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Abstract
Political polarization between conservatives and liberals threatens democratic societies. Ameliorating liberal research participants’
negative feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes towards conservatives might be one step into the direction of a political
depolarization. In a sample of U.S.-American liberal research participants recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 271),
we randomly assigned participants in a pre-post-design either to a clinical-psychological, metacognitive-intervention (MCT),
an educational, or a no-treatment-no-pre-measurement-control-condition. In the MCT-condition, participants were first asked
seemingly simple questions that frequently elicited incorrect responses, followed by corrective information. In the educational
condition, information was conveyed in a simple narrative form. MCT was significantly more effective in ameliorating liberal
participants’ negative feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes towards conservatives compared to the other two control-conditions.
Further, MCT-participants significantly reduced their negative feelings, negative evaluations, and perceptions of threat from
pre- to post-measurement, significantly more than participants in the educational condition. The results of our preliminary study
and its implications are discussed, and recommendations for further research are made.
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Ongoing societal polarization processes pose the risk of divided, non-communicating, and thus vulnerable un-
democratic societal conditions (Hare & Poole, 2014; Pew Research Center, 2014). With regard to the political
sphere, polarization processes inhere a dangerous potential as the political opponent is increasingly associated
with negative emotions, disapproved of, perceived as threatening, and stereotyped (Cohn, 2014; Iyengar &
Krupenkin, 2018; Pew Research Center, 2014, 2016, 2017). Symptoms of these political polarization processes
can be currently observed in the U.S.: Whereas the conservative U.S. President Donald Trump has claimed that
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“Democrats are the party of crime” (“Trump calls Democrats the 'party of crime'”, 2018), the former liberal U.S.
president Barack Obama claims that “[t]he politics of division and resentment and paranoia has unfortunately
found a home in the Republican Party“ (Stracqualursi, 2018). Both statements align with social psychological re-
search indicating that, indeed, people are prejudiced toward groups holding a different political or ideological
worldview (attitudinal dissimilarity-prejudice-link; Brandt, 2017; Brandt, Reyna, Chambers, Crawford, &Wetherell,
2014; Crawford & Pilanski, 2014; Voelkel, Brandt, & Colombo, 2018).

Social-psychological explanations of ongoing political polarization processes address the importance of group
polarization – characterized by people adopting more extreme positions after discussion – facilitated by the rise
of social media (Thomas, McGarty, & Mavor, 2016). Social media act as self-referring “echo chambers” (Bakshy,
Messing, & Adamic, 2015) that pave the way through their social validating environments both for group polarization
as well as for political polarization. For example, Facebook users are more likely to receive information in an ide-
ological like-minded way. In the same vein, a network analysis on U.S.-American Twitter messages containing
moral and emotional language and their retweet-activity showed an increased diffusion within a political ingroup
(conservatives or liberals) and less between political group-members (Brady, Wills, Jost, Tucker, & Van Bavel,
2017). That is, social media such as Facebook or Twitter offer the possibility of classical group and political polar-
ization conditions because they facilitate a social validating environment.

Polarization in Conservatives and Liberals

Longitudinally, politicization predicts polarization both on an affective as well as on a cognitive level in such diverse
samples as (conservative) Tea-Party members or (liberal) members of the LGBT-community (Simon, Reininger,
Schaefer, Zitzmann, & Krys, 2019). The dangerous potential of the ongoing polarization of the two most prevalent
political groups in the United States of America – conservatives and liberals – is thus not only plausible in light of
the aforementioned social-psychological research, but also from an applied perspective: Conservatives increas-
ingly disapprove of liberals, and liberals increasingly disapprove of conservatives (Gentzkow, 2016; Pew Research
Center, 2014, 2016, 2017). Notwithstanding its importance, there is little research on the group of liberals in social
psychology and how tensions can be overcome or soothed (Crawford & Jussim, 2018; Duarte et al., 2015).

Origins of the Attitudinal Dissimilarity-Prejudice-Link

Social-psychological explanations – as Voelkel and colleagues (2018, pp. 57-58) summarize – name three origins
of the attitudinal dissimilarity-prejudice-link:

1. A social cue-based automatized human capacity for identifying friends and foes. According to this concept,
“[p]eople who are perceived as holding dissimilar political beliefs are […] flagged as foes and, thus, met
with prejudice” (Voelkel et al., 2018, p. 57).

2. A reaction to incongruity, which means that if people’s desire to understand the world is frustrated due to
(other) groups with different attitudes and opinions than theirs, they “derogate those with different attitudes
and values in an attempt to bolster the validity of their own way of viewing the world.” (Voelkel et al., 2018,
p. 58)

3. An overconfidence of one’s attitudes, opinions, and worldviews implying that others holding different ones
are wrong. This means that “people who are overconfident think that they have reasons to be prejudiced
toward others with dissimilar views.” (Voelkel et al., 2018, p. 58)
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A Metacognitive, Counter-Stereotypical Approach to Reduce Overconfidence

In the present preliminary study, we will adopt a new counter-stereotypical information providing approach, entitled
metacognitive training (MCT), an intervention that has previously been applied in clinical psychology for reducing
overconfidence in clinical populations. Metacognitive training has first been used in psychosis patients targeting
fixed overconfident held false beliefs before it has been transposed to other mental disorders. Meta-analyses
have proven its effectiveness in reducing delusional symptoms (Eichner & Berna, 2016; Liu, Tang, Hung, Tsai,
& Lin, 2018) and it has been entered into treatment guidelines in Germany and Australia.

During MCT, participants are posed seemingly easy questions that elicit overconfidence in incorrect (stereotypical)
responses. Exposure with corrective information (i.e., unexpected information) is aimed at self-correction, partic-
ularly the reduction of confidence and seeking of more information. MCT aims to plant the “seeds of doubt” (Moritz
et al., 2014) and it has been verified that its effects on delusions is mediated by a reduction of overconfidence
(Köther et al., 2017), that is, MCT induces doubt and uncertainty in overconfidently held false judgements. Impor-
tantly, and unlike classical educative intervention approaches that only provide corrective information, MCT first
raises questions with seemingly easy answers. That is, participants are asked and can familiarize with a particular
topic and rate their own confidence. In MCT, after having answered a question and rated one’s confidence, one
is provided with (corrective) information. As an example, a psychosis patient might be asked in a MCT session:
“What do you think? How often were the following symptoms/experiences endorsed by individuals from the gen-
eral population?“ The patient is then asked to guess the amount of people, who endorsed the item “Did you ever
think people can communicate telepathically?“. In fact, the amount of people from the general population who
endorse this item is 61% (Moritz, Krieger, Bohn, & Veckenstedt, 2017). Here, one is likely to underestimate the
amount of individuals from the general population endorsing this item, and this underestimation is especially true
of psychosis patients. After having guessed the amount of people, having rated one’s confidence, the true amount
of 61% is then being displayed. The display of the underestimated judgments plants “the seeds of doubt” and
patients learn to withhold strong self-stigmatizing judgments until sufficient evidence has been collected, and to
consider counter-arguments as well as alternative views. In other exercises, patients are shown snapshots of
photos that lure into false assumptions. After participants provide their responses and the confidence herein, the
correct answer is revealed which frequently deviates from the responses and in case of overconfident incorrect
judgements aims to induce “aha” experiences.

A logical control-condition related to this specific kind of metacognitive training is to provide participants with the
corrective information only (i.e., education condition). In a recent study, Moritz, Lasfar, Reininger, and Ohls (2018)
transferred MCT from the clinical to the political and religious context. They observed in a subsample of Muslims
that MCT improved tolerance and approval of religious outgroups (Christians, Jews, and Atheists) compared to
an education control-condition. Here, 298 participants were first asked about their attitudes toward Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam before they were randomly assigned to either the metacognitive intervention (n = 136) or
the education control-condition (n = 162). In the latter, information was conveyed in a simple narrative. In the MCT
condition, participants were first asked apparently simple questions that frequently elicited incorrect responses
followed by corrective information. As a result, both Christian and Muslim participants appraised their own religion
as the most peaceful and tolerant. The educational approach was more effective in reducing stereotypes about
Islam among non-Muslims, whereas MCT was more successful in lessening prejudice about Christianity among
Muslims. As mentioned above, the education control-condition only included the (corrective, at least non-stereo-
typical) information and did not include any question aiming to familiarize participants with the respective topic.
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Our goal was to transfer the clinical intervention-strategy of MCT from the clinical (e.g., Moritz et al., 2014) and
the religious sphere (Moritz et al., 2018) to the political, polarized area of intergroup contacts between liberals
and conservatives. By doing so, we aimed to ameliorate negative evaluations, feelings, and stereotypes towards
conservatives in liberal research participants. Therefore, similar to intergroup intervention approaches providing
participants with new knowledge or counter-stereotypical information, we included counter-stereotypical information
(i.e., corrective information) about the conservative outgroup in the metacognitive training. As mentioned above,
providing counter-stereotypical information has been proven to be effective in reducing prejudice (e.g., Brewer,
1999; Brown & Hewstone, 2005). First familiarizing liberal research participants with questions regarding the
conservative outgroup should – after confronting them in the metacognitive training with respective counter-
stereotypical information about the conservative outgroup – plant the seeds of doubt. This, in turn, may cause
participants to reduce their negative feelings, and finally question and overcome their in-group favoritism and their
outgroup-derogation (specifically: their evaluation of conservatives, their stereotypes with regard to conservatives,
and their claim of national threat due to conservative policies).

Applying the specific method of MCT (as opposed to only exposing liberal research participants to counter-
stereotypical information or as opposed to exposing liberal research participants to no treatment), should more
effectively lead liberal research participants to ameliorate their negative feelings, evaluation, and stereotypes.
Accordingly, only exposing participants with counter-stereotypical information (i.e., education condition) should
be more effective than exposing them to no treatment.

As one example of the political sphere, one currently held (wrong) stereotype towards conservatives in the general
population and especially in liberals is an overestimation of the percentage of rich people in the Republican Party,
or a respective underestimation of the amount of black people (Ahler & Sood, 2018)i. First, answering to a given
question in a stereotypical way paves the way for a familiarized interaction with the given topic (e.g. social structure
of the Republican Party): Participants share their worldview with the researcher who asks the question regarding
the social-structure of the Republican Party. After having given one’s rating(s) on various questions, MCT is con-
strued to display the questions again, the respective participant’s response, and then to provide feedback whether
the participant was right or wrong on that particular question. Next, the briefed participant can process the true
(corrective, at least counter-stereotypical) information on that particular topic (e.g. a correct information on the
prevalence of rich or black party members within the Republican Party with a respective scientific reference).
Thus, the participant is given the possibility to process the (counter-stereotypical) information. This process is
likely to evoke anti-stereotypical attitudes and ameliorated feelings regarding conservatives in a liberal research
participant.

Even though our research group currently works on a similar MCT intervention for conservatives, we wanted to
present data targeting our ‘social psychological blind spot’, namely focusing on ameliorating liberals’ emotions,
evaluation, perception of threat, and stereotypes with regard to the conservative outgroup. That is why we present
data of a MTurk based study with liberals recruited via TurkPrime. We defined liberals as those MTurk users, who
placed themselves on the scale “Where on the following scale of political orientation would you place yourself?”
ranging from 1 (extremely liberal) to 3.5 (moderately liberal) to 5 (neither) to 7.5 (moderately conservative) to 10
(extremely conservative) as 1, 2, or 3, i.e., as very or extremely liberal.
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The Present Research

In this preliminary study, we aimed to transfer the clinical intervention strategy of MCT to the political psychological
context, as did Moritz, Lasfar, Reininger, and Ohls (2018). However, we go beyond the study by Moritz et al.
(2018) in two important ways. On the one hand, we not only include an education control-condition, but also a
further no-treatment control-condition. On the other hand, our conceptual replication focuses on a specific group
of research participants: U.S.-American liberals. We aimed at ameliorating this group’s negative emotions, evalu-
ations, stereotypes, and perceptions of fear with regard to the outgroup of U.S.-American conservativesii.

Specifically, MCT (as opposed to the education and the no-treatment control-condition) should ameliorate polar-
ization, that is, liberal research participants’ negative feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes. In the same vein,
when comparing the pre- and post-interventionmeasures, MCT should bemore effective in ameliorating polarization
compared with the education condition.

Method

Power Analysis

We based our power analysis on the assumption that the three conditions Metacognitive Training vs. education
vs. no-treatment would exert a medium effect (i.e., f = .25) on the dependent variables as meta-analyses on the
clinical effects of MCT conclude “that MCT exerts a small to moderate effect” (Eichner & Berna, 2016, p. 952).
We applied this effect size to an a priori power analysis for three groups within an ANOVA. The power analysis
indicated that approximately 252 participants would be needed to achieve 95% power (1 - β) at a .05 alpha level
(α = .05). To account for potential study dropouts, we recruited 320 adults claiming to be ‘very liberal’ online using
convenience sampling via TurkPrime (Litman, Robinson, & Abberbock, 2017), which draws on previously screened
participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011). A total of 11 participants
were excluded because they answered less than 88% questions of the whole study, 37 participants were excluded
because they showed on a 10-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (extremely liberal) to 10 (extremely conservative)
values greater than 3, and one participant who claimed to be a Republican. Thus, our total sample included 271
participants. Our study follows the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the local ethic
committee of the University Medical Centre Hamburg-Eppendorf (LPEK-0045), Germany.

Participants

The final sample consisted of 271 participants (191 female, 79 male, 1 other), all sociodemographic characteristics
can be seen in Table 1.
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Table 1

Sociodemographic Characteristics

No treatment (n = 81)Education (n = 89)MCT (n = 101)

Variable %n%n%n

Sex
596072Female .872.467.371
222928Male .227.632.727
001Other .00.00.01

Ethnicity
332Asian/Asian-American .73.43.02
4310Black/African American .94.43.99
836Latino/Hispanic American .99.43.95
657880Caucasian American .280.687.279
010Other .00.11.00
113More than one race .21.11.03

Education
101High school no diploma .21.00.01
336High-school diploma .73.43.95
201723Some college .724.119.822
8159Associate degree .99.916.98
343339Bachelor’s degree .042.137.638
111716Master’s degree .613.119.815
447Professional degree or doctorate degree .94.54.96
39.20 (13.19)38.35 (11.58)38.35 (12.08)Aged

aχ2(4) = 2.42, p = .660. bχ2(10) = 10.59, p = .391. cχ2(12) = 7.04, p = .855. dF(2, 268) = 0.11, p = .897.

Design

We applied a between-subjects design with three conditions by randomly assigning participants (using true ran-
domization with the automated Randomizer in Qualtrics) either to the Metacognitive Training (MCT) condition (n =
101), the education condition (n = 89), or to the no-treatment condition (n = 81). Not surprisingly, attrition was
only observed in both experimental conditions with 6 participants in the MCT condition and 4 participants in the
education condition. Attrition did not differ across conditions. In both experimental conditions (i.e., in the MCT and
the education condition), we applied a pre-post-design, whereas the no-treatment condition was in fact a true
baseline, no-treatment-no-pre-measurement-control-condition. In both experimental conditions (i.e., in the MCT
and the education condition), we applied a pre-post-design, whereas the no-treatment condition was in fact a true
baseline, no-treatment-no-pre-measurement-control-condition. Using this design, we were first able to compare
both experimental conditions from pre- to post-intervention, and we could also compare both experimental conditions
with a third, baseline, no-treatment-no-pre-measurement-control-condition. Pre-post-designs are commonly applied
in clinical psychology. If the pre-measurement affected post-measurements, this should be true of both experimental
conditions.
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Procedure
Informed Consent and Initial Questions

Participants completed the study on Qualtrics, a web-based tool for creating surveys. Before Mechanical Turk
users were randomly assigned to each condition, they provided informed consent and answered measures of
political orientation. Participants assigned to both intervention conditions (i.e., MCT and education) then were
given the baseline measures, whereas participants in the no-treatment control-condition were directly led to the
post-intervention measures.

Baseline Measures

Before being exposed to the experimental treatment, research participants in both intervention conditions (i.e.,
MCT and education) were asked questions regarding their evaluation of the outgroup of conservatives, their per-
ception of being threatened by the outgroup of conservatives, stereotypes towards conservatives, and (negative)
feelings towards conservativesiii.

(Negative) feelings towards conservatives — As one important dependent variable, we assessed our liberal
research participants’ negative feelings towards the conservative outgroup. We asked them “Do conservatives/con-
servative leaners make you feel afraid?” as well as “Do conservatives/conservative leaners make you feel angry?”
with a 10-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 10 (very much). We averaged both items, r(188) = .532,
p < .001, to create a “Negative-Feelings-Scale”. We chose these two negative feelings of feeling afraid and feeling
angry in order to encompass a broad indicator of negative feelings. From a basic emotion perspective, we missed
to assess sadness, but chose those two basic emotions to represent both a negative internalizing or a negative
externalizing reaction to an opponent.

Evaluation of conservatives —We assessed our participants’ evaluation of the conservative outgroup with two
items. The first one has a clear midpoint and derives from research on tolerance-development towards disapproved
but respected outgroups (Simon, 2017; Simon, Eschert, et al., 2019; Simon & Schaefer, 2016): “Do you regard
the following beliefs and practices as something bad or something good? – Conservatives” with a 7-point-Likert-
scale ranging from -3 (clearly bad) to +3 (clearly good). The second item evaluating conservatives derives from
the Pew Research Center (2014): “Would you say your overall opinion of conservatives/conservative leaners
is…?” with a 4-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (very unfavorable) to 4 (very favorable). In order to condense
both items, r(188) = .426, p < .001, to a small scale, we z-transformed both values and calculated a mean for our
“Evaluation-Scale (z-score)”.

Perception of being threatened by conservatives — We assessed our liberal research participants’ feelings
of being threatened by conservatives with the item: “Would you say the Republican Party's policies are so mis-
guided that they threaten the nation's well-being?” with the options 0 (no) and 1 (yes), a question used by the Pew
Research Center (2014).

Stereotype towards conservatives—We assessed a commonly endorsed liberal stereotype regarding conser-
vatives (Pew Research Center, 2016) beginning with “Compared to other Americans, would you say conservatives/
conservative leaners are more...” followed by the 10-point Likert-scale ranging from 1 (closed-minded) to 10 (open-
minded).
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Experimental Conditions

Metacognitive Training condition — In the Metacognitive Training condition we asked three questions which
included – from the perspective of liberal research participants – correct stereotypical information (filler questions)
such as “What was Martin Luther King, Jr. fighting for?” with four choices whereas one is obviously the correct
one (“Civil rights movement”; for all items in the MCT condition, see Table 2).

Table 2

Questions, Responses, and Endorsement in the Metacognitive Training Condition

Endorsement

present study (%)Question / Response option

1. What was Martin Luther King, Jr. fighting for? [filler question]

Independence of America .00

Civil rights movement [correct] .0100

Votes for women .00

Separation between Catholic and Protestant church .00

2. Which of the following groups has the highest number of supporters for the minimum wage of $15? [filler question]

People over 65 years .00

Donald Trump supporters .03

People with a family income of over $75,000 a year .01

Hillary Clinton supporters [correct] .096

3. How many of 11,994 published scientific papers about climate research agree on Anthropogenic Global Warming, meaning that global warming is

extremely likely to be primarily caused by human activities? [filler question]

19.2% .02

37.7% .01

67.5% .820

99.3% [correct] .276

4. How many people supporting Republicans earn over $ 250,000 a year?

2.2% [correct] .821

18.2% .725

32.2% .824

42.2% .727

5. What was the common ground for the formation of the Republican Party?

Abolition of slavery [correct] .552

Elimination of Native Americans .97

1Votes for women

Independence of America .638

6. Who said that he sees “no reasons why today on the streets citizens should be carrying loaded weapons”?

Bill Clinton .911

Ronald Reagan [correct] .730

Barack Obama .551

George W. Bush .95
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Endorsement

present study (%)Question / Response option

7. How many people supporting Republicans are over 65 years old?

3.2% .02

21.3% [correct] .728

46.7% .638

67.2% .730

8. Which of the following is a correct statement about air strikes (largely carried out by drones) in relation to the covert action against terrorism?

There were 10 times more air strikes during Bush’s Presidency than during Obama’s Presidency .817

There were no air strikes during Obama’s Presidency .05

There were 10 times more air strikes during Obama’s Presidency than during Bush’s Presidency [correct] .550

There was approximately the same amount of air strikes during the presidencies of Bush and Obama .726

9. Which abortion method has the smallest risk of complications for the mother occurring during or after the abortion, if the abortion is post 20 weeks

of gestation?

Taking medicine that kills the fetus inside the mother’s womb like Misoprostol .640

Inducing labor .725

Having a c-section .911

Pulling out the fetus with its legs first and sucking out its brain (dilatation and extraction) [correct] .821

10. How many Republicans and Republican leaners favor same-sex marriage in 2017?

3% .726

11% .731

36% .728

47% [correct] .912

11. The NRA (National Rifle Association) opposes the idea of background checks for private gun sales. How many of gun-owning households in the

U.S. that are members of the NRA favor background checks for private gun sales?

6% .824

25% .820

41% .819

74% [correct] .734

12. How many of Republicans say there should be a way for undocumented immigrants to stay in the country, if certain requirements are met?

7% .732

14% .726

37% .727

56% [correct] .912

13. Police chiefs in the U.S. were asked about their priorities for fighting violent crime.

Which of the following did they name last?

Reducing drug abuse .820

Better economy and more jobs .727

Expand the use of death penalty [correct] .636

Simplifying court rules .914

Afterwards, participants in the MCT condition were given ten questions, which were designed to pave the way for
counter stereotypical response-behavior. For example, we asked our liberal research participants “How many
people supporting Republicans earn over $ 250,000 a year?” knowing that usually the percentage in the general
population as well as in liberals is significantly overestimated (Ahler & Sood, 2018). Giving the possibilities “2.2%”
[this is the correct answer], “18.2%”, “32.2%”, and “42.2%”, we again paved the way for an overestimation. We
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also asked participants for their confidence in their response: “How sure are you about your answer?“ with the
alternatives „guessing“, “rather unsure”, “rather sure”, and “100% sure”.

After having answered the 13 questions, our participants finally were presented with feedback (their given response
and the correct answer) and were provided with information about the correct answer. For example, participants
were displayed (at least for 10 seconds):

“2.2% of the people supporting Republicans earn over $250,000 a year. However, research shows that
people overestimate the amount of money Republican supporters have. On average, people who took
part in the survey thought that 38.2% of Republican supporters would earn over $250,000 a year.

Source: Ahler, D. J., & Sood, G. (2018). The parties in our heads: Misperceptions about party composition
and their consequences. The Journal of Politics, 80(3), 964-981.”

Education control-condition — Participants in the educational condition were not asked the 13 questions listed
in Table 2. Instead, only the correct 13 answers provided in the metacognitive condition were displayed for at
least 10 seconds to convey the messages without the question-and-answer format and without any rating of
confidence in the responses.

No-treatment control-condition — Participants in the no-treatment control-condition did not answer baseline
measures, instead they were directly asked to respond to the dependent measures.

Dependent Measures

As post-intervention measures, we re-assessed all baseline measures and added one more item to the scales
assessing (negative) feelings, the perception of threat, and stereotypes, respectively.

(Negative) feelings towards conservatives — Next to the items encompassing negative feelings regarding
conservatives (i.e., feeling angry and afraid), r(269) = .596, p < .001, we additionally assessed participants’ feelings
towards conservatives using the “Feeling-Thermometer” (Henry & Sears, 2002). Specifically, participants were
asked: “Use the ‘feeling-thermometer’ to indicate whether you have positive or negative feelings about Conserva-
tives/conservative leaners in the U.S.” with a slider ranging from 0 (negative/cold feelings) to 100 (positive/warm
feelings).

Evaluation of conservatives—We assessed participants’ evaluation of the conservative outgroup with the same
two items used in the pre-test, r(269) = .550, p < .001.

Perception of being threatened by conservatives— In addition to the items focusing on the perceived misguid-
ance of Republican Party's policies, we added as post-intervention measure the item: “Are the following people
a threat to U.S. society? Conservatives/conservative leaners in the U.S.” ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 (absolutely).
We also condensed both items, r(269) = .367, p < .001, into a “Threat-Scale (z-scores)” with the mean of the two
z-transformed values.

Stereotypes towards conservatives — As a post-intervention measure, we assessed two stereotypes (Pew
Research Center, 2016): “Compared to other Americans, would you say conservatives/ conservative leaners are
more...” followed by the 10-point Likert-scale ranging either from 1 (closed-minded) to 10 (open-minded) or from
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1 (dishonest) to 10 (honest). Again, we summarized these to a “Stereotype-Scale” indicating positive stereotypes
of honest, open-minded (i.e., liberal-like) outgroup-members, averaging both items, r(269) = .489, p < .001.

Results

In our results, we first describe the bigger picture of our preliminary study, analyzing the post-intervention-measures
across the three conditions (i.e., the Metacognitive Training (MCT) condition, the education condition, or to the
no-treatment condition). Second, we compare the two active, experimental conditions and their effects over time
from pre- to post-intervention.

Specifically, we first were interested in whether MCT would ameliorate our liberal research participants’ negative
feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes towards the conservative outgroup. Therefore, we first compared the post-
intervention measures between the MCT condition and the two control-conditions (i.e., education and no-treatment
condition). Second, we conducted a repeated-measures analysis in a 2 (pre- vs. post-measures) within-subjects
x 2 (MCT vs. education) between-subjects design in order to investigate whether MCT significantly ameliorated
negative feelings, evaluation, and perception of threat compared to the education control group. We followed up
this analysis by investigating the development of participants in both intervention conditions comparing pre- and
post-measures in the MCT as well as in the education condition.

Comparison of the Post Intervention Measures (MCT vs. Education vs. No Treatment)

We submitted the post intervention measures (dependent measures) to an analysis of variance (ANOVA) with
condition (MCT vs. education vs. no-treatment) as fixed between-subject factor (Table 3, Figure 1 and Figure 2).
As post-hoc analysis, we calculated the least-significant difference (LSD).
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Figure 1. Comparison of the post-intervention-measures (MCT vs. education vs. no treatment): Means (and 95% confidence
intervals as error bars) of the Evaluation-Scale and Threat-Scale.

Figure 2. Comparison of the post-intervention-measures (MCT vs. education vs. no treatment): Means (and 95% confidence
intervals as error bars) of the Negative-Feelings-Scale, Feeling Thermometer, and Stereotype-Scale.

Feelings towards conservatives: Negative-feelings-scale — Participants in the MCT condition, showed less
negative feelings regarding conservatives, than those in the education condition, 95% CI [0.13, 1.64], d = 0.33,
and those in the no-treatment condition, 95% CI [0.22, 1.77], d = 0.37. Participants in the education condition did
not differ from those in the no-treatment condition, p = .791.

Feelings towards conservatives: Feeling thermometer — Participants in the MCT condition showed
marginally significant more positive feelings regarding conservatives than those in the education condition, 95%
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CI [-9.72, 0.61], d = 0.24, and significantly more than those in the no-treatment condition, 95% CI [-12.56, -1.96],
d = 0.40. Participants in the education condition did not differ from those in the no-treatment condition, p = .329.

Evaluation of conservatives — Participants in the MCT condition showed a better evaluation of conservatives
than those in the education condition, 95% CI [0.06, 0.56], d = 0.35, and those in the no-treatment condition, 95%
CI [0.09, 0.60], d = 0.40. Participants in the education condition did not differ from those in the no-treatment con-
dition, p = .765.

Perception of being threatened by conservatives—Participants in theMCT condition showed a lower perception
of being threatened by conservatives than those in the education condition, 95% CI [0.08, 0.55], d = 0.38, and
those in the no-treatment condition, 95% CI [0.04, 0.52], d = 0.31. Participants in the education condition did not
differ from those in the no-treatment condition, p = .764.

Stereotypes regarding conservatives — Participants in the MCT condition showed marginally significant less
negative stereotypes regarding conservatives than those in the education condition, 95% CI [-0.90, 0.02], d =
0.26, and significantly than those in the no-treatment condition, 95% CI [-1.58, -0.63], d = 0.68. Even though
marginally significantly differing from participants in the MCT condition, participants in the education condition also
differed from those in the no-treatment condition, p = .008, 95% CI [-1.16, -0.18], d = 0.43.

Investigating the Change of Attitudes in the MCT and the Education Condition (Pre vs. Post Intervention)

In order to compare attitude change from baseline to after the interventions between MCT and the education
condition, we tested the effects of time (within-subject-factor: pre vs. post) and condition (between-subjects-factor:
MCT vs. education) using analyses of covariance (ANCOVA). Methodological studies suggest that controlling for
baseline scores is advantageous relative to conventional pre-post comparisons and usually leads to an increase
in power (Borm, Fransen, & Lemmens, 2007; Vickers & Altman, 2001). Unlike mixed analysis of variance models,
this type of analysis accounts for baseline differences and regression to the mean.

We observed that participants in the MCT group significantly ameliorated their negative feelings, evaluation, and
perception of threat compared to the education control group (see Table 4). Only with regard to the stereotype-
item, we observed a marginally significant small effect.

We followed up this analysis by comparing the pre- and post-intervention measures for the two intervention con-
ditions separately. Note that we did not include the no-treatment condition, since we did not assess baseline
measures in this condition. The detailed results of the paired t-test between the pre- and the post-intervention
measures of participants in the MCT and the education condition can be seen in Table 4. Most importantly, (despite
the only marginally significant threat-item,) our liberal research participants in the MCT condition significantly
ameliorated their negative feelings, evaluation, and stereotypes with regard to the conservative outgroup. The
effects of MCT ranged between Cohen’s d = 0.17 and d = 0.52, that is, in a small to medium range. Similarly,
participants in the education condition also ameliorated their negative feelings, evaluation (only one of the two
items), and stereotypes, the effects ranged between Cohen’s d = 0.10 and d = 0.28, that is, in a small range).
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Discussion

In our study, we observed that a short metacognitive intervention ameliorated liberal research participants’ negative
feelings, evaluations, perceptions of threat, and stereotypes towards conservatives compared to an education
condition as well as compared to a no-treatment condition. Individuals in the metacognitive intervention significantly
reduced their negative feelings, negative evaluations, perceptions of threat towards conservatives from pre- to
post-measurement, significantly more than participants in the education condition, in which only counter-stereo-
typical information were presented.

Thus, although previous research has suggested that presentation of counter-stereotypical information helps to
reduce stereotypes (e.g., Brewer, 1999; Brown & Hewstone, 2005), the MCT intervention was more effective than
mere delivery of information in reducing negative feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes. The particular mechanism
of MCT (i.e., exposing counter-stereotypical contents in a familiarizing way) is one prerequisite to reduce negative
feelings, disapproval, perceptions of threat, and stereotypes. These results are in line with previous work focusing
on religious stereotypes (Moritz et al., 2018). This observation is not trivial as it refers to work extremely important
to our societies’ ongoing (political) polarization. When disapproval can be reduced, we also confine disinhibited
hostility. Other approaches fostering tolerance aim at confining disapproval with equality-based respect (and focus
on the dynamics leading to equality-based respect (Reininger, Schaefer, Zitzmann, & Simon, 2020; Simon, 2017;
Simon, Eschert, et al., 2019; Simon & Schaefer, 2016). However, these approaches take the disapproval (our
research shows to be reducible via MCT) as a prerequisite.

In our study, we present data targeting our ‘social psychological blind spot’, namely liberals’ negative evaluations,
stereotypes, perception of threat, and emotions with regard to the conservative outgroup. We thereby targeted a
population that so far has received little attention in social-psychological research (Duarte et al., 2015). Specifically,
claims of a politicized social psychology skewing to the political left, being politically biased in their research and
publishing practices, and excluding conservatives motivated our research (Crawford & Jussim, 2018; Stevens et
al., 2018). Therefore, we presented data of an MTurk based study with liberals (i.e., individuals who identified as
very or extremely liberal). Still, there is need to replicate our findings in a laboratory setting, becauseMTurk research
participants “perform experiments frequently, are familiar with common experimental paradigms, and select into
experiments. Further, they engage in some behaviors which might influence the integrity of the data that they
provide: a significant proportion complete the same study multiple times, provide misleading information, find in-
formation regarding successful task completion online, and provide privileged information regarding studies to
other participants, even when explicitly asked to refrain from cheating.” (Necka, C. Cacioppo, Norman, & J.
Cacioppo, 2016, p. 2). Second, there is a need to conceptually replicate our findings in other research participant
populations – especially in the political opposite: Conservatives. In fact, our research group is currently developing
a metacognitive approach in order to ameliorate conservatives’ negative evaluations, stereotypes, and feelings
regarding liberals. Future studies replicating and establishing our preliminary study should rule out the possibility
that participants in the MCT condition could have been more likely to pay attention to (i.e., were more likely to
conscientiously read and process) the counter-stereotypical information than were participants in the education
condition. So far, we only controlled for a minimum amount of time (i.e., ten seconds), in which participants were
displayed with the respective information.

Our intention is to find ways of depolarization and facilitating more superordinate identifications (Simon & Ruhs,
2008). Importantly, even when we observed significant reductions in negative feelings, evaluations, and stereotypes,
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participants in the metacognitive condition still devalued the conservative outgroup, as indicated by their post-in-
tervention scores on the dependent variables, which were still significantly different from a neutral evaluationiv.
We want to argue, however, that we did not expect liberals in the metacognitive intervention to show significantly
positive feelings or evaluations towards conservatives. In contrast, we aimed to ameliorate negative feelings,
evaluations, perceptions of threat, and stereotypes.

Research focusing on depolarization is an important endeavor, as within the self-referring „echo chambers“ (Bakshy
et al., 2015), no counter-stereotypical information is provided as there is no communication between the political
opponents (Brady et al., 2017), and even if this counter-stereotypical information was provided, this would not be
enough: The specific mechanism of MCT, that is to first familiarize participants with a disapproved group and then
to secondly sow the seeds of doubt results in political depolarization. Still there is a need to identify and test the
particular underlying mechanisms of doubt, uncertainty about opponents, surprise at unexpected findings, or even
intellectual humility (Reininger, 2018; Reininger & Krott, 2019)v. In the same vein, there is a need to evaluate the
effects observed here – will they affect participants’ states or even be effective in the long-term? The strategy of
MCT itself has shown to be effective in the long-term (e.g., 6 months for depression: Jelinek, Faissner, Moritz, &
Kriston, 2019; 6 months to 3 years for psychosis: Moritz et al., 2014). That is, why we currently work on a similar
MCT for conservatives aiming at ameliorating their negative feelings, evaluations, perceptions of threat, and
stereotypes with regard to liberals, even though the amount of empathy might differ between the two groups
(Morris, 2020). Similarly, we work on a meta-affective/affective-mentalization-based training aiming at reducing
negative feelings towards disapproved outgroups.

Providing the results of our preliminary study, we hope that other researchers will build on this type of metacognitive
intervention, which is a step towards exploring ways to integrate insights from clinical psychology to the polarized
political sphere and to ameliorate societal polarization by targeting stereotypical beliefs.

Notes

i) In the same vein, of course, conservatives also hold wrong stereotypes about liberals. For example, they overestimate the
amount of black or lesbian/gay/bisexual members within the Democratic Party (Ahler & Sood, 2018).

ii) As our research participants consist of U.S.-American liberals, our terminology of conservatives and members of the
Republican Party seem interchangeable. Even though these two groups are not the same, they constitute a relevant outgroup
to our research participants of U.S.-American liberals.

iii) We also assessed further variables not important to the focus of this article. In general, we fixed the order of the scales
presented, however, items within each scale were randomized.

iv) Post-Evaluation Measures in all conditions differed from the scale’s midpoint (i.e., 0 [‘Do you regard the following beliefs
and practices as something bad or something good?’ Scale: -3 clearly bad to +3 clearly good]) or 2.5, respectively [‘Would
you say your overall opinion of conservatives/conservative leaners is…?’, Scale: 1 very unfavorable to 4 very favorable]), all
ps < .001.

v) We thank one of our reviewers for this theoretical reasoning.

Funding

The authors have no funding to report.

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2020, Vol. 8(2), 453–472
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i2.1227

Reininger, Krott, Hoenisch et al. 469

https://www.psychopen.eu/


Competing Interests

The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank David Herzmann for statistical support.

References

Ahler, D. J., & Sood, G. (2018). The parties in our heads: Misperceptions about party composition and their consequences.
The Journal of Politics, 80, 964-981. https://doi.org/10.1086/697253

Bakshy, E., Messing, S., & Adamic, L. A. (2015). Exposure to ideologically diverse news and opinion on Facebook. Science,
348, 1130-1132. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa1160

Borm, G. F., Fransen, J., & Lemmens, W. A. (2007). A simple sample size formula for analysis of covariance in randomized
clinical trials. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 60, 1234-1238. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2007.02.006

Brady, W. J., Wills, J. A., Jost, J. T., Tucker, J. A., & Van Bavel, J. J. (2017). Emotion shapes the diffusion of moralized content
in social networks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 114, 7313-7318.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1618923114

Brandt, M. J. (2017). Predicting ideological prejudice. Psychological Science, 28, 713-722.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617693004

Brandt, M. J., Reyna, C., Chambers, J. R., Crawford, J. T., & Wetherell, G. (2014). The ideological-conflict hypothesis:
Intolerance among both liberals and conservatives. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23, 27-34.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413510932

Brewer, M. B. (1999). The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love or outgroup hate? The Journal of Social Issues, 55, 429-444.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126

Brown, R., & Hewstone, M. (2005). An integrative theory of intergroup contact. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology,
37, 255-343. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(05)37005-5

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon’s Mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality,
data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6, 3-5. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980

Cohn, N. (2014, June 12). Polarization Is dividing American society, not just politics. The New York Times. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/12/upshot/polarization-is-dividing-american-society-not-just-politics.html

Crawford, J. T., & Jussim, L. (Eds.). (2018). The politics of social psychology. New York, NY, USA: Routledge.

Crawford, J. T., & Pilanski, J. M. (2014). Political intolerance, right and left. Political Psychology, 35, 841-851.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.00926.x

Duarte, J. L., Crawford, J. T., Stern, C., Haidt, J., Jussim, L., & Tetlock, P. (2015). Political diversity will improve social
psychological science. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 38, Article e130. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X14000430

Eichner, C., & Berna, F. (2016). Acceptance and efficacy of metacognitive training (MCT) on positive symptoms and delusions
in patients with schizophrenia: A meta-analysis taking into account important moderators. Schizophrenia Bulletin, 42(4),
952-962. https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbv225

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2020, Vol. 8(2), 453–472
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i2.1227

Ameliorating Evaluations and Stereotypes in Liberals 470

https://doi.org/10.1086%2F697253
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.aaa1160
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jclinepi.2007.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1073%2Fpnas.1618923114
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0956797617693004
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0963721413510932
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1016%2FS0065-2601%2805%2937005-5
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1745691610393980
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/12/upshot/polarization-is-dividing-american-society-not-just-politics.html
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fj.1467-9221.2012.00926.x
https://doi.org/10.1017%2FS0140525X14000430
https://doi.org/10.1093%2Fschbul%2Fsbv225
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Gentzkow, M. (2016). Polarization in 2016.Retrieved from http://web.stanford.edu/~gentzkow/research/PolarizationIn2016.pdf

Hare, C., & Poole, K. T. (2014). The polarization of contemporary American politics. Polity, 46(3), 411-429.
https://doi.org/10.1057/pol.2014.10

Henry, P. J., & Sears, D. O. (2002). The symbolic racism 2000 scale. Political Psychology, 23, 253-283.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00281

Iyengar, S., & Krupenkin, M. (2018). The strengthening of partisan affect. Advances in Political Psychology, 39, 201-218.
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12487

Jelinek, L., Faissner, M., Moritz, S., & Kriston, L. (2019). Long-term efficacy of Metacognitive Training for Depression (D-MCT):
A randomized controlled trial. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 58, 245-259.

Köther, U., Vettorazzi, E., Veckenstedt, R., Hottenrott, B., Bohn, F., Scheu, F., . . . Moritz, S. (2017). Bayesian analyses of the
effect of metacognitive training on social cognition deficits and overconfidence in errors. Journal of Experimental
Psychopathology, 8(2), 158-174. https://doi.org/10.5127/jep.054516

Litman, L., Robinson, J., & Abberbock, T. (2017). TurkPrime.com: A versatile crowdsourcing data acquisition platform for the
behavioral sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 49, 433-442. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-016-0727-z

Liu, Y. C., Tang, C. C., Hung, T. T., Tsai, P. C., & Lin, M. F. (2018). The efficacy of metacognitive training for delusions in
patients with schizophrenia: A meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials informs evidence-based practice.Worldviews
on Evidence-Based Nursing, 15(2), 130-139. https://doi.org/10.1111/wvn.12282

Moritz, S., Andreou, C., Schneider, B. C., Wittekind, C. E., Menon, M., Balzan, R. P., & Woodward, T. S. (2014). Sowing the
seeds of doubt: a narrative review on metacognitive training in schizophrenia. Clinical Psychology Review, 34, 358-366.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2014.04.004

Moritz, S., Krieger, E., Bohn, F., & Veckenstedt, R. (2017). MKT+: Individualisiertes Metakognitives Therapieprogramm für
Menschen mit Psychose. Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Moritz, S., Lasfar, I., Reininger, K. M., & Ohls, I. (2018). Fostering mutual understanding among Muslims and Non-Muslims
through counterstereotypical information: An educational versus metacognitive approach. The International Journal for the
Psychology of Religion, 28, 103-120. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508619.2018.1431759

Morris, S. G. (2020). Empathy and the Liberal-Conservative political divide in the U.S. Journal of Social and Political Psychology,
8, 8-24. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i1.1102

Necka, E. A., Cacioppo, S., Norman, G. J., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2016). Measuring the prevalence of problematic respondent
behaviors among MTurk, campus, and community participants. PLoS One, 11(6), Article e0157732.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157732

Pew Research Center. (2014). Political polarization in the American Public. Retrieved from
http://www.people-press.org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-public/

Pew Research Center. (2016). Partisanship and political animosity in 2016. Retrieved from
http://www.people-press.org/2016/06/22/partisanship-and-political-animosity-in-2016/

Pew Research Center. (2017). Political polarization, 1994-2017. Retrieved from
http://www.people-press.org/interactives/political-polarization-1994-2017/

Reininger, K. M. (2018). Sozialpsychologische Perspektiven auf Glauben und Wissen: Wie identitätsbasierter Zweifel in
religiösem Glauben zu politischem Engagement führen und vor Radikalisierung bewahren kann [Social-psychological

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2020, Vol. 8(2), 453–472
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i2.1227

Reininger, Krott, Hoenisch et al. 471

http://web.stanford.edu/~gentzkow/research/PolarizationIn2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1057%2Fpol.2014.10
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F0162-895X.00281
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fpops.12487
https://doi.org/10.5127%2Fjep.054516
https://doi.org/10.3758%2Fs13428-016-0727-z
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fwvn.12282
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.cpr.2014.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F10508619.2018.1431759
https://doi.org/10.5964%2Fjspp.v8i1.1102
https://doi.org/10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0157732
http://www.people-press.org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-public/
http://www.people-press.org/2016/06/22/partisanship-and-political-animosity-in-2016/
http://www.people-press.org/interactives/political-polarization-1994-2017/
https://www.psychopen.eu/


perspectives on believing and knowing: How identification-based doubt might lead to political behavior and might prevent
from radicalization]. Theologie und Glaube, 108, 248-266.

Reininger, K. M., & Krott, N. R. (2019). Identifikationsbasierter Zweifel in Konfliktdynamiken [Identification-based doubt in
conflict dynamics]. Konfliktdynamik, 8(1), 56-63. https://doi.org/10.5771/2193-0147-2019-1-56

Reininger, K. M., Schaefer, C. D., Zitzmann, S., & Simon, B. (2020). Dynamics of respect: Evidence from two different national
and political contexts. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 8, 542-559. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i2.1199

Simon, B. (2017). Grundriss einer sozialpsychologischen Respekttheorie: Implikationen für Kooperation und Konflikt in
pluralistischen Gesellschaften. Psychologische Rundschau, 68, 241-250. https://doi.org/10.1026/0033-3042/a000326

Simon, B., Eschert, S., Schaefer, C. D., Reininger, K. M., Zitzmann, S., & Smith, H. J. (2019). Disapproved, but tolerated: The
role of respect in outgroup tolerance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 406-415.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218787810

Simon, B., Reininger, K. M., Schaefer, C. D., Zitzmann, S., & Krys, S. (2019). Politicization as an antecedent of polarization:
Evidence from two different political and national contexts. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58, 769-785.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12307

Simon, B., & Ruhs, D. (2008). Identity and politicization among Turkish migrants in Germany: The role of dual identification.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 1354-1366. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012630

Simon, B., & Schaefer, C. D. (2016). Tolerance as a function of disapproval and respect: The case of Muslims. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 55, 375-383. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12137

Stevens, S. T., Jussim, L., Anglin, S. M., Contrada, R., Welch, C. A., & Labrecque, J. S., … Campbell, W. K. (2018). Political
exclusion and discrimination in social psychology. In J. T. Crawford & L. Jussim (Eds.), The politics of social psychology
(pp. 210-244). New York, NY, USA: Taylor and Francis.

Stracqualursi, J. (2018). 10 attacks Obama unleashed on Trump, GOP in midterm speech. Retrieved from
https://edition.cnn.com/2018/09/07/politics/obama-list-of-attacks-republicans-trump/index.html

Thomas, E., McGarty, C., & Mavor, K. (2016). Group interaction as the crucible of social identity formation: A glimpse at the
foundations of social identities for collective action. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 19, 137-151.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430215612217

Trump calls Democrats the 'party of crime'. [Video file]. (2018, October 1). Retrieved from
https://www.washingtonpost.com/video/politics/trump-calls-democrats-the-party-of-crime/2018/10/01/af5cd32c-c5d5-
11e8-9c0f-2ffaf6d422aa_video.html?utm_term=.8e39fa77ed44

Vickers, A. J., & Altman, D. G. (2001). Analysing controlled trials with baseline and follow up measurements. BMJ, 323,
1123-1124. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.323.7321.1123

Voelkel, J. G., Brandt, M. J., & Colombo, M. (2018). I know that I know nothing: Can puncturing the illusion of explanatory
depth overcome the relationship between attitudinal dissimilarity and prejudice?Comprehensive Results in Social Psychology,
3(1), 56-78. https://doi.org/10.1080/23743603.2018.1464881

PsychOpen GOLD is a publishing service by
Leibniz Institute for Psychology Information (ZPID),

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2020, Vol. 8(2), 453–472
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i2.1227 Trier, Germany. www.leibniz-psychology.org

Ameliorating Evaluations and Stereotypes in Liberals 472

https://doi.org/10.5771%2F2193-0147-2019-1-56
https://doi.org/10.5964%2Fjspp.v8i2.1199
https://doi.org/10.1026%2F0033-3042%2Fa000326
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0146167218787810
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fbjso.12307
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0012630
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fbjso.12137
https://edition.cnn.com/2018/09/07/politics/obama-list-of-attacks-republicans-trump/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1368430215612217
https://www.washingtonpost.com/video/politics/trump-calls-democrats-the-party-of-crime/2018/10/01/af5cd32c-c5d5-11e8-9c0f-2ffaf6d422aa_video.html?utm_term=.8e39fa77ed44
https://www.washingtonpost.com/video/politics/trump-calls-democrats-the-party-of-crime/2018/10/01/af5cd32c-c5d5-11e8-9c0f-2ffaf6d422aa_video.html?utm_term=.8e39fa77ed44
https://doi.org/10.1136%2Fbmj.323.7321.1123
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F23743603.2018.1464881
https://www.psychopen.eu/
https://www.leibniz-psychology.org/

	Ameliorating Evaluations and Stereotypes in Liberals
	(Introduction)
	Polarization in Conservatives and Liberals
	Origins of the Attitudinal Dissimilarity-Prejudice-Link
	A Metacognitive, Counter-Stereotypical Approach to Reduce Overconfidence
	The Present Research

	Method
	Power Analysis
	Participants
	Design
	Procedure

	Results
	Comparison of the Post Intervention Measures (MCT vs. Education vs. No Treatment)

	Discussion
	Notes
	(Additional Information)
	Funding
	Competing Interests
	Acknowledgments

	References


