'.) Check for updates

aps

ASSOCIATION FOR
PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE

Research Article

Psychological Science

Seek and Ye Shall Be Fine: Attitudes 3 ﬁegm@ 201
Toward Political-Perspective Seekers o

Article reuse guidelines:

sagepub.com/journals-permissions
Gordon Heltzel® and Kristin Laurin

DOI: 10.1177/09567976211011969
www.psychologicalscience.org/PS
Department of Psychology, University of British Columbia

®SAGE

Abstract

Six preregistered studies (V= 2,421) examined how people respond to copartisan political-perspective seekers: political
allies who attempt to hear from shared opponents and better understand their views. We found that North American
adults and students generally like copartisan seekers (meta-analytic Cohen’s d = 0.83 across 4,231 participants,
representing all available data points). People like copartisan perspective seekers because they seem tolerant,
cooperative, and rational, but this liking is diminished because seekers seem to validate—and may even adopt—
opponents’ illegitimate views. Participants liked copartisan seekers across a range of different motivations guiding
these seekers’ actions but, consistent with our theorizing, their liking decreased (though rarely disappeared entirely)
when seekers lacked partisan commitments or when they sought especially illegitimate beliefs. Despite evidence of
rising political intolerance in recent decades, these findings suggest that people nonetheless celebrate political allies
who tolerate and seriously consider their opponents’ views.
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In 2017, comedian Sarah Silverman launched a talk
show, I Love You, America, that had a simple yet unusual
premise: Amid antagonistic political polarization, liberal
Silverman sought out and interviewed conservative
guests about their political perspectives. Perspective
seekers such as Silverman develop greater tolerance
toward their political opponents and a better under-
standing of their beliefs (Mutz, 2002), which facilitates
cooperation and productive policy discussion (Galinsky
et al., 2005; Shi et al., 2019).

Although these outcomes help democracies flourish
(McCoy et al., 2018; Mutz, 2002), some modern democ-
racies have become so extremely and antagonistically
polarized (Iyengar et al., 2019) that their citizens often
take a less productive approach, avoiding and con-
demning opponents’ perspectives (Abramowitz &
Webster, 2018; Frimer et al., 2017). Did Silverman’s fel-
low liberals tolerate her hearing and trying to under-
stand conservatives’ beliefs? More broadly, do people
approve of ideological allies doing what they them-
selves often will not: seeking shared opponents’ views?

People Might Dislike Political-
Perspective Seekers

Perspective seekers may incur the intolerance that con-
temporary Americans feel toward political opponents
and their views (Finkel et al., 2020; Haidt et al., 2003;
Kalmoe & Mason, 2019). Now more than at any time in
recorded history, Americans find their opponents intol-
erable, immoral, and unreasonable (Pew Research Cen-
ter, 2019). They also feel that their own political beliefs
are more legitimate—morally and objectively right—
than their opponents’ beliefs (Schwalbe et al., 2020),
which they find deeply upsetting (Dorison et al., 2019)
and will even forgo payment to avoid hearing (Frimer
et al., 2017).
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If this intergroup animosity also occurs in intragroup
contexts, this might lead people to rebuke political
allies who engage in good faith with unreasonable,
immoral opponents. Indeed, some recent studies have
found that people dislike copartisan politicians who
compromise with opponents (Ryan, 2017) and reject
those who empathize with proponents of illegitimate
views (Wang & Todd, 2020). Perspective seekers’ behav-
ior may elicit similar reactions: It may signal that the
seeker is open to compromise or even to changing their
mind, betraying the partisan cause. At the very least,
such behavior implies that opponents’ abhorrent views
are legitimate enough that they can be understood.

People Might Like Copartisan Political-
Perspective Seekers

Different recent studies suggest that rampant intolerance
between political groups may not transfer to intragroup
contexts. People like copartisans who show respect and
civility toward opponents (Druckman et al., 2019; Frimer
& Skitka, 2018), hinting that they might also like allies
who seek opposing perspectives. Indeed, seeking other
views implies tolerance toward dissimilar people and
ideas (Mutz, 2002), a rational approach to evidence and
arguments (Golman et al., 2017), and cooperativeness
toward finding common ground (Galinsky et al., 2005).
These three characteristics generate liking and admira-
tion, especially in Western democracies (W. Brown,
2009; Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004; Fiske et al., 2007,
Norenzayan et al., 2002; Stihl et al., 2016).

Dual Mechanisms?

Although people are themselves intolerant of their
political opponents, existing work provides mixed evi-
dence regarding their feelings toward allies who toler-
ate shared opponents. The reception to I Love You,
America reflects this apparent paradox: Despite critical
acclaim and multiple Emmy nominations, it received
mediocre viewer ratings and lasted only two seasons.
We posit that, taken together, these mixed findings hint
at divergent but coexisting psychological mechanisms:
Seekers embody admirable traits yet simultaneously
alarm their allies by seeming to validate and potentially
adopt opponents’ illegitimate views. We tested the rela-
tive strength of these mechanisms to establish whether
people generally like or dislike perspective seekers.

Individual Differences

We also considered perceivers’ own characteristics.
Those who are most intolerant of their political oppo-
nents may similarly be most alarmed by allies who seek

Statement of Relevance

Political animosity has escalated in modern democ-
racies, especially America. In response, some
leaders and scholars have called for citizens to
understand and empathize with opponents. But if
you tried to genuinely understand where your
political opponents are coming from, would your
political allies commend your tolerant and rational
approach or instead condemn it, worried that you
are validating illegitimate views and might even
abandon the shared cause? We found that Ameri-
cans and Canadians preferred political allies who
seek out rather than avoid shared opponents’
views. Liberals and conservatives, as well as mod-
erates and extremists, all showed this preference,
though it was smaller among extremists. The pref-
erence was also weaker when seekers seemed at
risk of changing their minds or when they sought
especially extreme opponents’ views. Although
past research shows that people themselves tend
to be intolerant of political opponents, it seems
that they prefer others who can overcome these
political divides.

those opponents’ perspectives. Debates rage over who
is most politically intolerant: conservatives (Ganzach &
Schul, 2021), ideological extremists (Crawford, 2014), or
people whose political beliefs stem from moral concerns
(Skitka, 2010). Our studies contributed to these debates,
testing whether these three groups’ attitudes toward
political-perspective seekers differ from their respective
counterparts’.

Overview of Studies

Studies 1a, 1b, and 1c established people’s attitudes
toward political allies who seek shared opponents’
beliefs and tested for two divergent mechanisms. We
then report an internal meta-analysis including the stud-
ies in our file drawer (10 studies, all of which support
findings reported here), testing whether these attitudes
vary with participants’ political beliefs. Studies 2
through 4 tested potential moderators, examining
whether observers’ attitudes change with targets’ moti-
vation for seeking (Study 2), their commitment to
observers’ own views (Study 3), or the illegitimacy of
the views they seek (Study 4). We focused on the Amer-
ican political context because our theorizing draws on
empirical findings from America and is most relevant
in polarized democracies such as America, where citi-
zens admire tolerance and rationality yet find their
opponents’ beliefs illegitimate.
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In most of the studies reported in this article and in
the Supplemental Material available online, we recruited
American adults because our theorizing best applies to
this population. Two studies recruited Canadian par-
ticipants (Study lc recruited students and Study S8 in
the Supplemental Material recruited adults quota-
matched to the population’s income and education lev-
els); we further consider generalizability in the General
Discussion. Fifteen of the 16 studies were preregistered,;
all preregistrations describe power analyses guiding our
sample sizes, detailed methods, and analysis plans.
Exclusion criteria were preregistered in all studies to
ensure data quality (e.g., Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020);
the Supplemental Material reports each study’s (virtu-
ally identical) results, including those for all participants
with no exclusions. All data and materials are available
on OSF (see https://osf.io/3zwxc/ and https://osf.io
/uksdf/, respectively). For all studies, we report all con-
ditions, data exclusions, and preregistered analyses. All
analyses for all studies were run in RStudio (Version
1.2.5001; RStudio Team, 2019) and were preregistered
unless otherwise noted. For each Mechanical Turk
study, participants who had completed one of our pre-
vious studies were not allowed to participate.

Studies 1a, 1b, and 1c

Participants reacted to copartisan targets who either
sought or avoided opponents’ perspectives. Study la
tested our theorized divergent mechanisms, and Study
1b included a baseline copartisan target. These studies
used different participant pools and political divisions
and measured online attitudes and in-lab behavior.

Study 1a: method

Overview. For Study 1a’s preregistration, see https://osf
.do/mijt7u. In this within-subjects study, participants read
about two targets who were both copartisans (i.e., shared
the participants’ view on a particular issue). One target
sought opponents’ views on that issue; the other avoided
them. Participants reported attitudes toward each target
and also reported perceptions of the targets’ attributes
corresponding to our divergent mechanisms.

Participants. We recruited 251 American participants
from Prolific Academic. We excluded 17 participants who
failed an instructional attention check (a block of instruc-
tion text asking them to type a specific phrase into a text
box) and one who self-reported data that were too low
in quality for us to use, leaving 233 participants (52%
female; mean age = 33.15 years). They tended toward
liberalism (M = 2.91, SD = 1.60, significantly below the
scale midpoint of 4), #232) = -10.36, p < .001.!

Issue selection and copartisan assignment. Partici-
pants read about four hotly debated issues—affirmative
action, climate change, immigration, and welfare—and
chose, for each issue, which of two stances they pre-
ferred. For example, they read that immigration “con-
cerns how the government regulates the movement of
individuals from foreign countries into the United States
of America, especially those that intend to work and stay
in the country.” The two stances they could choose from
were “support tougher immigration policies” and “oppose
tougher immigration policies.”

Participants then read a vignette describing Indi-
vidual A and Individual B, who shared their beliefs
about one of the four issues selected at random. For
example, a participant supporting tougher immigration
policies might read this:

Both Individual A and Individual Bsupport
tougher immigration policies and believe that
immigrants can have negative social and economic
effects on the country. In addition, both Individual
A and Individual B often hear about immigration
from the perspective of those who have similar
views, such as TV news anchors and authors who
argue in favor of tougher immigration policies.

Target manipulation. The vignette then described the
perspective seeker and avoider:

However, Individual A also sometimes watches
news anchors who oppose tougher immigration
policies, and occasionally reads articles by authors
with these views. In contrast, Individual B hardly
ever watches news anchors who oppose tougher
immigration policies, and rarely reads articles by
authors with these views.

Primary measures. Our dependent variable was com-
posed of three attitude measures toward each target. Our
divergent mediators included five attributes rated for each
target. These two sets of measures were counterbalanced.

Attitudes. Participants first completed a feeling ther-
mometer for each target, using a sliding scale from 0 to
100 to respond to the prompt:

Please rate your feelings towards the individuals
you read about in the vignettes using the labels
provided above. Ratings above 50 mean you feel
favorable and warm toward the person, with 100
being the most positive response; ratings below
50 mean you don’t feel favorable toward the
person and that you don’t care too much for that
person, with 0 being the most negative rating.
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Fig. 1. Attitudes toward targets in Studies 1a, 1b, and 1lc. For Studies 1a and 1b, mean ratings are shown for each target type. For
Study 1c, the percentage of participants who preferred to work with each target is shown. Attitudes in Study 1la were standardized.
For the self-reported-scale measures used in Studies 1la and 1b, standard deviations appear in parentheses. Error bars represent

standard errors.

Second, again for each target, participants rated four
statements (a = .94) beginning with the stem, “T would
be happy to have [Individual A/B] as . . .” and ending
with “a friend,” “the teacher of my children,” “governor
of my state,” or “President of the United States” (adapted
from Skitka et al., 2005). Responses were made on a
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree).

Third, again for each target, participants reported
whether they felt two positive emotions (“proud of”
and “respect for”) and four negative emotions (“angry
at,” “disgusted at,” “look down on,” and “ashamed of”;
all reverse scored). Responses were made on a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree;
o =.89).

Following our preregistration, we standardized and
then averaged these measures into our dependent vari-
able (a = .85).

Mediators. Participants rated each target on five attri-
butes. They read the stem, “Please consider Individual
[A/B]'s behavior. By behaving this way, Individual [A/B]
is . . .” and then, for each attribute, responded on a scale
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). Three of
these attributes were the valued traits we thought par-
ticipants would ascribe to seekers: “tolerant of dissimi-
lar people,” “cooperative,” and “rational, logical” (o =
90). The other two reflected concerns with validating or

adopting opponents’ views: “implying anti-immigration
action views could be right” and “open to changing her
mind about immigration” (o = .71). Exploratory analy-
ses for each attribute separately are reported in the Sup-
plemental Material, each accounted for an independent
indirect effect in the expected direction, and all but one
achieved full or marginal significance.?

Study 1a: results

Overall preferences. First, we ran a model predicting
participants’ attitudes from target type (seeker coded 1,
avoider coded 0) and with a random intercept for partici-
pant. Participants preferred the target who sought rather
than avoided opposing political perspectives, b = 0.44,
SE = 0.067, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [0.30, 0.57],
1(232) = 6.48, p < .001, d = 0.51 (see Fig. 1).

Divergent mechanisms. Next, we tested a parallel
multilevel mediation model to determine whether the
two sets of attributes (valued traits and concerns about
validating and adopting opponents’ views) indepen-
dently accounted for participants’ preference for seekers
(lavaan Version 0.6-5; Rosseel, 2012). As expected, the
two composites accounted for opposing indirect effects
(see Fig. 2). On the one hand, there was a relatively large
positive effect through participants’ view of the seeker as
tolerant, cooperative, and rational, which explains why
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Indirect Effect: 0.698** [0.57, 0.83]

1.43%*

Valued Traits:

Cooperative, and
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Rational
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Fig. 2. Results of mediation analyses in Study la: influence of participants’ preferred stance on their liking for the target, as mediated
by valued traits (top) and concerns about validating and adopting opponents’ views (bottom). Unstandardized coefficients are shown.
Values in brackets are 95% confidence intervals. Asterisks indicate significant paths (p < .001).

they preferred this target. On the other hand, there was a
relatively small negative indirect effect through partici-
pants’ concerns that the seeker was validating and could
adopt opponents’ views, and these concerns suppressed
their overall preference. After both mechanisms were
accounted for, no direct effect remained. Sensitivity anal-
yses, reported in the Supplemental Material, suggest that
this model is relatively robust to possible unmeasured
confounds. Moreover, Study S10, also reported in the
Supplemental Material, used a pilot sample and a prereg-
istered sample that each replicated this exact pattern and
confirmed that these mechanisms are particularly rele-
vant for perspective seeking on political issues, as
opposed to other concerns. Still, mediation analyses can-
not speak to the causal role of any mediator; in that
sense, they provide merely correlational information.?

Study 1b: method

Overview. In Study 1b (https://osf.io/6s8gc), we aimed
to replicate the preference for seekers using a different
political division (over broad ideological identities rather
than specific policy issues) and different stimuli that
depicted the targets’ behavior more concretely (the time
they spent watching news from ideologically biased
sources rather than their general approach to news).
Study 1b also included a control target to test whether,
relative to typical copartisans, people like seekers, dislike
avoiders, or both.

Participants. We recruited 304 American participants
from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Following our prereg-
istration, we excluded 47 participants who failed an
attention check, eight who self-reported their data were
low quality (as in Study 1a), eight who failed an English-
comprehension check (identifying the referent of a pro-
noun in a complex sentence), and 30 who responded
incoherently to an open-ended exploratory question at
the end of the survey. These exclusions overlapped,
leaving 233 participants (55% female; mean age = 34.80
years). They tended toward liberalism (M = 3.30, SD =
1.49, just below the scale midpoint of 3.5), #232) =
—2.04, p = .042.

Copartisan assignment. Participants first reported
their demographic information, including their political
orientation measured on a 6-point scale with no mid-
point. This forced participants to identify as some degree
of either liberal or conservative.

On each of the next three separate survey pages,
participants read a profile describing a copartisan target
who had responded to a public-opinion poll. Each pro-
file listed the target’s political ideology as liberal or
conservative (matched to participants’), along with filler
information (e.g., targets’ age and hobbies, randomized
across targets).

Target manipulation. Each profile also contained a
bar graph of the target’s average weekly consumption of
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Fig. 3. Example stimuli graphs seen by conservative participants in Study 1b. The y-axis depicts how many hours per week the target

watched news from sources listed on the x-axis.

politicized news sources (see Fig. 3). Participants always
saw the baseline target first; their graph showed data for
two categories of news sources: (a) sources ideologically
consistent with the participant’s (and the target’s own)
leanings and (b) ideologically neutral sources. The base-
line target spent 4 hr per week viewing ideologically con-
sistent news and 2 hr per week viewing ideologically
neutral news. These viewing times were identical to the
experimental targets’, described below. Crucially, though,
the baseline target’s graph omitted a third category:
sources that ideologically clashed with participants’ lean-
ings. Thus, participants could make whatever assumptions
they wanted to about their political allies’ typical con-
sumption of opposing news sources. (Study S7 used a
similar paradigm but explicitly stated that, because of tech-
nical errors, this target had missing data for that category.
The results of Study S7 were virtually identical to those of
Study 1b; see the Supplemental Material for Study S7.)

The next two targets—the seeker and avoider—
appeared in random order. Their graphs showed the
same two categories and viewing hours as the baseline
target’s but included one extra category: sources ideo-
logically opposed to the participant’s (and their own)
leanings. The seeker spent 2 hr per week viewing these
sources, and the avoider spent 0 hr (Fig. 3).

Measures. After seeing each target but before moving
on to the next, participants reported their attitudes using
the feeling-thermometer measure used in Study 1a.*

Study 1b: results

We ran a multilevel model predicting feeling-thermom-
eter ratings from target type (perspective seeker,
avoider, and baseline; dummy coded with seeker
as reference target) and with a random intercept for
participant and covariates for the target’s age and hob-
bies (see Fig. 1). As in Study la, participants liked

perspective seekers more than perspective avoiders,
b =-3.31, SE=1.19, 95% CI = [-5.64, —=0.99], p = .005,
d = 0.18; they also liked them more than baseline copar-
tisans, b = —2.81, SE = 1.19, 95% CI = [-5.13, —0.48],
p=.018, d = 0.16. A follow-up analysis found no dif-
ference between the perspective-avoiding and baseline
targets, b = 0.51, SE = 1.19, 95% CI = [-1.82, 2.83], p =
.670, d = 0.03, suggesting that people’s preference is
driven by liking for seekers.

Study 1c: method

Overview. Hypothetical responses do not always extend to
real situations (Liberman & Trope, 2008), so Study 1c (https://
osf.io/hnb3s) measured behavior in live interactions. Par-
ticipants met copartisan confederates (one self-described
perspective seeker and one self-described perspective
avoider) and chose whom to work with on a task.

Participants and copartisan assignment. One hun-
dred seventy-eight undergraduate participants from a
Canadian university human-subject pool completed a
screener survey to determine their eligibility. Eligibility
was based on their familiarity with and position on Can-
ada’s carbon-tax policy, which was the key political issue
in this study. It was hotly contested in Canadian politics
at the time of the study, so we believed it would be com-
parable with the issues used for our American samples
(we confirmed this belief in Study S8).

Eligible participants had to have lived in Canada since
at least age 14 so they would be familiar with Canadian
politics. Of the initial 178 participants, 131 met this
criterion. Eligible participants also had to support Can-
ada’s carbon-tax policy: They would meet copartisan
confederates, and we worried that participants who
opposed the carbon tax, a minority on campus, would
become suspicious if both ostensible other participants
happened to share their unpopular view. Indeed, 106
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(81%) of the remaining participants supported the car-
bon tax, and all completed our study.

Following our preregistration, we excluded data from
five participants who were suspicious and five who
experienced technical issues (familiarity with confeder-
ates, confederates straying from script, computer
issues). No participant met our third exclusion criterion
(failing to recall that the confederates had mentioned
the carbon tax). This left 96 participants (79% women,
1% nonbinary; mean age = 19.95 years). They tended
toward liberalism (M = 3.27, SD = 1.04, significantly
below the scale midpoint of 4), #(94) = —6.83, p < .001
(one participant did not report ideology).

Procedure. Sessions featured either one or two real
participants along with two confederates posing as other
participants. We matched confederate pairs for gender
and ethnicity and, within each pair, counterbalanced
which research assistant played which confederate role.

An experimenter greeted participants and sat them
at a table with the confederates next to each other.
The experimenter gave each participant a sheet of
paper, asked them to write a brief introduction to
read to the others, and suggested they mention a
topic they care about. The confederates’ scripts were
printed in light font on their sheets; they traced over
their scripts while the real participants wrote their
introductions.

The experimenter then had all group members intro-
duce themselves and suggested that everyone take
notes on each other’s introductions, to help them
remember details for later in the study. The participants
introduced themselves first, followed by the confeder-
ates. When the perspective-seeking confederate spoke,
she said the following:

Alright—Hi guys, my name is [confederate stated
name clearly]. I'm a 2nd year psych major, and
one thing that I really care about is the environment.
I think we should take action to stop climate
change and I think taxing people and businesses
who use a lot of carbon is a great way to reduce
emissions. It’s crazy to me that there are people
who oppose the carbon tax, but I've been trying
to take their perspective, and to understand why
they feel that way. Anyway, that’s all I had written.

To ensure any preference for seekers was not merely
due to a preference for civility and politeness (Frimer
& Skitka, 2018), we included cues of incivility in the
perspective-seeking confederate’s script (P. Brown &
Levinson, 1987), such as imposing language (i.e., “take
action”) and mild insults (“It’s crazy to me”).

The perspective-avoiding confederate spoke last,
saying the following:

Okay—hi everyone, my name is [confederate
stated name clearly] and I'm a 3rd year psych
major. And it's funny you mentioned the
environment, because I wrote down the same
thing. I think caring for the environment is really
important. And I agree with you that the carbon
tax is a great way to try to stop climate change.
But I'm not sure that we feel the same about
people who don’t like the carbon tax. I guess I
really don’t understand their perspective either,
but honestly, I just don’t think taking their
perspective is the answer here [confederate
shrugs]. But yeah, that’s all I've got.

For the reason described above, the perspective-
avoiding confederate’s script included cues of civility
such as belonging and acceptance (e.g., “I wrote the
same thing,” “I agree with you”) as well as hedging
language (e.g., “I'm not sure,” “I guess”).

Following these introductions, participants took their
notes to a private cubicle and completed an online
survey. They reported the other participants’ names and
completed demographic measures and filler items
before proceeding to the dependent measure.

Measures. Participants read the following instructions:
“For this task, you will work with a partner. Please rank
the other participants that are taking part in today’s study
in the order of who you would like to work with most.”

They then saw the names they had previously
entered and entered a number next to each one, with
“1” denoting the most preferred partner and “2” (or “3,”
in four-person sessions) denoting the least. Because of
this difference between three- and four-person sessions,
we coded participants’ choice as 1 if they ranked the
seeker higher than the avoider and 0 if they did the
opposite.

Next, participants rated how well several traits
described the other participants, including “open-
minded,” as a manipulation check, and “polite,” to con-
trol for civility (Frimer & Skitka, 2018). They then
completed suspicion and attention checks, read a
debriefing, and received course credit.’

Study 1c: results

Our manipulation was successful: Participants rated the
perspective-seeking confederate (M = 5.53, SD = 1.49)
as more open-minded than the perspective-avoiding
confederate (M = 4.65, SD = 1.54), #(95) = 4.36, p < .001,
d = 0.58. This analysis was not preregistered.

Overall, 71 of the 96 participants (74%) preferred
to work with the perspective-seeking confederate (see
Fig. 1), compared with only 25 (26%) preferring the
avoider, y*(1, N=96) = 22.04, p < .001, d = 1.09. For our
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preregistered test, a multilevel binomial logistic model
predicted partner choice from two planned covariates:
the perceived difference in politeness between confed-
erates (perceived politeness of seeker minus avoider)
and a random intercept for the identity of the seeker
confederate (to account for actor-specific variance). This
model’s intercept, b = 1.03, SE = 0.241, 2(95) = 4.20,
p <.001, confirmed the pattern in the raw data: Partici-
pants were almost three times more likely to choose
the seeker for their partner, odds ratio (OR) = 2.79, 95%
CI =[1.74, 4.48]. This held when analyses controlled for
politeness (which predicted partner choice; p = .029),
so participants’ preference for seekers was not due to
preferring polite, civil partners.

Discussion

Observers liked copartisan political-perspective seekers
better than political-perspective avoiders and neutral
copartisans. Seekers seemed tolerant, cooperative, and
reasonable, and these perceptions more than counter-
acted seekers’ seeming to validate, and potentially adopt,
opponents’ beliefs. People’s preferences had behavioral
consequences in a live social interaction, in which they
chose to spend time with a seeker over an avoider.

Internal Meta-Analysis

We pause here to emphasize the robustness of people’s
preference for seekers. Indeed, this preference emerged
in every study conducted in the present research—the
three already reported, the three remaining, and the 10
remaining studies we conducted in this line of research
(described in the Supplemental Material). To demonstrate
this point empirically, and to test pressing questions
about whether people’s preference varies with character-
istics of their political beliefs, we conducted a meta-
analysis using all available data points. We present the
results of this meta-analysis before describing Studies 2
through 4, which tested theoretically derived moderators
of the effect.

Method

Inclusion criteria. We included all data testing our the-
oretical account—that is, all ratings of copartisan political
seekers or avoiders (i.e., excluding baseline copartisans
and some participants from Studies 3, S6, and S10 who
saw targets who were not political copartisans; see the
Supplemental Material for Studies S6 and S10). We also
excluded data from Study 1c because its binary dependent
variable was incompatible with the continuous dependent
variables used elsewhere. This left a meta-analytic sample
of 4,231 participants, from both within-subjects studies
(Studies 1la-1c, 4, S1-S7, and S10) and between-subjects

studies (Studies 2, 3, S8, and S9) using stimuli similar to
those in either Study 1a or 1b (see the Supplemental Mate-
rial for Studies S1-S10). Table 1 shows each study as well
as the p value and effect size (d) obtained in the compari-
son of seekers with avoiders; for the supplemental studies,
the reason why we chose to omit the study from the main
article is given in the table note.

Dependent measure. The dependent variable in most
studies was the attitude composite (feeling thermometer,
social proximity, and emotions, standardized and then
averaged within studies). Studies 1b and S7 used only the
thermometer, which we standardized; Study S10 used
only the thermometer and emotion measures, which we
standardized and averaged.

Characteristics of participants’ beliefs.

Political ideology. Some past work has found that ide-
ological conservatives are more intolerant of their oppo-
nents (Ganzach & Schul, 2021). Participants reported their
ideology in each study, responding to the question, “In
general, to what extent do you consider yourself to be
liberal or conservative?” Most studies used a scale ranging
from 1 (extremely liberal) to 4 (moderate) to 7 (extremely
conservative); Studies 1b and S7 used 6-point scales with
no moderate midpoint, and S8 used a 10-point scale rang-
ing from 1 (left) to 10 (right). We used these ideologi-
cal labels in Canadian samples as well because they are
well known in this population and are distinguished from
the capital-L Liberal Party and the capital-C Conservative
Party that vie for leadership of the country. These labels
are also commonly used by researchers studying political
topics in Canadian samples (e.g., Pennycook et al., 2021).

To make ideology comparable across studies, and
because our samples skewed liberal (making their
means less-than-ideal center points from which to esti-
mate extremity), we used the proportion of maximum
possible (POMP) approach (Cohen et al., 1999), assign-
ing each participant a value between 0 and 1, represent-
ing the proportion at which their score falls along the
scale they used. For instance, on a 7-point scale, a par-
ticipant who selected 5 would receive a POMP score of
.83, because 5 is 83% of the way to 7, starting from 1.

Political extremity. Other past work has found that
political extremists are more intolerant of their opponents
(Crawford, 2014; Ganzach & Schul, 2021). We indexed
ideological extremity as the absolute value of the distance
of each participant’s POMP score from the midpoint of .5.

Moral conviction. Yet other work has found that
people bearing moralized political beliefs are especially
intolerant of their opponents (Skitka, 2010). Two studies
(Studies S1 and S2 in the Supplemental Material) included
a measure of moral conviction—*“How much are your
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Table 1. Results of the Comparison of Perspective Seekers and Perspective Avoiders in Each Study

Study p d N Additional questions tested

Study 1a <.001 0.51 233 Are there two opposing mechanisms?

Study 1b .005 0.18 233 What about baseline copartisans?

Study 2 <.001 0.51 829 Do people prefer seekers regardless of their motive for
seeking?

Study 3 <.001 0.64 194 Do people prefer seekers even when the seekers are less
committed?

Study 4 <.001 0.57 231 Do people prefer seekers even when they consider
seekers’ views very illegitimate?

Study S1 <.001 1.22 366

Study S2 <.001 1.37 261

Study S3 <.001 1.23 259

Study S4 <.001 1.39 244 What traits do people attribute to seekers and avoiders?

Study S5 <.001 1.56 233 Is the preference for seekers mediated by warmth
perceptions?

Study S6 <.001 1.36 211 Does speaking order explain the preference for seeking?
Do people prefer out-group seekers or out-group
avoiders?

Study S7 .007 0.14 268 Do people prefer seekers when stimuli features specific,
ideologically biased news channels?

Study S8 <.001 1.34 168 Does the preference for seekers emerge among
Canadians for the carbon-tax issue?

Study S9 <.001 0.74 256 Do people still prefer seekers driven by yet a different set
of motives?

Study S10 (pilot) <.001 1.00 99 How specific are these effects to political-perspective
seeking?

Study S10 <.001 0.96 146 How specific are these effects to political-perspective

(preregistered) seeking?

Note: Studies S1 to S6 were not included in the main text because their design replicated that of Study 1a without key
mediators. Studies S7 and S9 were not included because their designs replicated those of Studies 1b and 2, respectively, with
a smaller sample. Study S8 was not reported because it was a less ecologically valid version of Study 1c. Neither version of
Study S10 was included because the study’s design replicated that of Study 1a.

feelings about [e.g., abortion] connected to your core
moral beliefs or convictions?”—rated on a scale from 1
(none at all) to 7 (very much).

Alternative indices of ideology and extremity. For
robustness, we operationalized extremity and ideology in
additional ways. For one, we standardized self-reported
political orientation within studies to represent ideology
and then squared that value for a quadratic term to rep-
resent extremity. For another, in addition to the symbolic
measures described thus far (i.e., identification with ideo-
logical labels), some studies included operational mea-
sures (support for policy positions). For ideology, this
measure was participants’ stance on policy debates (as
in Study 1a); for extremity, it was how strongly they held
those stances (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely).

Results

Overall effect sizes. Before testing for moderation, we
determined the overall effect size. A multilevel model

predicting attitudes from target type (seeker coded 1,
avoider coded 0) and random intercepts nesting partici-
pant within study found a large preference for perspective
seekers over perspective avoiders, b = 0.70, SE = 0.019,
1(3807) = 36.19, p < .001, d = 0.83, 95% CI = [0.78, 0.88].
Next, we examined studies with a baseline copartisan
target, this time including all three target types (Studies
1b, 2, S7, and S9; total n = 1,863). A multilevel model
predicting attitudes from dummy-coded target (baseline
as the reference group) and random intercepts nesting
participant within study found that people preferred
seekers over baseline copartisans and preferred these
baseline copartisans over avoiders (see Table 2).

Moderation by characteristics of participants’
beliefs. We next tested whether our effects differed by
participants’ conservatism, extremism, and/or moral
conviction (see Table 3). For each potential moderator,
we tested a multilevel model predicting attitudes from
target (seeker coded 1, avoider coded 0), moderator
(centered), their interaction, and a random intercept
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Table 2. Results From the Model Comparing Participants’ Attitudes Toward
Perspective Seekers, Perspective Avoiders, and Baseline Copartisan Targets
in the Internal Meta-Analysis of Studies 1b, 2, S7, and S9

Comparison b SE t df D d

Seeker versus 0.173 0.034 5.03 1778 <.001 0.19
baseline

Avoider versus -0.101 0.034 —2.94 1777 .003 -0.17
baseline

nesting participant within study (our sample size for test-
ing moralization was much smaller; n = 625). We then
estimated the effect of target at the moderator’s minimum
(e.g., among the most liberal participants with POMP ide-
ology scores of 0, the most moderate participants with
POMP extremity scores of 0, and participants with the
lowest moralization scores [1]) and at the moderator’s
maximum (e.g., among the most conservative partici-
pants with POMP ideology scores of 1, the most extreme
participants with POMP extremity scores of .5, and par-
ticipants with the highest moralization scores [7]). For
operational measures, we used the same approach. For
standardized measures, we tested both moderators in a
single model (because one was the square of the other);
moreover, we tested the simple slopes at £2 (i.e., £2 SD)
on standardized ideology and at 0 (the most moderate
score) and 4 (the square of £2) on extremity.

Across these analyses, we found the clearest evi-
dence that the preference for seekers varied with par-
ticipants’ extremism. At the same time, our data may
characterize extremists as less tolerant than moderates

but hardly as intolerant: Even maximally extreme par-
ticipants—along with the most conservative and those
with the highest moral convictions—displayed a reli-
able preference for political allies who seek rather than
avoid their opponents’ views (all ps < .003). Having
established that this preference is robust across partici-
pant characteristics, in Studies 2 through 4, we aimed
to test whether it weakens in specific, theoretically
derived circumstances.

Study 2

Study 2 tested circumstances that might weaken the
preference for seekers. First, we wondered whether
participants preferred seekers only because they attrib-
uted a perfect motivation to them: to (cooperatively,
tolerantly, rationally) hear out opponents while staying
committed to their beliefs. Study 2 (https://osf.io/
dvbhu) tested whether this preference persisted when
seekers held common and consequential (Pierce et al.,
2013) yet imperfect motives: wanting to compromise

Table 3. Results From the Model Testing Ideological Orientation and Extremity
as Moderators of Participants’ Attitudes Toward Targets (Perspective Seeking vs.
Perspective Avoiding) in the Internal Meta-Analysis of Studies

Interaction with

Estimated b of target

target at extremes
Variable SE Minimum Maximum
Ideology measures
POMP ideological orientation® —-0.080 0.069 0.74* 0.66%
Standardized orientation® 0.007 0.020 0.69%* 0.72%*
Issue stance? —-0.121* 0.046 0.91%* 0.79%*
Extremity measures
POMP ideological extremity” —1.023** 0.115 0.95%* 0.44%**
Squared standardized orientation® -0.178** 0.018 0.88** 0.17*
Issue-attitude strength® —0.093** 0.014 1.29%* 0.68%*
Moral conviction® —0.001 0.026 0.94%* 0.94%*

Note: Studies 1a, 4, and S10 were excluded from meta-analytic tests of issue stance and issue-
attitude strength because they did not measure issue-attitude strength. POMP = proportion of

maximum possible.

Higher scores on this measure indicate that participants were more conservative. "Higher scores
on this measure indicate that participants were more extremist. “Higher scores on this measure
indicate that participants had greater moral conviction.

*p < 01 *#p < 001.
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Table 4. Wording for All Five Conditions in Study 2, Using the Example of a Pro-Choice Participant in the
Abortion Condition

Target’s motive

Target Description of target Cooperative Competitive
Perspective However, Individual A also This is because Individual This is because Individual A
seeker sometimes watches news A wants to find a middle hopes to convince those
anchors who support pro-life ground and help end all the who support pro-life
policies and reads articles by fighting over abortion, even policies to change their
authors with these views. if that means compromising minds, and he feels that
with people who support learning their arguments
pro-life policies. will help him develop
better counterarguments.
Perspective In addition, Individual A hardly This is because Individual This is because Individual
avoider ever watches news anchors Awants to stop fighting Afeels deeply committed
who support pro-life policies over abortion and knows to his core principles, and
and reads articles by authors that hearing from people he strives to remain loyal
with these views. with these views would just and supportive of his
make him angry and want beliefs.
to argue with them.
Baseline Individual A also seeks out N/A N/A

non-political entertainment
by watching tv hosts from
other stations and reading
articles by authors who write
about various other topics.

with and even cede ground to opponents or to develop
counterarguments against them.

Method

Participants. Following our preregistration, we first
recruited and analyzed data from 601 American partici-
pants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. We then assessed
whether any key tests yielded p values between .050 and
.200. If so, our results would be difficult to interpret with
certainty, so our preregistration mandated that we would
double our sample size. Analyses of the initial sample,
reported in the Supplemental Material, indeed yielded p
values in that range, so we recruited an additional 602
participants, providing a sample of 1,203 participants.
Following our preregistration, we excluded 36 partici-
pants who failed an instructional attention check, 140
who failed an English-comprehension check, and nine
who self-reported low data quality. These exclusions
overlapped, leaving 1,039 participants (52% female, 1%
nonbinary or agender; mean age = 34.38 years). They
tended toward liberalism (M = 3.38, SD = 1.63, signifi-
cantly below the midpoint of 4), one-sample #(1038) =
-12.26, p < .001.

Procedure. Following the same procedure as in Study
la, we asked participants to report their stance on four
policy issues—immigration once again as well as three
new issues: abortion, universal health care, and gun

control. Next, participants read a vignette similar to Study
la’s (but featuring only one copartisan target) in a
between-subjects design. The vignette depicted a target
who often heard about politics from ideologically consis-
tent sources.

The remainder of the vignette differed across five
conditions. One condition served as a baseline, present-
ing no other politically relevant information. The other
four conditions were arranged in a 2 x 2 design (see
Table 4). We manipulated whether the seeker had coop-
erative motives (i.e., trying to end conflict with people
who hold different beliefs) or competitive motives (i.e.,
trying to advance their cause through better counter-
arguments). For the sake of symmetry and to provide
reasonable justification for the avoider’s behavior, we
also manipulated that target’s motives: The cooperative
avoider wanted to stop fighting and knew that hearing
opponents’ views would make him angry and argumen-
tative (as in Dorison et al., 2019); the competitive
avoider did not want to betray his core principles by
fraternizing with the enemy.

Measures. Participants completed the same three depen-
dent measures (o = .88) from Study 1a: feeling thermom-
eter, desired social proximity (o = .96), and emotions
toward the target (oo = .91). For desired social proximity,
we used the four items from Study la plus eight addi-
tional items (i.e., the full scale from Skitka et al., 2005): “as
a neighbor,” “

» o«

to work at the same place T do,” “as a
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Table 5. Between-Conditions Comparison of Participants’
Attitudes in Study 2

Comparison with

Condition M (SD) baseline
Cooperative seeker 0.24 (0.80) p=.012,d=0.25
Competitive seeker 0.20 (0.89) p=.059,d=0.19
Baseline 0.04 (0.82) —
Cooperative avoider —-0.36 (0.98) p <.001, d=0.44
Competitive avoider —0.13 (0.88) p=.049, d=0.19

» o« » o«

roommate, as someone I
would personally date,” “as my personal physician,” “as
the owner of a store or restaurant I frequent,” and “as my

spiritual advisor.”

to marry into my family,

» o«

Results

We first preregistered analyses replicating the standard
preference for seekers. As noted in Table 1, this prefer-
ence emerged in every study; we therefore report those
analyses in the Supplemental Material and proceed
directly to the study’s novel contribution.

Following our preregistration, we next set aside the
baseline condition, testing a 2 (target type: seeker vs.
avoider) x 2 (motive: cooperative vs. competitive)
between-subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA). This
revealed a strong main effect of target type, F(1, 825) =
54.64, p < .001, n,* = .063, qualified by a significant but
much smaller interaction, F(1, 825) = 4.73, p = .030, npz =
.006. Participants preferred all seekers to all avoiders
(ps < .001 in all cases), but this preference was espe-
cially strong when targets had cooperative (d = 0.66)
rather than competitive (d = 0.37) motives (see Table
5). Viewed differently, participants liked both seekers
similarly, regardless of their desire to cooperate or com-
pete with opponents, p = .620, d = 0.05. However, they
especially disliked the cooperative avoider, who wanted
to prevent conflict with political foes, compared with
the competitive avoider, who was motivated by com-
mitment to their favored beliefs, p = .014, d = 0.24.

Following our preregistration, we next conducted a
five-level one-way ANOVA including the baseline con-
dition, F(4, 1033) = 15.96, p < .001, 1,* = .06; Table 5
displays these comparisons, which support the same
conclusions as reported in our meta-analysis above.°

Discussion

People preferred perspective seekers regardless of their
motives: Participants liked competitive seekers who
promoted partisan goals yet, surprisingly, also liked
cooperative seekers who ceded ground to opponents,
perhaps because their tolerant, cooperative rationality
overshadowed their coziness with abhorrent views.

Seekers’ and avoiders’ motives vary beyond those used
here, though; Study 4 further tested robustness by
attributing still different motives.

Study 3

Our theorizing suggests that people’s preference for
seekers should weaken when seekers provide compara-
tively greater validation for opponents’ views, thereby
seeming more likely to adopt them. Our seekers thus
far sought opponents’ views but still ultimately endorsed
participants’, which could be crucial for allaying partici-
pants’ concerns and blunting their negative reactions.
Study 3 (https://osf.io/9dfvp) tested whether people’s
preferences diminish when seekers lack partisan com-
mitment and validate opponents’ views relatively more.

Method

Participants. We recruited 605 American participants
through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Following our prereg-
istration, we excluded 14 who failed an attention check
and 11 who failed an English-comprehension check, leav-
ing 580 participants (54% female; mean age = 37.37 years).
They tended toward liberalism (M = 3.74, SD = 1.64, signifi-
cantly below the midpoint of 4), (579) = —3.82, p < .001.

Procedure. Participants rated their stance on the same
four political issues used in Study 2 before reading a
vignette describing a single target, manipulated in a 2
(target: seeker vs. avoider) x 3 (commitment: fully com-
mitted vs. partially committed vs. uncommitted) between-
subjects design. Table 6 summarizes each condition (see
the preregistered materials for the full text). As in our
prior studies, we used the first independent variable to
manipulate whether the target sought or avoided views
that the participant opposed. For example, a participant
who supported increased gun control read about a target
who either sought or avoided pro—gun-rights views.

The second independent variable manipulated the
target’s commitment to views the participant supported.
Prior to the manipulation just described, the vignette
portrayed the target either as either fully committed to
participants’ own views (i.e., a copartisan, as in previ-
ous studies), partially committed, or uncommitted. Con-
tinuing the example above, in the fully committed
condition, the participant would read this description:

Individual A supports increased gun control and
believes that the government should do more to
regulate citizen’s firearms. Individual A often hears
about gun regulation from the perspective of
those who have similar views, such as TV news
anchors and authors who argue in favor of
increased gun control.
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Table 6. Summary of the Conditions in Study 3

Target’s validation of participants’ own views, relative to their opponents’

Target Fully committed Partially committed Uncommitted
Perspective Seeks views I oppose, Undecided, seeks views Undecided, seeks
seeker supports my side I oppose and those I views I oppose

Avoids views T
oppose, supports
my side

Perspective
avoider

support

Undecided, avoids
views I oppose but
seeks those I support

Undecided, avoids
views | oppose

This description was followed by our standard
manipulation of seeking versus avoiding. In the other
two conditions, the vignette portrayed the target as
increasingly less committed. In both conditions, the
target was an undecided voter, described thus:

Individual A is a first-time voter who is undecided
about gun regulation and hasn’t chosen a stance
on this issue yet. Individual A knows that some
people have stronger feelings about gun regulation
than he does, and that these views are often
represented by TV news anchors and authors.

In the partially committed condition, the undecided
voter planned to at least seek out views on participants’
own side; participants read, “Recently Individual
Astarted intentionally seeking out the perspectives of
news anchors and authors who support increased gun
control.” This was followed by our standard manipula-
tion of seeking versus avoiding. In the uncommitted
condition, this wording was omitted: The target never
mentioned the views participants supported, and par-
ticipants read only our standard manipulation, in which
the target planned to either seek or avoid views on the
opposing side.

Participants then completed the same three depen-
dent measures (o = .84) from Study 2: feeling thermom-
eter, desired social proximity (o = .96; 12-item scale),
and emotions (a = .90).

We also included exploratory questions asking par-
ticipants to anticipate targets’ future beliefs on this
issue. The Supplemental Material reports analyses using
these measures, supporting our reasoning that seekers
seem liable to adopt opponents’ views, leading people
to like them less.

Results

We assessed whether preferences for seekers varied with
the target’s commitment to participants’ views. A 2 x 3
between-subjects ANOVA revealed two main effects:

Overall, participants preferred targets who sought rather
than avoided views that participants themselves dis-
agreed with, (1, 574) = 21.15, p < .001, n,* = .036, and
preferred targets who were more committed to their
side, (2, 574) = 10.55, p < .001, n,* = .036 (see Fig. 4).
Critically, these effects were qualified by a significant
interaction, A2, 574) = 6.15, p = .002, n,* = .021.

We tested the simple effects in each commitment
condition (see Fig. 4). As noted earlier, we replicated
our usual effect: Participants preferred a fully commit-
ted target who sought rather than avoided opposing
views, p < .001, d = 0.64. This preference persisted,
although it was slightly weaker, when targets were par-
tially committed to participants’ views, p < .001, d =
0.53. In other words, participants still preferred unde-
cided targets who sought their opponents’ views over
those who avoided them, as long as these targets sought
the participants’ side as well. However, when the target
was uncommitted, participants no longer preferred the
seeker, p = .849, d = —0.03, rating both targets equally.
In other words, participants no longer preferred, but
surprisingly still did not dislike, seekers who sought
and validated their opponents’ views yet failed to
acknowledge the participants’ own.

Discussion

Participants’ preference for targets who sought their
opponents’ views weakened when targets were less
committed to hearing the participants’ own side. Explor-
atory analyses, described in the Supplemental Material,
suggest that this occurred because less committed seek-
ers seemed more likely to adopt participants’ oppo-
nents’ views. This complements Study 1a’s findings,
supporting our theorizing that people dislike seekers
partially because they seem open to changing their
mind. Nevertheless, participants still preferred seekers
to avoiders unless the seekers completely overlooked
observers’ own views, which suggests that this prefer-
ence depends on seekers at least acknowledging both
sides.
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Fig. 4. Mean attitude toward perspective-seeking and perspective-avoiding targets in Study
3, separately for each of the three commitment conditions. Standard deviations are given
in parentheses. Error bars represent standard errors.
Study 4 supporters in general, a pro-life participant would read

Our theorized mechanisms suggest that participants
should dislike perspective seekers more to the extent
that they seek more illegitimate opposing viewpoints,
thereby validating worse views and implying that those
views could be right. Study 4 Chttps://osf.io/wqchx)
therefore included copartisan targets who sought to
understand extremist opponents, whose views partici-
pants presumably find especially illegitimate.

Method

Participants. We recruited 263 American participants
through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Following our pre-
registration, we excluded six participants who failed an
attention check, 26 who failed an English-comprehen-
sion check, and six who self-reported low data quality.
These exclusions overlapped, leaving 231 participants
(50% female, 1% nonbinary; mean age = 34.53 years).
They tended toward liberalism (M = 3.57, SD = 1.73,
below the midpoint of 4), €230) = -3.77, p < .001.

Procedure. Participants first rated their stance on the
same four issues as in Studies 2 and 3. Next, returning to
a within-subjects design, we asked participants to read a
vignette describing two copartisan targets. We manipu-
lated an additional between-subjects factor: the content
of the views in question. In one condition, similar to
those in previous studies, the targets sought or avoided
standard, broadly framed opposing views. In a second
condition, the targets sought or avoided extreme oppos-
ing views: For example, rather than reading about tar-
gets who seek or avoid the views of pro-choice policy

about targets who seek or avoid the views of those who
support specific, extreme pro-choice policies, such as
allowing abortions far later into a pregnancy than is cur-
rently legal anywhere in the United States (participants’
home country). Table 7 presents the standard and extreme
stances used for all four issues.

We also provided new motives for our targets’ behav-
ior. Specifically, the seeker even more clearly validated
opponents’ views, saying they “are worth considering
and deliberating.” We made the avoider as well-informed
and reasonable as possible, saying he “feels like he
already understands why people hold these beliefs and
he does not find these reasons convincing.” Although
any specific motive is subject to many interpretations
(e.g., was the cooperative avoider in Study 2 a wise
emotion regulator, or did he have a disturbing anger
problem he was struggling to keep under control?), by
including additional motives in this study (as well as in
Studies S9 and S10), we further tested the robustness
of our effects across motives.

Participants then responded to the same three depen-
dent measures (o = .84) from Study 1la: feeling ther-
mometer, desired social proximity (o = .96; 4-item
scale), and emotions (o = .91). They also completed
demographic information and attention checks.

Finally, to ensure that participants perceived extreme
stances as more illegitimate than standard stances, they
rated their agreement with two items, “I question the
moral character of people who [support/oppose] . . .”
and “It’s hard to imagine someone having good, valid
reasons for [supporting/opposing] . . .” using a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Each item depicted the stance (standard vs. extreme)
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Table 7. Wording of Standard and Extreme Stances for Each of the Issues Presented in Study 4

Issue and position

Standard stance

Extreme stance

Abortion
Support
Oppose

Universal healthcare
Support

Oppose

Gun regulation

Support pro-choice
policies

Support pro-life policies

Support universal
healthcare policies

Oppose universal
healthcare policies

Support extreme pro-choice policies, like allowing abortions for
any reason until the 6th month of pregnancy and for specific
health reasons until the 8th month

Support extreme pro-life policies, like prohibiting abortion
completely, even in cases of rape and incest

Support extreme universal healthcare policies, like the government
fully funding any medical services for U.S. citizens

Oppose even basic government funded healthcare programs, and
support the extreme policy of leaving individual citizens entirely
responsible for paying for their health care needs

Support extreme increases in gun control policies, like the
government seizing control of citizen’s firearms
Support extreme gun rights policies, like removing all existing

background checks

Support extremely tough immigration policies, like creating walls

and flight bans that completely halt immigration from several
countries

Support Support increased gun
control
Oppose Support gun rights
Immigration
Support Support tougher policies
Oppose Oppose tougher policies

Oppose even basic limits on immigration, and support the extreme

policy of allowing mass immigration with no restrictions

Note: Each phrase started with “Both Individual A and Individual B” and was followed by one of the standard or extreme stances shown.

participants had seen in the vignette earlier. We aver-
aged responses to index perceived illegitimacy (o =
.89). In Studies 2 and 3, exploratory analyses using
these items (reported in the Supplemental Material)
supported our theorizing: Participants who found their
opponents’ views more illegitimate showed a dimin-
ished preference for seekers.

Results

Manipulation check. As expected, participants found
extreme stances more illegitimate (M = 5.29, SD = 1.38) than
standard ones (M = 4.09, SD = 1.70), #(439) = 8.34, p < .001.

Role of viewpoint extremity. A multilevel linear model
predicting attitudes from target type (seeker coded 1,
avoider coded 0), view extremity (extreme coded 1, stan-
dard coded 0), their interaction, and random intercepts
for participant and vignette issue revealed a significant
interaction, b = —0.40, SE = 0.155, 95% CI = [-0.71, —0.10],
1(4560) = —=2.62, p = .009. Effects differed in the extreme-
views condition, but this difference was only a matter of
size: Simple-slopes tests revealed that participants still
preferred seekers of extreme opposing views over avoid-
ers, b=0.27, SE=0.118, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.50], #228) = 2.28,

p =.023, d = 0.30, though this preference was less than
half that observed for standard opposing views,
b = 0.67, SE = 0.100, 95% CI = [0.48, 0.87], #230) = 6.73,
p < .001, d = 0.88 (see Fig. 5). Moreover, by replicating
this preference using still different motives, these results
further suggest that this preference is not contingent on
any particular motive.

Viewed differently, participants disliked avoiders
regardless of whether they avoided standard or extreme
views, b = 0.05, SE = 0.116, 95% CI = [-0.17, 0.28],
1(229) = 0.47, p = .641, d = 0.06. They liked seekers less,
however, when they sought extreme rather than stan-
dard views, b = —0.35, SE = 0.102, 95% CI = [-0.55,
—0.15], #(229) = 3.44, p = .001, d = —0.45. This is con-
sistent with our theorizing, as seekers who validated
especially illegitimate views elicited less liking. Yet par-
ticipants still preferred these seekers over avoiders,
showing the strength of this preference. For a concrete
example, consider pro-life participants in our study:
Despite deep, morally charged disagreement about
abortion (Parker & Janoff-Bulman, 2013), these partici-
pants preferred a fellow pro-lifer who sought to better
understand supporters of very-late-term abortions over
one who already understood these supporters’ argu-
ments and therefore avoided them.
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Fig. 5. Mean attitude toward targets in Study 4, separately for each
extremity condition. Standard deviations are given in parentheses.
Error bars represent standard errors.

Discussion

Although people resent extreme opponents (Feinberg
et al., 2020), participants still preferred targets who
sought rather than avoided extreme perspectives. And
yet this preference was much weaker, compared with
their liking for seekers of more moderate, less illegiti-
mate views. Studies 2 and 3 conceptually replicated this
using an exploratory measure of perceived illegitimacy
(see the Supplemental Material). These convergent find-
ings bolster our claim that concerns about validating
illegitimate views suppress the preference for seekers.

General Discussion

People generally like political allies who seek to under-
stand, rather than avoid, shared opponents’ beliefs.
These findings suggest that Sarah Silverman’s show
might have been canceled despite her willingness to
hear opposing views, not because of it. More impor-
tantly, they align with recent evidence that people pre-
fer copartisans who tolerate and respect their opponents
(Druckman et al., 2019; Frimer & Skitka, 2018; see Heltzel
& Laurin, 2020). Yet they clash with other work sug-
gesting that people do not tolerate their political oppo-
nents (Haidt et al., 2003), dislike copartisan politicians
who compromise with opponents (Ryan, 2017), and
reject people who empathize with proponents of ille-
gitimate views (Wang & Todd, 2020).

Our findings reframe this contradiction, suggesting
that both tendencies coexist: Seekers are both admi-
rable and alarming but to different degrees. People like
them because they seem tolerant, cooperative, and

rational, yet they simultaneously (and to a lesser degree)
dislike them for validating illegitimate beliefs and
potentially changing their minds. Accordingly, people
like seekers less when they lack partisan commitments
and seek especially illegitimate viewpoints.

Theoretical implications

Our findings contribute to a new literature extending
political intolerance from its intergroup origins to intra-
group contexts. In so doing, we highlight a paradox:
People refuse to tolerate political out-groups (Finkel
et al., 2020; Haidt et al., 2003; Kalmoe & Mason, 2019),
yet value tolerance and praise tolerant in-group mem-
bers (W. Brown, 2009; Druckman et al., 2019; Frimer &
Skitka, 2018), even those willing to compromise with
the enemy (Study 2). However, people do not praise
in-group leaders who could actually enact compromise
(Ryan, 2017). More research is needed to understand
these contours of people’s political tolerances (and
intolerances) and how people reconcile their paradoxi-
cal reactions in their own minds (Guan et al., in press).

Our findings also speak to ongoing debates about
whether conservatives, extremists, or moralizers are
most guilty of political intolerance (Crawford, 2014;
Ganzach & Schul, 2021; Skitka, 2010). Our findings best
support the intolerant-extremist view, while also high-
lighting commonalities across levels of ideology and
moralization.

When might people prefer avoiders?

Despite focusing on contentious, morally laden issues
(e.g., abortion, gun control, immigration; Koleva et al.,
2012), we never observed a case in which participants
preferred avoiders over seekers. Our mechanisms none-
theless allow for such cases. For example, our partici-
pants were North Americans, but other societies value
tolerance and rationality less and therefore might like
seekers less. Additionally, there should be a point at
which beliefs seem so illegitimate that people prefer
others who avoid rather than seek them. Perhaps the
beliefs featured in our studies never reached this point:
Even the extreme views from Study 4 were rated far
from maximally illegitimate (5.29 on a 7-point scale).
That said, many people expect their political oppo-
nents to hold precisely these sorts of abhorrent views
(Ahler & Sood, 2018). When perspective seekers aim to
understand their opponents in general, their allies’
minds may naturally conjure the worst of these oppo-
nents’ views and take great offense. For instance, liberals
may interpret copartisans’ seeking to understand con-
servatives as trying to understand White supremacists,
and conservatives may interpret copartisans’ seeking to
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understand liberals as trying to understand flag-burning
Communists. For this reason, seekers might be most
liked when seeking opponents’ views on specific policy
debates. Indeed, Studies 1b and S7 revealed a remark-
ably weaker preference for targets who sought to under-
stand their ideological opponents generally rather than
their specific policy beliefs (see Table 1).

Intuitions about perspective seeking’s
social desirability

For many—ourselves included—these findings may
seem counterintuitive. Outrage pervades political dis-
course on social media and in the news (Brady et al.,
2020; Pew Research Center, 2019), fueling intuitions
that people’s hate for opponents would extend to allies
seeking those opponents’ views. Our results suggest
that this intuition is incorrect, but even incorrect intu-
itions can powerfully shape behavior (Prentice & Miller,
1993). For instance, if people mistakenly believe that
others discourage political-perspective seeking, they
may abstain from it out of fear of social punishment,
thereby perpetuating polarization.
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Notes

1. Participants in Study la showed the strongest liberal ten-
dency in all our studies.

2. All studies additionally measured ideological orientation and
extremity; we describe results for these variables in the internal
meta-analysis. All studies also included additional measures for
which we preregistered neither predictions nor analyses; these
are available in the preregistered materials and data.

3. Testing for moderation by ideological variables in this and all
studies revealed small interactions that were only occasionally
significant. We therefore report these study-level analyses in the
Supplemental Material, and after Study 1c¢, we report an internal
meta-analysis across all data points to more precisely test these
moderations and compare them against the backdrop of the
larger, more consistent preference for seekers.

4. Our preregistration stated our intention to exclude partici-
pants who rated the baseline target using either scale end point
(n = 9) because these participants’ responses to the critical
conditions could shift only one way (e.g., rating the baseline
target 100 meant the seeker and avoider targets could be rated
equally or more negatively but not more positively). Results
are stronger if we follow this plan (see the Supplemental
Material for detailed analyses), but in retrospect, we found
that our justification for this exclusion was weak, and these
responses could be meaningful. For that reason, we include
them here.

5. This study also preregistered a test of some outdated theo-
rizing regarding the mechanisms underlying participants’ atti-
tudes: We asked participants to rate each target’s warmth and
competence, predicting that perceived warmth would play a
mediating role. For the rationale for these measures, their word-
ing, the results (aligning with our predictions), and the rea-
son why we ultimately adopted more precise theorizing about
mechanisms, see the Supplemental Material.

6. Because we checked our results before collecting the full
sample, best statistical practices suggest that we correct our
threshold for significance (Lakens, 2014). The Pocock method
suggests we use .028 as a threshold, the O’Brien-Fleming
method suggests .049, and the Power Family method suggests
.034. Readers can evaluate the reported p values against which-
ever of these they find appropriate.
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