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This paper introduces the ideologically objectionable premise model (IOPM), which predicts that biased
political judgments will emerge on both the political left and right, but only when the premise of a judgment
is not ideologically objectionable to the perceiver. The IOPM generates three hypothesized patterns of bias:
biases among both those on the left and right, bias only among those on the right, and bias only among
those on the left. These hypotheses were tested within the context of the dual process motivational model
of ideological attitudes (DPM; Duckitt, 2001), which posits that right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and
social dominance orientation (SDO) are related but distinct ideological attitudes. Across two studies, all
three IOPM hypotheses were tested and supported on the RWA ideological attitude dimension, and two of
the three IOPM hypotheses were tested and supported on the SDO dimension. These findings indicate that
the context of the judgment is an important determinant of whether biases emerge in political judgment.

© 2011 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Introduction

Despite our best efforts to remain objective observers of our social
worlds, prior attitudes and beliefs frequently color our social percep-
tion and judgment (Ditto & Lopez, 1992; Edwards & Smith, 1996;
Hastorf & Cantril, 1954; Kunda, 1987; 1990). Political attitudes are
an especially potent source of motivated reasoning, and have been
shown to bias judgments on the state of the economy, same-sex rela-
tionships, affirmative action, the death penalty, and gun control,
among other issues (Bartels, 2002; Crawford, Jussim, Cain, & Cohen,
in press; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; Taber & Lodge, 2006; Vallone,
Ross, & Lepper, 1985).

A particularly illustrative example of how political beliefs bias
judgment is provided by Altemeyer's (1988, 1996, 1998) research on
the relationship between right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and
double standards in political judgment. Altemeyer (1996) conceived
of RWA as the covariation of three attitudinal clusters: submission
to established authorities, aggression against those who challenge
such authorities, and adherence to social conventions. In a series of
studies, Altemeyer (1988, 1996, 1998) found that those high in RWA
committed double standards in political judgments, whereas those
low in RWA did not. For example, in a hypothetical scenario in
which Christian or Muslim school prayer (varied between subjects)
becomes mandatory in secular public schools, those high in RWA
more strongly favored mandatory Christian school prayer over

Muslim school prayer. Those low in RWA committed no such bias
(Altemeyer, 1996). Altemeyer attempted but failed to capture double
standards among those low in RWA, even on issues he reasonedwould
be attitudinally important to them (e.g., environmentalism, affirma-
tive action; Altemeyer, 1996, p. 120–121). His interpretation of these
findings, which has been echoed by others (Perkins & Bourgeois,
2006; Peterson, Duncan, & Pang, 2002), offers a dispositional explana-
tion for the association between RWA and double standards in politi-
cal judgment:

“Since High RWAs compartmentalize their thinking a lot, we can
expect them to have lots of double standards” (Altemeyer, 1996,
p. 115).

“[High RWAs] do appear to have more than their share [of double
standards], on quite a variety of topics. I think we can call it a fea-
ture of their thinking… Lows [RWAs] in turn show more intercon-
nectedness, consistency, and fairness” (Altemeyer, 1996, p. 122,
emphasis added).

This interpretation is consistent with the rigidity-of-the-right hy-
pothesis (Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003a), which posits
a positive linear relationship between political conservatism and cog-
nitive rigidity. The contention of the model presented in this paper,
however, is that the content of political attitudes is not the primary
determinant of biases in political judgment; rather, the context of
the judgment determines whether biases will emerge on either the
political right or left.
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The ideologically objectionable premise model

The purpose of these studies was to test a model that predicts
when double standards in political judgment will or will not emerge
among those on the political right and left. To this end, this paper
introduces the ideologically objectionable premise model (IOPM).
The IOPM assumes that ideological attitudes bias political judgments,
regardless of their specific content. This assumption is consistent with
theory and research on motivated reasoning in general (Hastorf &
Cantril, 1954; Kunda, 1987; 1990), and specific evidence that biased
judgments occur across the political spectrum (Bartels, 2002;
Crawford et al., in press; Lord et al., 1979; Taber & Lodge, 2006). How-
ever, the IOPM suggests that whether such biases emerge depends on
whether or not the judgment premise is ideologically objectionable to
the perceiver. A judgment premise is ideologically objectionable if the
very conditions of the judgment are objectionable to or inconsistent
with the perceiver's ideological attitudes. If the perceiver has rejected
the conditions of the judgment outright, little else about the judg-
ment will matter, short-circuiting the application of a double stan-
dard. However, if the judgment premise is ideologically acceptable,
additional aspects of the judgment will influence the decision, allow-
ing biased double standards to emerge.

When ideological attitudes are considered along a one-dimensional,
left–right continuum, the IOPM generates three hypotheses:

(1) Symmetrical biases hypothesis: When the judgment premise is
acceptable to those on both the left and right, double standards
will emerge among those on both the left and right.

(2) Asymmetrical right bias hypothesis: When the judgment pre-
mise is objectionable to those on the left but not on the right,
a double standard will emerge only among those on the right.

(3) Asymmetrical left bias hypothesis: When the judgment premise
is objectionable to those on the right but not on the left, a dou-
ble standard will emerge only among those on the left.

According to the IOPM, then, the kind of double standard observed
by Altemeyer (1996; 1998), in which biases emerged only among
those on the right (i.e., high in RWA), is just one of a number of pat-
terns of bias that can emerge in political judgment. Furthermore,
these double standards are predicted not solely by the ideological at-
titudes of the perceiver, but rather by the interaction between these
ideological attitudes and the judgment context.

Although the role of premise objectionableness in social judgment
has not yet been explored in the extant literature, some recent
evidence suggests that the context in which political judgments are
made alters how ideological attitudes affect those judgments. For
example, Morgan, Mullen, and Skitka (2010) found that the ideo-
attribution effect, by which conservatives and liberals are more likely
to make dispositional vs. situational behavioral attributions, respec-
tively (Skitka, Mullen, Griffin, Hutchinson, & Chamberlin, 2002), can
be reversed when attributional conclusions are inconsistent with the
ideological values made salient by the judgment context. Similarly,
liberals deviate from their preferredmoral principles (e.g., consequen-
tialism) when those principles conflict with ideological motives made
salient by the judgment context (Uhlmann, Pizarro, Tannenbaum, &
Ditto, 2009).

Testing the predictions of the IOPM

The tests of the IOPM in this paper aremodeled on Altemeyer's dou-
ble standards studies, as they offer a clear paradigm for examining
biased political judgment. Althoughmost of his research described dou-
ble standards associated with RWA, Altemeyer (1998) also examined
whether double standards were linked to social dominance orientation
(SDO),which Sidanius and Pratto (1999, p. 61) characterize as the “gen-
eral support for the domination of certain socially constructed groups

over other socially constructed groups”. Altemeyer (1998) found no re-
lationship between SDO and double standards, bolstering his argument
that right-wing authoritarianism uniquely predicts such internal incon-
sistencies of judgment. Given Altemeyer's inclusion of both RWA and
SDO as predictors of double standards in political judgment, in this
paper, the IOPM is testedwithin the context of the dual processmotiva-
tional model of ideological and social attitudes (DPM; Duckitt, 2001;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a), which posits that RWA and SDO represent
two related but distinct dimensions of ideological attitudes.

According to the DPM, RWA expresses “beliefs in coercive social
control, in obedience and respect for existing authorities, and in con-
forming to traditional moral and religious norms and values” (Duckitt
& Sibley, 2010a, pp. 1863–1864), whereas SDO expresses disposition-
al tough-mindedness and motives to maintain or enhance intergroup
dominance and superiority (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Consequently, these two ideological motives
differentially predict sociopolitical and intergroup attitudes. RWA
more strongly predicts attitudes on socio-cultural issues, whereas
SDO more strongly predicts attitudes on economic and status
hierarchy-related issues (Altemeyer, 1996; Haley & Sidanius, 2006;
Van Hiel, Pandelaere, & Duriez, 2004). Furthermore, RWA more
strongly predicts attitudes toward groups perceived as socially norma-
tive or deviant, whereas SDO more strongly predicts attitudes toward
groups perceived as socially dominant or subordinate (Duckitt, 2006;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2007).

According to the differential moderation hypothesis derived from
the DPM (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a, 2010b), the effects of RWA and
SDO on sociopolitical judgment should be differentially moderated
by the salience of these concerns. Thus, if a scenario judgment is relat-
ed to concerns over coercion, obedience and respect for authority, or
traditionalism, RWA should more strongly predict this judgment.
However, if a scenario judgment is related to tough-mindedness or
concerns over intergroup dominance, intergroup superiority, or hier-
archical social arrangements, SDO should more strongly predict this
judgment. Those low in RWA should be driven by the opposite mo-
tives of those high in RWA; thus, they should be more likely than
those high in RWA to support socially deviant, non-normative indi-
viduals or groups, defy or question authority and other coercive
forces, oppose restrictions on individual liberty, and support liberal
or progressive social policies (Hunsberger & Altemeyer, 2006, pp.
110 and 113). Those low in SDO should be motivated to attenuate
intergroup dominance and status differences, whereas those high in
SDO should be motivated to maintain or enhance intergroup domi-
nance and status differences (Pratto & Cathey, 2002; Pratto, Sidanius,
& Levin, 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

Altemeyer's (1996) mandatory school prayer scenario can be used
to illustrate the IOPM's predictions regarding RWA. Recall that those
high in RWA held a double standard, favoring Christian over Muslim
mandatory school prayer, whereas those low in RWA did not, equally
opposing both forms of mandatory school prayer. Altemeyer (1996,
1998) offered a dispositional account for this result, suggesting that
right-wing authoritarians are predisposed to making such biased
judgments. However, consider this finding from the perspective of
the IOPM. Mandatory school prayer in public schools, the judgment
premise, forces adherence to religious and governmental authority,
promotes conformity to the society's traditional social norms, and
negates individual liberty. Thus, this premise should be objectionable
to those low in RWA, making the religion of the target irrelevant to
the judgment, and short-circuiting the application of a double stan-
dard. However, the coerced adherence to religious norms and values
fits the very definition of right-wing authoritarianism, and should
therefore be acceptable to those high in RWA. Double standards in
favor of Christians should then emerge. Thus, like Altemeyer, the
IOPM predicts that double standards will emerge among those high
but not low in RWA in this scenario. However, in contrast to a dispo-
sitional explanation, the IOPM posits that the objectionableness of the
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judgment premise to those low in RWA determines their unwilling-
ness to apply a double standard in this scenario.

The present studies

An advantage of testing the IOPM within the context of the two-
dimensional DPM is that it generates hypotheses regarding both
RWA and SDO, providing more precision than the one-dimensional
conceptualization of ideological beliefs. In the context of the DPM,
then, the IOPM generates six hypothesized patterns of bias in political
judgment, three for each ideological attitude dimension:

• Symmetrical RWA (or SDO) biases: When the judgment premise is
acceptable to both those low and high in RWA (or SDO), double
standards will emerge among both those low and high in RWA (or
SDO).

• Asymmetrical High RWA (or SDO) bias: When the judgment premise
is objectionable to those low but not high in RWA (or SDO), a dou-
ble standard will emerge only among those high in RWA (or SDO).

• Asymmetrical Low RWA (or SDO) bias: When the judgment premise
is objectionable to those high but not low in RWA (or SDO), a dou-
ble standard will emerge only among those low in RWA (or SDO).

In two studies, all three IOPM hypotheses were tested in regards
to RWA. Study 1 tested the symmetrical RWA biases hypothesis
with a scenario related to traditional religious norms and values (set-
ting aside space in public schools for voluntary prayer). Study 2 tested
the asymmetrical High RWA bias hypothesis with a scenario related
to both coercive social control and conformity to traditional religious
norms and values (mandatory school prayer). Study 2 also tested the
asymmetrical Low RWA bias hypothesis with a scenario related to
obedience and respect for established authority (questioning the U.
S. President's authority). In regards to SDO, Study 1 tested the asym-
metrical High SDO bias hypothesis with a scenario related to inter-
group dominance and tough-mindedness (mistreatment of a
prisoner-of-war), and Study 2 tested the symmetrical SDO biases hy-
pothesis with a scenario related to intergroup dominance and status
hierarchy concerns (social group preferences in university admissions
policies). Support for these hypotheses across and within studies
would demonstrate that biases will emerge among those on both
the political left and right, and that these biases in political judgment
may be turned on or off by the ideological objectionableness of the
judgment premise. Finally, the IOPM predicts that certain premises
will be perceived as ideologically objectionable, whereas others will
not. Although these assumptions are derived from extant empirical
and theoretical work, Study 2 explicitly tested these assumptions
for each premise used in these studies.

Study 1

The primary purpose of Study 1 was to clearly contrast the dispo-
sitional and IOPM perspectives by examining judgments of the same
topic domain (i.e., prayer in public schools) and targets (Christians
vs. Muslims) studied by Altemeyer (1996). To this end, a scenario
was devised that maintains the between-subjects comparison of
Christian and Muslim school prayer, but alters the judgment premise
to be more acceptable to those low in RWA: setting aside physical
space in public schools for voluntary prayer.

The issue of school prayer is more strongly related to traditional
religious norms and values than intergroup dominance and superior-
ity. Therefore, RWA should more strongly predict judgments in this
scenario than SDO. Given that authoritarians tend to be more sup-
portive of prayer in public schools (Stenner, 2005), those high in
RWA should find this school prayer space premise ideologically ac-
ceptable, allowing double standards among them to emerge. RWA
predicts strong ingroup identification (Bizumic, Duckitt, Popadic,

Dru, & Krauss, 2009), as well as perceptions of threat from both Mus-
lim individuals and Islam itself (Cohrs, Moschner, Maes, & Kielmann,
2005; Skitka, Bauman, Aramovich, & Morgan, 2006). Therefore, those
high in RWA (especially Christians) should more strongly support
Christian over Muslim school prayer space. In contrast to the coercive
action of mandatory school prayer, setting aside physical space in
public schools for voluntary prayer allows people to freely express
their beliefs without pressure from authority to conform to societal
norms. Those low in RWA value autonomy and individual freedom
instead of coercive social control (Cohrs et al., 2005; Hunsberger &
Altemeyer, 2006), and therefore should also find this premise ideo-
logically acceptable, allowing double standards among them to
emerge. Those low in RWA have relatively more positive attitudes to-
ward Muslims (Skitka et al., 2006), are internally motivated to re-
spond without prejudice toward stigmatized groups (Plant &
Devine, 1998), and are relatively low in ingroup identification
(Bizumic et al., 2009). Thus, those low in RWA (even Christians)
should more strongly support Muslim over Christian school prayer
space. Therefore, because the judgment premise is ideologically ac-
ceptable to both those low and high in RWA, the IOPM predicts that
double standards will emerge among both those low and high in
RWA (symmetrical RWA biases).

Study 1 also tested the asymmetrical High SDO bias hypothesis. In
a separate scenario, participants read about the mistreatment of a
prisoner of war (either an American soldier or Iraqi insurgent). The
abuse and mistreatment of prisoners in the context of war is more
strongly related to tough-mindedness and intergroup dominance
and superiority than coercion to existing authority or traditional
norms and values. Moreover, McFarland (2005) has found that SDO
predicted Iraq war support through tough-minded beliefs about
war-related casualties. Therefore, SDO should more strongly predict
judgments in this scenario than RWA. Those high in SDO are generally
tough-minded (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a), and do not
endorse values of universalism and benevolence (Altemeyer, 1998;
Cohrs et al., 2005). They should therefore find this POWmistreatment
premise ideologically acceptable, allowing double standards among
them to emerge. Given that SDO predicts intergroup ethnocentrism,
which is characterized by ethnic superiority and dominance (Bizumic
et al., 2009), U.S. born individuals high in SDO should more strongly
support the mistreatment of the Iraqi insurgent than the American
soldier. In contrast, those low in SDO are relatively low in tough-
mindedness and intergroup dominance, but high in values of benevo-
lence, universalism, and social justice (Altemeyer, 1998; Cohrs et al.,
2005; Duckitt, Wagner, du Plessis, & Birum, 2002). They should there-
fore find this premise ideologically objectionable and oppose POWmis-
treatment, regardless of the target's nationality. Therefore, because this
premise is objectionable to those lowbut not high in SDO, the IOPMpre-
dicts that double standards should emerge only among those high in
SDO (asymmetrical High SDO bias).

Method

Participants
A convenience sample of three hundred fifty-four undergraduates

(54% female; 39% White;M age=18 years) enrolled in a general psy-
chology undergraduate course completed the questionnaire packet
for course credit.

Materials and procedures
Questionnaire packets were distributed to participants during

lecture period. Participants completed the 30-item RWA scale
(Altemeyer, 1998) on a 9-point scale1 (1 = Strongly disagree, 9 =

1 To facilitate the comparison of unstandardized regression coefficients for RWA and
SDO, the RWA scale was re-scaled to a 7-point scale in both studies by multiplying the
score on the 9-point RWA scale by 7, and dividing this product by 9.
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Strongly agree), and the 16-item SDO scale (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999)
on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 7 = Strongly agree). Partic-
ipants then completed an ideological self-placement item (1 =
Extremely liberal; 7 = Extremely conservative). Given that RWA
and SDO are generally correlated with political conservatism both
in the extant literature (Jost et al., 2003a) and the present studies
(Pearson coefficients ranging from .16 to .60), ideological self-
placement was included as a covariate in all reported regression
models.2

Participants then read the POW mistreatment scenario (American
soldier or Iraqi insurgent, varied between subjects). Support for POW
mistreatment was measured with three items on 6-point scales (1 =
Strong disagree; 6 = Strongly agree), which were averaged to form a
composite measure (α=.74). Participants then read the school
prayer space scenario (Christian or Muslim, varied between subjects).
Support for school prayer space was measured with three items on 6-
point scales (1 = Strong disagree; 6 = Strongly agree), which were
averaged to form a composite measure (α=.92). Appendix A pre-
sents the text and dependent items for these two scenarios. Finally,
participants completed measures of political knowledge and self-
reported religiosity, and provided demographic information (age,
gender, race/ethnicity).

Results and discussion

Preliminary analyses
Table 1 reports descriptive statistics for and correlations among

ideological self-placement (Ideology), RWA, and SDO. All three vari-
ables were positively correlated with one another. Average RWA
and SDO scores were consistent with those obtained in the extant lit-
erature (Altemeyer, 1996, p. 56; Duckitt et al., 2002; Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999, pgs. 69–70), suggesting that the distributions of scores
in this sample were comparable with previous investigations.

Testing the symmetrical RWA biases hypothesis
According to the dual process model (DPM; Duckitt, 2001), RWA

but not SDO should predict judgments in the school prayer space sce-
nario. Furthermore, because the judgment premise is ideologically ac-
ceptable to both those low and high in RWA, the IOPM predicts that
those low in RWA should more strongly support the Muslim over
the Christian school prayer space law, whereas those high in RWA
should more strongly support the Christian over the Muslim school
prayer space law (symmetrical RWA biases).

Given the nature of the target groups under consideration, this
analysis was limited to Christian participants (N=211).3 The sym-
metrical RWA biases hypothesis was tested with a four-step hierar-
chical regression analysis on the composite measure of support for
school prayer space (Aiken & West, 1991). Ideology, RWA, and SDO
were centered on their respective means. The Ideology covariate
was entered into Step 1. The independent variables of RWA, SDO,
and experimental Condition (0 = Christian, 1 = Muslim) were
entered into Step 2. The RWA×Condition, SDO×Condition, and
RWA×SDO interactions were entered into Step 3. The RWA×SDO×
Condition interaction was entered into Step 4 (see Table 2).

Consistent with the DPM, there was a significant Condition×RWA
interaction, but no significant SDO×Condition interaction (Table 2,
Step 3). Fig. 1 displays the RWA×Condition interaction. The critical
test of the symmetrical RWAbiases hypothesis involves comparing sup-
port for Christian vs. Muslim school prayer space among those low in
RWA (−1 SD), and separately among those high in RWA (+1 SD).
The symmetrical RWA biases hypothesis was supported: those low in
RWA favored Muslim over Christian school prayer space, b=.72,
SE=.37, t=1.94, p=.05, whereas those high in RWA favored Christian
over Muslim school prayer space, b=−.98, SE=.30, t=3.24, p=.001.
This predicted interaction qualified an RWA main effect and an
RWA×SDO interaction. Additionally, an unexpected RWA×SDO×
Condition interaction suggested that symmetrical RWA biases were
most robust among those low in SDO: double standards in favor of
Christian school prayer space were most robust among those high in
RWA and low in SDO, and double standards in favor of Muslim school
prayer space were most robust among those low in RWA and low in
SDO.

These findings support for the IOPM's prediction that double stan-
dards in political judgment will emerge when the judgment premise
is ideologically acceptable to the perceiver. Consistent with the sym-
metrical RWA biases hypothesis, double standards emerged among
both those low and high in RWA in a scenario in which the judgment
premise (school prayer space) is ideologically acceptable to both
those low and high in RWA. Importantly, these double standards
emerged within the same topic domain (school prayer) and for the
same target groups (Christians, Muslims) examined in Altemeyer's
(1996) mandatory school prayer scenario, suggesting that the context
of the judgment, not the perceiver's level of RWA, determines wheth-
er people engage in double standards in political judgment.

Testing the asymmetrical High SDO bias hypothesis
According to the DPM, SDO but not RWA should predict judg-

ments in the POW mistreatment scenario. Furthermore, because this
premise is objectionable to those low but not high in SDO, the IOPM
predicts that those high in SDO should more strongly support the
mistreatment of the Iraqi insurgent than the American soldier,
whereas those low in SDO should oppose mistreatment of the two
targets equally (asymmetrical High SDO bias).

Because this scenario involved the abuse and mistreatment of
national ingroup and outgroup members, this analysis was limited
to U.S.-born participants (N=289). Table 3 presents the results of
the four-step hierarchical regression analysis (described above) per-
formed on the composite measure of support for POW mistreatment
(0 = American target; 1 = Iraqi target). Consistent with the DPM,
there was a significant SDO×Condition interaction, but no significant
RWA×Condition interaction (Table 3, Step 3). Fig. 2 displays the
SDO×Condition interaction. The asymmetrical High SDO bias hypoth-
esis was supported: those high in SDO (+1 SD) more strongly sup-
ported the mistreatment of the Iraqi insurgent than the American
soldier, b=.89, SE=.18, t=4.94, pb .001, whereas those low in SDO
(−1 SD) opposed mistreatment of the targets equally (p=.157).

2 Across both studies, the conclusions were unchanged by whether many controls/
covariates (i.e., age, gender, religiosity, political knowledge) or zero controls/covariates
were included in the regression models.

3 A significant RWA×Condition interaction supporting the symmetrical RWA biases
hypothesis was observed when all participants, regardless of religious identification,
were included in the analysis. A five-step hierarchical regression analysis with partic-
ipant religious identification (Christian, non-Christian) as a moderator revealed a Reli-
gion×RWA×Condition interaction (p=.060). A separate analysis of non-Christian
participants (N=137) revealed only a significant Condition main effect (pb .01), such
that non-Christians favored Muslim over Christian school prayer space, regardless of
RWA. The RWA×Condition interaction among non-Christians was not significant
(p=.777).

Table 1
Study 1: Descriptive statistics for and correlations among ideological self-placement,
RWA, and SDO.

1 2 3

1. Ideology
2. RWA .50⁎⁎⁎

3. SDO .16⁎⁎ .13⁎

M 3.43 3.02 2.53
SD 1.32 .96 .97
α – .93 .90

⁎⁎⁎ pb .001
⁎⁎ pb .01.
⁎ pb .05.
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This predicted interaction qualified SDO and Condition main effects
that emerged in earlier steps. Consistent with the IOPM, when the
judgment premise was objectionable to those low but not high in
SDO, double standards in political judgment emerged only among
those high in SDO.

Together, Study 1 provided initial support for the ideologically
objectionable premise model by demonstrating that when those on
both the left and the right find a judgment premise ideologically
acceptable (school prayer space), both will engage in double stan-
dards in political judgment; and when those on the left but not the
right find a premise objectionable (POW mistreatment), double stan-
dards will emerge only among those on the right. Furthermore, these
findings suggest the utility of the two-dimensional approach to ideo-
logical attitudes offered by the dual process model, as RWA and SDO
differentially predicted biases in political judgments related to tradi-
tional religious norms and values and intergroup dominance and
superiority, respectively.

Study 2

Study 1 provided evidence of two patterns of ideologically biased
judgments (i.e., symmetrical biases and asymmetrical right bias),
across two dimensions of ideological attitudes (RWA and SDO), in
ways predicted by the IOPM. However, in the context of the DPM,
the IOPM predicts multiple patterns of biased political judgments,
based on both the ideological attitude dimension related to the judg-
ment and the objectionableness of the judgment premise. Study 2

therefore tested three additional predictions of the IOPM as applied
to the DPM.

The asymmetrical Low RWA bias hypothesis predicts that when
the judgment premise is objectionable to those high but not low in
RWA, double standards will emerge only among those low in RWA.
This IOPM prediction provides the greatest contrast with Altemeyer's
(1996; 1998) conclusion that those high in RWA have a dispositional
tendency toward committing double standards in political judgment.
Study 2 tested this hypothesis with a scenario in which an active
military general publicly criticizes the war-time decisions of his
Commander-in-Chief, the U.S. President. The identity of the President
(GeorgeW. Bush or Barack Obama) was varied between subjects. This
issue is more strongly related to obedience and respect for existing
authority than intergroup dominance or superiority; although mili-
tary command is hierarchically structured, the general's actions rep-
resent disrespect of and disloyalty to legitimate authority, not the
intergroup (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) or interpersonal (Son Hing,
Bobocel, & Zanna, 2007) dominance characteristic of SDO. Therefore,
RWA should more strongly predict judgments in this scenario than
SDO. Given the relationship between RWA and deference to existing
authorities (Altemeyer, 1996, 1998; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a), this
judgment premise (questioning presidential authority) should be
ideologically objectionable to those high in RWA, but acceptable to
those low in RWA. According to the IOPM, then, a double standard
should emerge only among those low in RWA (asymmetrical Low
RWA bias). Thus, those low in RWA, who prefer left-leaning over
right-leaning politicians and parties (Altemeyer, 1998; Duckitt &
Sibley, 2010a), should punish the general who criticized Obama
more harshly than the one who criticized Bush, whereas those high
in RWA should punish the generals equally.

The IOPM assumes that ideologically objectionable premises short-
circuit biases thatwould emerge under acceptable premises. To provide
support for this assumption, participants made separate affective rat-
ings of Bush and Obama. Those low in RWA should like Obama more
than Bush, whereas those high in RWA should like Bush more than
Obama, given their preference for right-leaning candidates (Altemeyer,
1998; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a). However, because the premise of ques-
tioning presidential authority is ideologically objectionable to those
high in RWA, their preference for Bush over Obama should not be
reflected in their judgments in the presidential authority scenario.

Study 2 also tested Altemeyer's (1996) mandatory school prayer
scenario, described earlier. Given that this scenario is more strongly
related to social coercion and traditional religious norms and values
than intergroup dominance and superiority, RWA should more
strongly predict judgments in this scenario than SDO. In contrast to
the contention that RWA predicts double standards in political

Table 2
Study 1: Four-step hierarchical regression for the school prayer space scenario.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t

Ideology .04 .09 .38 −.01 .11 .05 −.02 .11 .15 .01 .11 .11
RWA .19 .16 1.20 .67 .21 3.26⁎⁎⁎ .61 .20 3.00⁎⁎

SDO −.21 .13 1.65 −.09 .18 .50 −.10 .18 .53
Condition (C) −.16 .25 .65 −.03 .24 .12 −.13 .24 .55
RWA×C −.92 .26 3.58⁎⁎⁎ −.89 .25 3.53⁎⁎⁎

SDO×C −.10 .25 .43 −.21 .24 .85
RWA×SDO −.34 .13 2.65⁎⁎ −.75 .20 3.70⁎⁎⁎

RWA×SDO×C .67 .26 2.57⁎

Notes:
Reported analyses included only Christian participants (N=211).
R2 adjusted values are .01 (Step 1), .01 (Step 2), .13*** (Step 3), and .16*** (Step 4).
R2 change values are .01 (Step 1), .03 (Step 2), .14*** (Step 3), and .04* (Step 4).

⁎⁎⁎ pb .001.
⁎⁎ pb .01.
⁎ pb .05.
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Fig. 1. Study 1: Support for school prayer space. Note: Higher scores indicate greater
support for school prayer space. Regression coefficients for the slope of each line are
followed by the SE in parentheses. Reported analyses included only Christian partici-
pants (N=211).
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judgment, the IOPM contends that asymmetrical High RWA bias will
be observed in this scenario because the judgment premise (manda-
tory school prayer) is objectionable to those low but not high in
RWA. Therefore, those low in RWA should oppose mandatory school
prayer equally, whereas those high in RWA should favor Christian
over Muslim mandatory school prayer, as they did for school prayer
space in Study 1 and in Altemeyer's (1996) original study.

Finally, Study 2 tested the symmetrical SDO biases hypothesis that
when the judgment premise is acceptable to both those low and high
in SDO, double standards among both those low and high in SDO will
emerge. A scenario was devised in which the Supreme Court has up-
held a university's admissions policy (race-based or legacy-based,
varied between subjects). Social group preference in admissions pol-
icies is more strongly related to intergroup dominance and status dif-
ferences than coercion to existing authority or traditional norms and
values. Therefore, SDO should more strongly predict judgments in
this scenario than RWA. This judgment premise (group preferences
in admissions policies) should be acceptable to both those low and
high in SDO, as they each prefer policies that favor some targets
over others (hierarchy-attenuating or enhancing policies, respective-
ly) (Pratto & Cathey, 2002; Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius & Pratto,
1999). This acceptable premise will allow double standards among
both those low and high in SDO to emerge. Because race-based and
legacy-based admissions policies attenuate and enhance status hier-
archies, respectively, those low in SDO should more strongly support
the race-based than legacy-based admissions decision, whereas those
high in SDO should more strongly support the legacy-based than
race-based admissions decision.

Although the assumptions tested in these two studies of what
constitutes an ideologically objectionable premise are based on ex-
tant findings on the sociopolitical and intergroup attitudes differen-
tially associated with RWA and SDO, Study 2 explicitly tested
whether or not these premises are perceived as objectionable in the
ways predicted by the model. To this end, participants rated how ob-
jectionable they found the premises examined in these studies. If the
premise is assumed to be acceptable to both those low and high in
RWA (school prayer space), or both those low and high in SDO
(group preferences in university admissions), then RWA and SDO
should not predict objectionableness ratings of these premises, re-
spectively. If the premise is assumed to be objectionable to those
low but not high in SDO (POW mistreatment), then SDO should neg-
atively predict objectionableness ratings. If the premise is assumed to
be objectionable to those low but not high in RWA (mandatory school
prayer), then RWA should negatively predict objectionableness rat-
ings. Finally, if the premise is assumed to be objectionable to those
high but not low in RWA (presidential authority), then RWA should
positively predict objectionableness ratings.

The limitations of using college student samples in research on
sociopolitical attitudes are well known (Henry, 2008). Therefore, to
generalize support for the IOPM beyond the students sampled in
Study 1, Study 2 used an online adult sample. Finally, Study 1 was
limited in that the presentation of the two scenarios and the experi-
mental conditions were fixed. In other words, some participants
read about the American soldier and then about Christian school
prayer space, whereas the others read about the Iraqi soldier and
then about Muslim school prayer space. Study 2 improved upon this
design by randomly presenting the three scenarios, as well as the ex-
perimental conditions.

Method

Participants
Two hundred seven current U.S. residents (61% female; 73%

White; M age=34 years) completed an online survey through Ama-
zon's Mechanical Turk (MTurk; www.mturk.com). Samples obtained
from MTurk have been shown to possess greater demographic diver-
sity and representativeness than college student samples, and to
meet or exceed the diversity and representativeness provided by
typical Internet samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011).
Researchers have established internal and test–retest reliability in
MTurk samples (Buhrmester et al., 2011), and have replicated well-
established social psychological and decision-making findings with
MTurk samples (Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser, in press; Mason &
Suri, in press; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010), all suggesting

Table 3
Study 1: Four-step hierarchical regression for the POW mistreatment scenario.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t

Ideology .05 .05 .91 −.02 .06 .41 −.03 .06 .51 −.03 .06 .45
RWA .06 .07 .86 .09 .10 .91 .09 .10 .90
SDO .27 .07 4.05⁎⁎⁎ .15 .10 1.51 .13 .10 1.28
Condition (C) .57 .12 4.57⁎⁎⁎ .58 .12 4.79⁎⁎⁎ .58 .12 4.69⁎⁎⁎

RWA×C .01 .13 .04 .01 .13 .10
SDO×C .31 .14 2.28⁎ .32 .14 2.33⁎

RWA×SDO .14 .07 1.93 .10 .10 1.00
RWA×SDO×C .07 .14 .49

Notes:
Reported analyses included only U.S.-born participants (N=289).
R2 adjusted values are .06 (Step 1), .17*** (Step 2), .19*** (Step 3), and .19*** (Step 4).
R2 change values are .01 (Step 1), .17*** (Step 2), .05** (Step 3), and .01 (Step 4).
⁎⁎⁎ pb .001.
⁎ pb .05.
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Fig. 2. Study 1: Support for POWmistreatment. Note: ***pb .001. Higher scores indicate
greater support for mistreatment of the POW. Regression coefficients for the slope of
each line are followed by the SE in parentheses. Reported analyses included only U.
S.-born participants (N=289).
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its validity as a resource for social science research. Interested indi-
viduals clicked on a link to the questionnaire posted on the website,
and were compensated 25 cents for their participation.

Materials and procedures
All participants were randomly presented with each scenario (i.e.,

presidential authority, mandatory school prayer, and university ad-
missions). Participants were randomly assigned to one condition
from each of these three scenarios. The order of the three dependent
items for each scenario judgment (each measured on 6-point scales;
1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree) was also randomized.

The presidential authority scenario described a U.S. military gen-
eral publicly questioning the war-time decisions of the President
(Bush or Obama, varied between subjects). Three items measuring
support for punishing the general were averaged to form a composite
measure (α=.82). The mandatory school prayer scenario was an
exact replication of Altemeyer's (1996) scenario (Christian or Muslim,
varied between subjects). Three items measuring support for manda-
tory school prayer were averaged to form a composite measure
(α=.89). The university admissions scenario described a Supreme
Court ruling that upheld a university's race-based or legacy-based ad-
missions policy, varied between subjects. Three items measuring sup-
port for this ruling were averaged to form a composite measure
(α=.86). Appendix B presents the text and dependent items for
these three scenarios. Following these scenarios, participants were
presented, in random order, with Hunsberger and Altemeyer's
(2006) 20-item RWA scale, the 16-item SDO scale used in Study 1,
and a page that included the ideological self-placement item (1 =
Extremely liberal; 7 = Extremely conservative) and feeling ther-
mometer ratings (0–100) for a number of political targets, including
George W. Bush and Barack Obama.

To explicitly measure the objectionableness of each premise ex-
amined in these studies, participants then indicated the extent to
which they found the following practices “objectionable”, “immoral”,
and “disgusting”: setting aside space in public schools for voluntary
prayer; harsh treatment of prisoners of war; mandatory school prayer
in public schools; members of the military questioning the authority
of the President in a time of war; and admissions policies that favor
one group over another (like for minority groups or children of alum-
ni). Participants responded to each item on a 5-point scale (1 = Not
at all; 5 = To a great extent). The presentation of the premises, as
well as the dimensions of evaluation (i.e., objectionable, immoral, dis-
gusting) were randomized. A composite measure of objectionable-
ness ratings for each premise was formed by averaging across the
three dimensions of evaluation for that premise. Finally, participants
completed measures of political knowledge and self-reported religi-
osity, and provided demographic information (age, gender, race/
ethnicity, citizenship).

Results and discussion

Preliminary analyses
Table 4 reports descriptive statistics for and correlations among

Ideology, RWA, and SDO (as well as for the premise objectionableness
ratings, discussed later). As in Study 1, all three variables were posi-
tively correlated with one another, and average RWA and SDO scores
were comparable to those obtained in the extant literature.

Testing the asymmetrical Low RWA bias hypothesis
According to the dual process model (DPM; Duckitt, 2001) RWA

but not SDO should predict judgments in the presidential authority
scenario. Furthermore, because this premise is objectionable to
those high but not low in RWA, the IOPM predicts that those low in
RWA should punish the Obama critic more harshly than the Bush crit-
ic, whereas those high in RWA should punish the two critics equally
(asymmetrical Low RWA bias).

Table 5 presents the results of the four-step hierarchical regres-
sion analysis (described in Study 1) performed on the composite
measure of punishing the general critical of the President (0 = Bush
critic, 1 = Obama critic). Consistent with the DPM, there was a signif-
icant RWA×Condition interaction, but no significant SDO×Condition
interaction (Table 5, Step 3). Fig. 3 displays the RWA×Condition in-
teraction. The asymmetrical Low RWA bias hypothesis was sup-
ported: those low in RWA (−1 SD) punished the Obama critic
more harshly than the Bush critic, b=1.10, SE=.30, t=3.67,
pb .001, whereas those high in RWA (+1 SD) punished the two
critics equally (p=.824). This lack of bias among those high in
RWA does not reflect a lack of preference for Bush over Obama:
paired sample t-tests of the affective ratings indicated that those
high in RWA preferred Bush to Obama, t(29)=1.90, p=.06,
Ms=58.70 and 36.30, respectively. Those low in RWA preferred
Obama to Bush, t(154)=7.65, pb .001, Ms=55.65 and 24.92, respec-
tively, as reflected in their harsher punishing of the Obama critic.
The RWA×Condition interaction qualified main effects of conserva-
tism, RWA and the experimental Condition that emerged in earlier
steps of the regression model.

Consistent with the IOPM, when the premise was objectionable to
those high but not low in RWA, double standards emerged only
among those low in RWA. Importantly, those high in RWA reported
liking Bush more than Obama, supporting the model's contention
that objectionable premises short-circuit existing preferences. More-
over, these findings suggest that biased political judgments are deter-
mined by the objectionableness of the judgment premise, not the
right-wing attitudes of the perceiver.

Testing the asymmetrical High RWA bias hypothesis
According to the DPM, RWA but not SDO should predict judg-

ments in the mandatory school prayer scenario. Furthermore, be-
cause this premise is objectionable to those low but not high in
RWA, the IOPM predicts that those low in RWA should oppose man-
datory school prayer equally across conditions, whereas those high
in RWA should more strongly support Christian than Muslim manda-
tory school prayer (asymmetrical High RWA bias).

As in Study 1, tests in the domain of Christian and Muslim school
prayer were limited to Christian participants (N=121).4 Table 6
reports the results of the four-step hierarchical regression analysis
performed on the composite measure of support for mandatory
school prayer (0 = Muslim, 1 = Christian). Consistent with the
DPM, there was a significant RWA×Condition interaction, but no sig-
nificant SDO×Condition interaction (Table 6, Step 3). Fig. 4 displays
the RWA×Condition interaction. The asymmetrical High RWA bias
hypothesis was supported: those low in RWA (−1 SD) opposed man-
datory school prayer equally regardless of the target's religion
(p=.630), whereas those high in RWA (+1 SD) more strongly sup-
ported Christian than Muslim mandatory school prayer, b=1.82,
SE=.32, t=5.70, pb .001. This interaction qualified main effects of
RWA and experimental Condition that emerged in earlier steps.

Consistent with the IOPM, when the judgment premise was objec-
tionable to those low but not high in RWA, double standards emerged
only among those high in RWA. These findings, especially the strong
opposition to mandatory school prayer among those low in RWA,
are consistent with Altemeyer's (1996) original findings. When con-
sidered alongside the support obtained for the symmetrical RWA
biases hypothesis (school prayer space, Study 1) and asymmetrical

4 A significant RWA×Condition interaction supporting the asymmetrical High RWA
bias hypothesis was observed when all participants, regardless of religious identifica-
tion, were included in the analysis. A five-step hierarchical regression analysis with par-
ticipant religious identification as a moderator revealed a Religion×RWA×Condition
interaction (p=.046). A separate analysis of non-Christians participants (N=78)
revealed only a significant RWA main effect (pb .01), such that RWA predicted support
for mandatory school prayer, regardless of experimental condition. The RWA×Condition
interaction among non-Christians was not significant (p=.871).
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Low RWA bias hypothesis (presidential authority, Study 2), however,
these findings strongly indicate the importance of premise objection-
ableness in determining when biases will emerge in political judg-
ments. The comparison of the school prayer space and mandatory
school prayer scenarios suggests that a preference among those low
in RWA for Muslims over Christians (as observed in Study 1) is
short-circuited when the judgment premise is ideologically objec-
tionable (mandatory school prayer). Furthermore, observing both
asymmetrical Low RWA and asymmetrical High RWA biases within
the same sample suggests that double standards in political judgment
are turned on and off by the objectionableness of the judgment pre-
mise, and are not determined by a tendency among those high in
RWA to commit double standards (Altemeyer, 1996, 1998).

Testing the symmetrical SDO biases hypothesis
According to the DPM, SDO but not RWA should predict judg-

ments in the university admissions scenario. Furthermore, because
this premise is acceptable to both those low and high in SDO, the
IOPM predicts that those low in SDO should more strongly support
the race-based than legacy-based decision, whereas those high in
SDO should more strongly support the legacy-based than race-based
decision (symmetrical SDO biases).

Table 7 presents the results of the four-step hierarchical regres-
sion analysis performed on the composite measure of support for
the Court's decision (0 = race-based, 1 = legacy-based). Consistent
with the DPM, there was a significant SDO×Condition interaction,
but no significant RWA×Condition interaction (Table 7, Step 3).
Fig. 5 displays the SDO×Condition interaction. The symmetrical SDO
biases hypothesis was supported: those low in SDO (−1 SD) favored
the race-based over legacy-based decision, b=−.93, SE=.31,

t=2.99, pb .01, whereas those high in SDO (+1 SD) favored the
legacy-based over race-based decision, b=1.31, SE=.33, t=4.03,
pb .001. This interaction qualified main effects of liberalism, RWA
and SDO that emerged in earlier steps. In addition, an unexpected
RWA×SDO×Condition interaction indicated that regardless of RWA
level, those high in SDO more strongly supported the legacy-based
than race-based decision. Although those low in SDO supported the
race-based decision over the legacy-based decision regardless of
RWA level, this difference was most pronounced among those low
in RWA. Although interesting, these findings do not contradict the

Table 5
Study 2: Four-step hierarchical regression for the presidential authority scenario.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t

Ideology .16 .05 2.95⁎⁎ .14 .07 2.12⁎ .13 .07 1.92 .13 .07 1.92
RWA .11 .09 1.15 .31 .12 2.71⁎⁎ .31 .12 2.71⁎⁎

SDO −.07 .09 .79 −.01 .11 .08 −.01 .11 .09
Condition (C) .54 .18 2.93⁎⁎ .50 .18 2.82⁎⁎ .52 .21 2.51⁎

RWA×C −.43 .16 2.71⁎⁎ −.43 .16 2.70⁎⁎

SDO×C −.16 .18 .89 −.16 .18 .86
RWA×SDO −.03 .05 .65 −.03 .06 −.50
RWA×SDO×C −.01 .12 .12

Notes:
R2 adjusted values are .04** (Step 1), .07** (Step 2), .13*** (Step 3), and .13*** (Step 4).
R2 change values are .04** (Step 1), .05* (Step 2), .07** (Step 3), and .01 (Step 4).
⁎⁎ pb .01
⁎ pb .05.
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Fig. 3. Study 2: Support for punishment of the general who questioned presidential
authority. Note: Higher scores indicate greater support for punishment of the general
who questioned presidential authority. Regression coefficients for the slope of each
line are followed by the SE in parentheses.

Table 4
Study 2: Descriptive statistics for and correlations among RWA, SDO, ideological self-placement, and the premise objectionableness ratings.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. RWA
2. SDO .54⁎⁎⁎

3. Ideology .60⁎⁎⁎ .45⁎⁎⁎

4. School prayer space −.15⁎ −.05 −.25⁎⁎⁎

5. POW mistreatment −.30⁎⁎⁎ −.38⁎⁎⁎ −.24⁎⁎ .16⁎

6. Presidential authority .29⁎⁎⁎ .18⁎ .20⁎⁎ .14⁎ −.01
7. Mandatory school prayer −.57⁎⁎⁎ −.21⁎⁎ −.40⁎⁎⁎ .33⁎⁎⁎ .22⁎⁎ −.24⁎⁎

8. University admissions .27⁎⁎⁎ .19⁎⁎ .25⁎⁎⁎ .05 .01 .13 .07
M 2.80 2.63 3.41 2.08 3.95 2.51 3.58 3.55
SD 1.35 1.26 1.72 1.20 1.11 1.08 1.23 1.09
α .95 .94 – .85 .89 .80 .81 .81

⁎⁎⁎ pb .001
⁎ pb .05.

⁎⁎ pb .01.
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IOPM's prediction that double standards would emerge among both
those low and high in SDO.

Explicit ratings of premise objectionableness
According to the IOPM, if a premise is ideologically objectionable,

double standards should not emerge; if acceptable, double standards
can emerge. To test the assumptions of premise objectionableness in
these studies, participants rated the objectionableness of each pre-
mise. If an asymmetrical bias (e.g., asymmetrical Low RWA bias) is
hypothesized, that particular ideological attitude dimension should
linearly predict the premise objectionableness rating. If symmetrical
biases (e.g. symmetrical RWA biases) are hypothesized, that particu-
lar ideological attitude dimension should not linearly predict the pre-
mise objectionableness rating.

Table 4 reports the descriptive statistics for and bivariate correla-
tions among RWA, SDO, Ideology, and the five premise objectionable
ratings for the entire sample.5 As in the main analyses for each sce-
nario judgment, tests of the differential effects of RWA and SDO in-
volve controlling the effect of the one ideological attitude dimension
while testing the effect of the other (Duckitt & Sibley, 2007, 2010b;
Van Hiel et al., 2004). Therefore, multiple regression analyses were
performed on the composite objectionableness rating for each of the
five premises. The Ideology covariate was entered into Step 1, and
RWA and SDO were entered into Step 2. Table 8 reports these ana-
lyses for the entire sample.6 The predictions were supported for all
five premises. RWA did not predict objectionableness ratings of
school prayer space (p=.882), and SDO did not predict objection-
ableness ratings for group preferences in university admissions
(p=.162). SDO negatively predicted objectionableness ratings of
POW mistreatment. RWA negatively predicted objectionableness rat-
ings of mandatory school prayer, and positively predicted objection-
ableness ratings of questioning presidential authority. In four of the
five objectionableness ratings, the ideological dimension predicted
to be unrelated to the judgment was unrelated to the judgment. The
only exception was that SDO predicted objectionableness ratings for

mandatory school prayer; however, SDO predicted opposition to man-
datory school prayer, which was directly opposite of the predicted
RWA effect.

General discussion

These studies tested the ideologically objectionable premise
model (IOPM), which posits that biased political judgments will
emerge on both the political left and right, but only when the judg-
ment premise is ideologically acceptable to the perceiver. Based on
both the content of the perceiver's ideological attitudes and the con-
text of the judgment, the IOPM generates three hypothesized pat-
terns of bias: bias only among the political right, bias only among
the political left, and biases among both the political left and right.

These predictions were tested within the context of the dual pro-
cess motivational model of ideological attitudes (DPM; Duckitt, 2001;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a; Duckitt et al., 2002), which posits that RWA
and SDO are related but distinct ideological attitude dimensions
with differential consequences for sociopolitical and intergroup atti-
tudes. Applied to the DPM, the IOPM generates six hypotheses
(three each for RWA and SDO). All three IOPM hypotheses were test-
ed and supported along the ideological attitude dimension of RWA.
When the judgment premise was ideologically acceptable to both
those low and high in RWA (school prayer space scenario, Study 1),
double standards among those low and high in RWA emerged.
Study 2 demonstrated how biases among those low and high in
RWA could be turned on and off by the objectionableness of the judg-
ment premise: double standards emerged only among those low in

5 Recall that in the main analyses, the school prayer space and mandatory school
prayer scenarios were limited to Christian participants and the POW mistreatment
scenario was limited to U.S.-born participants. The bivariate relationship between
RWA and school prayer space objectionableness was not significant when limited to
Christians. Limiting the analysis to Christians did not affect the relationship between
RWA and mandatory school prayer objectionableness. Place of birth was not assessed
in Study 2; however, limiting the bivariate analysis to U.S. citizens did not affect the
relationship between SDO and POW mistreatment objectionableness.

6 Recall that in the main analyses, the school prayer space and mandatory school
prayer scenarios were limited to Christian participants and the POWmistreatment sce-
nario was limited to U.S.-born participants. The results of the multivariate analyses on
school prayer space and mandatory school prayer objectionableness were the same
when limited to Christians. Place of birth was not assessed in Study 2; however, limit-
ing the multivariate analysis to U.S. citizens did not affect the results on POWmistreat-
ment objectionableness.

Table 6
Study 2: Four-step hierarchical regression for the mandatory school prayer scenario.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t

Ideology .10 .08 1.19 −.14 .08 1.76 −.13 .08 1.78 −.13 .08 1.78
RWA .63 .11 5.74⁎⁎⁎ .22 .16 1.44 .22 .16 1.43
SDO −.11 .11 1.00 .14 .16 .87 .14 .16 .85
Condition (C) 1.02 .23 4.46⁎⁎⁎ .82 .23 3.58⁎⁎⁎ .82 .24 3.38⁎⁎⁎

RWA×C .72 .20 3.62⁎⁎⁎ .72 .20 3.61⁎⁎⁎

SDO×C −.33 .21 1.60 −.33 .23 1.45
RWA×SDO −.03 .06 .51 −.03 .08 .39
RWA×SDO×C .01 .13 .01

Notes:
Reported analyses included only Christian participants (N=121).
R2 adjusted values are .01 (Step 1), .32*** (Step 2), .38*** (Step 3), and .38*** (Step 4).
R2 change values are .01 (Step 1), .33*** (Step 2), .08** (Step 3), and .01 (Step 4).
⁎⁎⁎ pb .001.
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Fig. 4. Study 2: Support for mandatory school prayer. Note: ***pb .001. Higher scores
indicate greater support for mandatory school prayer. Regression coefficients for the
slope of each line are followed by the SE in parentheses. Reported analyses included
only Christian participants (N=121).
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RWA when the judgment premise was objectionable to those high
but not low in RWA (presidential authority scenario), and emerged
only among those high in RWA when the judgment premise was ob-
jectionable to those low but not high in RWA (mandatory school
prayer scenario). Along the SDO ideological attitude dimension, dou-
ble standards emerged only among those high in SDO when the judg-
ment premise was ideologically objectionable to those low but not
high in SDO (POW mistreatment scenario, Study 1), but emerged
among both those low and high in SDO when the judgment premise
was acceptable to both those low and high in SDO (university admis-
sions scenario, Study 2). Finally, supporting the prediction that some
premises are perceived as objectionable to certain perceivers whereas
others are not, Study 2 found that all five premises examined in this
paper were perceived as objectionable or not as predicted.

Together, these findings are inconsistent with the conclusion that
right-wing authoritarianism uniquely predicts double standards in
political judgment (Altemeyer, 1996, 1998; Hunsberger & Altemeyer,
2006; Peterson et al., 2002). Rather, consistent with theory and re-
search on motivated reasoning both in general and in a political con-
text (Kunda, 1987, 1990; Lord et al., 1979; Morgan et al., 2010; Taber
& Lodge; 2006; Uhlmann et al., 2009; Vallone et al., 1985), these find-
ings demonstrate that regardless of position (left vs. right) or dimen-
sion (RWA or SDO), ideological attitudes bias political judgment and
decision-making. In his critique of Altemeyer's double standards
studies, Martin (2001) suggested that Altemeyer had only succeeded
in “pushing the buttons” of those high in RWA but not of those low in
RWA. These findings suggest that objectionable and acceptable

premises push different “buttons”, the former leading to universal ob-
jection, and the latter leading to double standards.

Of course, these findings also highlight the importance of premise
objectionableness in determining when ideological motives lead per-
ceivers to employ such double standards. The power of premise ob-
jectionableness is apparent in both the across-studies comparison of
responses to the school prayer space (Study 1) and mandatory school
prayer (Study 2) scenarios, and the within-study comparison be-
tween the mandatory school prayer and presidential authority sce-
narios in Study 2. By holding the topic domain (school prayer) and

Table 7
Study 2: Four-step hierarchical regression for the university admissions scenario.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t

Ideology −.12 .06 2.06⁎ −.04 .08 .55 .04 .07 .62 .03 .07 .40
RWA −.15 .11 1.46 −.33 .13 2.50⁎ −.28 .13 2.14⁎

SDO −.02 .10 .20 −.33 .13 2.66⁎⁎ −.39 .13 3.10⁎⁎

Condition .01 .21 .02 −.03 .19 .13 .19 .21 .91
RWA×C .20 .17 1.20 .16 .17 .97
SDO×C .80 .19 4.29⁎⁎⁎ .89 .19 4.70⁎⁎⁎

RWA×SDO −.03 .05 .61 .09 .08 1.18
RWA×SDO×C −.25 .11 2.29⁎

Notes:
R2 adjusted values are .02* (Step 1), .02 (Step 2), .17*** (Step 3), and .19*** (Step 4).
R2 change values are .02* (Step 1), .02 (Step 2), .16*** (Step 3), and .02* (Step 4).

⁎ pb .05.
⁎⁎ pb .01.
⁎⁎⁎ pb .001.
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Fig. 5. Study 2: Support for Supreme Court decision on group preferences in university
admissions. Note: *pb .05; ***pb .001. Higher scores indicate greater support for the
Supreme Court's decision affirming group preferences in university admissions. Regres-
sion coefficients for the slope of each line are followed by the SE in parentheses.

Table 8
Premise objectionableness ratings as differentially predicted by RWA and SDO.

Step 1 Step 2

b SE t b SE t

School prayer space
Ideology −.17 .05 3.37⁎⁎⁎ −.19 .07 2.97⁎⁎

RWA −.01 .09 .15
SDO .10 .08 1.16

POW mistreatment
Ideology −.16 .05 3.36⁎⁎⁎ −.01 .06 .13
RWA −.13 .08 1.70
SDO −.27 .08 3.61⁎⁎⁎

Presidential authority
Ideology .12 .05 2.74⁎⁎⁎ .01 .06 .25
RWA .22 .08 2.72⁎⁎

SDO .02 .08 .31

Mandatory school prayer
Ideology −.29 .05 5.99⁎⁎⁎ −.09 .06 1.67
RWA −.54 .08 7.02⁎⁎⁎

SDO .19 .07 2.57⁎

University admissions
Ideology .17 .05 3.80⁎⁎⁎ .10 .06 1.79
RWA .07 .08 .91
SDO .11 .08 1.41

Notes:
School prayer space: R2 adjusted values are .05** (Step 1) and .05** (Step 2); R2 change
values are .06** (Step 1) and .01 (Step 2). POW mistreatment: R2 adjusted values are
.05** (Step 1) and .15*** (Step 2); R2 change values are .06** (Step 1) and .11***
(Step 2). Presidential authority: R2 adjusted values are .03** (Step 1) and .07** (Step
2); R2 change values are .04** (Step 1) and .05* (Step 2). Mandatory school prayer: R2

adjusted values are .16*** (Step 1) and .33*** (Step 2); R2 change values are .16***
(Step 1) and .18*** (Step 2). University admissions: R2 adjusted values are .07*** (Step
1) and .08*** (Step 2); R2 change values are .07*** (Step 1) and .02 (Step 2).

⁎⁎⁎ pb .001.
⁎⁎ pb .01.
⁎ pb .05.
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target comparison (Christians vs. Muslims) constant, the school
prayer space and mandatory school prayer scenarios demonstrated
how premise objectionableness determines whether biased political
judgments emerge. Although those responses were not captured
within the same individuals, Study 2 demonstrated how premise ob-
jectionableness could turn biased political judgments on (against
Obama critics among those low in RWA; against Muslims among
those high in RWA) or off (all mandatory school prayer among
those low in RWA; all presidential criticism among those high in
RWA). The power of premise objectionableness was further illustrat-
ed by the unwillingness of those high in RWA to allow their prefer-
ence for President Bush to influence their judgments under the
ideologically objectionable premise of disrespect for existing author-
ity. The IOPM therefore offers a more complete explanation for how
the content of ideological attitudes and the judgment context interact
to produce predictable patterns of biased political judgments. The im-
portance of premise objectionableness to political judgment suggests
that researchers should consider including measures of premise ob-
jectionableness when examining motivated reasoning processes
among the political left and right. These measures may function as a
priori tests of premise objectionableness, as well as safeguards
against conducting such research without properly guaranteeing
that motivated reasoning processes can be equally and fairly assessed
on both sides of the political spectrum.

Two qualifications to the present findings are important to high-
light. First, regarding the presidential authority scenario in Study 2,
the comparison of Presidents Bush and Obama provides a good deal
of mundane realism in that both presided over the same two wars
and were criticized by active generals for their war-time decisions
(i.e., General Shinseki's and MacCrystal's criticisms of the Bush and
Obama administrations, respectively). However, it is true that Presi-
dent Bush bears more responsibility for initiating and overseeing
these wars, and thus may be more deserving of criticism for his role
than President Obama. Thus, one might suggest that those high in
RWA are biased in not recognizing this distinction between the two
targets. Although the present findings across the premise judgment,
the affective ratings toward Bush and Obama, and the objectionable-
ness ratings converge in support for the IOPM, future research could
garner stronger support for the asymmetrical Low RWA bias hypothe-
sis by replicating this scenario with less specific targets (e.g., a Demo-
cratic president vs. a Republican president), or by developing another
novel scenario that is ideologically objectionable to those high but not
low in RWA that would not be open to such interpretation.

Second, one could suggest that floor effects on the dependent
measures explain why no double standards emerged among those
low in RWA and low in SDO in the mandatory school prayer and
POW mistreatment scenarios, respectively (see Figs. 2 and 4). That
is, had these premises not been so objectionable to these perceivers,
some biases among them (perhaps in favor of mandatory Muslim
school prayer and American POW mistreatment, respectively) could
have emerged. There are several reasons to doubt this explanation.
First, the findings for the other three scenarios conformed to IOPM
predictions, suggesting that the patterns of findings in the mandatory
school prayer and POW mistreatment scenarios, which were also con-
sistent with the IOPM, are not anomalies. Second, the objectionableness
ratings for these two premises corroborate the IOPM interpretation—
in fact, the two most robust coefficients were observed for these pre-
mises (bs=−.54 and −.27, respectively; see Table 8), suggesting that
these premises were perceived as quite objectionable. Third, while
those low in RWA opposed mandatory Christian and Muslim school
prayer equally, if anything, those low in SDO were slightly but non-
significantlymore accepting of Iraqi than American POWmistreatment.
This strongly suggests that a double standard in favor of American POW
mistreatment would not have emerged on a measure that allowed par-
ticipants to register an opinion even stronger than “strongly disagree”.
Thus, the data suggest premise objectionableness, not floor effects, as

the most likely explanation for these findings. Moreover, although the
IOPM is agnostic regarding how objectionable these scenarios will be
perceived, extreme opposition to mandatory school prayer and POW
mistreatment as observed among these perceivers is fully in line with
the IOPM prediction that they will find these scenarios objectionable.
Future research could more fully examine the role of the degree of pre-
mise objectionableness in sociopolitical judgments.

Are double standards evidence of cognitive rigidity?

Double standards in sociopolitical judgment have been associated
with cognitive rigidity, and evidence linking RWA to such double
standards has been interpreted as support for the rigidity-of-the-
right hypothesis (Altemeyer, 1996, 1998; Hunsberger & Altemeyer,
2006; Jost et al., 2003a; Peterson et al., 2002). Applying this operatio-
nalization of rigidity to the present studies, it is difficult to link polit-
ically conservative attitudes with cognitive rigidity. That said, others
have suggested that rigidity is characterized by the absence of double
standards (Lindner & Nosek, 2009, p. 88). From this perspective, the
judgments of those low in SDO in the POW mistreatment scenario
and those low in RWA in the mandatory school prayer scenario may
reflect rigid opposition to prisoner abuse and compulsory school
prayer, respectively. Of course, adopting this operationalization of ri-
gidity also fails to support the rigidity-of-the-right hypothesis in the
present studies, as objectionable premises predictably short-circuited
double standards on both the left and right. Thus, it is difficult to place
the presentfindingswithin the context of the debate on the relationship
between political ideology and rigidity, dogmatism, and inflexibility
(see Greenberg & Jonas, 2003; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway,
2003b; Tetlock, 1984). Future research may determine whether the
presence or absence of double standards is associated with cognitive
rigidity by examining whether trait-based measures of rigidity (e.g.,
PNS; Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; NFC; Kruglanski, Webster, & Klem,
1993) moderate these judgments.

The IOPM and the DPM

In this paper, the IOPM hypotheses were tested within the context
of the dual process model (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a).
This approach provided a stringent test of the hypotheses, as it relied
on certain scenarios activating one ideological dimension more than
the other. These studies supported all three IOPM hypotheses as related
to RWA. Whereas the symmetrical SDO biases and asymmetrical High
SDO bias hypotheses were tested, the asymmetrical Low SDO bias hy-
pothesis was not tested due to space considerations in the study mate-
rials. Future research could test this hypothesis with a premise that is
ideologically objectionable to those high but not low in SDO. For exam-
ple, if a hierarchy-attenuating policy poses a realistic intergroup threat
(e.g., amnesty for undocumented immigrants; Costello & Hodson,
2011; Thomsen, Green, & Sidanius, 2008), those high in SDO should ob-
ject to the policy, regardless of the political leader proposing the policy.
However, those low in SDO would find this premise acceptable, and
should therefore more strongly support the policy if endorsed by
Obama than if endorsed by Bush. Like the presidential authority scenar-
io from Study 2, this hypothetical scenario would have the benefit of
political realism, as both Obama and Bush supported legislation that
would have provided a path to citizenship for some undocumented im-
migrants residing in the U.S. (DREAMAct and Comprehensive Immigra-
tion Reform Act of 2007, respectively).

Overall, these findings were generally consistent with the DPM.
RWAmore strongly predicted judgments in scenarios related to coer-
cive action (mandatory school prayer), deference to authority (presi-
dential authority), and conformity to traditional moral and religious
norms and values (mandatory school prayer; school prayer space)
(Duckitt & Sibley, 2010a). On the other hand, SDO more strongly pre-
dicted judgments in scenarios related to intergroup dominance (POW
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mistreatment; university admissions) and social stratification (uni-
versity admissions).

Consideration of the DPM is especially relevant in the present con-
text for several reasons. First, contrary to Altemeyer's (1998) sugges-
tion, these findings indicate that biased political judgments are not
limited to right-wing authoritarianism. Second, the consideration
of both ideological attitude dimensions suggests that Altemeyer
(1996) was unable to capture double standards among those low in
RWA on the issue of affirmative action not because of flexibility and
consistency in the minds of those low in RWA, but because of the mis-
match between the dimension of ideological belief assessed (RWA)
and the hierarchy-attenuating policy examined. Together, these find-
ings strongly indicate the utility of the DPM's two-dimensional
approach to ideological attitudes.

Support for the DPMwas somewhat qualified by the three-way in-
teractions observed in the school prayer space (Study 1) and univer-
sity admissions (Study 2) scenarios. Although the DPM does not
anticipate interactive effects of RWA and SDO on intergroup attitudes
(Sibley, Robertson, & Wilson, 2006), the present studies and other ev-
idence (Crawford et al., in press) suggest that RWA and SDO may
have interesting interactive effects in sociopolitical judgments,
which could be explored in future research.

Theoretical applications of the IOPM

One of the strengths of this paper is that it tested the IOPM hy-
potheses within the two-dimensional framework of the DPM, gener-
ating a number of testable hypotheses. That said, the IOPM can be
applied to other conceptualizations of ideological attitudes, including
a one-dimensional left–right distinction (Jost, 2006; Knight, 1999)
and other recent multi-dimensional perspectives, such as Stenner's
(2009) three dimensions of conservatism (authoritarianism; laissez-
faire; status quo), or Janoff-Bulman's (2009) inclusion of libertarian
and communitarian dimensions in the traditional left–right continuum.
Moreover, future research could extend the role of premise objection-
ableness beyond political judgments to those related to religious belief
systems, moral foundations (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009), cultural
worldview defenses (Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszczynski, 1991), and
social identities or categories (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, Hogg,
Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987).

The processing of objectionable premises

These studies clearly demonstrate that premise objectionableness
matters for how people make political judgments. Future studies
should address how objectionableness premises are processed. For
example, do objectionable premises provide a useful heuristic for
political judgments requiring little cognitive effort, or do they present
a trade-off between the ideological motives violated by the judgment
premise and the motives that favor one target over the other, requir-
ing more effortful processing to reconcile? Cognitive response ana-
lyses (Cacioppo, Petty, Kao, & Rodriguez, 1986; Petty & Cacioppo,
1986) may clarify these processes. If objectionable premises provide
a judgment heuristic, this may suggest that they operate like moral
intuitions such as disgust, which have primacy in moral judgment
(Haidt, 2001; Wheatley & Haidt, 2005). This interpretation may be
bolstered by the fact that the objectionableness ratings in Study 2
assessed the extent to which these premises were perceived as “dis-
gusting” and “immoral”.

Conclusion

People on both the political left and right bring their ideological
beliefs to bear on their political judgments (Lord et al., 1979; Morgan
et al., 2010; Taber & Lodge; 2006; Uhlmann et al., 2009; Vallone et al.,
1985). Across the ideological attitude dimensions of RWA and SDO,

these studies tested and supported the ideologically objectionable
premise model (IOPM), which posits that all ideological attitudes
can lead to biased political judgments, but only when the judgment
premise is ideologically acceptable to the perceiver. Thus, the IOPM
recognizes the interaction between the content of ideological atti-
tudes and the situational constraints of the judgment context (Blass,
1991; Fleeson, 2004). In observing a link between authoritarianism
and double standards in political judgment, Altemeyer (1998; p. 86)
suggested that only those high in RWA “speak out of both sides of
their mouths from one situation to another”. These studies indicate
that we can all speak from both sides of our mouths, depending on
the objectionableness of what we're speaking about.
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Appendix A. Materials in Study 1

School prayer space scenario
Suppose that a law was passed that allowed public schools in New

Jersey to designate special areas of the school for Christian (Muslim)
student worship. If a Christian (Muslim) student desired to enter
this space during the day, he or she would be allowed to.

Dependent measures. This is a good law, and should be passed.
If I had the chance to vote on this law, I would vote against it. (re-

verse scored)
I would vote for representatives who voted in favor of this law.

POW mistreatment scenario
A report was released today detailing the mistreatment of an

American soldier (Iraqi insurgent) by Iraqi insurgents (American sol-
diers). The recently released American soldier (Iraqi insurgent) claims
that the Iraqi insurgents (American soldiers) used tactics that were
“basically torture”, including keeping him awake all night, making
him stand in his own urine, and depriving him of light by making
him wear a sack over his head for several days. The Iraqi insurgent
(American) forces have denied the allegations.

Dependent measures. The treatment of this American solider (Iraqi
insurgent) was justified.

The treatment of this American soldier (Iraqi insurgent) was moral.
The treatment of this American soldier (Iraqi insurgent) was basi-

cally torture. (reverse scored)

Appendix B. Materials in Study 2

Presidential authority scenario
The U.S. President is the Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces.

It is therefore rare that an active military officer would question his
authority, especially when the United States is at war. However,
such an incident occurred in recent years when an active four-star
general publicly questioned the military decisions of President
George W. Bush (Barack Obama) and his administration in a time of
war. This incident proved to be deeply embarrassing for the President
and his administration.
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Dependent measures. The general should have been reprimanded for
questioning the authority of his Commander-in-Chief.

The general was right to question the President's authority. (re-
verse scored)

The general should have been forced to resign for questioning the
authority of his Commander-in-Chief.

Mandatory Christian school prayer
Suppose a law were passed requiring the strenuous teaching of re-

ligion in public schools. Beginning in kindergarten, all children would
be taught to believe in God, pray together in school several times a
day, memorize the Ten Commandments and other parts of the Bible,
learn the principles of Christian morality, and eventually be encour-
aged to accept Jesus Christ as their personal savior.

Mandatory Muslim school prayer
Suppose you were living in a modern Arab democracy, whose con-

stitution stated there could be NO state religion—even though the
vast majority of the people were Muslims. Then a fundamentalist
Islamic movement was elected to power, and passed a law requiring
the strenuous teaching of religion in public schools. Beginning in kin-
dergarten, all children would be taught to believe in Allah, pray to-
gether facing Mecca several times each day, memorize important
parts of the Koran, learn the principles of Islamic morality, and even-
tually be encouraged to declare their allegiance to Muhammad and
become a Muslim.

Dependent measures. This is a good law, and should be passed.
If I had the chance to vote on this law, I would vote against it. (re-

verse scored)
I would vote for representatives who voted in favor of this law.

Race-based court decision
A Supreme Court ruling has upheld the rights of a major Universi-

ty to use race as a factor in determining university admissions.
Although some argue that this practice of “affirmative action” is
unfair to equally qualified students, the University argues that these
practices make up for past discrimination and other disadvantages.
The justices in the majority offered the following opinion: “Academic
merit has to be everything a student has achieved, measured against
the opportunities and circumstances that that student has faced.”
This rationale was used to support the Court's decision to allow the
University to continue its race-based admissions policy.

Legacy-based court decision
A Supreme Court ruling has upheld the rights of a major Universi-

ty to use one's status as a so-called “legacy” as a factor in determining
university admissions. “Legacies” are the relatives (like sons or
daughters) of wealthy and powerful graduates and alumni. Although
some argue that this practice is unfair to other equally qualified stu-
dents, the University argues that these practices are the right of the
University to use admissions criteria that they believe are appropri-
ate. The justices in the majority offered the following opinion:
“Academic merit can include a host of personal information that the
University decides is appropriate and relevant to their admissions
decisions.” This rationale was used to support the Court's decision
to allow the University to continue its legacy-based admissions
policy.

Dependent measures. The Supreme Court made the right decision.
If I were a justice on the Supreme Court, I would rule against the

University's race-based (legacy-based) admissions policy. (reverse
scored)

There are no problems with the University's race-based (legacy-
based) admissions policy.
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