into the study less supportive of capital punishment 

provided significantly more negative quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, which 

lessened the amount of belief change that occurred for these participants. Yet making unblinded 

evaluations also had an offsetting direct effect on belief updating, such that being in the 

unblinded condition modestly increased the amount of belief updating that occurred for 

participants with average and below-average prior support. Despite being nonsignificant, the 

direct effects of condition counteracted the significant indirect effects of condition, resulting in 

nonsignificant total effects of condition on change in support beliefs for these participants. Thus, 

blinding the quality evaluations of participants who viewed politically-unfriendly results 

influenced them to change their beliefs in the direction of the presented evidence, yet 

countervailing effects of the blinding manipulation ultimately reduced the how much these 

participants updated their beliefs.  
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Study 1b. The analyses of change in support beliefs for Study 1b yielded similar results. 

The intercept (b = -1.16, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-1.34, -0.98]) indicated that participants generally 

decreased their support for trigger warnings in the blinded condition. As in Study 1a, there was 

not a main effect of condition, F(1, 459) =  0.58, p = .45, ηp
2 = .00, yet there was a main effect or 

prior support, F(1, 459) =  38.18, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08, such that prior support for trigger warnings 

was predictive of more attitude change, b = -0.38, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.51, -0.26],  = -0.40. In 

other words, participants who were presented with politically-unfriendly results changed their 

support beliefs more than participants for whom the results were more politically-friendly. The 

interaction was not significant, F(1, 459) =  1.03, p = .31, ηp
2 = .00, indicating that the lack of 

effect of condition on change in support beliefs did not vary as a function of participants’ initial 

support beliefs.  

The moderated mediation model of Study 1b, presented in Table 1.8, also showed a 

comparable pattern of results as Study 1a. Participants with above-average prior support for 

trigger warnings—for whom the presented results were politically-unfriendly—had lower study 

quality evaluations in the unblinded condition than in the blinded condition. Those deflated study 

quality evaluations subsequently reduced the how much unblinded participants with above-

average prior support updated their support beliefs. However, while both components of this 

indirect effect were statistically significant, the overall indirect effect was not significant, 

suggesting a lack of statistical power. Thus, Study 1b produced weak evidence in line with the 

results of Study 1a:  the blinding manipulation influenced how participants who received 

politically-unfriendly information updated their support beliefs, but these condition effects did 

not ultimately result in differences in belief change for these participants. 
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Table 1.7. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in support beliefs by prior support beliefs for Study 1a.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.19 0.07 [-0.34, -0.05] -0.11 .008 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.93 0.13 [-1.19, -0.66] -0.43 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.21 0.07 [0.07, 0.35] 0.25 .004 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.15 0.14 [-0.11, 0.43] 0.09 .26 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.04 0.11 [-0.26, 0.19] -0.02 .75 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.06 0.02 [-0.11, -0.01] -0.03 .01 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.09 [-0.57, -0.20] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.16 0.05 [0.06, 0.25] 0.20 .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.05 0.09 [-0.13, 0.22] 0.03 .62 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.04 0.08 [-0.20, 0.12] -0.02 .61 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.02 0.02 [-0.02, 0.06] 0.01 .36 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.16 0.13 [-0.09, 0.42] 0.08 .22 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.11 0.06 [0.00, 0.23] 0.14 .062 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.06 0.11 [-0.27, 0.14] -0.04 .55 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.04 0.11 [-0.27, 0.18] -0.03 .70 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table 1.8. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in support beliefs by prior support beliefs for Study 1b.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.02 0.03 [-0.08, 0.04] -0.01 .42 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.19 0.13 [-0.07, 0.44] 0.09 .15 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.13 0.10 [-0.31, 0.07] -0.09 .20 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.04 0.19 [-0.43, 0.31] -0.01 .83 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.03 0.18 [-0.39, 0.33] -0.01 .85 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.01 0.03 [-0.04, 0.07] 0.00 .62 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.05 0.10 [-0.24, 0.14] -0.02 .60 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.27 0.07 [-0.40, -0.13] -0.19 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.05 0.13 [-0.20, 0.30] 0.02 .67 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.10 0.13 [-0.16, 0.35] 0.03 .45 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.12 0.07 [-0.02, 0.25] 0.04 .08 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.29 0.15 [-0.57, -0.00] -0.14 .049 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.41 0.10 [-0.60, -0.20] -0.28 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.15 0.19 [-0.23, 0.53] 0.05 .45 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.23 0.18 [-0.13, 0.59] 0.08 .21 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Updating efficacy beliefs 

Study 1a. In the Study 1a regression model, the intercept (b = 0.54, SE = 0.08, 95% CI 

[0.38, 0.70]) indicated that participants generally increased their belief in the effectiveness of 

capital punishment in the blinded condition. There was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 462) 

=  0.22, p = .64, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a large main effect or prior support, F(1, 462) =  103.55, 

p < .001, ηp
2 = .18, such that greater prior beliefs in the efficacy of capital punishment were 

associated with less attitude change, b = -0.09, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.14, -0.03],  = -0.19. 

Participants for whom the presented results more closely matched their prior beliefs changed 

their efficacy beliefs less than those for whom the results were less expected. However, the 

interaction term was significant in this analysis, F(1, 462) =  0.00, p = .96, ηp
2 = .00. This 

interaction showed that participants with stronger prior efficacy beliefs changed their efficacy 

beliefs significantly less in the blinded condition, b = -0.43, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.52, -0.35],  

= -0.57, than in the unblinded condition, b = -0.28, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [-0.37, -0.19],  = -0.37.  

Moreover, the estimated marginal means are illustrated in Figure 1.10. Participants with 

average and below-average prior efficacy beliefs updated their beliefs in the direction of the 

presented evidence, and this did not differ across conditions. On the other hand, those with 

above-average prior efficacy beliefs, for whom the results were politically-friendly, came to 

believe that capital punishment is significantly less effective than they originally believed in the 

blinded condition, but these participants did not change their beliefs in the unblinded condition.  
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 The results of the moderated mediation, presented in Table 1.9, indicated that the 

processes by which participants updated their efficacy beliefs significantly varied as a function 

of condition and participants’ prior efficacy beliefs. Participants with average and below-average 

prior support rated the study as being of lower quality in the unblinded condition, which 

decreased the amount of belief change that occurred for these participants. Yet there were also 

significant, countervailing direct effects of condition on change in efficacy beliefs for these 

participants, such that being in the unblinded condition modestly increased how much these 

participants came to believe that capital punishment is effective. The direct effects of condition 

cancelled out the negative indirect effects of condition, resulting in nonsignificant total effects of 

condition on change in efficacy beliefs for participants with average or below-average prior 

efficacy beliefs. In contrast, there was a significant total effect of condition on change in efficacy 

beliefs for participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs, such that being in the unblinded 
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condition increased the amount that these participants came to believe that capital punishment is 

more effective than they originally thought.  

Ultimately, the blinding manipulation affected how participants changed their beliefs 

about the efficacy of capital punishment in Study 1a. Participants with average and below-

average prior efficacy beliefs evaluated the study more positively in the blinded condition, yet 

they also relied more strongly on their prior beliefs (and, consequently, less on the new evidence) 

when forming their final efficacy beliefs. These countervailing effects resulted in nonsignificant 

differences in belief change across conditions for these participants. Blinding also reduced the 

amount of belief updating that occurred for participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs 

by reducing their reliance on their prior beliefs when forming their final beliefs. 

Study 1b. The models predicting change in efficacy beliefs Study 1b did not show the 

same moderation effects that were observed in Study 1a. The intercept of the regression model (b 

= -1.31, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [-1.49, -1.14]) indicated that participants in the blinded condition 

generally came to believe that trigger warnings are less effective than they originally thought. 

There was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 459) =  0.20, p = .66, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a 

main effect or prior support, F(1, 459) =  89.80, p < .001, ηp
2 = .16, such that greater prior belief 

in the efficacy of trigger warnings was predictive of greater belief change in the direction of the 

presented evidence, b = -0.55, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.66, -0.43],  = -0.54. However, the 

interaction was not significant, F(1, 459) =  0.10, p = .75, ηp
2 = .00, unlike the same model in 

Study 1a, indicating that prior efficacy beliefs were equivalently predictive of attitude change 

across conditions. Moreover, the results of the moderated mediation analysis, provided in Table 

1.10, showed nonsignificant indirect, direct, or total effects of condition on change in efficacy 

beliefs across levels of prior efficacy beliefs. Thus, the more the presented results ran counter to 
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what participants originally believed, the more likely they were to update their efficacy beliefs in 

Study 1b, and the process by which participants updated their efficacy beliefs did not differ 

across conditions. 
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Table 1.9. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in efficacy beliefs by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1a.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.55 0.11 [-0.77, -0.35] -0.19 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.97 0.14 [-1.25, -0.71] -0.45 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.57 0.07 [0.44, 0.70] 0.42 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.31 0.17 [-0.02, 0.64] 0.11 .063 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.23 0.16 [-0.55, 0.10] -0.08 .17 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.15 0.04 [-0.24, -0.07] -0.05 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.09 [-0.56, -0.21] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.41 0.05 [0.30, 0.51] 0.31 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.30 0.12 [0.07, 0.53] 0.11 .009 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.05 0.12 [-0.17, 0.28] 0.02 .64 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.05 0.04 [-0.02, 0.13] 0.02 .18 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.21 0.13 [-0.03, 0.46] 0.10 .097 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.24 0.08 [0.09, 0.39] 0.19 .002 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.29 0.16 [-0.03, 0.60] 0.10 .074 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.33 0.16 [0.01, 0.66] 0.12 .041 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table 1.10. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in efficacy beliefs by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1b.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.04 0.04 [-0.13, 0.05] -0.01 .37 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.15 [-0.17, 0.41] 0.06 .39 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.32 0.08 [-0.47, -0.18] -0.20 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.04 0.15 [-0.25, 0.36] 0.01 .77 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.02 0.18 [-0.34, 0.37] 0.01 .93 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.01 0.04 [-0.06, 0.08] 0.00 .75 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.10 [-0.22, 0.16] -0.01 .75 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.36 0.06 [-0.49, -0.24] -0.23 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.04 0.12 [-0.20, 0.29] 0.01 .75 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.06 0.13 [-0.19, 0.31] 0.02 .65 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.08 0.07 [-0.06, 0.21] 0.02 .26 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.19 0.15 [-0.47, 0.11] -0.09 .21 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.41 0.11 [-0.62, -0.20] -0.26 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.03 0.21 [-0.39, 0.45] 0.01 .87 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.10 0.18 [-0.26, 0.46] 0.03 .59 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Discussion 

 In Studies 1a and 1b, participants’ prior beliefs significantly influenced their evaluations 

of a study’s methodological quality when they were privy to its results. This was not the case for 

participants who offered blinded evaluations of quality, made before they knew the study’s 

results. These findings indicated that, on average, unblinded participants provided biased 

evaluations of quality, for they were influenced by their prior beliefs when making those 

evaluations significantly more than unblinded individuals with equivalent prior beliefs. This 

pattern of results was clearest in Study 1a, where participants for whom the presented results 

were most politically-unfriendly provided significantly lower quality evaluations when they 

made unblinded evaluations. Some similar patterns were observed in Study 1b, although the 

effects were generally smaller and did not always reach statistical significance. These studies 

provided initial evidence against strong rationalist accounts of partisan reasoning and provided 

initial support of my hypothesis related to Research Question 1. Partisans evaluated scientific 

evidence in a biased manner when they knew how the presented evidence aligned with their prior 

beliefs.  

 In relation to Research Question 2,  I hypothesized that both prior support and prior 

efficacy beliefs would bias participants’ unblinded quality evaluations in each study. That 

hypothesis was fully supported only in Study 1a. In that study, participants’ prior support for 

capital punishment and their prior beliefs about the efficacy of capital punishment biased their 

study quality evaluations. It appeared that prior efficacy beliefs were the driver of this bias, for 

the interaction between prior support and condition did not predict quality evaluations when the 

interaction between prior efficacy beliefs and condition was in the same model. This suggested 

that the observed biases observed in Study 1a maybe more cognitively-driven. Yet in Study 1b, 
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only prior support for trigger warnings exerted a biasing influence on unblinded quality 

evaluations, which suggests a more affectively-driven account of partisan bias. However, Study 

1b had less precise estimates across models, and I lacked adequate statistical power for many of 

the analyses including interaction effects in Study 1a, including the moderated mediation models. 

Thus, I aimed to recruit larger samples in my subsequent studies to more precisely estimate the 

relative biasing influences of these beliefs on quality evaluations and subsequent belief-updating. 

These studies also provided evidence pertinent to Research Question 3, showing that 

unblinded participants’ biased evaluations had downstream influences on their credibility 

impressions and belief updating. Participants who viewed politically-unfriendly information in 

Study 1a formed significantly more positive credibility impressions (e.g., found the evidence to 

be more believable) when they evaluated the study’s methodological quality without knowing its 

results. These participants also changed their beliefs about the efficacy of capital punishment 

more when they provided blinded evaluations, although this difference was not statistically 

significant. Moderated mediation analyses showed that these effects could be explained by the 

indirect effect that blinded participants’ elevated quality evaluations had on these outcomes, yet 

the blinding manipulation also directly deflated these participants’ credibility impressions and 

belief updating. Similar patterns were observed in Study 1b, although the indirect effects were 

consistently smaller and did not reach statistical significance. It is not clear why the blinding 

manipulation induced negative direct effects on credibility impressions and belief updating for 

participants who viewed politically-unfriendly results. Perhaps separating the information about 

the study methods and results felt more artificial when the results were politically-unfriendly, 

which caused these participants to distrust the presented information more than their unblinded 

counterparts. Whether or not that conjecture helps explain the effect, the manipulation caused 
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these participants—but not those for whom the results were politically-friendly—to perceive the 

presented information as having lower evidentiary value. In the General Discussion, I will return 

to discussing potential explanations for these effects. Nevertheless, in aggregate, the moderated 

mediation models suggested that the blinding manipulation may make people slightly more 

responsive to politically-unfriendly results by prohibiting them from making biased evaluations 

of its methodological merits.  
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STUDY 2 

 In Study 2, I recruited twice as large of a sample to replicate and extend the findings of 

Studies 1a and 1b. I used the same methods and materials as Study 1a, and the preregistered 

hypotheses were identical to those of the previous studies as well. Namely, I hypothesized that 

prior beliefs would significantly predict quality evaluations only in the unblinded condition 

(addressing Research Question 1) and that both prior support and prior efficacy beliefs would 

significantly bias unblinded participants’ quality evaluations (addressing Research Question 2). 

Additionally, I preregistered analyses to examine how the blinding manipulation and 

participants’ prior beliefs influenced their credibility impressions and belief updating (addressing 

Research Question 3). 

I also preregistered several secondary analyses related to Research Question 2. First, I 

measured participants emotions just before they completed their quality evaluations, and I 

planned analyses to assess whether positive and/or negative affective reactions could account for 

the biasing influence of prior beliefs on quality evaluations in the unblinded condition. This 

would provide stronger evidence of affectively-driven biases than I had previously demonstrated. 

Similarly, I also measured participants’ moral conviction about capital punishment to determine 

whether more morally convicted participants exhibited stronger biases. Lastly, to examine the 

role that reflective thinking may have on partisan bias, I also collected participants’ responses to 

an analytic thinking task. There are competing accounts of whether increased reflectiveness is 

associated with stronger (Kahan et al., 2017), weaker (Pennycook & Rand, 2019; Tappin et al., 

2020a) or both stronger and weaker (Batailler et al., 2022) partisan biases, so I examined the how 

analytic thinking was related to partisans’ evaluations to help refine these theoretical claims. 
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Method 

Participants  

 A power analysis indicated that, to have 0.80 power to detect small (f2 = 0.02) three-way 

interactions, I would need to recruit at least 725 participants. Anticipating that some participants 

would not pass our preregistered inclusion criteria (three English comprehension questions, a 

manipulation check, and completing the survey in less than three minutes), I aimed to recruit 

1000 participants through Prolific. 

 Ultimately, 1007 participants were recruited in June of 2021. The participants ranged in 

age from 18-85 years (M = 38.52, SD = 13.54), ranged in yearly household income from less 

than $5,000 to over $175,000 (Mdn = $50,000 - $59,999) and were mainly White (72%), female 

(52%), and college-educated (37%).  

Procedure and Measures 

After consenting, completing a captcha, and responding to three English comprehension 

questions, participants were asked the same prior support, prior efficacy beliefs, and moral 

conviction questions as were used in Study 1a. Participants were then randomly assigned to one 

of two experimental conditions (Condition: blinded or unblinded) in a two-cell between-subjects 

design. All participants read a brief introduction and methods description of the focal study about 

capital punishment, as was presented in Study 1a. Participants in the unblinded condition were 

only required to stay on the page containing the initial study description for 30 seconds before 

they could proceed to the next page. Those in the blinded condition were required to stay on the 

page for 30 seconds but were also presented the 20-item PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) and the 

study quality items immediately after the methods description. The wordings of the study quality 

items for this study were identical to the items used in Study 1a. 
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On the next page, all participants were presented with the full write-up of the study, 

which included the introduction and methods descriptions and a brief description of the results. 

As in Study 1a, all participants read that the study found that capital punishment was an effective 

deterrent of violent crime. All participants were required to stay on this page for at least 30 

seconds before proceeding. Participants in the unblinded conditions completed the PANAS and 

the study quality measures on this page, while participants in the blinded conditions were not 

presented any items before proceeding.  

All participants were then presented with the manipulation check and the credibility 

impressions items from Study 1a. On the following page, participants were asked to complete the 

second capital punishment support and efficacy belief items, which were used as the second time 

point for measures of actual belief change. On the subsequent page, participants were asked the 

same reported belief change measures used in Study 1a for reported change in support and 

efficacy beliefs, respectively. Participants were then provided with an optional open response 

question to share any additional information about their views of the study they read or the issue 

of capital punishment more broadly. 

Finally, participants completed the Cognitive Reflection Task 1 and 2 (CRT; Frederick, 

2005; Thomson & Oppenheimer, 2016) and then completed the same demographic information 

about their age, sex, ethnicity, income, education, political orientation (social and economic, 

separately), and political party affiliation as in Study 1a. Participants were given the opportunity 

to share any thoughts or feelings about the study in an open-response question before being 

presented with the debriefing and completing the survey. 
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Results 

Following my preregistration, I excluded participants who did not pass our English 

comprehension checks, failed our manipulation check (responding “Capital punishment is not 

effective at all”), or finished the survey in less than three minutes. This resulted in a sample of 

912 participants for the confirmatory analyses (including the full sample did not substantively 

alter the results). The distribution of participants across the two experimental conditions was 

roughly equivalent (nblinded = 455, nunblinded = 457).  

On average, participants were slightly opposed to capital punishment (M = 3.57, SD = 

1.99) and thought that capital punishment is somewhat effective at deterring violent crime (M = 

3.24, SD = 1.90). As in Study 1a, these items were strongly correlated (r = 0.76). The measure of 

moral conviction had suitable internal reliability (Cronbach’s  = 0.76), and participants felt 

morally convicted about the issue on average (M = 4.86, SD = 1.46). Participants also reported 

being slightly liberal on social (M = 5.00, SD = 1.88) and economic (M = 4.71, SD = 1.93) issues 

and leaned Democrat (M = 4.90, SD = 1.68). As in the previous studies, the social and economic 

political orientation measures were combined into a composite political orientation measure 

(Cronbach’s  = 0.92). Also as in the previous studies, indices of skewness and kurtosis 

indicated that the distributions of responses were sufficiently normal for parametric analyses 

(Field et al., 2012).  

Study quality evaluations 

 The study quality items had high internal reliability in Study 2 (Cronbach’s  = 0.90) and 

were thus averaged into a composite measure4. On average, participants rated the study as being 

 
4 As in Studies 1a and 1b, the internal reliability of the quality items in the blinded condition (Cronbach’s  = 0.88) 

did not meaningfully differ from the reliability in the unblinded condition (Cronbach’s  = 0.91).  
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of decent quality (M = 4.96, SD = 1.07). To test Research Questions 1 and 2, I conducted a series 

of linear regression analyses identical to those I ran in Studies 1a and 1b.  

Influence of prior support beliefs 

First, I constructed a model predicting study quality evaluations from condition (dummy-

coded, 0 = blinded), prior support for capital punishment (mean-centered), and their interaction. 

Omnibus tests showed a significant overall model, F(3, 908) = 62.81, p < .001, ηp
2 = .17, and a 

main effect of condition F(1, 908) =  60.45, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06, but not of prior support, F(1, 

908) = 1.49, p = .22, ηp
2 = .00. However, this was qualified by a highly significant interaction 

between prior support and condition, F(1, 908) =  82.30, p < .001, ηp
2 = .08, illustrated in Figure 

2.1. Simple effects analyses showed that, as hypothesized, prior support for capital punishment 

was predictive of more positive study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = 0.27, 

SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.22, 0.31],  = 0.50, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.03, 

SE = 0.02, p = .22, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.02],  = -0.05. While blinded participants’ prior support was 

unrelated to their quality evaluations, participants who knew the study’s results when submitting 

their evaluations were significantly influenced by their prior support when evaluating the study. 

In other words, participants in the unblinded condition significantly deviated from the accuracy-

motivated baselines of quality evaluations provided by participants in the blinded condition, 

revealing a significant directional bias in their evaluations.  
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Additionally, I compared the estimated marginal means of participants with below-

average (M – 1SD), average, and above-average (M + 1SD) prior support across conditions. 

Figure 2.2 presents the estimated marginal means and corresponding 95% confidence intervals. 

While there were not significant differences in quality evaluations between conditions for those 

with above-average prior support, there were significant differences (as indicated by 

nonoverlapping 95% CIs) across conditions for those with either average or below-average prior 

support. That is, participants for whom the presented results were politically-unfriendly provided 

negatively biased quality evaluations in the unblinded condition relative to their attitudinally-

similar counterparts in the blinded condition, but participants for whom the results aligned with 

their prior support did not demonstrate a significant bias in their unblinded evaluations.  
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Influence of prior efficacy beliefs 

Next, I constructed a model predicting study quality evaluations from condition (dummy-

coded, 0 = blinded/conservative-friendly), prior efficacy beliefs about capital punishment (mean-

centered), and their interaction. Omnibus tests showed a significant overall model, F(3, 908) = 

75.70, p < .001, ηp
2 = .20, and a main effect of condition F(1, 908) =  59.09, p < .001, ηp

2 = .06, 

but not of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 908) = 0.13, p = .72, ηp
2 = .00. This was qualified by a 

highly significant interaction between condition and prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 908) =  93.69, p 

< .001, ηp
2 = .09. As predicted, simple effects analyses showed that prior belief in the efficacy of 

capital punishment was predictive of more positive quality evaluations in the unblinded 

condition, b = 0.32, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.27, 0.37],  = 0.56, but not in the blinded 

condition, b = -0.01, SE = 0.02, p = .72, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.04],  = -0.01. Blinded participants’ 
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prior efficacy beliefs unrelated to their quality evaluations, but unblinded participants evaluations 

were significantly biased by their prior efficacy beliefs when evaluating the study. 

In comparing the estimated marginal means of participants with below-average, average, 

and above-average prior efficacy beliefs across conditions, I found similar results as in the 

analysis of prior support. While there were not significant differences in quality evaluations 

between conditions for those high in prior efficacy beliefs, there were significant differences (as 

indicated by nonoverlapping 95% CIs) across conditions for those with either average or low 

prior efficacy beliefs. Table 2.1 presents these estimated marginal means and corresponding 95% 

confidence intervals. In sum, aligning with my hypotheses regarding Research Question 1, prior 

efficacy beliefs exerted a biasing influence on unblinded participants’ quality evaluations, 

particularly for participants for whom the presented results were more politically-unfriendly.  

 

Table 2.1. Estimated Marginal Means of Study Quality Evaluations in Study 2 by 

Condition and Prior Efficacy Beliefs 

  Condition  

Prior Efficacy Beliefs Group Blinded Unblinded 

   Below-average (Less effective) 5.22 [5.10, 5.34] 4.11 [3.98, 4.24] 

   Average  5.20 [5.11, 5.29] 4.71 [4.62, 4.80] 

   Above-average (More effective) 5.19 [5.06, 5.31] 5.32 [5.19, 5.44] 

Note: Values in brackets are 95% confidence intervals. Bolded values indicate 

nonoverlapping confidence intervals from the Blinded condition.   
 

Relative influence of prior support and prior efficacy beliefs 

To further address Research Question 2, I assessed the relative influence of prior support 

and prior efficacy beliefs on quality evaluations. I constructed a regression model using the 

condition variable, both prior belief measures, and the two-way interactions between condition 

and each prior belief variable. The key terms in this model are the interaction terms, which 
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indicate the influence that each prior belief measure had on quality evaluation when accounting 

for the shared variance between the two measures. 

The overall model was significant, F(5, 906) = 47.92, p < .001, ηp
2 = .21, as was the main 

effect of condition, F(1, 906) = 60.28, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06. Neither the main effect of prior 

support, F(1, 906) = 2.26, p = .13, ηp
2 = .00, nor the main effect of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 

906) = 0.84, p = .36, ηp
2 = .00, were significant. However, the key interactions between prior 

support and condition, F(1, 906) = 9.48, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01, and between prior efficacy beliefs 

and condition, F(1, 906) = 15.90, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, were significant and in the same direction 

as the previous analyses. Above and beyond the shared variance explained by the two prior belief 

variables, both prior support and prior efficacy beliefs had independent influences on participants 

quality evaluations in the unblinded condition—but not in the blinded condition. Thus, both prior 

support and prior efficacy beliefs independently biased unblinded participants’ quality 

evaluations.  

However, most of the biasing influence of these prior beliefs seemed to stem from their 

shared influence on quality evaluations. The total variance explained by the combined model 

with two interaction terms (ηp
2 = .21) was only slightly larger than the variance explained by the 

model only including the interaction with prior support (ηp
2 = .17) or the model only including 

the interaction with prior efficacy beliefs (ηp
2 = .20). This suggested that the two prior belief 

measures were accounting for similar variance across models rather than explaining distinct 

variance in quality evaluations. In line with this interpretation, the interaction between condition 

and prior support accounted for less variance in this combined model (ηp
2 = .01) than in the 

model only including the prior support interaction term (ηp
2 = .08); similarly, the interaction 

between condition and prior efficacy beliefs also accounted for less variance in this combined 
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model (ηp
2 = .02) than in the model only including prior efficacy interaction term (ηp

2 = .09). 

Since the main effects accounted for the same amount of variance in each of the three models 

(ηp
2 = .06), this indicated that the remaining variance explained by the combined model (ηp

2 = 

.12) was due to the shared influence of prior support and prior efficacy beliefs. In summary, prior 

support and prior efficacy beliefs yielded distinguishable, but highly overlapping, directional 

biases in quality evaluations for unblinded participants.  

Exploratory analysis of political orientation  

 I also ran an exploratory regression analysis to examine whether the results of the 

confirmatory analyses would replicate when using political orientation rather than prior support 

or prior efficacy beliefs. The full results of this analysis are presented in Appendix B. As in 

Studies 1a, participants’ political orientation was significantly predictive of quality evaluations in 

the unblinded condition, but not in the blinded condition. Moreover, more liberal participants had 

significantly lower quality evaluations in the unblinded condition than in the blinded condition, 

but more conservative did not exhibit a significant bias. These provided further evidence that 

participants political motivations directionally biased their quality evaluations. 

Mediation of study quality judgments by positive and negative affect 

 In relation to Research Question 2, I conducted moderated mediation analyses to assess 

whether positive and/or negative affect mediated the relationship between condition and study 

quality evaluations, and whether than relationship differed by participants’ prior beliefs. 

Deviating from my preregistered analysis plan, which consisted of a single model including both 

prior support and prior efficacy beliefs, I created two separate models for each measure to better 

estimate the indirect effects of condition on study quality as moderated by each prior belief.  
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 The full model estimates for these analyses are presented in Appendix B. In brief, neither 

positive nor negative affect accounted for substantial variance in the condition effects on study 

quality evaluations, and this was true across levels of participants’ prior beliefs. Positive affect 

did account for a small proportion of the variance in the evaluations made by participants with 

average prior beliefs (for both the support and efficacy beliefs measures), such that being in the 

unblinded condition caused these participants to have lower positive affect, which in turn 

decreased their quality evaluations. However, these indirect effects were small, accounting for 

roughly 5-6% of the total effect of condition on these participants’ quality evaluations. While 

similar patterns emerged for participants with below-average prior beliefs—for whom the 

presented materials were the most politically-unfriendly—these indirect effects were not 

significant, likely due to a lack of statistical power to detect small effects. Ultimately, these 

results suggest that participants’ affective reactions were not the driver of the evaluative biases 

made by participants with average and below-average prior beliefs in the unblinded condition; 

the blinding manipulation did not have the requisite impact on participants’ positive or negative 

emotions to explain the evaluative biases that were observed.  

Moderation of study quality evaluations by individual difference measures 

 To further address Research Question 2, I constructed a series of four linear regression 

models to test the two-way and three-way interactions between condition, the prior beliefs 

measures, and the two individual difference measures. These models included the condition 

variable (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), either the prior support or prior efficacy beliefs variable 

(mean-centered), and either moral conviction composite or CRT scores (mean-centered). These 

analyses were run to assess whether moral conviction or analytic thinking attenuated (or 
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exacerbated) the biasing influence of prior beliefs on quality evaluations in the unblinded 

condition.   

Moderation of prior support effects 

Moral conviction. Starting with moral conviction, omnibus tests showed that, in addition 

to the previously documented interaction between prior support and condition, F(1, 904) =  

60.42, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06, there was a significant main effect of moral conviction, F(1, 904) =  

24.37, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, as well as a significant interaction between moral conviction and 

condition, F(1, 904) =  6.31, p = .012, ηp
2 = .01. However, there was not a significant two-way 

interaction between prior support and moral conviction, F(1, 904) =  1.31, p = .25, ηp
2 = .00, nor 

a significant three-way interaction between condition, prior support, and moral conviction, F(1, 

904) =  1.95, p = .16, ηp
2 = .00.  

However, simple effects analyses indicated that moral conviction may have had a small 

moderating effect on the relationship between prior support and quality evaluations in the 

unblinded condition. There was a significant difference (as indicated by nonoverlapping 95% 

CIs) in the influence that prior support had on unblinded participants’ evaluations between those 

with low moral conviction, b = 0.17, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI [0.10, 0.24],  = 0.31, and 

those with high moral conviction, b = 0.32, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.26, 0.37],  = 0.59. 

In other words, those who were highly morally convicted about capital punishment were 

significantly more influenced by their prior support when making unblinded quality evaluations 

than those with low moral conviction about the topic. Those with average moral conviction in the 

unblinded condition—which was the largest of the three moral conviction groups—did not 

significantly differ from either the below-average or above-average conviction groups, b = 0.24, 

SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.20, 0.29],  = 0.45. Thus, while there was some indication that 
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moral conviction exacerbated the biasing influence of prior support on quality evaluations, the 

lack of a significant three-way interaction indicated that I did not have adequate statistical power 

to reliably estimate the size of this effect.  

Analytic thinking. In the analysis of analytic thinking scores, there was a significant 

main effect of CRT on quality evaluations, F(1, 904) =  9.19, p = .003, ηp
2 = .01, that was 

qualified by a significant interaction between prior support and CRT scores, F(1, 904) =  3.89, p 

= .049, ηp
2 = .00. While the interaction between prior support and condition remained significant, 

F(1, 904) =  85.18, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09, there was not an interaction between condition and CRT, 

F(1, 904) =  0.50, p = .48, ηp
2 = .00, nor a significant three-way interaction, F(1, 904) =  0.81, p 

= .37, ηp
2 = .00. Simple effects analyses did not suggest that there were any meaningful 

differences that I was merely underpowered to detect. In total, this analysis indicated that those 

higher in analytic thinking were influenced slightly less by their prior support when making 

quality evaluations, b = -0.02, SE = 0.02, p = .049, 95% CI [-0.04, -0.00],  = -0.08, but this 

effect did not vary across conditions.  

Moderation of prior efficacy beliefs effects 

Moral conviction. While there was a significant interaction between moral conviction 

and condition, F(1, 904) =  9.83, p = .002, ηp
2 = .01, there was not a significant three-way 

interaction between condition, prior efficacy beliefs, and moral conviction, F(1, 904) =  0.94, p = 

.33, ηp
2 = .00. However, simple effects analyses showed some indications that moral conviction 

may have exacerbated the influence of prior efficacy beliefs on quality evaluations in the blinded 

conditions, as was the case in the model using prior support. That is, the influence of prior 

efficacy beliefs on quality judgments was greater for those with above-average moral conviction 

who were in the unblinded condition, b = 0.36, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.31, 0.42],  = 
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0.64, than it was for those with below-average moral conviction who were in the unblinded 

condition, b = 0.23, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI [0.16, 0.31],  = 0.41. In sum, there was some 

indication that moral conviction may have moderated the influence of prior efficacy beliefs on 

quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, but I did not have adequate statistical power to 

reliably estimate this small effect.  

Analytic thinking. In contrast, there was a significant three-way interaction between 

condition, prior efficacy beliefs, and CRT scores, F(1, 904) =  7.77, p = .005, ηp
2 = .01. Simple 

effects analyses showed that the influence of prior efficacy beliefs on quality judgments was 

greater for those with above-average CRT scores who were in the unblinded condition, b = 0.37, 

SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI [0.30, 0.44],  = 0.65, than it was for those with below-average 

CRT scores who were in the unblinded condition, b = 0.26, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.19, 

0.32],  = 0.45. Participants higher in analytic thinking were biased by their efficacy beliefs 

more than participants lower in analytic thinking.  

Furthermore, an illustration of the estimated marginal means is presented in Figure 2.3. 

Participants with average or below-average prior efficacy beliefs in the unblinded condition 

provided lower study quality evaluations than participants with equivalent beliefs in the blinded 

condition. This bias was consistent across levels of CRT scores for participants with average 

prior efficacy beliefs, yet it was nonsignificantly larger for those below-average prior efficacy 

beliefs who also had above-average CRT scores. In other words, participants for whom the 

presented results were the most politically-unfriendly exhibited slightly, but nonsignificantly, 

stronger biases in their evaluations if they were above-average in analytic thinking. Additionally, 

although participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs (for whom the presented results 

were more politically-friendly) and below-average or average CRT scores did not significantly 



  79 

differ in their quality evaluations across conditions, those with above-average prior efficacy 

beliefs and above-average CRT scores did significantly differ across conditions. Those more 

analytic participants evaluated the study as being of significantly higher quality when they made 

unblinded evaluations. In other words, highly analytic participants for whom the presented 

results were consistent with their prior efficacy beliefs provided positively biased judgments of 

study quality, but participants with similar prior efficacy beliefs who were lower in analytic 

thinking did not produce such positively biased judgments. In sum, being a more reflective 

thinker was associated with a slightly stronger biases in quality evaluations for unblinded 

participants, and this effect was stronger in participants for whom the presented results affirmed 

their prior efficacy beliefs.  
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Credibility impressions 

 Like in Studies 1a and 1b, the credibility impressions items had high internal reliability 

(Cronbach’s  = 0.94). I aggregated these items into a single measure, as preregistered. 

Participants had modestly positive credibility impressions on average (M = 4.76, SD = 1.08). 

Furthermore, participants in the blinded condition (M = 4.89, SD = 1.04) had higher average 

credibility impressions of the study than participants in the unblinded condition (M = 4.63, SD = 

1.11), Welch’s t(907.87) = 3.62, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.24.  

To further address Research Question 3, I conducted a series of linear regression and 

moderated mediation analyses to assess whether the effect of blinding on credibility impressions 

may have varied for participants with different prior beliefs, and to explore whether condition 

differences in study quality evaluations could help explain any such effects.  

Influence of prior support 

Starting with the linear regression model predicting credibility impressions from 

condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), prior support (mean-centered), and their interaction, 

there was a significant main effect of condition, F(1, 908) =  19.01, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, as well as 

a main effect of prior support F(1, 908) = 19.05, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. As in Study 1a, these main 

effects were qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 908) =  14.82, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. Greater 

prior support for capital punishment was predictive of more positive credibility impressions 

across conditions, but this association was significantly stronger in the unblinded condition, b = 

0.23, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.19, 0.28],  = 0.43, than in the blinded condition, b = 0.10, 

SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.15],  = 0.19. Furthermore, analyses of the estimated 

marginal means, illustrated in Figure 2.4, showed that participants with average and below-

average prior support—the participants for whom the presented results were more politically-
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unfriendly—had significantly more positive credibility impressions in the blinded condition than 

in the unblinded condition. Participants with above-average prior support for capital punishment, 

on the other hand, did not differ in their credibility impressions across conditions.  

 

The moderated mediation analysis using prior support as the moderator of the condition 

effects on credibility impressions, shown in Table 2.2, provided results consistent with those of 

the parallel analysis conducted in Study 1a. That is, while condition did not have significant 

indirect or direct effects on credibility impressions for participants with above-average prior 

support, it had countervailing indirect and direct effects on the credibility impressions of 

participants with average and below-average prior support. Those with average and below-

average prior support provided lower study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, which 

led them to form more negative credibility impressions of the study (e.g., find it less believable) 

in the unblinded condition as well. Yet there were also significant direct effects of for these 

participants, such that being in the unblinded condition caused a small increase in credibility 
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impressions. Nevertheless, the indirect effects were over three times as large as the direct effects, 

resulting in significant total effects of condition on credibility impressions. In total, these 

analyses showed that, as in Study 1a, participants who viewed politically-unfriendly information 

in the unblinded condition relied on their biased study quality evaluations when forming their 

credibility impressions, which caused them to have more negative credibility impressions than 

their blinded counterparts with similar prior support. Put differently, blinding participants quality 

judgments made them evaluate politically-unfriendly results more positively and, consequently, 

form more positive credibility impressions of the study.  

Influence of prior efficacy beliefs 

The linear regression and moderated mediation analyses using prior efficacy beliefs 

yielded substantively identical results as the analyses using prior support. Participants with 

average and below-average prior efficacy beliefs formed significantly more negative credibility 

impressions of the study in the unblinded condition than in the blinded condition, and this effect 

was explained by the influence of the negatively biased study quality evaluations those 

unblinded participants provided. Participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs, on the 

other hand, did not significantly differ in their credibility impressions across conditions. The 

details of these models are provided in Appendix B.  
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Table 2.2. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior support for Study 2.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.80 0.08 [-0.96, -0.64] -0.38 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.09 0.10 [-1.29, -0.90] -0.51 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.03 [0.67, 0.80] 0.74 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.25 0.07 [0.11, 0.39] 0.12 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.55 0.10 [-0.74, -0.37] -0.26 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.38 0.05 [-0.48, -0.27] -0.18 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.51 0.07 [-0.64, -0.37] -0.24 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.75 0.03 [0.70, 0.80] 0.75 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.08 0.05 [-0.02, 0.17] 0.04 .11 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.29 0.07 [-0.43, -0.16] -0.14 < .001 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.06 0.07 [-0.08, 0.20] 0.03 .39 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.08 0.09 [-0.10, 0.26] 0.04 .39 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.77 0.04 [0.70, 0.84] 0.76 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.09 0.07 [-0.23, 0.04] -0.04 .17 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.03 0.10 [-0.22, 0.15] -0.02 .72 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Updating support and efficacy beliefs 

 Finally, to address Research Question 3, I conducted a series of analyses to assess 

whether participants reported changing their support for capital punishment or beliefs about the 

efficacy of capital punishment. As in Studies 1a and 1b, I focused on the measures actual belief 

change (Time 2 beliefs – Time 1 beliefs) for both support and efficacy beliefs (analyses of the 

reported change in beliefs items are reported in Appendix B).  

Updating support beliefs 

In the linear regression model predicting change in support for capital punishment, the 

intercept (b = 0.14, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.05, 0.23]) showed that participants had a very small 

increase in their support in the blinded condition. There was not a significant main effect of 

condition, F(1, 908) =  0.93, p = .34, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a significant main effect of prior 

support, F(1, 908) = 25.34, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, such that participants who previously supported 

capital punishment changed their support beliefs less on average, b = -0.11, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [-

0.15, -0.07],  = -0.23. There was not a significant interaction between condition and prior 

support, F(1, 908) =  1.94, p = .16, ηp
2 = .00, so the lack of influence of blinding on changes in 

support beliefs was consistent across levels of prior support.  

However, a moderated mediation analysis showed that the null effect of condition on 

change in support resulted from different combinations of influences for participants with 

different prior beliefs. These estimates are provided in Table 2.3. There were no significant 

indirect, direct, or total effects for participants with above-average prior support (participants for 

whom the results were politically-friendly), but there were significant indirect and direct effects 

for participants with average and below-average prior support. For those with average and 

below-average prior support, the indirect effect indicated that being in the unblinded condition 
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caused participants to lower their study quality evaluations relative to their blinded counterparts, 

which resulted in decreased change in support for those unblinded participants. Yet being in the 

unblinded condition also directly caused a small increase in change in support for these 

participants, canceling out the influence of the negative indirect effect for both groups. Thus, 

while the total impact of the manipulation on belief updating did not differ across levels of prior 

support, the ways in which the manipulation influenced belief updating differed as a function of 

the alignment of the results with participants’ prior beliefs.  

Updating efficacy beliefs 

The intercept in the model predicting change in efficacy beliefs (b = 0.68, SE = 

0.06, 95% CI [0.56, 0.79]) showed that participants in the blinded condition generally came to 

believe that capital punishment is more effective than they previously thought. There was not a 

significant main effect of condition, F(1, 908) =  1.31, p = .25, ηp
2 = .00, but there was an effect 

of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 908) =  150.28, p < .001, ηp
2 = .14, such that participants who 

previously believed that capital punishment is effective generally changed their efficacy beliefs 

less, b = -0.36, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.42, -0.30],  = -0.50. The interaction between prior 

efficacy beliefs and condition was not significant, F(1, 908) =  3.79, p = .052, ηp
2 = .00, 

indicating that the null effect of condition on change in efficacy beliefs was consistent across 

levels of prior efficacy beliefs. 

Nevertheless, the moderated mediation analysis, presented in Table 2.4, exposed 

differences in the effects of condition on change in efficacy beliefs that depended on 

participants’ prior efficacy beliefs. As in the analysis of change in support, there were indirect 

effects of condition on change in efficacy beliefs for participants with average and below-

average prior efficacy belief (those for whom the presented results were more politically-
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unfriendly), such that being in the blinded condition increased the amount they changed their 

efficacy beliefs via their higher quality evaluations. This was not the case for participants with 

above-average prior efficacy beliefs. Yet unlike in the analysis of change in support beliefs, the 

total effect of condition on change in efficacy beliefs was significant for participants with below-

average prior efficacy beliefs. That is, accounting for the indirect effect that the blinding 

manipulation had on increasing these participants’ quality judgments revealed that those for 

whom the results were most politically-unfriendly changed their beliefs significantly more in the 

blinded condition relative to the unblinded condition. There were no significant indirect, direct, 

or total effects for participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs. Ultimately, blinding the 

quality evaluations of participants with below-average prior efficacy beliefs—whose prior beliefs 

were most in conflict with the presented evidence—made them update their beliefs in the 

direction of the presented evidence significantly more than their unblinded counterparts.  
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Table 2.3. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in support beliefs by prior support beliefs for Study 2.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.26 0.07 [-0.39, -0.13] -0.14 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.09 0.10 [-1.29, -0.91] -0.51 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.24 0.05 [0.13, 0.35] 0.27 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.23 0.11 [0.02, 0.43] 0.12 .029 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support -0.03 0.09 [-0.20, 0.15] -0.01 .76 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support -0.09 0.02 [-0.13, -0.05] -0.05 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.51 0.06 [-0.63, -0.38] -0.24 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.18 0.03 [0.11, 0.25] 0.20 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.19 0.07 [0.05, 0.32] 0.10 .007 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.06 0.06 [-0.06, 0.18] 0.03 .33 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.01 0.01 [-0.01, 0.03] 0.00 .39 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.08 0.09 [-0.09, 0.25] 0.04 .38 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Support 0.11 0.03 [0.05, 0.18] 0.13 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.14 0.08 [-0.01, 0.28] 0.07 .066 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Support 0.15 0.09 [-0.03, 0.32] 0.08 .095 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table 2.4. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in efficacy beliefs by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 2.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.47 0.08 [-0.62, -0.32] -0.17 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.11 0.10 [-1.30, -0.92] -0.52 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.42 0.06 [0.31, 0.53] 0.33 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.21 0.13 [-0.04, 0.46] 0.08 .10 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.25 0.11 [-0.47, -0.03] -0.09 .029 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.17 0.03 [-0.23, -0.11] -0.06 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.49 0.06 [-0.61, -0.37] -0.23 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.35 0.04 [0.27, 0.42] 0.27 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.13 0.09 [-0.04, 0.29] 0.05 .14 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy -0.09 0.08 [-0.25, 0.06] -0.03 .25 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.03 0.02 [-0.01, 0.08] 0.01 .15 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.09 [-0.05, 0.29] 0.06 .15 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.27 0.05 [0.17, 0.36] 0.21 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.04 0.11 [-0.18, 0.25] 0.01 .72 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Efficacy 0.06 0.11 [-0.16, 0.29] 0.02 .57 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Discussion 

 The results of Study 2 were almost entirely in line with those of Study 1a. Blinding 

participants’ quality evaluations provided accuracy-motivated evaluative baselines across levels 

of prior belief against which to compare unblinded participants’ evaluations. While blinded 

participants’ prior support and prior efficacy beliefs did not significantly influence their quality 

evaluations, these beliefs did influence the evaluations of unblinded participants. This showed 

that these unblinded participants provided biased evaluations of study quality, as the congeniality 

of the results with one’s prior beliefs would not impact how a purely accuracy-motivated 

evaluated the quality of new information—as was the case in the blinded condition. These biases 

were most easily detected in participants who came into the study more opposed to capital 

punishment, for whom the presented results were the most politically-unfriendly. Supporting my 

hypothesis for Research Question 1, partisans’ prior beliefs biased their quality evaluations in 

Study 2.  

 As in Study 1a, and supporting my hypothesis regarding Research Question 2, both prior 

support and prior efficacy beliefs were found to bias unblinded participants’ quality judgments. 

Nonetheless, unlike in Study 1a, both prior support and prior efficacy beliefs significantly 

predicted quality evaluations when accounting for shared variance between the two belief 

measures. Indeed, including both belief measures in the same model only modestly increased the 

amount of variance in quality evaluations that could be explained, suggesting that the measures 

were largely capturing similar variance in participants’ biased evaluations. This suggested that 

the directional motives underlying these biased evaluations may manifest their influence via 

various forms of belief. In other words, while researchers have long argued that people’s feelings 

(e.g., support beliefs) can act as the conduit through which directional motivations bias thinking 
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(Ditto et al., 2009; Ditto et al., 2019a), these results indicate that people’s expectations (e.g., 

efficacy beliefs) can be a similar vehicle through which directional motivations influence 

evaluations of new information. The biasing influence that partisans’ expectations can have on 

their evaluations has not been widely recognized in past research (for an exception, see 

Druckman & McGrath, 2019).  

 Despite the robust evidence of partisan bias in this study, there was little indication that 

the biased evaluations were affectively-driven. Accounting for participants positive and negative 

affect explained very little variance in their quality judgments. However, participants may not 

have been willing to share their true emotional reactions to the presented information. If this is 

true, then affective reactions to the results may account for more of the biasing effects of 

participants’ prior beliefs than was captured in this study, as has been documented in prior 

research (Munro et al., 2002). Indeed, there were some indications that moral conviction, which 

is indicative of emotional investment (Skitka & Wisneski, 2011), exacerbated the observed 

biases, yet these effects were small and generally nonsignificant. Thus, given the absence of 

robust affective mediation or moderation, the present results suggest that the observed biases 

were more cognitively-driven. Further supporting this contention, participants higher in analytic 

thinking demonstrated slightly stronger biases than less analytic individuals with equivalent 

efficacy beliefs. Nevertheless, analytic thinking did not similarly exacerbate the biasing 

influence of support beliefs on quality evaluations, and the moderating effect of analytic thinking 

on the biases stemming from prior efficacy beliefs was small. In sum, although the psychological 

mechanisms underlying the observed biases remain unclear, it appeared that these biases were 

not reducible to affective mechanisms.  
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Lastly, in relation to Research Question 3, unblinded participants’ biased evaluations 

accounted for condition differences in their downstream credibility impressions and belief 

updating. Participants who knew the study results were politically-unfriendly when they 

evaluated its methods formed more negative credibility impressions and updated their efficacy 

beliefs less than their blinded counterparts. Although similar patterns emerged for changes in 

support beliefs, the effect was much smaller and not significant. Overall, Study 2 demonstrated 

that partisans who made unblinded judgments of scientific information provided directionally 

biased evaluations, and these biases caused participants for whom the presented results were 

politically-unfriendly to be less open to updating their beliefs after considering the presented 

evidence.  
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STUDY 3 

 While Study 2 addressed some of the limitations of Studies 1a and 1b, there were 

additional shortcomings of the previous studies that I aimed to address in Study 3. First, the 

stimuli used in the previous studies were generally politically-unfriendly to more liberal 

participants. Although the totality of current evidence suggests that partisan bias is equivalent for 

liberals and conservatives (Ditto et al., 2019a), some researchers suggest that conservatives are 

more prone to partisan biases than liberals (Adorno et al., 1950; Baron & Jost, 2019). To test for 

asymmetries in partisan bias more directly, which relates to Research Question 2 about the 

drivers of partisan bias, I developed two sets of materials for Study 3. One set of materials 

showed liberal-friendly results, and the other showed conservative-friendly results. Comparing 

partisans’ evaluations across these materials afforded more direct tests of the symmetry and 

asymmetry hypotheses.  

 Second, while Studies 1a and 2 yielded evidence that clearly aligned with my hypotheses 

for Research Questions 1 and 2, the results of Study were less clear. This was likely due, at least 

in part, to having too small of a sample in Study 1b, but it is also possible that partisan bias is 

only detectable in evaluations of certain topics, like capital punishment. To test whether 

evaluations of scientific information about other topics may yield similar biases as Studies 1a 

and 2, I developed stimuli regarding a topic of political interest that does not have direct policy 

implications—partisan bias. That is, the materials for Study 3 were based on our meta-analysis of 

partisan bias (Ditto et al., 2019a), and participants were informed that the results showed that 

either liberals or conservatives are more biased, depending on which materials they were 

presented. Using this topic also allowed me to test whether feelings and beliefs other than policy 

support and efficacy beliefs—namely, feeling about partisan ingroups and outgroups and beliefs 
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about partisan bias—may bias evaluations of scientific quality. The items capturing prior 

feelings about partisan ingroups and outgroups (i.e., partisan feelings) were conceptualized as 

indexing more affectively-driven processes, and the measure of prior beliefs about partisan bias 

(i.e., prior bias beliefs), were conceptualized as indexing more cognitively-driven processes.  

 Third, in relation to Research Question 2, I included additional individual difference 

measures to test for moderation of the confirmatory analyses. I measured participants confidence 

in their prior bias beliefs to test whether more confident participants displayed stronger 

evaluative biases. I also included the measures of analytic thinking used in Study 2 and a 

measure of intellectual humility to further investigate whether cognitive and metacognitive 

dispositions may exacerbate (or mitigate) the biasing influence of partisans’ prior beliefs on their 

quality evaluations. Additionally, I included an exploratory measure of social concern (i.e., how 

liberal or conservative one’s social environment is) to see whether merely inhabiting a more 

polarized environment could bias participants’ quality evaluations, which would accord with 

some motivated accounts of partisan reasoning (Kahan, 2016). Lastly, I measured participants’ 

strength of partisan identification to explore whether partisans’ with stronger partisan 

considerations may demonstrate stronger biases than their less-identified peers.  

 Nevertheless, the primary hypotheses of Study 3 were similar to those in the previous 

studies. I hypothesized that participants’ prior beliefs would significantly predict quality 

evaluations only in the unblinded conditions (addressing Research Question 1) and that both 

partisan feelings and prior bias beliefs would significantly bias unblinded participants’ quality 

evaluations (addressing Research Question 2). Additionally, I preregistered analyses to examine 

how the blinding manipulation and participants’ prior beliefs influenced their credibility 

impressions and belief updating (addressing Research Question 3). 
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Method 

Participants  

 A power analysis indicated that I would need to recruit at least 1700 participants to have 

0.95 power to detect small (f = 0.12) three-way interactions. To collect a sample with sufficient 

political diversity, I used Prolific’s U.S. Political Affiliation demographic screeners to recruit a 

stratified random sample. Expecting to exclude several participants, I aimed to recruit 2000 

participants (nDemocrats = 700, nRepublicans = 700, nIndependents = 600) through Prolific. 

 Ultimately, 2002 participants were recruited in January of 2022. The participants ranged 

in age from 18-84 years (M = 36.83, SD = 14.77), ranged in yearly household income from less 

than $5,000 to over $175,000 (Mdn = $60,000 - $74,999) and were mainly White (77%), female 

(60%), and college-educated (37%). Based on a 7-pt. measure of party affiliation I included in 

the demographics section (1 = Strong Republican, 2 = Republican, 3 = Lean Republican, 4 = 

Neither Republican or Democrat, 5 = Lean Democrat, 6 = Democrat, 7 = Strong Democrat), I 

recruited 851 Democrats, 753 Republicans, and 398 Independents5. 

Procedure and Measures 

 After consenting, participants were asked, “In general, how negatively or positively do 

you feel towards the following groups of people?” and responded on a sliding scale (-10 = 

Extremely negative, 0 = Neutral, 10 = Extremely positive) about Democrats, Republicans, 

liberals, and conservatives in a randomized order. These items served as the measure of partisan 

feelings. Participants were then asked, “To what extent do you believe that liberals are more 

politically biased than conservatives (or that conservatives are more politically biased than 

 
5 Based on Prolific’s demographic screeners, I recruited 702 Democrats, 699 Republicans, and 601 

Independents/Others/None. It is unclear why there was a discrepancy between participants’ screener responses and 

their responses to my measure of party affiliation, but more participants identified with a political party in my survey 

than on Prolific’s screening question.  
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liberals)?” and responded on a 7-pt. scale (1 = Liberals are much more biased than 

Conservatives, 4 = Liberals and Conservatives are equally biased, 7 = Conservatives are much 

more biased than Liberals). This item served as the measure of prior beliefs. Participants also 

indicated their confidence in their prior beliefs by responding to the following question on a 7-pt. 

scale: “How confident are you in the belief that you reported (about political bias) in the previous 

question?” (1 = Not confident at all, 4 = Moderately confident, 7 = Extremely confident).  

 On the next page, participants completed four additional items as an exploratory measure 

of social concern. The prompt to these items read as follows: 

We are going to show you a series of statements a person could advocate for. For each 

statement, say how negative you think your community (the people you interact with, 

friends, family, etc.) would react toward you if you advocated for such a statement (for 

example, on social media, or during Thanksgiving dinner, etc.). In other words, if you 

were to make such a statement in public, how negatively (or positively) would people 

react toward you?  

 

Participants then responded on sliding scales (-10 = Extremely negative, 0 = Neutral, 10 

= Extremely positive) to the following statements: “Liberals are more biased than conservatives,” 

“Conservatives are more biased than liberals,” “Liberals are the ones responsible for the 

dysfunction in our current politics,” and “Conservatives are the ones responsible for the 

dysfunction in our current politics.” The responses to the conservative-focused items were 

reversed-scored, and the four items were aggregated into a composite social concern measure.  

 Participants were then randomly assigned to one of four experimental conditions in a 2 

(Condition: blinded or unblinded) by 2 (Materials: liberal-friendly or conservative-friendly) 

between-subjects design. As in my previous experiments, all participants read a brief 

introduction and methods description of the focal study, which was a meta-analysis on partisan 

bias: 
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A controversial public question in recent years has been whether liberals and 

conservatives differ in their tendencies to process information in a biased way. Some 

researchers suggest that conservatives demonstrate more bias than liberals, whereas 

others deny this and believe that partisans on both sides are equally biased or that liberals 

demonstrate more bias. A recent research effort attempted to shed light on this 

controversy.  

  

Researchers from the University of California, Irvine (Ditto et al., 2019) published a 

study in Perspectives on Psychological Science that looked at differences in political 

bias. The researchers conducted a meta-analysis of 51 experimental studies which 

involved over 18,000 total participants. The authors only looked at studies conducted in 

the United States that examined a specific form of political bias - the tendency to evaluate 

otherwise identical information more favorably when it supports one’s political beliefs 

than when it challenges those beliefs. For example, one study that was analyzed looked at 

whether liberals and conservatives supported the same welfare policy more when it was 

endorsed by a particular political group (Democrats or Republicans). The researchers 

tested for differences in political bias by examining whether the average bias score for 

liberals significantly differed from the average bias score for conservatives across the 51 

studies.  

 

Participants in the unblinded conditions were only required to stay on the page containing  

this description for 30 seconds before they could proceed to the net page. Alternatively, those in 

the blinded conditions were required to stay on the page for 30 seconds but were also presented 

the study quality items immediately after the methods description. The wording of the study 

quality items for this study are shown in Table 3.1.  

 On the next page, all participants were presented with the full write-up of the study, 

which included the introduction and methods descriptions and a brief description of the results. 

All participants were required to stay on this page for at least 30 seconds before proceeding. 

Those presented with conservative-friendly materials read the following: “Their results, as 

illustrated in the figure below, showed that liberals were approximately twice as biased as 

conservatives on average. The researchers concluded that liberals demonstrated more political 

bias than conservatives in the studies they examined.” Participants presented with liberal-friendly 

materials read an otherwise identical results description indicating that conservatives 
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demonstrated more political bias than liberals (the figures accompanying these descriptions are 

presented in Appendix C). Participants in the unblinded conditions then completed the study 

quality measures, while participants in the blinded conditions were not presented any items 

before proceeding.  

 All participants were then presented with the manipulation check and the credibility 

impressions items from the previous studies. For the attention check, participants responded to 

the question “What did the results of the study you read about show?” on a 7-pt. scale (1 = 

Liberals are much more biased than Conservatives, 4 = Liberals and Conservatives are equally 

biased, 7 = Conservatives are much more biased than Liberals). The credibility impression items 

were identical to those in previous studies other than altering details to match the presented 

stimuli (e.g., the university where the research was conducted). On the following page, 

participants were asked to complete the set of partisan feeling thermometers, the item about 

beliefs about partisan bias, and the item about their confidence in their beliefs about partisan bias 

for a second time. These items were nearly identical to those presented at the beginning of the 

study and served as the second time point for actual belief change measures. 

 Next, participants completed the Cognitive Reflection Task 1 and 2 (CRT; Frederick, 

2005; Thomson & Oppenheimer, 2016) and the General Intellectual Humility Scale (GIHS; 

Leary et al., 2017) in randomized order. Participants then completed demographic information 

about their age, sex, ethnicity, income, education, political orientation (social and economic, 

separately), and political party affiliation. Unlike in my previous studies, participants who 

indicated they at least leaned toward a party were subsequently given a strength of partisan 

identification measure (Bankert et al., 2017). Finally, participants were given the opportunity to 



 

  98 

share any thoughts or feelings about the study in an open-response question before being 

presented with the debriefing.  

 

Table 3.1. Study Quality Items for Study 3.  

1. How well do you think the researchers measured participants' levels of political bias? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
2. How well does assessing judgments of otherwise identical information when it supports (vs. challenges) 

one’s political beliefs measure participants' actual levels of political bias? 

   (1 = Very poorly, 4 = Neither well nor poorly, 7 = Very well) 

  
3. How appropriate was the sample size (51 studies, around 18,000 participants) for the study the 

researchers conducted? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
4. How appropriate was it to analyze these data (Americans' responses to political information) to address 

the research question?   

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
5. How appropriate was the approach used by the researchers in this study (a meta-analysis of experimental 

studies) for answering the research question? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
6. How appropriate of comparison groups (liberals and conservatives) did the researchers use in this study? 

   (1 = Very inappropriate, 4 = Neither appropriate nor inappropriate, 7 = Very appropriate) 

  
7. Are the data from this study helpful for answering the research question? 

   (1 = Definitely unhelpful, 4 = Neither helpful nor unhelpful, 7 = Definitely helpful) 

  
8. On the scale below, please indicate how valid you would find the results of the above study. 

   (1 = Very invalid, 4 = Neither valid nor invalid, 7 = Very valid) 
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Results 

Following my preregistration, I excluded participants who failed our manipulation check6 

or finished the survey in less than four minutes. This resulted in a sample of 1762 participants for 

the confirmatory analyses (including the full sample did not substantively alter the results). The 

distribution of participants across the four experimental conditions was roughly equivalent 

(nblinded/lib-friendly = 468, nblinded/con-friendly = 428, nunblinded/lib-friendly = 455, nunblinded/con-friendly = 411). 

The final sample consisted of 762 Democrats, 649 Republicans, and 351 Independents.  

On average, participants felt slightly warm toward liberals and Democrats (M = 0.56, SD 

= 6.15) and slightly cold toward conservatives and Republicans (M = -1.50, SD = 6.23). 

Following my preregistration, I first conducted analyses using these composites separately, but I 

used a four-item composite feeling thermometer measure for the analyses presented below (the 

results did not substantively differ when using either of the original two-item composites). The 

four-item measure aggregated participants’ feelings toward liberals and Democrats with reverse-

scored items of their feelings toward conservatives and Republicans (Cronbach’s  = 0.91). For 

this combined feeling thermometer composite, positive scores indicated feeling more positively 

about liberals/Democrats than conservatives/Republicans, and negative scores indicated feeling 

more positively about conservatives/Republicans than liberals/Democrats. Participants reported 

feeling roughly equal about liberals and conservatives on average (M = 0.84, SD = 5.28)7. 

Additionally, the exploratory measure of social concern displayed suitable reliability 

(Cronbach’s  = 0.87). For the social concern composite measure, negative scores indicated a 

 
6 Participants who failed the manipulation check either reported that a) the presented results showed liberals and 

conservatives are equally biased, or b) that the results showed the opposite group was biased from what was in the 

stimuli.  
7 Democratic participants felt significant more positive about liberals/Democrats (M = 5.40, SD = 2.63), than did 

Republicans (M = -4.52, SD = 3.11),Welch’s t(1275.31) = 64.04, p < .001, indicating that our self-identified partisan 

participants truly held different partisan allegiances.  
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more liberal-friendly social environment, and positive scores indicated a more conservative-

friendly social environment. Participants reported inhabiting politically-neutral social 

environments on average (M = -0.52, SD = 4.66). 

Participants also reported that liberals and conservatives were equally biased on average 

(M = 4.09, SD = 1.59), and they tended to be moderately confident in their prior bias beliefs (M = 

5.19, SD = 1.40). As in the previous studies, indices of skewness and kurtosis indicated that the 

distribution of these responses were sufficiently normal for parametric analyses (Field et al., 

2012).  

Study quality evaluations 

 Once again, the study quality items had high internal reliability (Cronbach’s  = 0.91) 

and were thus averaged into a composite measure, as preregistered. On average, participants 

rated the study as being of decent quality (M = 5.28, SD = 1.01). To address Research Questions 

1 and 2 about the existence and drivers of partisan bias, I conducted a series of linear regression 

analyses using the GAMLj package in jamovi. 

Influence of partisan feelings 

First, I constructed a model predicting study quality evaluations from condition (dummy-

coded, 0 = blinded), materials (dummy-coded, 0 = conservative-friendly), partisan feelings 

(mean-centered), and the two- and three-way interactions between these variables interaction. 

Omnibus tests showed that the overall model was significant, F(7, 1754) =  44.74, p < .001, ηp
2 = 

.15, as were the main effects of condition, F(1, 1754) =  19.02, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01, and partisan 

feelings, F(1, 1754) = 21.83, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01, but not of materials, F(1, 1754) = 3.45, p = 

.064, ηp
2 = .00. Simple effects analyses showed that, unexpectedly, partisan feelings were 

associated with study quality evaluations in the blinded conditions for both the conservative-
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friendly materials, b = 0.04, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [0.02, 0.06],  = 0.21, and the liberal-

friendly materials, b = 0.04, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [0.02, 0.05],  = 0.19. Blinded 

participants with more liberal-leaning feelings tended to have higher study quality evaluations, 

despite not knowing the study results when making these evaluations. This suggests that our 

measure of partisan feelings also captured aspects of participants’ epistemic preferences or 

general trust in science, such that blinded liberal-leaning participants found the study’s 

methodology to be sounder than blinded conservative-leaning participants. Nevertheless, to 

determine whether participants in the unblinded conditions were biased by their partisan feelings 

when making quality evaluations, the critical test was the three-way interaction, which tested 

whether the slopes between the blinded and unblinded conditions significantly differed within 

the same materials. This three-way interaction term was indeed significant, F(1, 1754) = 109.24, 

p < .001, ηp
2 = .06, illustrated in Figure 3.1. The influence that partisan feelings had on quality 

evaluations was significantly larger in the unblinded conditions in both the conservative-friendly, 

b = -0.06, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.08, -0.04],  = -0.31, and liberal-friendly materials, b 

= 0.11, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [0.10, 0.13],  = 0.60. Unblinded participants with more 

liberal-leaning feelings evaluated the study much more positively than those with more 

conservative-leaning feelings when reading liberal-friendly results, yet unblinded participants 

with more liberal-leaning feelings evaluated the study much more negatively than those more 

conservative-leaning participants when reading conservative-friendly results. Thus, knowing the 

results of the study amplified the association between partisan feelings and study quality in the 

liberal-friendly condition, and it flipped the association between partisan feelings and study 

quality in the conservative-friendly condition. The difference between the unblinded and blinded 
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estimates within the same materials condition is the magnitude of directional bias that partisan 

feelings exerted on study quality evaluations.  

 

To further address Research Question 1, I compared the estimated marginal means of 

participants with conservative-leaning (below-average; M – 1SD), average, and liberal-leaning 

(above-average; M + 1SD) partisan feelings across conditions. Figure 3.2 depicts these estimated 

marginal means. Starting with the conservative-friendly materials, participants with 

conservative-leaning feelings provided slightly (but nonsignificantly) more positive study quality 

evaluations when they evaluated the study while knowing its results. Those with liberal-leaning 

feelings, on the other hand, provided significantly lower evaluations in the unblinded condition 

when they were presented with the conservative-friendly results. The opposite pattern emerged 

in participants who evaluated the liberal-friendly materials: those with conservative-leaning 

feelings provided significantly more positive study quality evaluations in the blinded condition, 

and liberal-leaning participants provided slightly (but nonsignificantly) more positive quality 
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evaluations in the unblinded condition. Participants with average partisan feelings were generally 

more consistent in their study quality evaluations across conditions, though they provided 

slightly more positive quality evaluations in the blinded conditions.  

Notably, while the condition differences between liberal-leaning participants evaluations 

of the conservative-friendly materials (b = -0.81, 95 % CI[-0.99,-0.63]) was slightly larger than 

the condition differences between conservative-leaning participants of the liberal-friendly 

materials (b = -0.59, 95 % CI[-0.76,-0.42]), this difference was not significant. In relation to 

Research Question 2, this suggested that the magnitude of partisan bias in the evaluation of 

politically-unfriendly information was symmetrical for liberals and conservatives.  

 

In sum, these results further demonstrated that partisans who provided unblinded quality 

evaluations were biased by their partisan feelings when making those judgments. This directional 

bias emerged most clearly in partisans’ evaluations of politically-unfriendly information. 

Compared to affectively-similar partisans who provided blinded evaluations of politically- 
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politically-unfriendly information, partisans who provided unblinded quality evaluations of 

politically-unfriendly information provided significantly lower quality ratings. 

Influence of prior bias beliefs 

Next, I constructed a linear regression models predicting study quality evaluations using 

condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), materials (dummy-coded, 0 = conservative-friendly), 

prior bias beliefs (mean-centered), and the two- and three-way interactions between these 

variables interaction. The results of this analysis were nearly identical to those using partisan 

feelings and are depicted in Figures 3.3 and 3.4 (full statistical details of the model are provided 

in Appendix C). The results showed that, like partisan feelings, participants’ prior bias beliefs 

directionally influenced their unblinded study quality evaluations, particularly for information 

that was inconsistent with their prior beliefs. Compared to partisans with similar prior bias 

beliefs who provided either unblinded evaluations of politically-friendly results or blinded 

evaluations of the study, partisans who provided unblinded quality evaluations of politically-

unfriendly results evaluated the study more negatively.  
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Relative influence of partisan feelings and prior bias beliefs 

To further address Research Question 2 about the drivers of partisan bias, I constructed a 

regression model using condition, materials, both prior belief measures (partisan feelings and 

prior bias beliefs). The key terms in this combined model were the two three-way interaction 

terms, which indicated the influence that each prior belief measure had on quality evaluations 

when accounting for the shared variance between the two measures.  

The results of this combined model indicated that the effects of partisan feelings and prior 

bias beliefs were both independent and intertwined. Omnibus tests indicated that the overall 

model was significant, F(11, 1750) = 31.99, p < .001, ηp
2 = .17. Notably, the total variance 

explained by this combined model (ηp
2 = 0.17) was only slightly larger than the variance 

explained by the models that only included a single interaction term with either partisan feelings 

(ηp
2 = 0.15) or prior beliefs (ηp

2 = 0.14). This suggested that the models with single interaction 

terms accounted for most of the same variance. Further aligning with this assessment, the three-

way interaction including partisan feelings, F(3, 1750) = 14.05, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, and the three-

way interaction including prior bias beliefs, F(3, 1750) = 9.94, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, were both 

significant in this combined model, yet these interaction terms accounted for less total variance 

(ηp
2 = .04) than the same interaction terms in the models with only an interaction term including 

partisan feelings (ηp
2 = .06) or prior bias beliefs (ηp

2 = .05). Given the limited variance explained 

by the main effects and two-way interactions in this combined model (ηp
2 = .03), these results 

indicated that there was a substantial amount of variance explained by the shared influence of the 

two three-way interaction terms (ηp
2 = .10). In other words, most of the biasing effect that the 

two prior belief measures had on participants’ quality evaluations was due to their shared 

influence, rather than their independent influence. Thus, as in Study 2, distinct sets of prior 
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beliefs produced distinguishable—yet highly overlapping—influences on participants’ study 

quality evaluations, which resulted in biased evaluations in the unblinded conditions. 

Exploratory analyses of study quality evaluations 

 Following my preregistration, I conducted exploratory analyses using the measure of 

social concern as a predictor of quality evaluations, and I ran separate analyses to test whether 

participants’ strength of partisan identification (for those who identified as either Democrat or 

Republican) predicted study quality evaluations as well. The full set of exploratory analyses are 

presented in Appendix C. In brief, models using the social concern measure yielded results 

consistent with those using the partisan feelings and prior beliefs measures, and participants who 

were more strongly identified with a political party demonstrated significantly stronger biases in 

quality evaluations than more weakly identified partisans. These results provided further 

evidence that the observed biases were not driven merely by participants’ expectations, for their 

social and political considerations biased their quality evaluations.  

Moderation of study quality evaluations by individual difference measures 

 Next, to examine additional questions related to Research Question 2, I constructed a 

series of four linear regression models to test whether any of the individual difference measures 

attenuated (or exacerbated) the previously observed biases in quality evaluations. In these 

analyses, I used a single factor variable that combined condition and materials. This combined 

variable had four levels (blinded/conservative-friendly, blinded/liberal-friendly, 

unblinded/conservative-friendly, unblinded/liberal-friendly) and was used to simplify the 

interpretations of the results (the results are substantively identical when separating condition 

and materials into two separate factors, as was done in the prior analyses). Accordingly, these 

models included the combined condition variable (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded/conservative-
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friendly), either the partisan feelings or prior bias beliefs variable (mean-centered), either CRT or 

GIHS scores (mean-centered), and the corresponding two-way and three-way interaction terms.  

Moderation of partisan feelings effects 

Analytic thinking. Starting with the measure of analytic thinking, omnibus tests showed 

that CRT scores did not have a significant main effect on study quality evaluations, F(1, 1746) =  

0.42, p = .52, ηp
2 = .00. Neither the interaction between CRT and condition, F(3, 1746) =  0.60, p 

= .62, ηp
2 = .00, CRT and partisan feelings, F(1, 1746) =  0.73, p = .39, ηp

2 = .00, nor the three-

way interaction was significant, F(3, 1746) =  0.47,  p = .70, ηp
2 = .00. There was a significant 

interaction between partisan feelings and condition, F(1, 1746) =  68.68, p < .001, ηp
2 = .11, as 

observed in the previous analyses. However, these results indicated that analytic thinking did not 

increase or decrease the influence that partisan feelings had on participants’ quality judgments 

across conditions.  

 Intellectual humility. Omnibus tests showed that there was a significant main effect of 

GIHS scores on study quality evaluations, F(1, 1746) =  10.35, p = .001, ηp
2 = .01, such that 

humbler participants tended to rate the study as being of higher quality, b = 0.19, SE = 0.06, 95% 

CI [0.07, 0.30],  = 0.15. However, beyond the previously documented two-way interaction 

between partisan feelings and condition, there were not significant interactions between GIHS 

and condition, F(3, 1746) =  0.32, p = .81, ηp
2 = .00, GIHS and partisan feelings, F(1, 1746) =  

3.40, p = .066, ηp
2 = .00, nor a three-way interaction, F(3, 1746) =  0.55, p = .65, ηp

2 = .00. 

Overall, this suggested that, while more intellectual humility participants judged the study more 

positively, intellectual humility did not attenuate or exacerbate the biasing influence of partisan 

feelings on unblinded participants’ quality evaluations. 

Moderation of prior bias beliefs effects 
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Analytic thinking. Omnibus tests showed that CRT scores did not have a significant 

main effect on study quality evaluations, F(1, 1746) =  0.33, p = .56, ηp
2 = .00, nor did it 

significantly interact with condition or prior bias beliefs in either of the two-way interaction 

terms or the three-way interaction (all ps ≥ .66). As such, I found no evidence of analytic 

thinking increasing or minimizing the influence of prior bias beliefs on study quality evaluations.  

Intellectual humility. Although GIHS scores had a significant main effect on study 

quality evaluations, F(1, 1746) =  10.10, p = .002, t ηp
2 = .01, there were not significant two- or 

three-way interactions in this model either (all ps ≥ .15). Thus, those higher in self-reported 

intellectual humility tended to evaluate the study more positively, b = 0.19, SE = 0.06, 95% CI 

[0.07, 0.30],  = 0.15, but these participants were equally biased by their prior bias beliefs when 

making unblinded quality judgments.  

Ultimately, these analyses did not find evidence of analytic thinking exacerbating biased 

evaluations, as was found in Study 2, and intellectual humility did not exacerbate or attenuate the 

observed biases either. 

Moderation of study quality evaluations by confidence in prior bias beliefs 

 To assess how participants’ confidence in their prior beliefs about bias influenced their 

quality evaluations, I constructed a regression model using the combined condition variable 

(dummy coded, 0 = blinded/conservative-friendly), prior bias beliefs (mean-centered), the 

measure of confidence in prior bias beliefs (mean-centered), the three two-way interactions 

between these variables, and the three-way interaction term. The key term in this model was the 

three-way interaction, which indicated whether the extent to which prior bias beliefs influenced 

quality evaluations across conditions varied as a function of one’s confidence in their priors (the 

results are substantively identical when including condition and materials as separate factors). 
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 Omnibus tests showed that the overall model was significant, F(15, 1746) = 21.04, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .15, as was the three-way interaction term, F(3, 1746) = 7.38, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01. 

Simple effects analyses of this model are summarized in Table 3.2. For participants in the 

blinded conditions, confidence in prior bias beliefs did not meaningfully influence the impact of 

these beliefs on quality evaluations; however, in the unblinded conditions, participants with more 

confidence in their prior bias beliefs tended to be more influenced by those beliefs when making 

their study quality evaluations. Furthermore, as can be seen by comparing the estimates of 

participants with similar levels of confidence across blinding conditions, confidence increased 

the biasing influence of these prior beliefs on unblinded quality evaluations. Thus, participants’ 

confidence in these prior beliefs did not alter their quality evaluations in the blinded conditions, 

yet this confidence exacerbated the biases observed in the unblinded conditions. 

 

Table 3.2. Simple effects estimates of prior bias beliefs on study quality evaluations by condition 

and confidence in prior bias beliefs 

Condition Confidence Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Blinded Con-friendly Below-average 0.12 0.05 [0.01, 0.23] 0.19 .03 

 Average 0.12 0.03 [0.06, 0.19] 0.19 < .001 

 Above-average 0.13 0.03 [0.06, 0.20] 0.20 < .001 

   Blinded Lib-friendly Below-average 0.13 0.05 [0.04, 0.22] 0.20 .004 

 Average 0.13 0.03 [0.07, 0.19] 0.20 < .001 

 Above-average 0.13 0.03 [0.07 ,0.20] 0.21 < .001 

   Unblinded Con-friendly Below-average -0.13 0.05 [-0.22, -0.04] -0.20 .004 

 Average -0.20 0.03 [-0.26, -0.15] -0.32 < .001 

 Above-average -0.28 0.04 [-0.35, -0.20] -0.44 < .001 

   Unblinded Lib-friendly Below-average 0.16 0.05 [0.06, 0.26] 0.25 .001 

 Average 0.29 0.03 [0.23, 0.35] 0.45 < .001 

  Above-average 0.42 0.03 [0.35, 0.48] 0.65 < .001 

Note: Confidence levels: Below-average = M - 1SD, Above-average = M + 1SD.  
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Credibility impressions 

The credibility impressions items had high internal reliability (Cronbach’s  = 0.94) and 

were thus averaged into a composite measure, as preregistered. Participants had modestly 

positive credibility impressions on average (M = 4.87, SD = 1.14). To assess the influence that 

participants prior beliefs and the experimental manipulations had on their credibility impressions, 

in accordance with Research Question 3, I conducted a series of linear regression analyses using 

the GAMLj package in jamovi. 

Influence of partisan feelings 

As in the confirmatory analyses of study quality, I first constructed a model predicting 

study quality evaluations from condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded), materials (dummy-coded, 

0 = conservative-friendly), partisan feelings (mean-centered), and their interaction. Omnibus 

tests showed that the overall model was significant, F(7, 1754) =  76.10, p < .001, ηp
2 = .23, as 

was the key three-way interaction term, F(1, 1754) = 14.48, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01, illustrated in 

Figure 3.5. Simple effects analyses showed that partisan feelings were more predictive of 

credibility impressions in the unblinded conditions. In the conservative-friendly materials, 

having liberal-leaning feelings predicted forming negative credibility impressions more strongly 

in the unblinded condition, b = -0.06, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.07, -0.04],  = -0.26, than 

in the blinded condition, b = -0.03, SE = 0.01, p = .004, 95% CI [-0.04, -0.01],  = -0.12; in the 

liberal-friendly materials, having liberal-leaning feelings predicted forming positive credibility 

impressions more strongly in the unblinded condition, b = 0.15, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.14, 0.17],  = 0.71, than in the blinded condition, b = 0.11, SE = 0.01, p < .001, 95% CI [0.10, 

0.13],  = 0.53. The credibility impressions of blinded and unblinded participants within the 

same materials condition tracked more closely than their study quality evaluations, but the 
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influence of partisan feelings on credibility impressions was still larger in the unblinded 

conditions.  

 

This pattern of results is further clarified in Figure 3.6, which depicts the estimated 

marginal means for this analysis. For example, those with liberal-leaning feelings in the  

blinded/conservative-friendly condition had significantly more negative credibility impressions 

of the study than affectively-similar participants who viewed more politically-friendly results in 

the blinded/liberal-friendly condition. The same pattern held for participants with more 

conservative-leaning feelings across the blinding conditions. Thus, despite providing statistically 

equivalent ratings of study quality, participants in the blinded conditions diverged in their 

credibility impressions of the study after its results were disclosed. Nevertheless, blinding 

participants quality evaluations did make politically-unfriendly results slightly more palatable to 

partisans. That is, more liberal-leaning participants had significantly more positive credibility 

impressions in the blinded/conservative-friendly condition relative to the 
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unblinded/conservative-friendly condition, and more conservative-leaning participants had 

significantly more positive credibility impressions in the blinded/liberal-friendly condition 

relative to the unblinded/liberal-friendly condition. Ultimately, while blinding participants’ 

quality evaluations made them form slightly more positive credibility impressions of politically-

unfriendly information, all participants tended to have more positive impressions of a study that 

produced politically-friendly results.  

 

To further assess how the blinding manipulation and study quality evaluations influenced 

credibility impression of the study participants evaluated, and to determine whether these 

associations differed by partisan feelings, I constructed moderated mediation models using the 

jAMM package in jamovi. I ran separate models for each set of materials, but the results are 

substantively identical when using the combined condition variable in a single model. The 

models included condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded) as the predictor, study quality as the 

mediator, partisan feelings (mean-centered) as the moderator, and credibility impressions as the 
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outcome variable. These models allowed me to estimate the direct effects that condition had on 

credibility impressions, the indirect effects that condition had on credibility impressions through 

evaluations of study quality, and whether these direct and indirect effects differed by partisan 

feelings. Confidence intervals for the model estimates were calculated using 1000 bootstrap 

replications. 

Table 3.3 provides the full results of the model for the conservative-friendly materials, 

and Table 3.4 provides the full results of the model for the liberal-friendly materials. In the 

conservative-friendly materials, there were significant total effects of condition on credibility 

impressions for participants with average or liberal-leaning feelings, such that being in the 

unblinded condition was associated with more negative credibility impressions. However, as in 

the previous studies, these total effects were composed of competing indirect and direct effects. 

For these participants, there were indirect effects through study quality indicating that being in 

the unblinded condition caused them to have lower study quality evaluations, which 

subsequently led them to form more negative credibility impressions. Yet the direct effects for 

these average and liberal-leaning participants showed that being in the unblinded condition also 

slightly elevated their credibility impressions. Nevertheless, the indirect effects were larger than 

the direct effects, so cumulative impact of being in the unblinded condition was that these 

participants formed more negative credibility impressions. Alternatively, for participants with 

conservative-leaning feelings, there was a small indirect effect in the opposite direction, such 

that being in the unblinded condition caused participants to provide more positive study quality 

evaluations and, subsequently, more positive credibility impressions. This indirect effect was 

cancelled out by a negative direct effect, however, resulting in a nonsignificant total effect of 

condition on credibility impressions for these participants.  
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In the liberal-friendly materials, the mirror opposite pattern of results emerged. There 

were significant total effects for participants with average and conservative-leaning partisan 

feelings, and these total effects were driven by indirect effects through quality evaluations. When 

viewing liberal-friendly materials, those with average and conservative-leaning partisan feelings 

formed more positive credibility impressions when they made blinded evaluations of the study’s 

quality. Moreover, there was a small indirect effect for participants with liberal-leaning feelings 

indicating in a small increase in their credibility impressions, yet this effect was negated by a 

nonsignificant direct effect of condition, yielding a nonsignificant total effect of condition on 

credibility impressions for these participants. Overall, this pattern of results suggests that, while 

blinding did not meaningfully increase participants’ credibility impression of politically-friendly 

information, it elevated participants’ credibility impressions of politically-unfriendly information 

by mitigating the influence their partisan feelings had on their quality evaluations.  
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Table 3.3. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by partisan feelings in the con-friendly materials for Study 

3.  

Partisan Feelings Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.17 0.07 [0.03, 0.32] 0.09 .02 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.23 0.10 [0.04, 0.43] 0.12 .02 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.74 0.03 [0.68, 0.79] 0.73 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.20 0.06 [-0.32, -0.08] -0.10 .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.03 0.09 [-0.21, 0.15] -0.02 .75 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.22 0.05 [-0.32, -0.12] -0.11 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.29 0.06 [-0.42, -0.16] -0.15 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.76 0.02 [0.71, 0.81] 0.74 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.05 0.05 [-0.04, 0.15] 0.03 .25 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.18 0.07 [-0.31, -0.05] -0.09 .006 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.64 0.07 [-0.78, -0.50] -0.32 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.81 0.08 [-0.98, -0.64] -0.42 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.79 0.04 [0.72, 0.86] 0.75 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.30 0.07 [0.16, 0.45] 0.15 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.33 0.09 [-0.51, -0.15] -0.17 < .001 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table 3.4. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by partisan feelings in the lib-friendly materials for Study 3.  

Partisan Feelings Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.52 0.09 [-0.69, -0.34] -0.20 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.60 0.10 [-0.80, -0.39] -0.28 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.86 0.04 [0.79, 0.94] 0.70 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.17 0.08 [0.02, 0.33] 0.07 .028 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.36 0.10 [-0.55, -0.17] -0.14 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.15 0.05 [-0.25, -0.05] -0.06 .003 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.19 0.06 [-0.31, -0.06] -0.09 .003 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.80 0.03 [0.75, 0.85] 0.67 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.04 0.05 [-0.05, 0.13] 0.01 .43 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.14 0.07 [-0.28, -0.01] -0.06 .04 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.16 0.06 [0.05, 0.28] 0.07 .006 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.22 0.08 [0.07, 0.37] 0.11 .005 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.74 0.04 [0.67, 0.81] 0.64 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.10 0.06 [-0.21, 0.01] -0.04 .073 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.07 0.10 [-0.12, 0.26] 0.03 .44 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Influence of prior bias beliefs 

The models using prior bias beliefs were substantively identical to the analyses using 

partisan feelings. These results are presented in full in Appendix C. Blinding participants’ quality 

evaluations made them form slightly more positive credibility impressions of politically-

unfriendly information, and this occurred due to the reduced influence that participants’ prior 

bias beliefs had on their study quality evaluations when they evaluated politically-unfriendly 

results. 

Updating partisan feelings and beliefs about partisan bias 

 Lastly, to further address Research Question 3, I conducted a series of analyses to assess 

whether participants reported changing their partisan feelings or beliefs about bias after reading 

the experimental stimuli. In general, participants partisan feelings after reading the stimuli (M = 

0.76, SD = 5.30) and their beliefs about partisan bias (M = 4.08, SD = 1.77) were strongly 

correlated with their initial feelings (r = 0.97) and bias beliefs (r = 0.57). In the subsequent 

analyses, I examined measures change in partisan feelings (Time 2 feelings – Time 1 feelings) 

and bias beliefs (Time 2 beliefs – Time 1 beliefs).  

Updating partisan feelings 

I first constructed a model predicting change in partisan feelings from condition (dummy-

coded, 0 = blinded), materials (dummy-coded, 0 = conservative-friendly), partisan feelings 

(mean-centered), three two-way interactions between these variables, and a three-way 

interaction. The intercept of this model (b = -0.43, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.55, -0.31]) indicated 

that participants generally came to feel slightly more positive about conservatives in the 

blinded/conservative-friendly condition. There was a significant main effect of materials, F(1, 

1754) = 63.08, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, such that viewing the liberal-friendly materials was associated 
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with participants updating their feelings toward being relatively more positive about liberals, b = 

0.66, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [0.50, 0.82],  = 0.51. There was also a main effect of partisan feelings, 

F(1, 1754) = 7.09, p = .008, ηp
2 = .00, such that more liberal-leaning participants came to feel 

slightly more positive about conservatives on average, b = -0.03, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.05, -

0.01],  = -0.13. However, there was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 1754) = 0.82, p = .37, 

ηp
2 = .00, indicating that the blinding manipulation did not directly influence changes in partisan 

feelings. None of the interaction effects in this model were significant, either (ps ≥ .19). Thus, 

participants ended the study feeling slightly more positive about political groups whom they read 

were less biased, and more liberal-leaning participants came to feel more positive about 

conservatives on average, yet the blinding manipulation did not increase the amount that 

participants updated their partisan feelings.  

 I then created moderated mediation models (one for each set of materials) to assess any 

indirect effects that condition may have had on participants change in partisan feelings through 

study quality evaluations and whether that updating process differed across participants with 

different initial partisan feelings (the results are substantively identical when using combining 

condition and materials into a single factor variable). These model results are presented in 

Appendix C.  The blinding manipulation yielded significant indirect effects for participants who 

viewed politically-unfriendly information. That is, being in the blinded conditions caused 

participants to evaluate the quality of politically-unfriendly information more positively, which 

in turn increased the amount that participants changed their feelings in response to information 

that favored their political opponents. Nevertheless, these small indirect effects were nullified by 

nonsignificant direct effects of condition in the opposite direction, so the total effects of 

condition on changes in partisan feelings were not significant. Ultimately, blinding participants’ 
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evaluations of politically-unfriendly information made them feel slightly more positive about 

their opponents compared to co-partisans who made unblinded evaluations of the same 

information, but these small differences were not significantly impactful when accounting for the 

total influence that the manipulation had on participants’ partisan feelings.  

Updating bias beliefs  

In the regression model predicting changes in beliefs about partisan bias from condition, 

materials, and prior beliefs about bias, the intercept (b = -0.91, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-1.02, -0.80]) 

indicated that participants came to believe that conservatives are less biased than they originally 

believed in the blinded/conservative-friendly condition. There was a significant main effect of 

materials, F(1, 1754) = 461.74, p < .001, ηp
2 = .21, and a main effect of prior beliefs, F(1, 1754) 

= 178.21, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09, that was qualified by a significant interaction between prior beliefs 

and materials, F(1, 1754) = 17.81, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01. As illustrated in Figure 3.7, participants 

with more liberal-leaning prior bias beliefs who read conservative-friendly results updated their 

beliefs significantly more in the direction of the presented evidence than did those with 

conservative-leaning priors who read liberal-friendly results. There was not a main effect of 

condition, F(1, 1754) = 0.08, p = .78, ηp
2 = .00, nor any other significant interactions (ps ≥ .36), 

indicating that the blinding manipulation did not make participants more open to updating their 

bias beliefs.  
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The moderated mediation analyses, presented in full in Appendix C, yielded similar 

results as the comparable analyses using partisan feelings. When evaluating politically-

unfriendly information, blinding participants’ quality evaluations influenced them to update their 

bias beliefs in the direction of the presented evidence; nonetheless, the manipulation yielded 

other countervailing influences on belief updating which, in total, resulted in null effects of 

blinding on belief-updating.  

Overall, participants updated their partisan feelings and beliefs about partisan bias in 

response to the information they were presented. While participants who made blinded quality 

evaluations of politically-unfriendly information were influenced to update their beliefs in the 

direction of the presented evidence slightly more than their unblinded counterparts, the blinding 

manipulation produced countervailing effects that reduced the condition differences in belief 

change to nonsignificance.  
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Discussion 

 In Study 3, participants were randomly assigned to read about a scientific study which 

found that either liberals or conservatives are more biased than their political opponents. 

Participants were also randomly assigned to evaluate the methodological quality of the study 

either knowing the results (blinded) or after knowing its results (unblinded). Surprisingly, across 

both sets of materials, participants who made unblinded evaluations were significantly 

influenced by their partisan feelings and prior beliefs when making quality evaluations, such that 

more liberal-leaning participants provided more positive quality evaluations than more 

conservative-leaning participants in the blinded conditions. It is not clear why these effects 

emerged. Nevertheless, whatever the reasons for the differences in epistemic preferences that 

were observed in the blinded conditions, the measurement error it reflects should equally apply 

to the measurement of unblinded participants’ prior beliefs. To demonstrate a directional bias in 

quality evaluations, I did not need to show that only unblinded participants were influenced by 

their partisan feelings and prior beliefs; rather, I needed to determine whether unblinded 

participants’ evaluations were influenced significantly more by these beliefs than their blinded 

counterparts.  

As illustrated in Figures 3.1-3.4, I found that unblinded participants were indeed 

influenced by their prior beliefs significantly more than were blinded participants, indicating that 

the unblinded participants evaluations were biased by these prior beliefs. Moreover, the observed 

biases were stronger for participants who viewed politically-unfriendly information. Liberal-

leaning participants displayed stronger biases when evaluating the conservative-friendly results, 

and conservative-leaning participants displayed stronger biases when evaluating the liberal-
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friendly results. These findings strongly supported my hypothesis regarding Research Question 1 

and were consistent with the results of my three previous studies. 

The results of Study 3 also supported my hypothesis for Research Question 2, for 

unblinded participants’ partisan feelings and prior bias beliefs both exerted directional, biasing 

influences on their quality evaluations. Although these separate prior belief measures exerted 

independent effects on participants’ evaluations, most of their biasing influence was accounted 

for by their shared influence. As in Study 2, this suggested that “hot” feelings and “cold” 

expectations were intertwined in biasing unblinded partisans’ evaluations. Moreover, the strength 

of the observed biases did not significantly differ between more liberal and more conservative 

participants. Study 3 thus provided evidence consistent with accounts of symmetrical partisan 

biases, and it showed that, as in my previous studies, these biases appear to be stronger when 

partisans evaluate politically-unfriendly information.  

Additionally, to further address Research Question 2, I tested whether various individual 

difference measures moderated any the observed biases. I found that participants who were more 

confident in their prior beliefs about bias displayed stronger evaluative biases, as did partisans 

who more strongly identified with a political party. However, unlike in Study 2, I did not find 

evidence that analytic thinking exacerbated evaluative biases, and intellectual humility also did 

not significantly intensify or mitigate the biasing influences of partisans’ prior beliefs on their 

unblinded evaluations. In aggregate, these results do not paint a clear picture of the drivers of 

partisan bias, a point I will return to in the General Discussion.  

 Lastly, like in Studies 1a and 2, blinding participants’ evaluations of politically-

unfriendly information made them form more positive credibility impressions of the study. This 

indicated that blinded participants found politically-unfriendly information to be more credible, 
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believable, and trustworthy than their unblinded counterparts. However, while there were also 

indications that the blinding manipulation influenced participants to update their beliefs about 

partisan bias to be more in line with the presented evidence, the manipulation also yielded 

countervailing effects that mitigated the amount of belief updating that blinded participants 

undertook. It is not clear why the blinding manipulation induced these counteracting effects on 

belief updating, yet similar effects emerged across all three of the previous studies as well. 

Despite inducing participants to form more positive quality evaluations and credibility 

impressions of politically-unfriendly information, the blinding manipulation did not significantly 

increase how much participants ultimately assimilated the new information into their beliefs.  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Across four preregistered studies, using multiple topics and measuring different beliefs, I 

compared evaluations of a study’s quality between participants who either made blinded 

evaluations—judging the study’s methodological merits before knowing the results—or 

unblinded evaluations of the same information. This experimental design allowed me to test two 

competing accounts of partisan information processing more strictly than has been done in prior 

research. The null hypothesis, based on rationalist accounts of information processing and belief 

updating (Bullock, 2009; Gerber & Green, 1999; Jones & Love, 2011), was that partisans’ prior 

beliefs would not influence their quality evaluations significantly differently in the unblinded 

conditions than in the blinded conditions. Proponents of rationalist accounts of partisan 

information processing contend that partisans (or, at least, some partisans) use their prior beliefs 

in an accuracy-motivated fashion; if this is true, then partisans’ beliefs should not influence their 

methodological evaluations significantly differently regardless of whether they know the results 

such methods produced. This is because the political-friendliness of new information does not 

actually reflect its quality to a purely rational evaluator (Kelly, 2008; Ballantyne, 2019; Clark & 

Winegard, 2020; Carter & McKenna, 2020; Druckman & McGrath, 2019). The alternative 

hypothesis, which I derived from motivational accounts of partisan information processing (Ditto 

et al., 2019a; Kahan, 2016), was that partisans’ prior beliefs would influence their quality 

evaluations significantly differently across conditions, indicating a directional bias in the 

unblinded evaluations. Critically, my experimental design allowed for comparison of co-

partisans’ evaluations across conditions, and “[h]olding tastes constant” (Gerber & Green, 1999, 

pg. 206) in this fashion enabled stronger tests of the focal hypotheses (Baron & Jost, 2019; 

Druckman & McGrath, 2019, Tappin et al., 2020c).  
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In every study, I found evidence that disconfirmed the null hypothesis of Research 

Question 1 and lent support to my alternative hypothesis. Compared to blinded individuals who 

held equivalent prior beliefs, partisans who made unblinded evaluations of the same information 

were influenced significantly more by their prior beliefs when making those evaluations. 

Partisans’ prior beliefs were inhibited from unduly influencing their quality evaluations when 

they did not know the results, yet these beliefs exerted directional influences on partisans who 

knew the results when making their evaluations. Indeed, by modeling how participants’ prior 

beliefs predicted their quality evaluations between conditions, I was able to quantify the average 

directional influence these beliefs exerted as the difference between the slopes of unblinded and 

blinded evaluations. Moreover, the effects I observed were primarily driven by unblinded 

partisans providing negatively biased evaluations of politically-unfriendly information than their 

blinded counterparts. The difference between the estimated marginal means of co-partisans’ 

unblinded and blinded evaluations quantified the average level of bias demonstrated by these 

groups of participants, and these differences were consistently larger for groups of participants 

who evaluated politically-unfriendly information. Overall, by developing an experimental 

paradigm to address the major limitations of past research, I provided the clearest evidence to 

date that partisans can be biased by a broad range of prior beliefs when they evaluate scientific 

information of political relevance.  

As reflected in Research Question 2, I was also interested in whether certain types of 

beliefs were the drivers of partisan bias. In each study, I measured beliefs considered to be more 

reflective of “hot,” affective processes (prior support in Studies 1a-2 and partisan feelings in 

Study 3) and beliefs theorized to be the product of more “cold,” cognitive processes (prior 

efficacy beliefs in Studies 1a-2 and prior bias beliefs in Study 3). While there was variation 
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between studies, the results of my most highly-powered analyses (Studies 2 and 3) indicated that 

these types of beliefs exerted independent, yet highly overlapping, influences on partisan 

evaluations. Moreover, I also tested whether various individual difference measures exacerbated 

or mitigated the observed partisan biases, and the results of these analyses did not yield clear 

theoretical interpretations. As I will discuss more in the following section, there were effects that 

seemed to reflect cognitively-driven biases and others that appeared to reflect affectively-driven 

biases. In total, there was little indication that either affective or cognitive processes were the 

fundamental driver of partisan biases; rather, my results suggested that cognitive and affective 

processes are deeply intertwined in the emergence of partisan bias. 

Additionally, throughout my studies, I tested how the blinding manipulation influenced 

participants’ downstream judgments of how credible they found presented study and how much 

they updated their beliefs after considering that new information. I did not have any strong 

hypothesis for these analyses, but I conducted analyses to address Research Question 3 and 

explore the effects of blinding on how partisans’ ultimately processed the information they 

evaluated. Across studies, the results indicated that blinded participants who evaluated 

politically-unfriendly information formed significantly more positive credibility impressions and 

updated their beliefs slightly (but, except for Study 2, nonsignificantly) more than their 

unblinded counterparts. Moderated mediation analyses showed that the condition differences in 

credibility impressions and belief change for these participants could be explained by the blinded 

participants’ greater quality evaluations. In other words, prohibiting participants from offering 

biased evaluations of politically-unfriendly information increased how believable they found the 

results and, to a lesser extent, increased the degree to which they subsequently updated their 

beliefs compared to their unblinded counterparts. However, while blinding indirectly increased 



 

  128 

participants’ credibility impressions and belief updating of politically-unfriendly information by 

elevating their quality evaluations, blinding also produced countervailing direct effects. 

Consequently, despite the significant indirect effects, blinded participants generally did not have 

significantly more positive credibility impressions and belief updating after evaluating 

politically-unfriendly information. It is not clear why the manipulation yielded these contrasting 

effects, though as I return to in the upcoming section on practical implications, it will be 

imperative to gain a deeper understanding of this suite of effects before blinding should be 

considered as an intervention for attitude change. Nevertheless, I demonstrated that partisans’ 

biased evaluations can influence how they assimilate new information into their beliefs, which 

can inform descriptive models of partisan information processing (Druckman & McGrath, 2019; 

Gerber & Green, 1999; Kahan, 2016; Tappin et al., 2020c), as well as more general models of 

learning and belief updating (Jones & Love, 2011; Uhlmann, 2011).  

Theoretical Implications 

Despite decades of research claiming to document the effects of directional motivations 

on judgment, claims of bias in political science and social psychology have often been met with 

“post hoc rationalism” (Uhlmann, 2011, pg. 214), such as Bayesian models of belief updating 

(Baron & Jost, 2019). Invocations of accuracy-motivated accounts for seemingly obvious 

directional biases are not without merit, as there have been notable limitations in past research 

that has sought to document partisan bias (Ditto et al., 2019b, Druckman & McGrath, 2019; 

Tappin et al., 2020c). Indeed, descriptively disentangling accuracy-motivated from directional-

motivated partisan judgments is but the latest evolution of longstanding debates over 

observational equivalence in social cognition (Bullock, 2009; Ditto, 2009; Erdeyli, 1974; Gerber 

& Green, 1999; Miller & Ross, 1975; Tetlock & Levi, 1982). Nevertheless, such Bayesian just-
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so stories, and post hoc rationalizations more broadly (Uhlmann, 2011), have functionally 

relegated motivational accounts of information processing to a second-class theoretical status, an 

alternative juxtaposed against the normative, rationalist, accuracy-motivated default (Ditto, 

2009). In these experiments, I sought to embrace this dynamic by putting the rationalist, purely-

accuracy motivated account of partisan judgment to the test, setting it as the null hypothesis 

against which dispositive evidence may or may not emerge.  

Ultimately, the presented results clearly disconfirmed strong accounts of political 

reasoning as a purely accuracy-motivated process. As I hypothesized, partisans’ unblinded 

evaluations were influenced by their prior feelings and beliefs significantly more than their 

blinded counterparts, demonstrating a directional influence on their evaluations. However, 

despite the misconceptions of many proponents of rationalist accounts of political reasoning, my 

results do not disconfirm Bayesian models of belief updating. As stated most clearly by 

Druckman and McGrath, one can be both accuracy- and directionally-motivated and still update 

beliefs in a manner consistent with Bayesian logic (2019, pg. 112). Bayesian logic emphasizes 

the importance of people’s prior beliefs in how they come to understand the world, yet Bayesian 

models are often underspecified regarding where, and to what extent, prior beliefs exert their 

influence in the information processing stream (Jones & Love, 2011). Including a path through 

which prior beliefs can bias evaluations of new information is thus not inherently inconsistent 

with adopting a Bayesian framework of belief updating. In other words, people can be both 

Bayesian and biased. Conflating rationalist theories of reasoning with Bayesian models of 

reasoning has led to unnecessary confusion in discussions of bias, and such conflation has been 

enabled by the lack of specificity in most Bayesian models of human cognition. Demonstrating 

that partisans exhibit directional biases, as I have done in these studies, provides stronger 
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empirical support to the contention that—to be descriptively accurate—Bayesian models must 

account for evaluative biases (Uhlmann, 2011).  

Rather than pitting accuracy-motivated and directionally-motivated accounts of reasoning 

against one another, future research should seek to specify the extent to which these different 

motivations influence various parts of the information processing stream in different contexts.  

So much energy has been spent litigating whether directional motivations exist (Ditto, 2009) that 

we do not currently understand the degree to which accuracy and directional motives inform one 

another or operate independently. For instance, the present results indicated that participants with 

weaker political motivations (as indexed by weaker prior beliefs and partisan affiliations) 

exhibited weaker biases, yet it is not clear whether these participants were merely less 

directionally-motivated or were also more accuracy-motivated than their more partisan peers. 

Acknowledging that both directional and accuracy motivations can influence reasoning may help 

political psychologists connect with other fields, such as clinical psychology, to develop theories 

that can explain more diverse psychological phenomena. For example, although they may 

initially seem like unrelated topics, partisans biases and placebo effects may both be driven by 

how much people want and expect a particular outcome (Liu, 2022). Likewise, identifying how 

to help mentally ill individuals update their delusional beliefs to be in greater accordance with 

reality (Kube & Rozenkrantz, 2021) may shed light on ways to foster political consensus 

between polarized partisans who perceive disjunctive realities. On January 6th, 2021, people who 

believe that an organization of Satanic, cannibalistic pedophiles conspired against former 

President Donald Trump (Kunzelman, 2020) tried to overthrow the lawful results of a 

presidential election; one could be forgiven for mistaking this political “movement” for a mental 

health crisis. Discarding extreme rationalist accounts of partisan judgment, as is justified by the 
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present results, will facilitate more constructive theoretical debates that may yield clearer 

descriptions of political reasoning and human psychology.  

A limitation of the present research was that it did not clearly illuminate the mechanisms 

through which political beliefs bias partisans’ unblinded quality evaluations. While the results 

related to Research Question 2 suggested that there were both cognitive and affective drivers of 

partisan bias, few of the individual difference measures significantly moderated the observed 

biases. In Study 2, participants’ positive and negative affect mediated a statistically significant, 

but practically insubstantial, amount of the variance between blinded and unblinded co-partisans’ 

quality evaluations, suggesting that such affective reactions were only a small part of the 

observed biases. Similarly, there were indications that moral conviction (a more affective 

individual difference; Skitka & Wisneski, 2011) may have exacerbated the biases observed in 

Study 2, but these effects were too small to be reliably estimated. However, the moderation 

analyses I ran throughout my studies did not clearly favor more cognitive accounts of partisan 

bias, either. For instance, analytic thinking (a more cognitive individual difference; Frederick, 

2005) seemed to slightly exacerbate partisan biases in Study 2, but these effects were not 

replicated in Study 3. The clearest evidence of moderation was observed in Study 3, where 

participants’ with greater confidence in their prior beliefs and stronger partisan identifications 

exhibited stronger biases. Yet these clearer statistical results do lend themselves to obvious 

theoretical interpretations: confidence in one’s beliefs and strength of partisan identification are 

likely both subject to affective and cognitive precursors. It is tempting to suggest that future 

research may be able to clarify the relative influences of “hot” desires and “cold” expectations in 

political reasoning. Nevertheless, if we accept that partisans’ desires and expectation are often 

deeply intertwined, then it may be more fruitful for political psychologists to investigate how and 
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why such coherence emerges (e.g., Liu & Ditto, 2014) rather than seeking to artificially 

disambiguate their shared influence.  

 One may reasonably wonder whether my results, derived from online samples of 

Americans on a few topics, are generalizable within or beyond the American context. There are 

at least two ways in which one can think about the generalizability of the present findings. In a 

narrower sense, it is likely that there will be substantial heterogeneity in the magnitude of 

directional biases observed across samples and political topics (Yarkoni, 2022). Indeed, even in 

these four studies, which all sampled from the same online population, participants exhibited 

weaker biases when evaluating a study about trigger warnings (Study 1b) than when evaluating 

studies about capital punishment and partisan bias (Studies 1a, 2, and 3). This should inspire 

caution when discussing the implications of these studies, particularly Study 3, in debates over 

symmetries and asymmetries in partisan bias (Baron & Jost, 2019, Ditto et al., 2019a, 2019b). 

The presented results are more consistent with a symmetrical account of partisan bias, for 

liberals and conservatives did not meaningfully differ in the amount of bias exhibited in Study 3. 

That said, the results of future studies will likely vary as a function of the political topics or 

groups being evaluated (e.g., for a review of asymmetries in political prejudice toward various 

groups, see Crawford & Brandt, 2020). Although some have posited specific personality or 

cognitive differences between partisans, such as conservatives’ greater need for epistemic 

certainty, that may make conservatives more prone to bias (Jost, et al., 2007), the relationship 

between conservatism and the need for certainty varies substantially across cultures (Federico & 

Malka, 2018), and American conservatives’ greater needs for certainty do not meaningfully 

predict partisan biases (Guay & Johnston, 2021). While I am agnostic as to whether partisan 

biases are symmetrical in aggregate, future research will benefit from focusing more narrowly on 
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(a)symmetries in bias in relation to specific topics, examining differences in personality traits 

and social dynamics that may account for such (a)symmetries in a particular context (e.g., for 

asymmetries in democratic attitudes, see Benjamin et al., 2021). Beyond the focus on symmetries 

and asymmetries, more research is needed to replicate and extend the present findings before we 

can claim to know the general prevalence or magnitude of partisans’ evaluative biases.  

 Nevertheless, there is a broader sense in which the present results should be broadly 

generalizable. Unlike much research in psychology (Klayman & Ha, 1987; Uchino et al., 2010), 

these studies were designed to provide disconfirmatory evidence against a theory. By providing 

clear evidence against a purely accuracy-motivated account of partisan evaluations in one 

population, we can dismiss this theory in any population that operates through similar cognitive 

and social architecture. Unless one identifies problems with the internal validity of the present 

experiments or can offer a mechanism to account for a particular population’s immunity to 

directional influences, then we should assume that other populations are at least comparably 

prone to biases until proven otherwise. In other words, the disconfirmatory evidence provided by 

these studies shifts the burden of proof onto theorists of political reasoning who claim that 

partisans are purely accuracy-motivated. Such proponents must now show that directional 

motivations yield no influence on their population’s evaluations to justify their theory.  

Practical Implications 

The present research highlights the potential of blinding techniques to reduce evaluative 

biases in contexts where evaluators may be swayed by directional motivations, political or 

otherwise. For instance, the benefits of blinding have been clearly demonstrated in employment 

contexts, where blinding evaluations of job candidates has been shown to reduce gender biases in 

hiring decisions (Goldin & Rouse, 2000; Uhlmann & Cohen, 2005). Interestingly, the original 
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research in this area found gender biases against women, but more recent replications have found 

biases against men in unblinded hiring evaluations (Tierney et al., 2020). This development 

illustrates one of the great utilities of blinding: one need not know the direction of a bias for 

blinding to be an effective bias prevention strategy. Whatever twists and turns may emerge 

within a sociopolitical zeitgeist, blinding strategies can help people avoid the “mental 

contamination” (Wilson & Brekke, 1994) of irrelevant decision criteria. However, while a recent 

study found that people think they should blind themselves to potentially biasing information, 

very few of these people chose to actually blind themselves when the opportunity was available 

to them (Fath et al., 2022). Indeed, people who perceive themselves to be more objective tend to 

be more biased than those who think themselves to be less objective (Uhlmann & Cohen, 2007), 

and people who think they are impartial may be the least likely to pursue blinding strategies. The 

discrepancies between perceived and actual impartiality demand further investigation (e.g., 

Pronin, 2007); nevertheless, for the time being, such findings suggest that successful 

implementation of blinding strategies will require collective, structural, top-down efforts rather 

than a reliance on individual responsibility. This may be especially true in the communication of 

politically-relevant science in our highly polarized era (Druckman, 2017; Finkel et al., 2020), as 

political partisans typically perceive themselves to be more objective than their opponents (Ditto 

et al., 2019a). Collaborations between social media platforms, journalists, and scientists may 

facilitate the development of communication strategies that can mitigate biased evaluations of 

politically-relevant research.  

Nevertheless, more basic research will first be required to map the downstream 

influences that blinding evaluations can have on the belief updating process. In my studies, 

blinding politically-unfriendly information had countervailing effects on participants’ credibility 
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impressions and belief change; although blinding increased quality evaluations and thus, 

indirectly, increased credibility impressions and belief updating in the direction of the presented 

evidence, blinding also exerted a direct influence on these outcomes that restricted such positive 

impression formation and belief change. I do not know why the direct, restricting influences 

emerged, but there are several hypotheses worth testing in future research. First, blinding 

participants’ evaluations may feel unnatural given the way such information is typically 

evaluated, and ultimately presenting these people with politically-unfriendly results may make 

them more cognizant of the artificial setting in which they are evaluating information. This may 

result in participants finding the presented information less believable than they might in a more 

naturalistic setting. Exploring ways to make evaluative blinding manipulations subtler and more 

ecologically valid could help reduce the countervailing effects that the manipulations have on 

downstream judgments. It may also be the case that providing blinded evaluations of politically-

unfriendly information induces a sense of self-perceived objectivity, so people may feel licensed 

to denigrate the ultimate credibility of the research once its results are known to them (Uhlmann 

& Cohen, 2007). Investigating these and other viable hypotheses will be needed to understand 

the potential of blinding strategies for foster belief-updating and, ultimately, political consensus. 

These inquiries may also aid researchers in identifying other forms of bias that can affect the 

partisan information-processing stream. While blinding reduced partisans’ evaluative biases, 

additional interventions will likely be required to foster political consensus on the myriad issues 

that rely on appeals to scientific evidence.  

Finally, while the focus of this research has been on lay evaluations of science, future 

research should investigate the extent to which partisan biases may influence scientists’ 

evaluations of research—particularly in the social and behavioral sciences. Researchers do not 
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often agree on the quality of research even in the absence of politics; for example, evaluations of 

NIH grant proposals are better predicted by the idiosyncratic preferences of reviewers than by 

the number of weakness identified by those reviewers in a particular proposal (Pier et al., 2018). 

Given this highly subjective peer-review process, it is plausible that scientists evaluate research 

that runs counter to their cherished theoretical or political commitments more skeptically than 

research that affirms those commitments. Evaluative competence and domain-area expertise may 

mitigate partisan biases, yet such expertise may instill self-perceptions of objectivity that, as has 

been shown in lay evaluations (Uhlmann & Cohen, 2007), could undermine experts’ evaluations 

of politically-unfriendly results. The political slant of published research in psychology has not 

been found to relate to its replicability (Reinero et al., 2020), but no research to date has 

examined how scientists’ political beliefs may influence their methodological evaluations of 

politically-relevant research. Biases may emerge in the evaluation of journal submissions, 

distorting the landscape of research that is ultimately published on a particular topic. Indeed, if 

we take them at their word, some researchers find it “reasonable and appropriate for people to 

ask whether the study’s conclusions agree with their preexisting beliefs” when evaluating its 

methodological quality (Baron & Jost, 2019, pg. 297). As others have noted, “It would be 

remarkable indeed if scientists were immune to the empirical phenomena we study” (Uhlmann, 

2011, pg. 214).  

Reforms to scientific practices in the wake of psychology’s replication crisis, such as the 

emergence of registered reports, have been promoted to reduce publication biases (Nosek & 

Lakens, 2014; Chambers et al., 2015; Munafò et al., 2017). Broader adoption of such practices 

can help scientists mitigate partisan and other directional biases that may underlie publication 

biases in some fields. Additional reforms, such as blinding analyses (MacCoun & Perlmutter, 
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2015) and creating blinded peer-review processes for non-registered reports—for example, 

creating tiered reviews where reviewers are blinded to a study’s results when they first evaluate 

its methods—may also help reduce biases. While other reforms, such as increasing the political 

diversity of researchers (Duarte et al., 2015), would be beneficial in other ways, I believe that 

reducing evaluative biases is a more tractable and sustainable path of quality control than 

intentionally introducing countervailing biases. Maintaining the appropriate balance of partisans 

within a field (e.g., determining what levels of imbalance may be considered appropriate) will 

not be as feasible as leaning further into blinding strategies that are already the conceptual basis 

of successful scientific reforms. Crucially, and as mentioned earlier in this section, blinding 

techniques are equal-opportunity bias prevention: blinding strategies can help reduce 

conservative biases in one journal or field while similar procedures can help reduce prevailing 

liberal biases in a different subdiscipline. Given the costs such reforms likely require, it may be 

worth investigating the extent to which directional biases influence scientists’ evaluations before 

pursuing reforms in earnest. Yet if we are not certain that scientists are immune to such 

evaluative biases—or if we are not convinced that our successors will be purely objective—then 

it may be worth investing in such reforms even before we know the prevalence of scientists’ 

biases. 

Conclusion  

 What people believe and want to be true can inhibit them from perceiving what is 

actually true. As illustrated by the quote that opened this dissertation, this sentiment is prevalent 

in folk epistemology. Yet psychologists have been adept at constructing rationalizations to 

explain purportedly biased behaviors, making it difficult to determine whether motivated biases 

even exist. While it remains challenging to identify whether any singular evaluation is biased, I 
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demonstrated that, on average, partisans are directionally biased by their prior feelings and 

beliefs when making unblinded evaluations of politically-relevant science. Blinding partisans’ 

quality evaluations revealed and reduced these biases, particularly in evaluations of politically-

unfriendly information. The dispositive evidence I provided against accounts of purely rational, 

accuracy-motivated partisan judgment signals that such accounts need to be put to rest. Focusing 

empirical and theoretical attention on when, how, and to what degree people exhibit biases will 

be more fruitful than debating if such biases exist. Further documenting the extent to which lay 

and expert evaluations are subject to directional biases will aid scientists in developing reforms 

to conduct and communicate their research more effectively. 
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APPENDIX A: Studies 1a and 1b Supplement 

Figures accompanying the stimuli in Studies 1a and 1b 

Study 1a 
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Study 1b 

Average Reported Anxiety to Distressing Passages Across Experimental Conditions 

(with 95% Confidence Intervals) 

 

 
Demographic questions  

Age 

Participants were asked to report their age on a dropdown menu that included age from 

18 to 99. 

Sex 

Participants were asked to select their sex from three response options: “Female,” 

“Male,” or “Other.” The “Other” option included a text box for participants to describe their sex.  
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Ethnicity 

Participants were asked “What is your race/ethnicity?” and asked to select one of the 

following options: “African American, Black, African, Caribbean”; “East Asian (Chinese, 

Korean, Japanese, etc.); “South Asian (Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, etc.)”; “Southeast Asian 

(Vietnamese, Cambodian, Filipino, etc.)”; “European American, White, Anglo, Caucasian”; 

“Hispanic American, Latino(a), Chicano(a), Mexican, Columbian”; “Pacific Islander 

(Micronesian, Melanesian, Samoan, etc.)”; “Native Hawaiian, American Indian, Alaskan 

Native”; “Biracial, Multiracial - please describe your race below”, which included an open text 

box; “Other - please describe your race below”, which included an open text box; and “I decline 

to answer.” 

Education 

Participants were asked “What is the highest level of education you have completed?” 

and asked to select one of the following options: “Some high school or less (no HS diploma),” 

“High school diploma,” “Some college (no degree),” Associates degree,” “Bachelors degree,” 

“Masters degree,” “Professional or doctorate degree (PhD, JD, MD, etc.).” 

Household income 

Participants were asked “What is your yearly household income?” and asked to select one 

of 19 income bins ranging from “Less than $5,000” to “$175,000 or more.”  

Political orientation 

Participants were asked “How do you identify your political orientation on social 

issues?” and “How do you identify your political orientation on economic issues?” For each 

question, participants selected one option from the following: Very Conservative (1), Somewhat 
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Conservative (2), Slightly Conservative (3), Moderate/Middle of the Road (4), Slightly Liberal 

(5), Somewhat Liberal (6), Very Liberal (7).  

Party affiliation 

Participants were asked “How do you identify your political party affiliation?” and 

selected on of the following options: Strong Republican (1), Republican (2), Lean Republican 

(3), Neither Republican or Democrat (4), Lean Democrat (5), Democrat (6), Strong Democrat 

(7).  

Moral conviction descriptives 

 In Study 1a, the measure of moral conviction had suitable internal reliability (Cronbach’s 

 = 0.74), and participants felt morally convicted about the issue on average (M = 4.71, SD = 

1.44). The measure of moral conviction also had suitable internal reliability in Study 1b as well 

(Cronbach’s  = 0.82), and participants felt moderately convicted about trigger warnings on 

average (M = 4.11, SD = 1.44). 

Condition differences in evaluations 

 I conducted Welch’s t-tests to assess whether participants in the blinded condition 

evaluated the presented studies more positively than those in the unblinded conditions (Delacre 

et al., 2017)8. As hypothesized, participants evaluated the study as being of significantly higher 

quality in the blinded condition (M = 5.01, SD = 0.93) compared to the unblinded condition (M 

= 4.60, SD = 1.17) in Study 1a, Welch’s t(440.32) = 4.20, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.39. However, 

this was not the case in Study 1b, as those in the blinded condition (M = 5.07, SD = 0.96) and 

unblinded condition (M = 5.03, SD = 1.12) did not significantly differ in quality evaluations, 

Welch’s t(446.01) = 0.39, p = .35, Cohen’s d = 0.04.  

 
8 Following my preregistration, I used one-tailed t-tests for these analyses to assess my directional hypotheses.  
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Political orientation and party affiliation exploratory analyses 

Participants reported being somewhat liberal on social (M = 5.44, SD = 1.65) and 

economic (M = 5.08, SD = 1.76) issues and leaned Democrat (M = 5.08, SD = 1.54) in Study 1a. 

Similarly, Participants reported being somewhat liberal on social (M = 5.18, SD = 1.74) and 

economic (M = 4.78, SD = 1.81) issues and leaned Democrat (M = 4.91, SD = 1.57) in Study 1b. 

Given the suitable reliability of the political orientation measures in Study 1a (Cronbach’s  = 

0.88) and Study 1b (Cronbach’s  = 0.88), these items were combined into a composite political 

orientation measures in the following analyses. 

Study 1a 

For the analysis using political orientation as the predictor, omnibus tests showed a 

significant main effect of condition F(1, 462) =  17.47, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, but not of political 

orientation, F(1, 462) = 2.05, p = .15, ηp
2 = .00. However, this was qualified by a significant 

interaction, F(1, 462) =  11.78, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. Simple effects analyses showed that more 

liberally-orientated participants had lower study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b 

= -0.15, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.23, -0.06],  = -0.22, but not in the blinded condition, b 

= 0.06, SE = 0.04, p = .15, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.14],  = 0.09. 

The model using party affiliation was yielded a weaker, but highly similar, interaction 

effect, F(1, 462) =  6.11, p = .014, ηp
2 = .01. Simple effects analyses showed that more 

Democratic participants had lower study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = -

0.09, SE = 0.05, p = .047, 95% CI [-0.18, -0.00],  = -0.13, but Democratic participants had 

nonsignificantly higher ratings of study quality in the blinded condition, b = 0.07, SE = 0.04, p = 

.14, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.15],  = 0.09.  

Study 1b 
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Unlike in Study 1a, the analysis using the political orientation measure did not find a 

significant main effect of condition F(1, 459) =  0.22, p = .64, ηp
2 = .00, political orientation, 

F(1, 459) = 0.50, p = .48, ηp
2 = .00, nor a significant interaction, F(1, 459) =  2.26, p = .13, ηp

2 = 

.00. Simple effects analyses showed that, as in Study 1a, being more liberally-orientated was 

significantly predictive of lower study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = -0.12, 

SE = 0.04, p = .003, 95% CI [-0.19, -0.04],  = -0.19, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.03, 

SE = 0.04, p = .48, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.05],  = -0.05. However, the differences between the 

blinded and unblinded estimates were not significant in this study. A similar result emerged for 

the analysis of party affiliation, though the interaction term was closer to statistical significance 

in this model, F(1, 459) =  3.29, p = .07, ηp
2 = .01. More Democratic participants had 

significantly lower study quality evaluations in the unblinded condition, b = -0.13, SE = 0.04, p 

= .047, 95% CI [-0.21, -0.04],  = -0.19, but not in the blinded condition, b = -0.01, SE = 0.05, p 

= .74, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.07],  = -0.02. Though these results were similar to the analysis of party 

affiliation in Study 1a, the difference between the blinded and unblinded estimates was not 

significant in Study 1b.  

Credibility impressions 

Study 1b prior efficacy models 

The main effect of condition was not significant, F(1, 459) =  0.76, p = .38, ηp
2 = .00, and 

neither was the main effect of prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 459) = 0.91, p = .34, ηp
2 = .00, nor the 

interaction, F(1, 459) =  0.02, p = .89, ηp
2 = .00. The results of the moderated mediation analysis 

are presented in Table S1.1.  

Reported attitude change analyses 

Reported change in support beliefs 
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Study 1a. The intercept for the regression model of Study 1a (b = 4.14, SE = 0.05, 95% 

CI [4.04, 4.23]) indicated that participants reported a slight increase in their support for capital 

punishment on average. There was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 462) =  0.03, p = .85, ηp
2 

= .00, but there was a large main effect or prior support, F(1, 462) =  12.01, p < .001, ηp
2 = .03, 

such that prior support for capital punishment was predictive of greater reported attitude change, 

b = 0.09, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [0.04, 0.13],  = 0.22. This result went in the opposite direction of 

the analysis of actual attitude change, in which those with greater prior support actually changed 

their attitudes less. The interaction was not significant, F(1, 462) =  0.00, p = .96, ηp
2 = .00, 

indicating that the lack of effect of condition on reported change in support beliefs did not vary 

as a function of participants’ initial support beliefs.  

Nevertheless, as was the case in the analysis of actual change in support, the moderated 

mediation model showed that, while the amount of reported belief updating that occurred did not 

vary by condition or participants’ prior support, the processes by which participants reported 

updating their support beliefs did significantly vary across these factors. The estimates of the 

moderated mediation model are presented in Table S1.2. The results were nearly identical to 

those with actual belief change as the outcome: positive direct effects of condition on reported 

support change negated the negative indirect effects of condition on support change through 

quality evaluations, but only for participants with average or below-average prior support 

beliefs—the participants for whom the presented results were politically-unfriendly.  

Study 1b. For Study 1b, the intercept for the regression model (b = 3.49, SE = 0.07, 95% 

CI [3.36, 3.63]) showed that participants reported a small decrease in their support for trigger 

warnings on average. There were not significant main effects of condition, F(1, 459) =  0.01, p = 

.94, ηp
2 = .00, nor prior support, F(1, 459) =  1.00, p = .32, ηp

2 = .00, and there was also not a 
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significant interaction, F(1, 459) =  2.44, p  .32, ηp
2 = .01. Moreover, the results of the moderated 

mediation analysis, presented in Table S1.3, indicated that there were no significant indirect, 

direct, or total effects of condition on reported change in support.  

Reported change in efficacy beliefs 

Study 1a. The intercept for the regression model of Study 1a (b = 4.23, SE = 0.12, 95% 

CI [3.99, 4.47]) indicated that participants reported not changing their beliefs about the efficacy 

of capital punishment on average. There was not a main effect of condition, F(1, 462) =  0.51, p 

= .48, ηp
2 = .00, nor prior support, F(1, 462) =  0.45, p = .51, ηp

2 = .00, nor a significant 

interaction, F(1, 462) =  2.11, p = .15, ηp
2 = .00. However, as was the case for the analysis of 

actual change in support beliefs for Study 1a, the blinding manipulation had different effects on 

reported change in efficacy beliefs depending on participants’ level of prior efficacy beliefs. The 

results of the moderated mediation analysis, presented in Table S1.4, showed that there were 

countervailing indirect effects through study quality evaluations and direct effects of condition 

for participants with average and below-average prior efficacy beliefs. This was not the case for 

participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs, for whom there were no indirect, direct, or 

total effects of condition on changes in reported efficacy beliefs.  

Study 1b. For Study 1b, the intercept for the regression model (b = 3.18, SE = 0.05, 95% 

CI [3.02, 3.34]) showed that participants reported a decrease in their support for capital 

punishment on average. There were not significant main effects of condition, F(1, 459) =  0.10, p 

= .76, ηp
2 = .00, nor prior support, F(1, 459) =  0.46, p = .50, ηp

2 = .00, but there was a small, 

significant interaction, F(1, 459) =  3.89, p = .049, ηp
2 = .01. This interaction indicated that 

participants with above-average prior efficacy beliefs reported (nonsignificantly) more change in 

efficacy beliefs in the unblinded condition, and those with below-average efficacy beliefs had the 
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opposite pattern of results. However, the results of the moderated mediation analysis, presented 

in Table S1.5, indicated that there were no significant indirect, direct, or total effects of condition 

on reported change in efficacy beliefs for Study 1b, as was the case for reported change in 

support beliefs for this study. .
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Table S1.1. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1b.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Low (M – 1SD) Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.08 0.10 [-0.11, 0.27] 0.04 .38 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.14 [-0.16, 0.40] 0.06 .39 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.67 0.05 [0.59, 0.77] 0.75 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.13 0.08 [-0.30, 0.02] -0.07 .10 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.07 0.13 [-0.33, 0.19] -0.03 .60 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.02 0.07 [-0.16, 0.12] -0.01 .74 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.09 [-0.21, 0.16] -0.01 .74 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.75 0.03 [0.70, 0.81] 0.78 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.05 0.06 [-0.16, 0.07] -0.02 .43 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.08 0.09 [-0.26, 0.10] -0.04 .38 

   High (M + 1SD) Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.15 0.12 [-0.39, 0.09] -0.07 .21 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.19 0.15 [-0.48, 0.10] -0.09 .21 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.82 0.04 [0.76, 0.90] 0.81 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.04 0.08 [-0.12, 0.21] 0.02 .63 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.09 0.13 [-0.35, 0.16] -0.05 .48 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Confidence intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table S1.2. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting reported change in support beliefs by prior support beliefs for Study 1a.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.13 0.05 [-0.23, -0.02] -0.08 .02 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.93 0.14 [-1.20, -0.66] -0.43 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.14 0.05 [0.03, 0.24] 0.19 .009 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.12 0.09 [-0.07, 0.30] 0.08 .20 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.01 0.10 [-0.20, 0.18] 0.00 .95 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.06 0.02 [-0.11, -0.02] -0.04 .004 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.09 [-0.57, -0.20] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.16 0.04 [0.09, 0.25] 0.23 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.06 0.07 [-0.07, 0.20] 0.04 .38 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.01 0.07 [-0.12, 0.15] 0.01 .85 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.03 0.03 [-0.02, 0.09] 0.02 .27 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.16 0.13 [-0.08, 0.41] 0.08 .20 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.19 0.06 [0.07, 0.31] 0.27 .002 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.00 0.11 [-0.22, 0.23] 0.00 .99 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.03 0.10 [-0.16, 0.22] 0.02 .74 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table S1.3. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting reported change in support beliefs by prior support beliefs for Study 1b.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.05 0.04 [-0.14, 0.03] -0.02 .21 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.19 0.13 [-0.07, 0.44] 0.09 .15 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.28 0.08 [-0.44, -0.12] -0.27 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.09 0.16 [-0.40, 0.21] -0.04 .58 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.15 0.14 [-0.42, 0.13] -0.07 .29 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.01 0.03 [-0.04, 0.06] 0.01 .63 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.05 0.10 [-0.25, 0.15] -0.02 .62 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.24 0.05 [-0.34, -0.14] -0.24 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.00 0.10 [-0.19, 0.19] 0.00 .97 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.01 0.10 [-0.19, 0.20] 0.00 .94 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.06 0.04 [-0.02, 0.13] 0.03 .13 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.29 0.15 [-0.58, 0.02] -0.14 .06 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.20 0.07 [-0.34, -0.07] -0.20 .003 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.09 0.15 [-0.18, 0.38] 0.04 .52 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.16 0.14 [-0.11, 0.43] 0.08 .24 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table S1.4. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting reported change in efficacy beliefs by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1a.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.26 0.07 [-0.40, -0.13] -0.14 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.97 0.14 [-1.24, -0.70] -0.45 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.27 0.06 [0.16, 0.38] 0.31 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.23 0.11 [0.00, 0.44] 0.12 .047 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.03 0.12 [-0.27, 0.21] -0.02 .79 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.09 0.03 [-0.15, -0.03] -0.05 .002 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.38 0.09 [-0.56, -0.20] -0.18 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.24 0.05 [0.14, 0.33] 0.27 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.20 0.09 [0.03, 0.37] 0.11 .022 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.09 0.09 [-0.08, 0.26] 0.05 .28 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.04 0.03 [-0.02, 0.10] 0.02 .17 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.21 0.13 [-0.04, 0.46] 0.10 .099 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.20 0.08 [0.05, 0.36] 0.24 .008 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.18 0.14 [-0.09, 0.46] 0.10 .20 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.22 0.12 [-0.02, 0.46] 0.12 .073 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  
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Table S1.5. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting reported change in efficacy beliefs by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 1b.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.03 0.04 [-0.12, 0.05] -0.01 .42 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.15 [-0.17, 0.41] 0.06 .39 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.27 0.07 [-0.41, -0.13] -0.23 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.15 0.16 [-0.46, 0.16] -0.06 .35 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.19 0.16 [-0.51, 0.13] -0.08 .24 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.01 0.02 [-0.04, 0.06] 0.00 .75 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.09 [-0.22, 0.15] -0.01 .74 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.24 0.06 [-0.35, -0.13] -0.21 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.03 0.11 [-0.19, 0.26] 0.01 .78 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.04 0.11 [-0.19, 0.26] 0.01 .75 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.04 0.04 [-0.03, 0.11] 0.02 .27 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.19 0.15 [-0.48, 0.10] -0.09 .20 

     Study Quality ⇒ Reported Change in Support -0.21 0.08 [-0.37, -0.06] -0.18 .008 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.21 0.18 [-0.14, 0.56] 0.09 .23 

 Total Condition ⇒ Reported Change in Support 0.26 0.16 [-0.05, 0.58] 0.11 .11 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications.  



 

  164 

APPENDIX B: Study 2 Supplement 

Study quality evaluations by condition 

 As hypothesized, participants evaluated the study as being of significantly higher quality 

in the blinded condition (M = 5.21, SD = 0.93) compared to the unblinded condition (M = 4.72, 

SD = 1.15), Welch’s t(877.54) = 6.97, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.46.  

Exploratory analysis of political orientation 

This model predicted study quality evaluations from condition, political orientation, and 

their interaction. As in the confirmatory analyses, this two-way interaction was significant, F(1, 

908) =  22.38, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02. Simple effects analyses showed that, while political orientation 

was not significantly related to quality evaluations in the blinded condition, b = 0.00, SE = 0.03, 

p < .001, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.05],  = 0.01, it was significantly related to quality judgments in the 

unblinded condition, b = -0.17, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.22, -0.12],  = -0.29. More 

liberal participants in the unblinded condition tended to rate the study quality as being lower, but 

political orientation was not predictive of quality evaluations in the blinded condition. Moreover, 

an analysis of the estimated marginal mans, presented in Table S2.1, indicated that more liberal 

participants—for whom the presented results were more politically unfriendly—had larger 

discrepancies between unblinded and blinded quality evaluations. The discrepancy between 

blinded and unblinded quality judgments of politically-similar participants provided further 

evidence that participants’ political beliefs biased their unblinded quality evaluations.  
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Table S2.1. Estimated Marginal Means of Study Quality Evaluations in Study 2 by 

Condition and Political Orientation 

  Condition  

Political Orientation Group Blinded Unblinded 

   Below-average (More Conservative) 5.20 [5.06, 5.34] 5.03 [4.90, 5.16] 

   Average 5.21 [5.11, 5.30] 4.71 [4.62, 4.81] 

   Above-average (More Liberal) 5.21 [5.08, 5.34] 4.40 [4.26, 4.53] 

Note: Values in brackets are 95% confidence intervals. Bolded values indicate 

nonoverlapping confidence intervals from the Blinded condition.   
 

Mediation of study quality judgments by positive and negative affect 

 The results of the moderated mediation analyses are presented in Tables S2.2 and S2.3.  

Prior efficacy beliefs moderating the effect of condition on credibility impressions 

As was the case in the model using prior support, there were significant main effects of 

condition, F(1, 908) =  17.57, p < .001, ηp
2 = .02, and prior support F(1, 908) = 35.81, p < .001, 

ηp
2 = .04, qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 908) =  18.36, p < .001, ηp

2 = .02. Greater 

prior belief in the efficacy of capital punishment was predictive of more positive credibility 

impressions across conditions, but this association was significantly stronger in the unblinded 

condition, b = 0.29, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.24, 0.34],  = 0.51, than in the blinded 

condition, b = 0.14, SE = 0.02, p < .001, 95% CI [0.10, 0.19],  = 0.25. The estimated marginal 

means, shown in Table S2.4, indicated that participants with average and below-average prior 

efficacy beliefs had significantly more positive credibility impressions in the blinded condition 

than in the unblinded condition, while participants with above-average prior support for capital 

punishment did not differ in their credibility impressions across conditions. The results of the 

moderated mediation analysis, presented in Table S2.5, showed that the differences in credibility 

impressions between conditions for participants with average and below-average prior efficacy 

beliefs could be explained by the influence of the biased quality evaluations made by those 

unblinded participants. 
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Table S2.4. Estimated Marginal Means of Credibility Impressions Evaluations in 

Study 2 by Condition and Prior Efficacy Beliefs 

  Condition  

Prior Efficacy Group Blinded Unblinded 

   Below-average 4.62 [4.50, 4.75] 4.07 [3.94, 4.20] 

   Average 4.89 [4.80, 4.99] 4.62 [4.53, 4.71] 

   Above-average 5.17 [5.04, 5.29] 5.17 [5.04, 5.30] 

Note: Values in brackets are 95% confidence intervals. Bolded values indicate 

nonoverlapping confidence intervals from the Blinded condition.  

   
Reported changes in support and efficacy beliefs 

Reported change in support 

In the linear regression model predicting reported change in support for capital 

punishment, the intercept (b = 4.17, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [4.09, 4.25]) indicated that participants 

reported a small increase in their support on average. There was not a significant main effect of 

condition, F(1, 908) =  1.04, p = .31, ηp
2 = .00, but there was a significant main effect of prior 

support, F(1, 908) = 37.66, p < .001, ηp
2 = .04, such that participants who supported capital 

punishment more generally reported changing their support beliefs more, b = 0.12, SE = 

0.02, 95% CI [0.08, 0.16],  = 0.27. This ran counter to the analysis of actual change in support, 

as participants with higher prior support actually changed their beliefs less than other 

participants, likely because the presented results aligned with what they already believed. There 

was not a significant interaction between condition and prior support, F(1, 908) =  0.12, p = .73, 

ηp
2 = .00, indicating that the lack of influence of condition on reported change in support beliefs 

was consistent across levels of prior support.  

Reported change in efficacy beliefs 

The intercept of this model (b = 4.42, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [4.33, 4.51]) showed that 

participants reported an increase in their efficacy beliefs on average. There was not a significant 

main effect of condition, F(1, 908) =  0.03, p = .85, ηp
2 = .00, nor a main effect of prior efficacy 
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beliefs, F(1, 908) = 3.71, p = .054, ηp
2 = .00. However, there was a small, significant interaction 

between condition and prior efficacy beliefs, F(1, 908) =  6.80, p = .009, ηp
2 = .01, indicating 

that the influence of condition on reported change in efficacy beliefs differed across levels of 

prior support. Specifically, participants with below-average prior efficacy beliefs reported 

changing their beliefs slightly (but nonsignificantly) more in the blinded condition (M = 4.34, 

95% CI [4.21, 4.46]) than in the unblinded condition (M = 4.18, 95% CI [4.05, 4.31]), whereas 

those with above-average prior efficacy beliefs reported changing their beliefs slightly (but 

nonsignificantly) less in the blinded condition (M = 4.51, 95% CI [4.38, 4.64]) than in the 

unblinded condition (M = 4.69, 95% CI [4.56, 4.81]).  
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Table S2.2. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting study quality by prior support for Study 2.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.02 [-0.06, 0.00] -0.01 .093 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.01 0.02 [-0.04, 0.02] -0.01 .43 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.15 0.08 [-0.30, 0.00] -0.09 .051 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.19 0.06 [0.08, 0.32] 0.15 .002 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect 0.04 0.05 [-0.05, 0.13] 0.04 .389 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.32 0.11 [-0.53, -0.11] -0.15 .003 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.05 0.09 [-1.23, -0.87] -0.49 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.09 0.09 [-1.27, -0.91] -0.51 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.02 [-0.07, -0.00] -0.02 .033 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.00 0.01 [-0.02, 0.01] 0.00 .72 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.13 0.06 [-0.24, -0.02] -0.07 .021 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.27 0.04 [0.19, 0.35] 0.21 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect 0.01 0.03 [-0.05, 0.08] 0.01 .70 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.22 0.06 [-0.34, -0.10] -0.11 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.47 0.06 [-0.59, -0.34] -0.22 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.51 0.06 [-0.64, -0.38] -0.24 < .001 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.04 0.03 [-0.10, 0.02] -0.02 .22 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.00 0.01 [-0.01, 0.02] 0.00 .80 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.11 0.08 [-0.27, 0.06] -0.06 .20 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.34 0.04 [0.26, 0.43] 0.27 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect -0.01 0.05 [-0.11, 0.08] -0.01 .78 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.13 0.08 [-0.30, 0.03] -0.06 .12 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.08 [-0.05, 0.28] 0.05 .17 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.08 0.09 [-0.10, 0.26] 0.04 .39 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table 2.3. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting study quality by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 2.  

Prior Support Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.02 [-0.06, 0.01] -0.01 .11 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.00 0.02 [-0.04, 0.03] 0.00 .91 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.16 0.08 [-0.31, -0.01] -0.09 .036 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.17 0.06 [0.05, 0.29] 0.13 .008 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect 0.01 0.05 [-0.08, 0.10] 0.01 .91 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.39 0.10 [-0.59, -0.20] -0.19 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.08 0.09 [-1.26, -0.90] -0.50 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.11 0.09 [-1.29, -0.94] -0.52 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.03 0.01 [-0.05, -0.00] -0.01 .041 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.00 0.01 [-0.02, 0.02] 0.00 .76 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.12 0.05 [-0.22, -0.01] -0.07 .025 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.23 0.04 [0.15, 0.32] 0.19 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect 0.01 0.04 [-0.06, 0.08] 0.01 .75 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.27 0.06 [-0.39, -0.15] -0.13 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.47 0.06 [-0.59, -0.34] -0.22 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.49 0.06 [-0.62, -0.37] -0.23 < .001 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.02 0.03 [-0.07, 0.03] -0.01 .39 

  Condition ⇒ Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.00 0.01 [-0.02, 0.01] 0.00 .77 

 Component    Condition ⇒ Positive Affect -0.07 0.08 [-0.24, 0.09] -0.04 .37 

     Positive Affect ⇒ Study Quality 0.30 0.04 [0.21, 0.39] 0.24 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Negative Affect 0.02 0.05 [-0.08, 0.12] 0.02 .74 

     Negative Affect ⇒ Study Quality -0.15 0.07 [-0.28, -0.02] -0.07 .031 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.15 0.08 [-0.01, 0.31] 0.07 .063 

 Total Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.09 [-0.05, 0.30] 0.06 .17 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior beliefs = M + 1SD. Confidence 

intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table S2.5. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior efficacy beliefs for Study 2.  

Prior Efficacy Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Below-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.81 0.08 [-0.96, -0.66] -0.38 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -1.11 0.09 [-1.30, -0.93] -0.52 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.03 [0.67, 0.79] 0.73 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.26 0.07 [0.12, 0.40] 0.12 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.55 0.09 [-0.74, -0.37] -0.26 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.36 0.05 [-0.46, -0.27] -0.17 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.49 0.06 [-0.62, -0.37] -0.23 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.03 [0.68, 0.79] 0.73 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.09 0.05 [0.00, 0.18] 0.04 .064 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.27 0.07 [-0.40, -0.15] -0.13 < .001 

   Above-average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.09 0.07 [-0.04, 0.22] 0.04 .17 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.12 0.09 [-0.05, 0.30] 0.06 .16 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.04 [0.66, 0.81] 0.73 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.08 0.06 [-0.21, 0.04] -0.04 .19 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.01 0.09 [-0.17, 0.19] 0.00 .94 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Below-average prior efficacy beliefs = M -1SD, above-average prior efficacy beliefs = M + 1SD. 

Confidence intervals computed with 1000 bootstrap replications. 
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APPENDIX C: Study 3 Supplement 

Figures accompanying the experimental manipulations 

Conservative-friendly materials 

 

Liberal-friendly materials 
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Influence of prior beliefs on study quality evaluations 

Omnibus tests showed that the overall model was significant, F(7, 1754) =  39.65, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .14, as were the main effects of condition, F(1, 1754) =  19.43, p < .001, ηp

2 = .01,  

prior beliefs, F(1, 1754) = 18.14, p < .001, ηp
2 = .01, but not of materials, F(1, 1754) = 3.68, p = 

.055, ηp
2 = .00. Yet the key three-way interaction term was significant, F(1, 1754) = 95.28, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .05, as illustrated in Figure 3.3 in the main text. Prior beliefs positively predicted 

study quality evaluations in both the blinded conditions of the conservative-friendly materials, b 

= 0.12, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.07, 0.18],  = 0.19, and the liberal-friendly materials, b = 

0.13, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.07, 0.18],  = 0.20. As was the case for partisan feelings, 

we observed an unexpected association between prior beliefs and study quality in the blinded 

conditions, such that participants with more liberal-friendly prior beliefs tended to evaluate the 

study more positively. However, the influence of prior beliefs on quality evaluations was much 

stronger in the unblinded conditions for both the conservative-friendly materials, b = -0.22, SE = 

0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.28, -0.16],  = -0.34, and the liberal-friendly materials, b = 0.34, SE = 

0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [0.29, 0.39],  = 0.53. Unblinded participants with more liberal-leaning 

priors evaluated the study much more positively than those with more conservative-leaning 

priors in the liberal-friendly condition, yet unblinded participants with more liberal-leaning 

priors evaluated the study much more negatively than participants with more conservative-

leaning priors in the conservative-friendly condition. Mirroring the analysis of partisan feelings, 

knowing the results of the study amplified the association between prior beliefs and study quality 

in the liberal-friendly condition, and it flipped the association between prior beliefs and study 

quality in the conservative-friendly condition. The difference between the unblinded and blinded 

estimates within the same materials condition is the magnitude of directional bias that partisan 
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feelings exerted on study quality evaluations. The significant differences (as indicated by 

nonoverlapping 95% CIs) between unblinded and blinded estimates within the same materials 

condition signifies that prior beliefs tended to bias unblinded participants quality evaluations.  

Moreover, analyses of the estimated marginal means, depicted in Figure 3.4 in the main 

text, showed similar results as the analyses using partisan feelings. In the conservative-friendly 

materials, participants with conservative-leaning feelings in the unblinded condition provided 

slightly more positive study quality evaluations than their conservative-leaning counterparts in 

the blinded condition. However, unlike in the analysis of partisan feelings, this difference was 

not significant. Consistent with the prior analysis, those with liberal-leaning feelings provided 

significantly lower evaluations in the unblinded condition relative to the blinded condition. 

When assessing the liberal-friendly materials, those with conservative-leaning feelings provided 

significantly more positive study quality evaluations in the blinded condition than in the 

unblinded condition, and liberal-leaning participants provided slightly (but nonsignificantly) 

more positive quality evaluations in the unblinded condition. Participants with average partisan 

feelings were generally more consistent in their study quality evaluations across conditions, 

although they provided slightly more positive quality evaluations in the blinded conditions.  

Exploratory analyses 

Influence of social concern 

In line with the confirmatory analyses in Study 3, I constructed a regression model with 

the condition variable, (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded/conservative-friendly), the measure of social 

concern, and their interaction (results are substantively identical when including condition and 

materials as separate factors). Low scores on the social concern variable indicate perceptions of 

inhabiting a more liberal-friendly environment, and higher scores indicate perceptions of 
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inhabiting a more conservative-friendly environment. This model was constructed to examine 

how participants’ sense of their social environment may have influenced their quality 

evaluations, which provides a more conservative test of the politically motivated reasoning 

model of partisan bias (Kahan, 2016).  

Omnibus tests indicated that the overall model was significant, F(7, 1754) = 10.82, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .04, as was the two main effects of condition and social concern (ps ≤ .001). These 

main effects were further qualified by a significant interaction, F(3, 1754) = 10.11, p < .001, ηp
2 

= .02. A simple effects analysis, depicted in Figure S3.1, showed that the magnitude of influence 

that participants’ social concern had on their quality evaluations was significantly higher in the 

unblinded (compared to the blinded) conditions.  

 

Furthermore, participants with low (M – 1SD) social concern scores (i.e., more liberal 

participants) rated the study as being lower quality in the unblinded/conservative-friendly 

condition compared to the other conditions, and participants with high (M  +1SD) social concern 
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scores (i.e., more conservative participants) rated the study as being lower quality in the 

unblinded/liberal-friendly condition compared to the other conditions. These estimated marginal 

means are shown in Table S3.1.  

Table S3.1. Estimated marginal means of study quality evaluations by condition and social concern  

Condition Social Concern Group M SE 95% CI 

   Blinded Con-friendly Liberal-leaning 5.60 0.05 [5.47, 5.73] 

 Average 5.45 0.03 [5.35, 5.54] 

 Conservative-leaning 5.29 0.03 [5.15, 5.43] 

   Blinded Lib-friendly Liberal-leaning 5.41 0.05 [5.28, 5.54] 

 Average 5.34 0.03 [5.25, 5.43] 

 Conservative-leaning 5.27 0.03 [5.13 ,5.40] 

   Unblinded Con-friendly Liberal-leaning 5.06 0.05 [4.93, 5.20] 

 Average 5.17 0.03 [5.07, -0.15] 

 Conservative-leaning 5.27 0.04 [5.14, 5.40] 

   Unblinded Lib-friendly Liberal-leaning 5.41 0.05 [5.28, 5.54] 

 Average 5.16 0.03 [5.07, 5.25] 

  Conservative-leaning 4.91 0.03 [4.78, 5.03] 

Note: Social concern: Liberal-leaning = M - 1SD, Conservative-leaning = M + 1SD.   
 

In sum, the perceived political leanings of one’s social environment influenced 

participants’ evaluation of an empirical study, and those perceptions biased participants toward 

making more negative quality evaluations when they made unblinded evaluations of politically-

unfriendly information. It is important to note that, while this effect was much smaller (in terms 

of variance explained) than the effects using partisan feelings and prior beliefs as the predictors, 

it was entirely consistent with those results. These findings further underscore the biasing 

influence that directional motivations had on study quality evaluations in the unblinded 

conditions of this experiment.  

Influence of partisanship and strength of partisan identification 
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To assess the influence that partisanship and partisans’ strength of party identification 

had on study quality evaluations, I constructed a linear regression model using the condition 

variable, (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded/conservative-friendly), a variable of whether participants 

were Democrat or Republican (dummy-coded, 0 = Democrat), the measure of strength of 

partisan identification (Bankert et al., 2017), the three two-way interaction terms between these 

variables, and the three-way interaction term (results are substantively identical when including 

condition and materials as separate factors).  

 The overall model was statistically significant, F(15, 1395) = 16.22, p < .001, ηp
2 = .15, 

as was the key three-way interaction term, F(3, 1395) = 4.19, p = .006, ηp
2 = .01. This interaction 

is depicted in Table S3.2. At low levels of partisan identification, Democrats did not demonstrate 

a bias in quality judgments, as the estimated marginal means did not significantly differ for 

weakly-identified Democrats between conditions. This was not true for Republicans, as weakly-

identified Republicans still rated the study as being of lower quality in the unblinded/liberal-

friendly condition (compared to the three other conditions). However, both Democrats and 

Republicans demonstrated partisan biases in quality evaluations at average and high levels of 

identification. Democrats in the unblinded/conservative-friendly conditions had significantly 

lower quality evaluations than similarly-identified Democrats in the other conditions, and 

Republicans in the unblinded/liberal-friendly condition rated study quality as being significantly 

lower than similarly-identified Republicans in the other conditions. Additionally, Republicans 

with average or high levels of party identification who were in the unblinded/conservative-

friendly condition rated study quality as being significantly higher than similarly-identified 

partisans in the blinded conditions. Overall, while both Democrats and Republicans tended to 

become increasingly biased toward counter-attitudinal information at higher levels of partisan 
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identification, Republicans were also more biased toward counter-attitudinal information at low 

levels of party identification and more biased toward pro-attitudinal information at average and 

high levels of party identification.  

 Table 3.2. Estimated marginal means of study quality evaluations by condition, party, and strength of 

partisan identification 

Condition Party Strength of Identification M SE 95% CI 

   Blinded Con-friendly Democrat Below-average 5.52 0.09 [5.34, 5.70] 

  Average 5.63 0.07 [5.49, 5.77] 

  Above-average 5.74 0.11 [5.53, 5.95] 

 Republican Below-average 5.28 0.11 [5.07, 5.50] 

  Average 5.26 0.07 [5.11, 5.40] 

  Above-average 5.23 0.10 [5.03, 5.43] 

   Blinded Lib-friendly Democrat Below-average 5.37 0.10 [5.19, 5.56] 

  Average 5.53 0.07 [5.40, 5.65] 

  Above-average 5.68 0.09 [5.50, 5.86] 

 Republican Below-average 5.09 0.10 [4.90, 5.28] 

  Average 5.19 0.07 [5.05, 5.33] 

  Above-average 5.29 0.10 [5.03, 5.43] 

   Unblinded Con-friendly Democrat Below-average 5.20 0.10 [5.00, 5.40] 

  Average 5.00 0.07 [4.86, 5.14] 

  Above-average 4.80 0.11 [4.59, 5.01] 

 Republican Below-average 5.44 0.11 [5.23, 5.66] 

  Average 5.58 0.08 [5.43, 5.73] 

  Above-average 5.71 0.10 [5.51, 5.91] 

   Unblinded Lib-friendly Democrat Below-average 5.58 0.09 [5.39, 5.76] 

  Average 5.72 0.07 [5.59, 5.85] 

  Above-average 5.86 0.10 [5.67, 6.05] 

 Republican Below-average 4.44 0.11 [4.22, 4.65] 

  Average 4.51 0.07 [4.37, 4.66] 

   Above-average 4.59 0.10 [4.40, 4.78] 

 Note: Strength of identification: Below-average = M - 1SD, Above-average = M + 1SD.  

   

Influence of prior beliefs on credibility impressions 

 Omnibus tests showed that the overall model was significant, F(7, 1754) =  63.94, p < 

.001, ηp
2 = .20, as was the key three-way interaction term, F(1, 1754) = 8.14, p = .004, ηp

2 = .00, 

illustrated in Figure S3.2. A simple effects analysis showed that prior beliefs were more 
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predictive of credibility impressions in the unblinded conditions. In the conservative-friendly 

materials, having more liberal-leaning priors predicted negative credibility impressions more 

strongly in the unblinded condition, b = -0.18, SE = 0.03, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.24, -0.11],  = -

0.24, than in the blinded condition, b = -0.10, SE = 0.03, p = .001, 95% CI [-0.16, -0.04],  = -

0.14; in the liberal-friendly materials, having more liberal-leaning priors predicted positive 

credibility impressions more strongly in the unblinded condition, b = 0.46, SE = 0.03, p < 

.001, 95% CI [0.41, 0.52],  = 0.52, than in the blinded condition, b = 0.36, SE = 0.03, p < 

.001, 95% CI [0.30, 0.42],  = 0.42. 

 

Moreover, Figure S3.3 depicts the estimated marginal means for this analysis. As was the 

case in the analysis of partisan feelings, blinding participants’ quality evaluations made them 

form slightly more positive credibility impressions of politically-unfriendly information, yet all 
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participants tended to have more positive impressions of a study that produced politically-

friendly results.  

 
 

Tables S3.3 and S3.4 provide the results of moderated mediation analyses, separated by 

materials, that included condition (dummy-coded, 0 = blinded) as the predictor, study quality as 

the mediator, partisan feelings (mean-centered) as the moderator, and credibility impressions as 

the outcome variable. The pattern of results for this model were substantively identical to the 

model using partisan feelings as the moderator. The blinding manipulation reduced the influence 

that participants’ quality evaluations had on their credibility impressions of politically-unfriendly 

information, which generally led to more positive credibility impressions in the blinded 

conditions.  
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Updating partisan feelings and beliefs about bias 

 Tables S3.5 – S3.8 present the results of the moderated mediation analyses assessing how 

blinding influenced belief updating across levels of participants’ partisan feelings and prior bias 

beliefs. 
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Table S3.3. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior beliefs in the lib-friendly materials for Study 3.  

Prior Bias Beliefs Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.47 0.09 [-0.65, -0.29] -0.18 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.55 0.11 [-0.76, -0.34] -0.26 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.86 0.04 [0.78, 0.93] 0.71 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.14 0.08 [-0.01, 0.28] 0.05 .066 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.33 0.10 [-0.53, -0.14] -0.13 < .001 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.17 0.05 [-0.27, -0.07] -0.07 .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.20 0.06 [-0.33, -0.08] -0.10 .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.83 0.03 [0.78, 0.89] 0.70 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.01 0.05 [-0.08, 0.10] 0.00 .85 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.17 0.07 [-0.31, -0.03] -0.07 .016 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.11 0.07 [-0.02, 0.25] 0.04 .096 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.14 0.08 [-0.02, 0.30] 0.07 .094 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.81 0.03 [0.75, 0.88] 0.68 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.12 0.06 [-0.23, -0.01] -0.05 .027 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.01 0.10 [-0.20, 0.19] 0.00 .95 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table S3.4. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting credibility impressions by prior bias beliefs in the con-friendly materials for Study 

3.  

Prior Bias Beliefs Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.18 0.07 [0.04, 0.32] 0.09 .009 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.25 0.10 [0.06, 0.43] 0.13 .009 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.73 0.03 [0.67, 0.79] 0.72 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.23 0.06 [-0.35, -0.10] -0.12 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.06 0.09 [-0.24, 0.13] -0.03 .54 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.22 0.05 [-0.32, -0.12] -0.11 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.28 0.06 [-0.41, -0.16] -0.15 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.77 0.02 [0.72, 0.81] 0.74 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.06 0.05 [-0.03, 0.15] 0.03 .17 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.17 0.07 [-0.30, -0.04] -0.09 .009 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.65 0.08 [-0.80, -0.50] -0.32 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.82 0.09 [-0.98, -0.64] -0.43 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.80 0.03 [0.73, 0.87] 0.76 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions 0.36 0.07 [0.21, 0.51] 0.18 < .001 

 Total Condition ⇒ Credibility impressions -0.29 0.09 [-0.47, -0.11] -0.15 .002 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table S3.5. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in partisan feelings by initial partisan feelings in the conservative-

friendly materials of  Study 3.  

Partisan Feelings Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.04 0.02 [-0.08, 0.01] -0.01 .084 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.23 0.10 [0.04, 0.42] 0.12 .018 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.16 0.06 [-0.28, -0.05] -0.12 .005 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.12 0.13 [-0.15, 0.38] 0.04 .39 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.08 0.13 [-0.17, 0.33] 0.03 .53 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.05 0.02 [0.01, 0.09] 0.02 .008 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.29 0.06 [-0.41, -0.17] -0.15 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.18 0.05 [-0.29, -0.08] -0.13 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.02 0.10 [-0.17, 0.20] 0.01 .87 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.08 0.09 [-0.10, 0.25] 0.03 .39 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.16 0.06 [0.05, 0.28] 0.06 .006 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.81 0.08 [-0.97, -0.64] -0.42 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.20 0.07 [-0.33, -0.07] -0.15 .003 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.08 0.14 [-0.35, 0.18] -0.03 .54 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.08 0.13 [-0.17, 0.32] 0.03 .55 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table S3.6. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in partisan feelings by initial partisan feelings in the liberal-friendly 

materials of  Study 3.  

Partisan Feelings Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.11 0.04 [-0.20, -0.03] -0.05 .007 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.60 0.10 [-0.80, -0.39] -0.28 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.19 0.06 [0.07, 0.32] 0.17 .003 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.06 0.13 [-0.32, 0.19] -0.03 .64 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.19 0.11 [-0.40, 0.03] -0.08 .091 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.02 0.01 [-0.05, -0.00] -0.01 .044 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.19 0.06 [-0.32, -0.06] -0.09 .004 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.13 0.05 [0.04, 0.22] 0.12 .003 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.03 0.08 [-0.18, 0.13] -0.01 .71 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings -0.08 0.08 [-0.23, 0.08] -0.03 .32 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.02 0.01 [-0.01, 0.04] 0.01 .21 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.22 0.08 [0.08, 0.37] 0.11 .003 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.07 0.05 [-0.02, 0.18] 0.07 .14 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.00 0.09 [-0.18, 0.18] 0.00 .98 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Feelings 0.03 0.11 [-0.19, 0.25] 0.01 .78 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  185 

 

Table S3.7. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in beliefs about bias by prior bias beliefs in the conservative-friendly 

materials of Study 3.  

Prior Bias Beliefs Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.08 0.03 [-0.15, 0.02] -0.03 .01 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.25 0.09 [0.07, 0.44] 0.13 .009 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.33 0.05 [-0.43, -0.25] -0.23 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.01 0.11 [-0.20, 0.22] 0.00 .95 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.05 0.12 [-0.28, 0.18] -0.02 .65 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.13 0.03 [0.06, 0.20] 0.05 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.28 0.07 [-0.41, -0.16] -0.15 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.46 0.05 [-0.56, -0.37] -0.32 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.18 0.08 [-0.34, -0.01] -0.06 .036 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.02 0.08 [-0.14, 0.18] 0.01 .78 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.48 0.08 [0.32, 0.64] 0.17 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.82 0.09 [-0.99, -0.64] -0.43 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.59 0.07 [-0.73, -0.45] -0.39 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.36 0.14 [-0.64, -0.09] -0.13 .01 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.10 0.12 [-0.13, 0.33] 0.04 .40 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 
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Table S3.8. Moderated mediation estimates of condition predicting change in beliefs about bias by prior bias beliefs in the liberal-friendly materials 

of Study 3.  

Prior Bias Beliefs Group Type Effect Estimate SE 95% CI β p 

   Conservative-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.31 0.07 [-0.45, -0.17] -0.12 < .001 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.55 0.11 [-0.75, -0.34] -0.26 < .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.57 0.06 [0.46, 0.68] 0.47 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.23 0.13 [-0.02, 0.47] 0.09 .065 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.10 0.11 [-0.32, 0.11] -0.04 .36 

   Average Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.10 0.03 [-0.16, -0.04] -0.04 .002 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality -0.20 0.06 [-0.33, -0.08] -0.10 .001 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.48 0.04 [0.40, 0.55] 0.40 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.06 0.07 [-0.09, 0.20] 0.02 .44 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.08 0.08 [-0.23, 0.08] -0.03 .33 

   Liberal-leaning Indirect Condition ⇒ Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.05 0.03 [-0.01, 0.12] 0.02 .11 

     Condition ⇒ Study Quality 0.14 0.08 [-0.02, 0.30] 0.07 .09 

     Study Quality ⇒ Change in Beliefs 0.38 0.05 [0.29, 0.48] 0.33 < .001 

 Direct Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.12 0.09 [-0.29, 0.05] -0.05 .17 

 Total Condition ⇒ Change in Beliefs -0.05 0.11 [-0.27, 0.17] -0.02 .65 

Note. Condition was dummy-coded (0 = Blinded). Conservative-leaning = M -1SD, Liberal-leaning = M + 1SD. Confidence intervals computed with 

1000 bootstrap replications. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF TABLES
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	VITA
	ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
	INTRODUCTION
	Defining Bias
	Limitations of Past Experimental Research on Partisan Bias
	Motivations and Bias in a Bayesian Framework
	Evaluations of Scientific Methodology are Ideal Outcomes for Measuring Partisan Bias
	The Logic of Blinding
	Overview of the current research

	STUDIES 1A AND 1B
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Measures

	Results
	Study quality evaluations
	Credibility impressions
	Updating support and efficacy beliefs

	Discussion

	STUDY 2
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Measures

	Results
	Study quality evaluations
	Mediation of study quality judgments by positive and negative affect
	Moderation of study quality evaluations by individual difference measures
	Credibility impressions
	Updating support and efficacy beliefs

	Discussion

	STUDY 3
	Method
	Participants
	Procedure and Measures

	Results
	Study quality evaluations
	Moderation of study quality evaluations by individual difference measures
	Credibility impressions
	Updating partisan feelings and beliefs about partisan bias

	Discussion

	GENERAL DISCUSSION
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications
	Conclusion

	REFERNCES
	APPENDIX A: Studies 1a and 1b Supplement
	APPENDIX B: Study 2 Supplement
	APPENDIX C: Study 3 Supplement



