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Many social psychological topics have political implications. Has the fact that most social 
psychologists are political liberals distorted research on these topics? Four speakers address 
this issue from different perspectives. Together, these talks challenge researchers to improve 
social psychology by minimizing the influence of their political beliefs on our science. 
 
Why We Should Care About Ideological Diversity in Social Psychology 
Yoel Inbar, Joris Lammers 
Tilburg University; Universität zu Köln 
Does social-personality psychology have a diversity problem? When it comes to politics, the 
answer is clearly “yes”.  I will discuss two large-scale surveys (combined N=800) of social and 
personality psychologists which found that: 1) only a small minority describe themselves as 
“conservative” or “moderate”; 2) conservatives fear negative consequences of revealing their 
political beliefs to their colleagues; 3) they are right to do so. In decisions ranging from paper 
reviews to hiring, many social and personality psychologists said that they would discriminate 
against openly conservative colleagues--and the more liberal respondents were, the more they 
said they would discriminate. I'll then talk about some of the consequences of an ideological 
monoculture for individual researchers and scientific progress, and suggest some ways to 
increase ideological diversity.  
 
 
Ideological Symmetry in Prejudice, Intolerance, and Authoritarianism 
Jarret Crawford 
The College of New Jersey 
In social psychology, prejudice, intolerance and authoritarianism have long been considered 
more the province of the political right than the left. I will review new evidence showing that--
contrary to this prevailing view--prejudice, intolerance, and authoritarianism characterize people 
on both the right and left. First, I will discuss recent research showing that liberals and 
conservatives express approximately equal levels of prejudice, discrimination, and political 
intolerance towards their perceived outgroups. Second, I present new evidence showing that 
just as right-wing authoritarianism predicts support for the forceful suppression of the left, left-
wing authoritarianism predicts support for the forceful suppression of the right. Together, these 
studies suggest that perceived value inconsistency and threat are the mechanisms behind left-
wing and right-wing outgroup hostility. I end by discussing why half a century of social 
psychological research has failed to address or uncover ideological symmetries in prejudice, 
intolerance and authoritarianism.  
 
 
Conservatives as Canaries in the Coal Mine: Symptom of Sickness Sapping Scientific 
Social Psychology 
Lee Jussim 
Rutgers University 
Why are social and personality psychologists largely politically left-wing, and what are the 



scientific consequences? Psychology’s ideological skew is due to self-selection, hostile-
workplace processes, and direct discrimination (Duarte, Crawford, Stern, Haidt, Jussim, and 
Tetlock, under review; Inbar & Lammers, 2012). The consequences for psychological science 
are serious, including unjustified or distorted conclusions about politically-charged topics via a 
slew of questionable interpretive practices (QIPs; Jussim, 2012). QIPs include: selective 
preference (publication, funding, citations) given to politically congenial studies; blind spots 
(selectively ignoring politically uncomfortable results); and mythmaking (extolling weak or 
irreplicable findings as powerful and pervasive if they bolster politically desirable narratives). I 
will present specific examples of QIPs: questionable publication, IRB, and funding decisions; 
selective ignoring of research on rational and accurate stereotyping; and selective extolling of 
weak or irreplicable expectancy-confirmation studies. I conclude with recommendations on how 
to limit QIPs and reasons to be optimistic about social psychology's future.  
 
 
The Politics of Publishing Controversial Work on Psychological Sex Differences 
David Buss 
University of Texas, Austin 
This talk will share insights from publishing controversial work on psychological sex differences. 
When I first presented my 37-culture study on evolved sex differences in the psychology of 
sexuality and mating, friendly colleagues urged me to suppress the findings. Many still refuse to 
acknowledge that evolved sex differences exist, because doing so is erroneously perceived to 
conflict with achieving gender equality. As a result, scientifically astonishing double-standards 
are applied to evaluating competing explanations. Firmly grounded evolutionary hypotheses 
require massive cross-cultural and cross-method documentation, and even then are denigrated, 
distorted, mischaracterized, or dismissed. Explanations involving socialization, roles, and vague 
invocations of “culture” are readily accepted as prima facie correct, even when causal 
explanations are nebulous and empirical evidence dubious. Advancement of social 
psychological science requires acknowledging potentially unpalatable empirical findings, 
eliminating scientific double-standards, and making social psychological theory consilient with 
principles in the life sciences.  
 


