WALDEN
UNIVERSITY Walden University

A higher degree. A higher purpose.
ScholarWorks

Walden Dissertations and Doctoral Studies

Walden Dissertations and Doctoral Studies Collection

2023

Moral Foundations for Political Party Preference Among
Residents of Politically Polarized U.S. Cities

Antoine Lee Barton
Walden University

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations

b Part of the Public Policy Commons

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Walden Dissertations and Doctoral Studies
Collection at ScholarWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Walden Dissertations and Doctoral Studies by an
authorized administrator of ScholarWorks. For more information, please contact ScholarWorks@waldenu.edu.


http://www.waldenu.edu/
http://www.waldenu.edu/
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissanddoc
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissanddoc
https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations?utm_source=scholarworks.waldenu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F14649&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/400?utm_source=scholarworks.waldenu.edu%2Fdissertations%2F14649&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:ScholarWorks@waldenu.edu

Walden University

College of Health Sciences and Public Policy

This is to certify that the doctoral dissertation by

Antoine Lee Barton

has been found to be complete and satisfactory in all respects,
and that any and all revisions required by
the review committee have been made.

Review Committee
Dr. Anne Hacker, Committee Chairperson,
Public Policy and Administration Faculty

Dr. Douglas Mac Kinnon, Committee Member,
Public Policy and Administration Faculty

Dr. Karen Shafer, University Reviewer,
Public Policy and Administration Faculty

Chief Academic Officer and Provost
Sue Subocz, Ph.D.

Walden University
2023



Abstract
Moral Foundations for Political Party Preference Among Residents of Politically
Polarized U.S. Cities
by

Antoine Lee Barton

Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

Public Policy and Administration

Walden University

August 2023



Abstract
Excessive polarization, partisanship, and animosity can promote legislative gridlock in
the American political electorate and can have a negative impact on democracy. The
purpose of this qualitative study was to obtain a greater understanding of the moral
foundations used by residents in polarized cities to determine political party preferences.
Haidt and Graham’s moral foundations theory and Janis’s groupthink theory provided the
conceptual framework. Secondary data consisting of open-ended responses from the 2020
American National Election Studies time series study were used. Secondary data were
collected regarding likes and dislikes about the two major political parties (Democrat and
Republican) from respondents in five polarized cities: Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans,
Louisiana; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; Birmingham, Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana.
Data were analyzed to identify the moral foundations used by residents of politically
polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences. Thematic
coding was used through the lens of the conceptual framework, and findings indicate the
moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities are primarily harm/care
and fairness/reciprocity when assessing political parties. Ingroup/loyalty,
respect/authority, and purity/sanctity were also used, but to a lesser extent. This research
may contribute to positive social change by providing a better understanding of the
reasons for political polarization, partisanship, and animosity, which could lead to
methods for understanding partisanship to foster tolerance and civility in political

discourse.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Introduction

Political polarization, especially within cities, can adversely affect democracy and
public policy. Political polarization has been an integral source of conflict within
societies (Stewart et al., 2020). Excessive polarization can undermine democracy by
making compromise difficult between individuals who disagree (Axelrod et al., 2021).
Understanding the reasons for political polarization, animosity, and partisanship by
specifically understanding the moral foundations of the United States’ two major political
parties by individuals in polarized cities can hopefully lead to greater understanding and
possibly diffuse its effect. While engaging in politics, people aligning with a political
party are more likely to view the opposing major political party unfavorably (Pew
Research Center, 2016, 2022a). Republicans and Democrats agree that it is stressful to
talk about politics among individuals who disagree (Van Green, 2021). Additional
research should be conducted to explore this to better understand the moral foundations
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine
individual political party preferences. In this chapter, I discuss the background, problem
statement, purpose of the study, research question, conceptual framework, nature of the
study, and significance of the study.

Background

As aresult of excessive disagreements, it has become increasingly difficult for

politicians to enact public policies that can help constituents. In many countries, an

increasing amount of political polarization has raised concerns regarding the stability of



their respective nation’s democratic governance (Brown & Enos, 2021). Polarization,
partisanship, and animosity negatively affect democracy and public policy because
polarization and partisanship result in a stalemate in legislation in the U.S. Congress. The
animosity between individuals or political parties carries over into policy discussions,
often resulting in legislative gridlock, which harms democracy.

Highly partisan individuals could be a source of animosity within the U.S.
electorate. Individuals with high partisanship are defined as utterly loyal to a political
party or a coalition (Mohammed, 2018). Pew Research Center (2019a) has found that
political animosity, antipathy, and hostility have increased among partisan individuals.
Many voters live in politically polarized areas with virtually no exposure to individuals
from a different political party (Brown & Enos, 2021). According to Dottle (2019),
Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans, Louisiana; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; Birmingham,
Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana, are the top five most polarized cities in the United
States.

Studying the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in
the United States to determine political party preferences could develop further insight
into partisanship, animosity, and polarization. In this research, I investigated the moral
foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to
determine individual political party preferences. The research was conducted to address a
gap in knowledge by analyzing individual’s preferences to the different political parties
through the conceptual framework of Haidt and Graham’s (2007) moral foundation

theory (MFT) and Janis’s (1972) groupthink theory.



Problem Statement

Excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity can promote legislative
gridlock in the political electorate and harm U.S. democracy. As previously noted,
Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans, Louisiana; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; Birmingham,
Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana, are the top five most polarized cities in the United
States (Dottle, 2019). Not understanding the moral foundations used by residents of
politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences
can promote even greater polarization, partisanship, and political animosity fueled by a
lack of understanding of those initial conflicts.

Polarization, partisanship, and political animosity have increased significantly in
the United States (Desilver, 2022; Pew Research Center, 2014a; Pew Research Center
2014b; Pew Research Center, 2016). In fact, the United States has experienced the largest
increase in polarization over the past 40 years (Boxell et al., 2022). Specifically, in a
politically polarized era in the United States, there remains sharp partisan divides that
continue to be a significant factor in the public’s political values (Pew Research Center,
2019b). As Dixit and Weibull (2007) explained, political polarization includes dire risks,
including bitter political debates, and a civil society can be threatened as a result.
Addressing this problem of polarization, partisanship, and political animosity is important
for future generations.

Partisan polarization might worsen for future generations if not addressed.
According to Fisher (2008), in the United States, partisan polarization has increased for

younger Americans compared to the entire United States. This partisan hostility continues
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to be a problem, as noted by Martherus et al. (2021) who found that partisans dehumanize
members of the opposing party. This problem can worsen because as younger Americans
age, the partisan gap could continually increase, where red states will become more
Republican and blue states will become more Democratic (Fisher, 2008; Wilson et al.,
2020). Furthermore, partisans in both political parties are more likely to feel negativity
toward individuals in a different political party, which may continue if not addressed
(Pew Research Center, 2022b).

As a result of negative views toward other political parties, partisanship has
subsequently increased. Partisanship has caused many problems in the U.S. Congress and
with citizens. As a result of increased partisanship, there remains record legislative
gridlock, less bipartisanship agreement on policy, and many other views that cannot be
represented in policy when one party holds a majority in all the branches of government
(Pew Research Center, 2017, 2022a), which harms U.S. democracy. Excessive
partisanship can also prevent beneficial legislation from becoming law, especially in a
divided government. Examples of beneficial legislation include climate change, gun
safety, minimum wage, and campaign finance reform.

Increased polarization and how polarization has formed in the electorate has been
widely studied. Worldwide, polarization has jeopardized politics and democracies
(Arbatli & Rosenberg, 2021). Unfortunately, affective polarization has become so
problematic that it is now a defining feature in U.S. politics (Druckman et al., 2021).
Political polarization has also become a problem because power-hungry politicians can

take advantage of a polarized electorate and use government to intimidate citizens in
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democracies; power itself plays an essential role in people using the knowledge they have
to change institutions for their benefit (Arbatli & Rosenberg, 2021; Pfeffer & Drummond,
2011). The United States is experiencing increasing political polarization and government
intimidation toward opposition, which further polarizes the nation (Arbatli & Rosenberg,
2021).

Peterson and Kagalwala (2021) have found that partisan selective exposure leads
to more partisanship in the U.S. voting electorate. Partisanship selective exposure
includes connecting to media sources, news, and opinions that an individual already
agrees with, promoting a biased opinion (Peterson, Goel & Iyengar, 2021; Peterson &
Kagalwala, 2021). Considering the increasing levels of partisanship and the increasing
polarization of U.S. political parties, further research is needed to study how to bridge
partisan divides (Desilver, 2022; Pew Research Center, 2014a; Pew Research Center,
2022a). Mason (2015) and Rekker (2021) found that partisan identities have polarized
Americans, increased partisanship biases, activism, and anger, strengthening political
identities.

Increasing levels of partisanship may lead to more intolerance between the two
major U.S. political parties. The American electorate engaged in politics may force
people into agreement with each other’s political opinions, further promoting animosity.
There is a need to better understand individuals’ preferences with major political parties
to explain polarization, partisanship, and animosity so that unity can be promoted.

Studying the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the



United States to determine political party preferences can help lead to an increased
understanding of polarization, partisanship, and animosity.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to obtain a greater understanding of the moral
foundations used by residents in polarized cities to determine political party preferences.
Studying this might help explain the excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity
that can promote legislative gridlock in the political electorate and harm U.S. democracy.
Through Haidt and Graham’s MFT (2007) and Janis’s groupthink theory (1972), I sought
to better understand the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities
in the United States to determine political party preferences. Secondary data from the
sample was drawn from the identified cities.

Data can be used to discover the political electorate’s polarization, partisanship,
and political animosity by exploring what individuals think of the United States major
political parties. This research was conducted to explore the moral foundations used by
residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party
preferences. Exploring the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized
cities in the United States to determine political party preferences more deeply is
essential, so individuals can become more informed on why Americans disagree
regarding political parties. Understanding each other’s differences may not mitigate
political disagreements, but individuals will be able to understand each other better.

Understanding political polarization could support cooperation among politicians

to promote legislation that helps as many citizens as possible. Arbatli and Rosenberg



(2021) found that research into political polarization could determine society’s
preferences and offer policy solutions. As Mason (2015) suggested, people have strong
political identities, but individual positions on issues are not as polarized. Druckman et al.
(2021) also found that narrowing issue divides does not exclusively require policy
discourse but should include addressing partisan hostilities. Individuals are divided along
partisan labels but may agree on specific issues (Mason, 2015).

In this research study, I considered the experiences of residents of politically
polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences. Qualitative
research was appropriate for this study because I analyzed respondents’ words looking
for themes to answer the research question. The phenomenon behind this research was
divergent opinions on political parties with a goal to better understand polarization,
partisanship, and political animosity. To address the understanding of political
polarization, animosity, and partisanship, I sought to inquire on the moral foundations
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political
party preferences. My investigation of the moral foundations used by residents of
politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences
may foster a mutual understanding among individuals who disagree politically.

Research Question

The research question for this study was: What are the moral foundations used by

residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party

preferences?



Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework in this study included moral foundations theory by
Haidt and Graham (2007) and groupthink theory by Janis (1972). This framework
benefited this study because it explains how morality differs across individuals and
groups. MFT can explain how contributing factors differ across political ideologies (Day
et al., 2014). Individuals with different political ideologies have different likes and
dislikes related to the political parties based on their morality. Individuals assess the
appeal of different political parties based on their moral foundations, providing a
rationale for why MFT is appropriate for the study.

Within the literature, there are central characteristics of MFT. Specifically, Haidt
and Graham (2007) presented five foundations that individuals may prioritize:
(a) authority/respect, (b) purity/sanctity, (c¢) harm/care, (d) ingroup/loyalty, and
(e) fairness/reciprocity. MFT can explain why individuals have different political
opinions on polarizing issues (Koleva et al., 2012). MFT can also explain differences on
the likes and dislikes regarding the political parties and further explain why partisanship,
acrimony, and polarization have increased. Wendell and Tatalovich (2021) explained
how future research should focus on moral content research and distinguish between
mixed and pure moral policies and non-moral policies to explore MFT further, and this is
what was done in this study.

Groupthink theory helps to uncover the reasons for animosity between individuals
of different political-ideological groups. Groupthink theory by Janis (1972) explains why

the collective thinking of groups can present problems because the process can discount



alternatives that would have led members to think about their assumptions before
committing to decisions. Groupthink can lead to conspiracy thinking in which individuals
believe malevolent agents are responsible for adverse outcomes, and the group will
perceive collective harm (Greenburgh & Raihani, 2022). Groupthink theory is essential
for this topic of study because it explains why individuals of different political views are
unwilling to compromise and thus have feelings of animosity toward individuals with
different ideologies. Groupthink theory can explain why individuals are increasingly
polarized and their varying support for different political parties. Central aspects of
groupthink theory include a false perception of invulnerability, holding a belief that the
group is inherently moral, rationalization by the collective, stereotyping outsiders,
censoring oneself, the false perception of unanimity, self-appointed mind guards, and
strong influence on dissenters (Barr & Mintz, 2018; Janis, 1973). As a result of the
central aspects of groupthink theory, the symptoms include an incomplete assessment of
objectives and alternatives, failure to reassess preferred choices, failure to reassess
rejected alternatives, failure to search for information, selective bias when processing
information, and failure to create contingency plans (Barr & Mintz, 2018; Janis, 1973).
Nature of the Study

The research design used for this study was a generic qualitative approach. I
chose the qualitative research design because the method helps to deeply understand the
experiences and phenomena that have influenced the data respondents being studied—in
this case, residents living in the top five most polarized cities who self-identify with a

political ideology or political party. The generic qualitative approach is interpretative
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(Merriam, 2009), can be executed using an established qualitative methodology to create
a new idea, and can have no methodological framework (Kahlke, 2014).

The generic qualitative research design incorporated in the present research study
was used to analyze secondary textual data to gain insight into understanding the
phenomena being investigated. Data were discovered on the American National Election
Studies (ANES, 2021¢) 2020 Time Series Study data center web page and were used as
secondary data for this research. ANES stores open-ended secondary data responses by
randomly sampling participants and inviting them to participate in completing a survey.
A sample of the open-ended survey responses from individuals’ explanations of their
preferences for the Democratic and Republican parties were analyzed for the study.

I used the lenses of MFT and groupthink theory to explore the moral foundations
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political
party preferences (see Table 3). In turn, I aided in the discovery of causes of polarization,
partisanship, and political animosity. By analyzing open-ended responses using the lens
of moral development theory, I sought to understand how individuals are polarized and
what leads to partisanship and highlighted reasons for polarization to reduce its effect.

Definitions

Legislative gridlock: Incapability of the government to enact significant policy
proposals (Jones, 2001).

Morals: An individual and subjective view of what is right and wrong that can

guide daily existence (Hazard, 1994).
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Moral values: Divided between binding values that govern group behavior and
individualizing values that support individual rights and liberties (Yudkin et al., 2021).

Partisanship: Coordination among individuals who commit to a party of shared
political ideas, which can result in conflict where partisans will unite to oppose
individuals who are directly at odds (White & Ypi, 2016).

Political ideology: A set of beliefs about how society should be ordered and how
a better society can be achieved (Erikson & Tedin, 2019).

Political polarization: The extent to which opinions on a political issue have been
met with increasing opposition throughout time (DiMaggio et al., 1996).

Politically polarized city: An American urban area that has high separation
between Republicans and Democrats, which is also known as partisan segregation
(Dottle, 2019).

Assumptions

An assumption is a belief held within the research that is necessary for carrying
out the research; however, it is nearly impossible to prove (Simon & Goes, 2018).
Assumptions are that there would be minor political agreement among different political—
ideological groups and minor political agreement among individuals with different moral
foundations. Another assumption is that individuals’ moral foundations are used for
justification and opposition toward different political parties. It is believed that opposing
groups disagree on several moral issues, and find it difficult to understand how an
individual could hold contrary views (Winget & Tindale, 2020). Individuals with

different moral foundations will use their moral values to oppose political parties (Walter
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& Redlawsk, 2021). Other assumptions include that the data collection was valid,
respondents answered honestly, and data collected and analyzed from residents in the top
five most polarized cities can help find solutions to the research problem.
Scope and Delimitations

The scope of the study includes the parameters of the study and what the research
study covers and aligns with framing the problem (Simon & Goes, 2018). Therefore,
studying what moral foundations are used by residents of politically polarized cities in
the United States to determine political party preferences were selected to better
understand animosity, polarization, and partisanship within the political discourse. The
population included was residents in the top five most polarized cities who self-identify
with a political ideology/political party and who provided open-ended responses to their
stated preferences about the Democratic and Republican parties. Delimitations are
characteristics that occur from the limitations, scope, and conscious inclusion and
exclusion criteria of the research study (Simon & Goes, 2018). Collecting data from a
sample of residents from a specific city (the top five most polarized cities) and restricting
the study to only studying U.S. citizens are the specific delimitations for the study.

Limitations

Limitations are defined as constraints beyond a researcher’s control stemming
from methodology and the research design but that can still affect the study’s outcome
(Simon & Goes, 2018). Limitations include sample findings that cannot be generalized

outside the top five most polarized cities, lack of political knowledge from data
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respondents, and perhaps a sample not reflecting individuals who have animosity when
discussing politics.
Significance

This research may fill the gap in understanding the moral foundations used by
residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party
preferences. The research was conducted to address the gap in the literature by analyzing
individual’s residing in politically polarized cities, and their appeal to the different
political parties through the lens of the conceptual framework of MFT and groupthink
theory (see Haidt, 2001; Janis, 1972; see Table 3). Understanding the moral foundations
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine stated
political party preferences about the two major political parties may allow for an
exploration of what people think of the political parties. This could facilitate learning
about causes of political animosity, polarization, and partisanship in U.S. political
discourse. Although the dislike felt between Democrats and Republicans in modern
political science is widely discussed (Iyengar et al., 2012; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015;
Mason, 2015), there is less discussion regarding conflict between those who identify as
liberals and conservatives (Mason, 2018).

Analyzing individual moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized
cities in the United States to determine political party preferences can help to understand
the conflict between political ideologies and political parties. Most importantly,
facilitating tolerance and decreasing political animosity and polarization in the political

discourse could promote social change in public policy and politics. Decreasing
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polarization, animosity, and partisanship could help to facilitate thriving democratic
governance in the U.S. political electorate.

To promote social change, individuals actively engaged in politics should become
more united, committed to solidarity and promoting tolerance among individuals who
have disagreements, especially for the sake of democracy. As stated by Arbatli and
Rosenberg (2021), increasing political polarization and government intimidation of
political opponents resulted in democratic erosion. I investigated the moral foundations
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political
party preferences in an effort to preserve democracy. The United States has become
increasingly divided, and promoting greater understanding for people who have different
perspectives would lead to more positive social change.

Not everyone agrees politically or has the same political opinions in a diverse
country. I aimed not to promote more agreement; the U.S. Constitution protects citizens’
right to disagree. Instead, I hoped to promote a greater understanding of the reasons for
individual differences in opinions and perspectives. Hopefully, a better understanding of
different opinions and perspectives can strengthen democracy, and public administrators
can better serve everyone in the United States.

Social change can be fostered when people have civilized political discourse in
which each conflicting political ideology better understands each other, and there is less
animosity, anger, and even hostility within the political discourse. Understanding how
morals and groupthink could influence partisanship, polarization, and animosity while

analyzing individuals’ preferences with two major political parties can be a start to
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fostering more tolerance and change in the U.S. political climate. Decreasing political
animosity and increasing understanding of the political climate can promote more
bipartisanship, especially when it is necessary during divided government.
Summary

Political polarization, animosity, and partisanship could promote legislative
gridlock in the United States, which could adversely impact democracy. This qualitative
study sought a greater understanding of the moral foundations used by residents in
polarized cities to determine political party preferences. Haidt and Graham’s MFT (2007)
and Janis’s groupthink theory (1972) were used to analyze the moral foundations from
respondents in polarized cities to determine political party preferences. This study would
strive for social change by hoping to promote more unity, solidarity, tolerance and
understanding among individuals who have disagreements. In the next chapter, the
literature review will go into detail with discussion on the conceptual framework and

prior research relating to the present study.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction
Excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity can promote legislative
gridlock in a political electorate and have a negative impact on U.S. democracy. The
purpose of this study was to obtain greater understanding of the moral foundations used
by residents in Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans, Louisiana; Baton Rouge, Louisiana;
Birmingham, Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana, to determine political party
preferences that might help understand the excessive partisanship, polarization, and
animosity that can promote legislative gridlock in the political electorate and can have a
negative impact on U.S. democracy. To ensure that individuals promote unity and
understanding, society must first understand the differences between political ideology
and how political ideology differences formulate.
Understanding political ideology and the factors that influence ideology is unique
from determining which factors can most influence an individual. Alford et al. (2005)
found that genetics influence an individual’s political ideology and attitude. De Neve
(2015) found that personality is a factor that can predict political ideology. Therefore,
personality can predict an individual’s political ideology and can be a factor for political
disagreement. Murray and Mulvaney (2012) found that a specific parenting style is a
factor that can predict one’s political ideology. In this chapter, I will discuss how political
ideology is formed, the conceptual framework I used to help uncover why individuals’
political opinions are formed, which is explained in the MFT that each political ideology

holds, and groupthink theory relating to how groups with similar political views operate.
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Exploring political ideology differences and understanding why people are divided on
political issues can also help people better understand each other and decrease animosity
among individuals who disagree politically.
Literature Search Strategy
The library databases I used to locate relevant literature included EBSCO
Discovery Service from Walden University library using key search terms: political
ideology, political ideology formation, political polarization, political discourse, political
ideology support, Democratic party, Republican party, political party, political party
affiliation, moral foundations theory, political policy, political policies, public
administration, law, legislati*, government, politc*, partisan* political animosity,
partisanship, political partisanship, and group-think theory. Key search terms and
themes also used to answer the research question included United States adult citizens,
political issues, different political ideologies, promoting polarization, political
divisiveness, and promoting political unity. This study, including the literature review,
has been drafted since 2016, so literature has been collected throughout the span of 7
years. When searching for articles, I sought research articles that had been peer-reviewed
related to the topic of study, including current peer-reviewed literature.
Conceptual Framework
I used Haidt and Graham’s (2007) MFT and Janis’s (1972) groupthink theory in
my study of the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the
United States to determine political party preferences. MFT can explain people’s

opinions on what is right and wrong and is a better predictor of attitudes beyond ideology
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and demographics (Koleva et al., 2012). MFT beginnings can be traced to as early as

2001 when Haidt explained how individuals utilize moral judgments (Haidt, 2001). Haidt
and Joseph helped to establish MFT working with Shweder et al. (1997) on questions
relating to the foundations cultures use to create their moral systems (Haidt et al., 2009;
Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Haidt and Graham (2007) also contributed to the MFT
components that will be discussed in this study. Graham, Nosek, Haidt, Iyer, Koleva, and
Ditto (2009) helped to create the questionnaire of moral relevance related to the
foundation-related concerns, and the contextualized moral judgments, i.e., the moral
foundations (Haidt et al., 2009). The MFT questionnaire has been found to be reliable
and valid (Graham et al., 2011). MFT, specifically morality, may have its root origins in
being motivated by one’s self-interest (Brown et al., 2021). With this framework it is
important to fully understand the moral concerns relevant to each group’s ideology to
better understand each other. If Democrats would like to better understand what makes
voters select Republicans, and vice versa, they need to better understand the spectrum of
moral concerns and consider if they can use that spectrum themselves (Haidt, 2008).
Janis (1972) is considered to have popularized the term groupthink and helped to
establish groupthink theory. This theory explains how groups enforcing the thinking of
the members of the group can lead to defective decision making (Janis, 1972). The
conceptual framework for this study includes MFT and groupthink theory. Groupthink
could lead to defective decisions because the group may decrease its qualities of mental
efficiency, reality, and moral judgments (Valine, 2018). Furthermore, it is important to

fully understand each group’s moral concerns to understand each other better.
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Political misunderstanding can be explained by Haidt and Graham (2007) who

found that individuals who identify as politically liberal have moral views primarily
based on harm/care and fairness/reciprocity, whereas individuals who identify as
politically conservative have moral views based on all five of the moral foundations
(Prince, 2009). The difference in priorities of moral foundations, or lack thereof, is what
Haidt and Graham state can cause the misunderstanding (Haidt & Graham, 2007). MFT
can help to better understand those differences and hopefully foster better understanding.

Individuals may have political disagreements because people have yet to explore
divergent motives and dispositions that cause individual differences about right-wing and
left-wing political issues (Kugler et al., 2014). Van Loon et al. (2020) stated that
dehumanization and dislike for outgroup members is motivated by the idea that political
opponents perceive the world in a different way. Solutions for this problem can include
gaining better understanding of outgroup members regardless of individuals’ identity or
political ideology. Not only is exploring divergent motives and differences important but
so is exploring unity. Clarke (2020) stated how even when there are highly polarized
political parties, the United States is not just a dichotomous choice; therefore, focusing on
factions instead of unity, even within political parties, could cause in-fighting. Focusing
on unity and understanding within the political parties and ultimately within the U.S.
electorate could mitigate political polarization.

Previous research, including from Janis (1972), has indicated that individuals who
disagree can still be friends. According to Neubaum et al. (2021) individuals who rated

political statements that violated a variety of their moral foundations may not unfriend
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each other on social media. Specifically, Neubaum et al. (2021) found that the moral
judgments of specific political statements are only moderately related to an individual’s
decision on whether social media users would unfriend someone. Even while considering
that morality can inhibit feeling offended, it can have pluralistic and intuitive components,
and under specific circumstances, can motivate feeling offended (Silver & Silver, 2021).
However, Neubaum et al. found that close friends are less likely to unfriend someone
when they made morally violating statements (Neubaum et al., 2021). Therefore, if
individuals are emotionally closer to each other, they are more likely to tolerate
disagreeing moral opinions and remain friends.

Previous research has been focused on understanding how political ideology is
formed, the factors that influence it, and the differences between individuals with
different political ideologies. For example, Alford et al. (2005) tested whether political
ideology has a genetic predisposition or an environmental influence. Alford et al. found
that genetics helps to influence political views but only slightly influences political party
affiliation (Alford et al., 2005). Although genes can influence how people view specific
political issues, genetics only slightly influences if one becomes a Republican or
Democrat (Alford et al., 2005). However, Smith and Hatemi (2020) found significant and
consistent evidence of heritability regarding moral psychology specifically using the
moral dilemmas approach. This can play into the role of understanding moral decision
making and why people differ in their morals (Smith & Hatemi, 2020). Behavioral and
social scientists would be better served if individuals explore underlying reasons why

people disagree politically (Kugler et al., 2014).
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Moral Foundations Theory

The first part of the conceptual framework selected for this research study is MFT.
MFT explains how an individual’s morals influence political and social opinions on five
different moral foundations (Day et al., 2014). The foundations for MFT include (a)
authority/respect, (b) purity/sanctity, (c) harm/care, (d) ingroup/loyalty, and
(e) fairness/reciprocity (Haidt & Graham, 2007). The five moral foundations include
psychological developments for how individuals react emotionally to issues.

Other moral developmental theories take a different perspective from MFT and
are important to discuss to understand how morals are thought to be developed.
Kohlberg’s moral development theory includes levels and within the developmental
levels include stages (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). Kohlberg’s moral developmental levels
include (a) preconventional level, aware of good and bad dependent on the consequences;
(b) conventional level, doing what is expected from the family, group, or nation is
perceived as valuable regardless of the consequences; and (¢) postconventional, moral
validity is no longer dependent on authority of a group but on universal ethical principles
(Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977; Sanders, 2022). Kohlberg’s moral developmental theory is
cumulative and could be dependent on age, asserting that higher moral development
levels are complex, while lower levels can be understood if one reaches higher moral
developmental levels (Sanders, 2022).

Kohlberg’s moral development theory became widely developed, and as the
theory gained prominence, critiques arose. Gilligan asserted that care and responsibility

within personal relationships are important characteristics of morality distinguished from
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impartiality characterized within Kohlberg’s moral developmental theory (Blum, 1988).
While Kohlberg’s ethics of justice, autonomy, and universal abstract moral principles
was paramount in their proposed moral development theory, Gillian’s critique on
Kohlberg’s morals development theory included prioritizing complex relationships based
on caring for others (Reiter, 1996).

MFT helps to explain political views that are used, and how that facilitates
understanding and form specific opinions regarding issues presented. In other words,
MFT explains that political attitudes are developed in instinctual evaluations used to
solve social issues (Smith et al., 2017). MFT shares political orientation, which can be
influenced by ideological motives, however, MFT is still valuable in illuminating that
people may react to political and social issues (e.g., authoritarianism) as if they are moral
(Yilmaz & Saribay, 2019). The five moral foundations include fairness, care, purity,
loyalty, and authority, all of which can predict political liberalism and political
conservatism (Day et al., 2014). Each moral foundation can predict attitudes toward
many political issues, for example, attitudes toward low-income individuals.

Harm has been found to be the strongest predictor of attitudes toward low-income
individuals, followed by fairness, authority, ingroup-loyalty, and purity (Low & Wui,
2016). Each of those aforementioned five moral foundations have been found to be better
predicting attitudes towards the poor compared to political affiliation (Low & Wui, 2016).
Franks (2020) stated individuals high in the loyalty moral, who are more likely to be
conservative, may show in-group bias toward their country by using less moral

judgments of inequality in their country compared to other countries. Furthermore,
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research incorporating the just-world phenomenon has shown that political conservatives
are more likely to blame the poor for poverty (Franks, 2020). As a result, moral
judgments have helped to provide further insight on why individuals value specific
political stances.

In group loyalty within MFT can also explain charitable giving more so than
political ideology, demographics, and religiosity. Specifically, individuals who have
stronger morals in the individualizing intuitions (harm prevention and fairness) and
weaker binding intuitions (authority, loyalty, and sanctity) are more likely to volunteer
for charity (Nilsson et al., 2020). Individualizing intuitions predicted donations to causes
that benefited out-groups, compared to binding intuitions which predicted donations that
benefited in-groups (Nilsson et al., 2020). These findings suggest that the moral
foundations (e.g., binding foundations) can explain the differences morals have when
volunteering and donating to charity.

MFT has been found to be linked to an individual’s political ideology, especially
when an individual’s morals are violated. Smith et al. (2019) suggest that an individual’s
political ideologies interact with their moral foundations, especially when someone
violates another individual’s moral foundations. Liberals are more likely to dislike a
person if an individual violates the morals of care and fairness (Smith et al., 2019). At the
same time, conservatives are more likely to dislike a person if the individual violates the
morals of authority, purity, and loyalty (Smith et al., 2019).

By conducting this study, I found the moral foundations that are used by residents

of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences.
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MFT explained the moral foundations individuals make, which could explain political
ideology. Morals and values could be one of the strongest predictors for political
ideology because, according to Franks and Scherr (2015), MFT could predict voting
behavior in the 2012 presidential election beyond demographic variables that are
typically included in election forecasts. Although genetics are a factor in influencing
political ideology, MFT can also explain the underlying reasons why political groups
think differently.

To first mitigate hostility and anger within the United States political discourse,
society should learn more on why individuals disagree, and this could foster better
understanding. MFT can explain the underlying reasons for why people disagree
politically. Haidt (2001) initially explained how moral reasoning is considered a post-hoc
construction used after a judgment has been made. MFT has been selected because the
theory helps to understand the underlying reasons for why there are political differences
in the electorate (Kugler et al., 2014). Hatemi et al. (2019) has found consistent evidence
that political ideology can predict moral intuitions, which implicates MFT as a relevant
theory for understanding the moral foundations that are used by individuals to determine
political preferences related to the study.

MEFT is one of the essential frameworks in helping to understand moral
foundations and how it relates to political ideology (Skurka et al., 2020). MFT helps to
explain how different political ideologies prioritize different moral foundations. MFT has
also been found to explain why there are different opinions on many moral issues people

take sides on when forming political opinions (Kugler et al., 2014). In short, MFT
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assumes that morality is almost innate and can be developed and distinguished within a
specific societal culture and social context (Egorov et al., 2020). Furthermore, morality
has been considered to be contested, and important to each individual (Haidt & Joseph,
2007). Within the theory, a principal tenet is that moral judgments are motivated by
intuitive factions; specifically, the factors are automatic, emotional, and non-deliberative
(Egorov et al., 2020).

MFT has five foundations that assist in explaining different political ideologies
moral priorities. These moral foundations include harm/care, fairness/reciprocity,
ingroup/loyalty, purity/sanctity, and authority/respect (Dawson et al., 2023). Furthermore,
according to MFT, there are two types of foundations that categorize the theory’s
foundations: (a) individualizing moral foundations include care, and fairness foundations,
and (b) binding moral foundations, which include ingroup/loyalty, purity/sanctity, and
authority/respect foundations (Gehman et al., 2021; Nilsson et al., 2020).

There are five moral foundations, and the foundations are categorized as either
binding moral foundations or individualizing moral foundations. The binding moral
foundations are respect for ingroup/loyalty, purity/sanctity, and authority/respect (Nilsson
et al., 2020), and they are motivated by a need to reduce threat, uncertainty, and can be
used to justify the system (Strupp-Levitsky et al., 2020). This can be further explained
through the fact that overall, individualizing moral foundations was strongly tied with
perceiving less threat, while individuals who score higher on binding moral foundations
perceive more threat (Morris & Stewart, 2022). Specifically, Hadarics and Kende (2018)

found that binding moral foundations is mildly associated with right-wing
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authoritarianism and negative perceptions toward dangerous and dissident groups, while
on the contrary, individualizing moral foundations had a positive evaluation with the
aforementioned groups.

Physical formidability and conservative social policies including hierarchical
inequality and aggressive competition has also been researched. Brown et al. (2021) have
found that formidability has been negatively associated with individualizing moral
foundations such as fairness and care, while socioeconomic status has a positive
relationship with binding moral foundations such as loyalty, respect, and purity (Brown et
al., 2021). Individualizing moral foundations can reduce prejudice, while binding moral
foundations have been found to be selective and increases prejudice specifically against
derogated and dangerous out-groups that puts at risk an individuals need for certainty and
security and a need to remain formidable (Brown et al., 2021; Hadarics & Kende, 2018).
Even in the interests of promoting national security against threats, binding foundations
can motivate one’s positions even at the expense of an individual’s stated political
ideology. On political issues specifically, MFT has found that when political issues do
not have an inherent relevance to morality, the binding foundations can support a small
pivot away from one’s assigned political ideology position in the interest of cohesion and
national uniformity (Malka et al., 2016).

When it comes to individualizing foundations within the MFT, Yilmaz and
Saribay (2017) found that analytical thought caused individuals to value the
individualizing moral foundations regardless of political orientation. This finding implies

that supporting individualizing foundations mandates more mental effort and can provide
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the necessary reconciliation between different political ideologies (Yilmaz & Saribay,
2017). Individual moral foundations, specifically care and fairness, value individual
protections and individual rights (Goenka & Thomas, 2022; Milesi & Alberici, 2018),
whereas binding foundations, specifically purity, loyalty and authority, value the group’s
welfare (Milesi & Alberici, 2018). Binding foundations have been found to subdue self-
expression and individual autonomy in order to bind individuals into social groups i.e.
nations, families, and tribes (Graham & Haidt, 2010). In regard to political ideology,
research has found that political conservatives are more likely to promote binding
foundations more than political liberals (Kivikangas et al. 2021). Political liberals are also
more likely to separate their individualizing and binding foundational moral systems
much more than political conservatives (Turner-Zwinkels et al., 2021).

From the literature, there are findings that supporting the individualizing
foundations over binding foundations can encourage bridging the divide between the
polarized political ideologies. For example, justifying the system is linked to conservative
individualistic tendencies to moralize behaviors, which strengthens their motivation to
rationalize blame by justifying that an individual’s choices are a product of free will and
personal responsibility (Everett, 2021). On the contrary, political liberal tendencies may
have the opposite effect.

Individual morality can also be applied to administering death penalty cases.
Vaughan et al. (2019) found individualizing foundations influenced individuals to be
more lenient on sentencing decisions, compared to binding foundations which is likely to

have a greater punitive influence on punishment. Punitive punishments could possibly be
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linked to binding foundations because individuals may support punishment to support
social and moral cohesion (Tyler & Boeckmann, 1997). For example, if someone
commits a heinous act, it is not only offensive against the individual, but also against the
larger collective society (Silver, 2017; Silver & Silver, 2017). Lenient sentencing has
been associated with a concern for harm and/or unfair treatment of the defendant, which
are key values in the moral foundation framework (Vaughan, 2019).

In reference to the binding moral foundations of what Strupp-Levitsky et al. (2020)
stated, the binding moral foundations come from a need to reduce threat. Smetana and
Vranka (2021) found that reducing threat would apply to in-group members, as
individuals with scores in binding foundations will influence the sensitivity for in-group
fatalities, specifically for the use of nuclear and chemical weapons. As it relates to in-
group bias, some of the literature goes into specific detail on belief similarity between
out-group and in-group members. Stern (2020) has found that political conservatives are
more likely to perceive higher in-group similarity than political liberals. Specifically,
political conservatives are more likely to see commonality among individuals in their
group than individuals who identify as political liberal.

Stern (2020) also found that conservatives were more likely to overestimate in-
group similarity, whereas liberals underestimated in-group similarity. Stern found that
conservatives and liberals both underestimated the similarity of out-group members
(Stern, 2020). Finally, Stern also found that liberals possess more in-group similarity than
conservatives on a national level (Stern, 2020), which may seem contrary to assumed

beliefs. This phenomenon also overlaps with groupthink theory, which is motivated from
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the basis of homogeneity groups collectively thinking, and the problems that arise. Some
research has found mixed results regarding similarities/differences within the major
political ideologies. When researching politically engaged Twitter users, Boutyline and
Willer (2017) found that conservative individuals were more likely to be homophilous
(i.e., being identical) than liberal and moderate individuals. This can help to explain how
society can better understand each other by figuring out how groups perceive each other,
both within and out of the group, to mitigate polarization and promote more unity.

Loyalty within groups can also affect the degrees of partisanship and in-group
strength within individuals who share political ideologies. In-group member loyalty
carries double standards within the MFT depending on the group the person belongs to
and the victim’s group. Conservatives, for example, believed that moral foundations were
much more critical if the victims were individuals that were preferred, such as
corporations or other conservatives (Eriksson et al., 2019). However, conservatives were
more likely to believe the moral foundations were less relevant when the same groups
were perpetrators (Eriksson et al., 2019). Liberals also were found to show the same
pattern as conservatives for groups that they liked, such as the news media and other
liberal individuals (Eriksson et al., 2019). Therefore, although political liberals and
conservatives may have different morals, both political ideologies can have preferences
for specific groups.

The apparent double standards inherent in political ideology can also be applied to
the media, specifically in newspapers. For example, conservative newspapers used more

binding foundations when advocating for human rights compared to liberal newspapers
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(Stolerman & Lagnado, 2020). The cause of liberals binding foundations in the United

States can be explained by Baldner et al. (2018), who found that binding foundations
were more approved when there was a higher need for cognitive closure. However,
research on MFT and predicting ideology using specific moral foundations vocabulary
terms have had mixed findings. Sterling and Jost (2018) surveyed members of congress
and found that liberal legislators did use more fairness-harm related words, and
surprisingly words related to group loyalty and purity. On the other hand, conservative
legislators used more language relating to authority (Sterling & Jost, 2018). Sterling and
Jost (2018) asserted that liberal and conservative legislators used similar words to express
different policy objectives.

When it comes to the foundational values of care and fairness, individualizing
moral foundations such as evading harm and maintaining fairness are associated with
having empathetic moral motivations (Strupp-Levitsky et al., 2020). For example, Morris
(2020) found a strong relationship between empathy and liberal political views.
Understanding empathy is one way people can better understand why there is increased
polarization and could account for some of the differences in political views between
conservatives and liberals in the United States (Morris, 2020). It is important to note that
compassion/fairness has been found among individuals who are more likely to be liberal,
whereas authority, in-group loyalty and purity were more likely found in conservatives
(Dickinson et al., 2016). However, Scheffer et al. (2020) found that the over-exaggeration
led to a stereotype that Democrats/liberals were more compassionate than the average

Republican/conservative. Because of this, the stereotype exaggerated the self-reports and
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the differences individuals perceive compassion across different political parties
(Schefter et al., 2020). Although there could be ideological differences in compassion,
there is also an exaggeration that may not affect the reality of how compassionate
individuals are genuinely (Scheffer et al., 2020).

In understanding empathy deeper, compassion was associated with care, whereas
disgust was associated with purity (Landmann & Hess, 2018). Both binding foundations
and individualizing foundations explained how conservatives compared to liberals will
maintain a lower agreement of human rights (Stolerman & Lagnado, 2020). However,
some researchers have found slightly different findings when analyzing binding
foundations within the MFT. According to Talaifar and Swann (2019), on average
liberals with strong alignment within their group endorsed binding foundations more than
conservatives, and to the same level as conservatives who strongly align with their
respective group. Therefore, the relationship of individuals to their political group and
ideology is also important to assess (Talaifar & Swann, 2019).

MFT helps individuals understand each other more profoundly and hopefully
bring forth peaceful political discourse. According to Lewing (2020), MFT provides
access to understanding the opinions of oneself, and the opinions of others. Moral
foundations guide how people can make decisions, especially politically, and can
promote understanding on individuals’ moral foundations, so citizens involved in United
States politics can better understand people who disagree politically. More specifically,
MFT could lead to a better understanding, and increase respect of the moral stances and

views of moral/political opponents (Musschenga, 2013).
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Moral foundation theorists have found through their previous research that
liberals are more likely to prioritize fairness and avoiding harm while conservatives are
more likely to prioritize loyalty, authority, and sanctity to decide on political opinions
(Kugler et al., 2014). In the 2016 election, liberal moral intuitions tend to side
disproportionately with fairness and care when voting for Hillary Clinton (Nath et al.,
2018). MFT explains how the consequences of an individual’s political beliefs influence
moral framework (Hatemi et al., 2019).

MFT comes from the perspective that the morals liberals and conservatives
disagree on are rooted in beliefs of what is moral and not what is genuinely moral
(Kugler et al., 2014). Even with word usage, conservatives are more likely to use
authority and purity words but fewer words based on loyalty (Frimer, 2020). Moral
theorists chastise liberals for not being sensitive to other moral beliefs (Kugler et al.,
2014). The same can be said for people who disagree with liberal moral beliefs. The
findings, as mentioned earlier, can explain why there tend to be hostile disagreements
because people are not likely to understand each other deeply. Lack of understanding can
fuel hostility and promote a lack of bipartisanship.

Morality has been found to not exclusively explain how individuals treat others,
but morality also includes binding groups together, living in a noble and sanctified way,
and supporting essential institutions (Haidt, 2008). The research has a gap in the literature
in studying how moral foundations for residents in polarized cities will work when
analyzing political party preferences currently as political partisanship continues to

become more divided and hostile (Pew Research Center, 2016; Pew Research Center,



33

2022a). It is critical to understand partisanship, and people who come to different
conclusions politically because partisanship has been increasing (Pew Research Center,
2016; Pew Research Center, 2019b).

MFT explains why individuals disagree on different moral issues, and why people
have stark disagreements in their political opinions (Kugler et al., 2014). In addition, the
moral divide could also be brought forth, in part, by individuals’ views on creativity,
specifically in the loyalty/authority and sanctity morals. Tyagi et al. (2018) has found that
when individuals score higher in having a creative personality, individuals are more
likely to align with the Democratic party. The opposite can be true for individuals who
affiliate with the Republican party (Tyagi et al., 2018). This can be argued that a moral
belief is already subjective because it is based on an individual’s personal belief of what
is right and wrong behavior.

According to the MFT, liberals are more likely to prioritize fairness and avoiding
harm, while political conservatives are more likely to stress authority, loyalty, and
sanctity (Kugler et al., 2014). Understanding some of these morals can help individuals
better understand each other and mitigate political polarization through education and
information. Nath et al. (2018) found that the moral foundations was significant in
predicting one’s voting preference in the 2016 presidential election. Therefore, MFT
predicts how individuals vote and can explain voting behavior in policy.

Conservatives are more likely to choose their morals through wanting to have a
virtuous lifestyle (Kugler et al., 2014). Specifically, extreme right-wing, religious, and

nationalist political ideologies were more likely to be affiliated with binding motivational
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factors of authority, loyalty, and purity (Hahn et al., 2019). On the contrary, extreme
left-wing and single-issue political ideologies were affiliated with care and fairness
motivational factors (Hahn et al., 2019). This coincides with the literature mentioned
earlier that stresses the values each political ideology shares as it relates to fairness and
care across the political spectrum.

Graham, Haidt, and Nosek (2009) followed that same idea by studying how
political ideologies differed using MFT. Graham, Haidt, and Nosek wanted to determine
if political-ideological differences were rooted simply in public policy differences or
underlying differences between individuals who disagree politically (Graham, Haidt, &
Nosek, 2009). Graham, Haidt, and Nosek found that people who identify as political
liberals were more likely to have higher degrees of harm/care and fairness/reciprocity in
contrast to the other three moral intuitions (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). Political
conservatives were more likely to equally support the five moral intuitions (Graham,
Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). The reason why Graham, Haidt, and Nosek studied this
specifically is to understand the moral disagreements individuals have in the United
States on fundamental issues that have been labeled as the culture war (Graham, Haidt, &
Nosek, 2009).

In 2021, MFT changed its foundations to (a) care/harm, (b) fairness/cheating, (c)
loyalty/betrayal, (d) authority/subversion, (e) sanctity/degradation, and (f)
liberty/oppression (Moralfoundations.org, 2019). Individuals with a conservative
ideology are more likely to distinguish themselves from others in a vertical manner,

utilizing social hierarchy which dictates that individuals may be better than others; on the
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contrary, liberals are more likely to distinguish themselves horizontally, which dictates
that individuals are unique from others (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018). Ordabayeva
and Fernandes (2018) found that this occurs because conservatives are more likely to
support and liberals are more likely to oppose dominance-based hierarchy, which
believes in legitimate social structures.

Within MFT, it is important to note that individuals scoring on the different moral
foundations do not represent good/bad but should always represent the unique differences
individuals have within morals (Lewing, 2020). The present research study uncovered
reasons why individuals have differences in political opinion. Although investigating
political differences regarding political parties may not altogether mitigate partisanship,
there is hope that it would decrease animosity among individuals who have political
disagreements. Utilizing MFT, the study understood what possibly motivates political
groups to take specific stances on political issues.

Haidt and Joseph (2004) found liberals are more likely to focus on prioritizing
individual welfare and rights on politically divisive issues such as cloning, same-sex
marriage and stem-cell research. Conservatives also are more likely to focus on those
issues but use a larger range of moral intuitions such as the purity moral to understand
divisive issues (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Political sophistication has been found to be a
motivating factor for the stances people take regarding issues of equal rights and fairness
(Milesi, 2016). Specifically, political sophistication can contribute to moral concerns on

specific political issues.
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Many issues could be deemed polarizing, but one of the most current polarizing
political issues were the bathroom bills. Bathroom bills are legislation that requires an
individual to use the bathroom based on the sex stated on their birth certificate (Spencer,
2019). Cox et al. (2021) found that MFT was also used when taking stances in favor or in
opposition to the bathroom bills. Regardless of an individual’s political affiliation, the
morals of authority/respect and purity/sanctity were associated with support of the
bathroom bills, while individuals who valued the care/harm morals opposed the bathroom
bills (Cox et al., 2021). The aforementioned findings can help us to understand how MFT
foundations can explain individuals’ stances on current political issues.

Moral foundations can help gain further insight on increased partisanship.
Clifford (2017) has argued that the moral foundation of loyalty can predict stronger
partisanship identity among individuals who uphold loyalty as a moral foundation.
Loyalty can dictate how strong an individual will stay devoted to an individual, group,
and political party, which is important to investigate when understanding the intensity of
partisanship and polarization. Even in policy, think tanks aligned with both political
parties found that Democrats and Republicans emphasize political issues owned by their
respective parties while reducing the prominence of other issues (Fagan, 2021).

Religiosity groups can also influence an individual’s policy positions, which are
arguably influenced by morals. For example, many policies from the U.S. government,
including healthcare, welfare provisions, and immigration, have core supporters of
evangelical voters in the United States, which Cuevas and Dawson (2021) state can result

in prejudice or derision to out-groups. The derision to out-groups can also explain the



hostility and anger in U.S. political discourse, especially when discussing contentious
political topics and moral foundations. Hostility toward out-groups can better explain
why people hold specific positions on controversial public policy issues. Saldafia et al.
(2018) found that conservative ideology and education can predict attitudes on public
policy issues, specifically immigration. Saldana et al. found that highly educated

conservatives held more negative views on immigration compared to liberals who were
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educated and conservatives who were less educated (Saldafa et al., 2018). Saldana et al.

found that Trump supporters were also more likely to exhibit more negative views about

immigration (Saldana et al., 2018). Although Donald Trump was not found to be the
cause of the negative views, Trump can be considered the catalyst for the attitudes
(Saldana et al., 2018).

Morality plays a key role in psychological mechanism, but it is important to
understand what morality is in its role of political ideology and political party. Haidt
(2008) provided an alternative definition of morality as “any system of interlocking
values, practices, institutions, and psychological mechanisms that work together to
suppress or regulate selfishness and make social life possible’” (para. 14). It is also
believed that morals are selected from a conservative perspective, especially to have a
virtuous life, exemplifying how morals can be a lifestyle choice (Kugler et al., 2014).
Clifford (2017) mentioned how the magnitude of an individual’s identification toward
their political party can predict how an individual participates in voting, politics, and

political polarization.



38

The literature remains unclear on why some individuals have intense partisanship
while others have weaker partisanship (Clifford, 2017). The study would explore the
moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to
determine political party preferences to hopefully explain political polarization,
partisanship, and animosity. Although understanding political differences with someone
an individual disagrees with may not mitigate partisanship, hopefully, it would help
individuals with different political ideologies understand each other better. The present
research study continued to investigate more on MFT to uncover why there are
disagreements.

Using MFT, it can be hypothesized that individuals with different political
ideologies disagree because individuals have different morals prioritized. The rationale
for choosing MFT is that it can predict political ideology, and more importantly, it can
help individuals understand each other. During debate, it is unnecessary to view an
opponent as villainous who cannot be reached, but instead appeal to moral foundations
with the goal of reaching an understanding (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Appealing to a
political opponent’s morals may be much more successful in hoping to bring forth better
understanding on politically divisive issues (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). Moral feelings can
determine an individual’s political views just as much as a demographic class; however,
researchers have said that future research would be needed to dig deeper into MFT on
political values and behaviors (Nath et al., 2018).

In regard to MFT in relationship to age, Friesen (2019) found that each of the

elements of MFT have a stronger effect the older an individual becomes, especially
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regarding the authority, and the purity moral foundation. By contrast, younger people are
more associated with individualizing foundations, such as harm and fairness arguments
(Friesen, 2019). Moreover, moral foundations do change across time, and the changes are
less likely to be influenced by political attitudes and genetics (Smith et al., 2017).
Although Friesen found that some aspects of moral intuition beliefs are passed on within
a family (Friesen, 2019). Morality politics are influenced not only by family, and age, but
also politics, and an individual’s group membership (Friesen, 2019).

MEFT is critical for the conceptual framework, especially for the purpose of this
present research because MFT assisted in gaining insight on individuals who have
different preferences (Haidt & Joseph, 2004). MFT does that by providing knowledge
that individuals are morally motivated when it comes to debate (Haidt & Joseph, 2004).
MFT helps to explain vital differences in moral foundations with people who disagree
politically, which is why MFT was used as part of the conceptual framework.
Furthermore, MFT is appropriate for public policy and administration because people are
motivated by moral foundations when evaluating public policy stances, political ideology,
and political party preferences.

Moral Foundations Theory and Public Policy and Administration

MEFT relates to public policy considering an individuals morals can motivate their
decision’s on a choice of political party, political ideology, and motivate an individual’s
stances on public policy issues. Political parties and political ideologies typically consist
of individuals with similar stances on public policy issues. Public policies consisting of

morality policy tend to be more partisan, uphold deep values, include competitive
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political parties, and seeks out solutions that are non-incremental (Haider-Markel &
Meier, 1996; Mooney & Schuldt, 2008). More specifically, a public policy is considered
a morality policy based on the understanding of the individuals involved and the terms
within the debate among those individuals (Mooney, 2001; Mooney & Schuldt, 2008).
Essentially, morality policy exist based on an individual’s own perceptions of how the
individuals involved feel moral public policies are defined. Furthermore, if at least one
advocacy coalition participating in the debate can define the issue as threatening to their
core values, then the issue would be considered a moral public policy issue (Mooney,
2001; Mooney & Schuldt, 2008).

As more Americans view political party opponents as threatening, and partisan
antipathy has been increasing throughout the years (Gramlich, 2017; Pew Research
Center, 2014b), MFT has been linked to public policy issues. Moral convictions tied to
intolerance explains how individuals do not want to live nearby, be friends with another
individual, and not sit in close proximity with an individual who does not share the same
moral convictions (Haidt et al.,2003; Skitka et al., 2005). Present research explored
individuals in polarized cities likes/dislikes about the two major political parties to help
better understand partisanship, polarization, and animosity.

Groupthink Theory

The second theory of the conceptual framework that has been selected for this
research is groupthink theory by Janis (Janis, 1972). Although this research will be
focusing on how individuals from polarized cities evaluate the Democratic and

Republican party, groupthink theory can help to explain why partisans evaluate the
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political parties in the manner in which is currently done. Groupthink theory can answer
further questions that explain why partisanship and polarization occur. The critical
elements of groupthink theory include individuals falsely believing their own
invulnerability, individuals within a group believing their group is inherently moral,
collective rationalization, stereotyping outsiders (e.g., the out-group), a false belief of
consensus, strongly influence dissenters especially within a group, and self-appointed
guards of an individual’s mind (Barr & Mintz, 2018; Janis, 1973).

MFT mentions a great deal on the topics of in-group vs. out-groups, however
groupthink theory goes into detail on what happens when groups promote confluence to
make decisions. The groupthink theory relates to the present study because it explained
how obsessive partisanship can become a continuing problem. Groupthink arises when
there is high stress coming from an external threat, and there is low self-esteem from
failures or from having to face difficult decisions; which can determine high cohesion
and lead to groupthink (McCauley, 1998). In fact, group cohesiveness when making
quality decisions within groups, has become the core element of Janis’s (1972)
groupthink theory (Mullen et al., 1994). Janis (1982) also defined groupthink as a
procedural way of thinking that individuals will engage in when group members have a
deeply cohesive in-group, and because the group members seek uniformity, the group
will not seek out alternative ideas. One of the most long-held beliefs for group members
utilizing groupthink is that group decision-making would enhance the accuracy of the
group’s decisions (Glinther, 2020). Groupthink has been hypothesized to occur because

of an individual’s need for concurrence, increasing the likelihood of malfunctioning
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decision-making (Giinther, 2020). For example, when looking at how political ideologies
demonstrate false consensus making, liberals, moderates, and conservatives all engaged
in false consensus making by overestimating their in-group consensus (Blanchar et al.,
2021).

When there is a dissenting opinion when a group is garnering false consensus, the
group utilizing groupthink could possibly make a dissenting opinion-holder feel as an
other within their group. Groupthink elements can lead to othering group members that
do not agree with the group. Making group members feel like the other because the
individual does not agree with the group is another key element that defines groupthink.
Some of the symptoms of groupthink theory that focuses on dissenting group members
who are made to feel like an outsider include; direct pressure on dissenters, and having
self-appointed mind guards which places pressure toward uniformity within the group
(Rose, 2011). When a group member does not agree with the group they are brought forth
suggestions to not cause disturbance within the group, pressured to not express arguments
that go against the group’s views, and when the information remains contrary to the
group the fragmentation is kept hidden by self-appointed mindguards who help to keep
the group cohesive (Katopol, 2015). Essentially, a self-appointed mindguard are members
within a group that protect the group from information that is contradictory to the group’s
cohesive views and decision-making. This in effect, helps to prevent other group
members from presenting alternative opinions that may disagree with the group.

False consensus making is also paramount in groups that use groupthink. False

consensus making could be influenced by group members reluctantly expressing their
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concerns about collective problems, especially when group members believe other group
members will disagree (Packer, 2009). However, Blanchar et al. (2021) has indicated that
false consensus was the strongest among individuals who identify as conservative,
implying a political component toward this phenomenon. Political moderates and liberals
were moderately likely and least likely to have false consensus, respectively (Blanchar et
al., 2021). Individuals who identified as liberal scored higher on uniqueness, which
consequently influenced the differences in the false general agreements between
conservatives and liberals (Blanchar et al., 2021). Overall, there is differences in how
political ideological groups overestimate ingroup consensus (Blanchar et al., 2021; Stern
et al., 2014). This explains that within groups, there is overconfidence with consensus
within a group, which creates issues in the future.

A major issue with groupthink is that groups can ignore alternatives not addressed
within the group, and as a result, the group will make irrational actions that dehumanize
other groups (Valine, 2018). The dehumanization of other groups can explain why
individuals within different political views tend to interact with opposition, out-group
animosity, and antipathy (Pew Research Center, 2014b; Pew Research Center, 2016).
Furthermore, people seek conformity within a group, specifically group-thinking can
stifle diversity of thought and increase the tendency to miss a solution. Groupthink can
lead to accepting conspiracy thinking because of a lack of alternative perspectives
presented that can challenge the conspiracy theory. For example, when the United States
invaded Iraq in 2003, the decision was based on a misperceived undisputed threat the

United States had that was formulated by swift concurrence seeking (Eder, 2019).
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The United States’ invasion in Iraq in 2003 is an example of a faulty groupthink
decision, which led to conspiracy thinking. Groupthink arose between supporters of
military intervention and supporters of a diplomatic response, and as a result of
concurrence seeking within the larger group of military interventionists, the United States
invaded Iraq in 2003 (Eder, 2019). As a result of groupthink, the group tends to
exaggerate their abilities because of the support individuals have within the group (Barr
& Mintz, 2018). Groupthink faulty decision making could have resulted in politically
engaged individuals believing that the United States would be successful using military
intervention in Iraq and left individuals devoid of the cost of potential obstacles and
casualties for engaging in the war.

Reid et al. (2019) have stated that when there are elevated security issues, there
should be diversity within the panel making decisions. This diversity among decision
makers can avoid groupthink, which causes an obstacle in the judiciary’s way to an
alternate check on government’s power. Groupthink theory explains how a group,
especially a homogeneous group can collaborate, but still not meaningfully check
government’s power (e.g., authorizing the War in Iraq in 2002). This can be even more
problematic when a group (e.g., a political party) can hold the majority in all three
branches of government. Barr and Mintz (2018) found that the more successful group
was the dominant group when forming public policy. This leads to problems that may
include a group that does not have to find solutions to benefit everyone, yet, a partisan
group must be dominant to implement their policy preferences. Therefore, groupthink can

be problematic, especially when seeking solutions to public policy issues.
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In short, groupthink essentially is a group falsely believing their own
invulnerability, believing the groups inherent morality, collective rationalization,
stereotyping outsiders, having a false belief of unanimity, strong influence on dissenters,
and self-appointed guards of an individual’s mind (Barr & Mintz, 2018). As a result of
those beliefs, individuals who use groupthink result in specific defects including an
incomplete evaluation of alternatives and objectives, failing to reevaluate preferred
choice and rejected alternatives, searching for information poorly, a selective bias when it
comes to processing information, and failing to create contingency plan (Barr & Mintz,
2018). Furthermore, this leads to understanding how groupthink can decrease chances to
formulate successful outcomes.

A solution to groupthink may be more bipartisanship, or at the very least, more
diverse views when making important decisions. Bringing this to the present study’s
objective of receiving greater understanding of the moral foundations used by residents of
politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences to
help better understand the excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity that can
promote legislative gridlock in the U.S. political electorate and have a negative impact on
the U.S. democracy.

Literature Review Related to Key Concepts

Researchers have found that political ideology can be influenced by genetics,
personality, parenting styles, family socialization, friends, and an individual’s moral
foundation, which will be briefly discussed to gain insight on those concepts to gain

better understanding on the key concepts related to this research study.
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To understand how polarization, partisanship, and political animosity have been
formed, it is of the paramount importance to discuss how different political ideologies
have arisen because they can be an influence on polarization, partisanship, and political
animosity. There has been much research literature regarding the topic that affects an
individual’s political ideology, ranging from genetics to socialization. Alford et al. (2005)
researched political ideology formations and found genetics influence political ideology
and attitudes, but are less likely to influence political party identification. Settle et al.
(2010) explained that a gene labeled DRD4-7R was previously associated with novelty
seeking, and among individuals who have DRD4-7R, the number of friends a person has
during adolescence is associated with a liberal political ideology. This can be interpreted
to mean that possessing more 7R alleles and having more friends can be associated with
an individual being more liberal (Settle et al., 2010).

Additional research has found that political ideology can be influenced by an
individual’s genetics. Hatemi et al. (2014) explained that regardless of time, era,
population, sample, or political ideology measurements, genetics plays a role in political
ideology, and psychological disposition. Mortimore and Tyrrell (2006) found that people
are more likely to have the same political attitudes as their parents. Considering political
ideology has been found to be influenced by genetics, and most people share genetics
with one’s parents, political ideology and political attitudes can be primarily influenced
by an individual’s family.

The role of parenting styles can also influence one’s political ideology. Murray

and Mulvaney (2012) have also found that an authoritative mothers can influence their



47

children’s political ideology more than authoritarian and permissive mothers. Ronnie et al.
(2014) explained that social order, parental restrictiveness (by both parents), and an
adverse reaction to social justice were more associated with conservatism, while the
opposite was accurate for liberalism. Mortimore and Tyrrell (2006) found that political
views formed during youth are less likely to remain unchanged throughout adulthood.
Mortimore and Tyrrell have also found that people are more likely to have the same
voting intentions as their parents (Mortimore & Tyrrell, 2006). Therefore, research has
found that political views could be less malleable, but can be influenced by an
individual’s parents.

Personality has also been found to influence an individual’s political ideology. As
Ksiazkiewicz and Friesen (2021) mentioned, prior research has acknowledged a heritable
influence on personality. De Neve (2015) explained how personality predicts political
ideology; conscientiousness predicts conservatism, and openness to experience predicts
liberalism. Therefore, parenting style and personality types have been found to influence
an individual’s political ideology. Genetics, parenting styles, and personality can
influence political ideologies, but so can an individual’s peers. Poteat et al. (2011) found
that peers could have similar political ideologies, and conservatives and liberals agree
with a degree of bipartisanship between their friends. Friendship is important because it
can promote significant inter-group interactions.

Values can also influence voting behavior and political ideology, specifically on
political issues. Witesman and Walters (2016) found that the 2012 presidential election

saw differences between what others find appealing in candidates. For example, people
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interested in Mitt Romney believed in government accountability, independent thinking
when servicing the public, and citizen autonomy, while people who supported Barack
Obama were attracted by liberal/Democratic values (Witesman & Walters, 2016).
Understanding values and analyzing diverse views on the U.S. two political parties can
bring forth greater understanding among individuals who disagree.

Although today it may seem unimaginable to not have two major political parties,
the country’s founders warned against them (Pruitt, 2019). From the beginning of U.S.
history, when the delegates were brought together at the constitutional convention in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for the founding of the U.S. government, the delegates
intentionally did not include any mention of political parties in historical documents
(Pruitt, 2019). Chernow (2004) stated that Hamilton warned against the volatility of
political parties. Hamilton detested political parties and believed that political parties
were one of the deadliest diseases of popular government (Chernow, 2004; Pruitt, 2019).
Hamilton wished that America would dispel itself of such aforementioned groups
(Chernow, 2004).

Many framers also wanted to avoid divisions that divided England in the civil
wars in the 17th century, and instead preferred a truly democratic government (Pruitt,
2019). The U.S. political electorate is in a situation in which political parties are
polarized and deeply ingrained, so individuals should better understand each other to
incrementally mitigate polarization. It has been found that people avoid engaging with

others politically to prevent experiencing hostility that currently exists in partisan politics
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(Carpenter et al., 2020). This study attempted to learn why there is division, and provided

additional insight so individuals can better understand political disagreements.

Political divisiveness also has occurred, and as Johnson and Roberto (2019)
mentioned, political divisiveness in the United States has been increasing, and the
ramifications of political divisiveness even permeate organizations which will then
influence how individuals interrelate with each other. This problem will only worsen
because at the state level, political party polarization in the United States is significantly
greater for younger Americans compared to other age groups (Fisher, 2008). If this trend
continues, as younger Americans grow older, the partisan gap will increase well into the
future (Fisher, 2008).

Political animosity, especially between individuals who disagree politically, can
also produce negative consequences. Americans who disagree politically tend to view
others with fear, frustration, and anger (Pew Research Center, 2016). Marchal (2022)
found that political discussions online are polarized and are more acrimonious especially
between individuals who disagree. If individuals referred negatively to another
individual’s political in-group, the conversations were found to be suspended altogether,
however if an individual referred positively to the out-group, individuals were more
likely to receive a positive response in return (Marchal, 2022).

This trend focusing on in-group/out-groups even applies on social media websites
such as Facebook and Twitter. Rathje et al. (2021) found that social media posts about
political out-groups, especially angrier posts were shared or retweeted more often

compared to posts about in-groups. When posts about political in-groups were shared,
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reaction language was associated with love exemplifying in-group favoritism (Rathje et
al., 2021). Rathje et al. found that social media may be influencing out-group animosity
as well (Rathje et al., 2021).

Angry opposition may be built on a commitment to partisan identities. Zmigrod et
al. (2020) found that partisan extremes was associated with low cognitive flexibility
regardless of an individual’s political orientation. Therefore, the more staunchly partisan
an individual may be, the less likely they would be flexible in their cognition (Zmigrod et
al., 2020). Mason (2015) also found that partisan identities may increase partisanship
biases, activism, and anger, further promoting partisan identities (Huddy et al., 2015).
Decreasing obsessive partisanship and mitigating animosity are necessary to achieve
well-informed public policy proposals.

Understanding how political ideology is formed can help reduce conflict by
fostering understanding. Bell and Kandler (2015) have found that political party
identification is heritable, and it has been found that environmental and genetic factors
can influence political views, which consequently can influence political party
identification (Bell & Kandler, 2015). Therefore, political party selection is rooted in
genetics and environmental experiences, influencing an individual’s political outlook.
Half of the variation in political party identification can be attributed to genetic
influences, while the other half comes from unique experiences, which can include the
home environment (Bell & Kandler, 2015). Therefore, individuals receive half of the
political identities through genetic influence, and the other half comes from a shared

home environment. Simply put, political ideology comes from both nature and nurture.
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After understanding how political ideologies, specifically liberalism and
conservatism is formed and how it is influenced, it is crucial to understand why studying
political ideology is important and the differences between political ideologies. As
Johnson and Roberto (2019) mentioned, political ideology is the principal belief that
influences individuals’ behavior within the voting booth and other facets of their lives.
There is additional evidence suggesting the importance on political ideology in relation to
a recent global rise of political polarization (Kevins & Soroka, 2017; Lucas & Park,
2023). Therefore, political ideology can be a significant predictor of how someone votes,
and is important in relation to the recent increase in political polarization. Hanson et al.
(2019) investigated the political parties more holistically and found that liberal group
identity was constructed around a concern for individuals, motivated by promoting a
stronger egalitarian society. The same holistic analytic view was also done on
conservative individuals. Conservative individuals connected their identity to their nation
and valuing self-reliance and reverence for a national group (Hanson et al., 2019).

The literature seems to support the notion that political conservatives are more
likely to search for avoidant strategies when they perceive a stimulus to be potentially
dangerous. Shook and Fazio (2009) studied how political ideology was formed as well.
Even when it comes to stimuli, political ideologies can be different. The conservative
political ideology is more likely to have a substantial learning preponderance on negative
stimuli (Shook & Fazio, 2009). Furthermore, conservatives are more likely to isolate their
attention on social threats, insecurity, and fears in the world (Laustsen, 2017; Lewis,

2019). While in comparison, liberals are more likely to perceive the world as safe and
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cooperative (Laustsen, 2017). Furthermore, when compared to liberals, political
conservatives are more likely to seek out avoidant strategies to negative stimuli, stimuli
that are potentially dangerous, and that increased their valence asymmetry while learning
and forming attitudes (Shook & Fazio, 2009).

As stated earlier, conservatives and liberals may hold different perceptions of
their social environment, which could partly explain why specific ideologies have
disagreements, and what individuals across political ideologies prefer when assessing
candidates. Compared to the characteristics mentioned earlier of what both conservatives
and liberals seek, conservatives have been predicted to support candidates who had
strong leadership in global affairs and support the candidate’s power more so than liberal
individuals (Laustsen, 2017). In contrast, liberal individuals are predicted to prioritize the
characteristic of the warmth of a candidate more so than conservative individuals
(Laustsen, 2017). This helps to explain how political ideology can predict the differences
of candidate evaluations.

Power is a characteristic that can influence individuals as well as divide
individuals based on ideology. When it comes to which characteristic divides individuals
more, Laustsen (2017) found that power was a more substantial and robust ideological
divider than an individual’s warmth. That means that power can be a factor in ideological
divisions compared to the other personality characteristics that have been studied in the
literature. Political candidates evaluated as strong leaders and powerful personalities were
assessed more positively among conservative voters, while political candidates who had

warm personalities were evaluated more positively among liberal voters (Laustsen, 2017).
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This can explain the ideological divide, and understanding this can reduce some of the
hostility, at least in political discourse.

Reasons for the ideological differences could be further explained by differences
in an individual’s cognitive flexibility and memory. Regarding cognitive flexibility and
working memory, Buechner et al. (2021) has also found that liberals are more likely to
successfully update their responses, while conservatives are more likely to inhibit their
responses. This shows a difference in cognitive flexibility, which can be linked to
problem-solving, creativity, and self-control (Buechner et al., 2021). In public policy,
these working memory processes may reflect the stances that many who identify as
political conservatives and political liberals choose to select and can help individuals
identify differences to better understand each other’s perspectives. Although these
findings are important, it is also noteworthy to mention that the association between
political ideology in cognitive tasks might result from epistemic preferences, and a
decreased motivation to perform well instead of measuring mental abilities (Burger et al.,
2020). Therefore, researchers can discuss research findings on cognitive ability measures
but not overvalue the aforementioned findings from Burger et al. that cognitive task
performance may be influenced by decreased motivation and not actual cognitive ability
(Burger et al., 2020).

Literature has also found evaluations of contempt bias between individuals who
are either liberal or conservative. Although prior literature has found conservatives are
more likely to react to negative stimuli, other literature has found that individuals who

identify as liberal were more likely to hold a higher contempt bias for ideologically
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dissimilar politicians than ideologically similar politicians (Steiger et al., 2019). However,
on average, neither conservatives nor liberals differed in negative emotions toward
politicians overall (Steiger et al., 2019). This could explain how politicians were
evaluated and the contempt provided from each political ideology.

The goal of this research was to analyze political party views to decrease
intolerance which can be accomplished by understanding diverse political opinions and
groups. Decreasing partisan conflict will help society in many ways, especially in the
arena of American politics, and ensuring that the U.S. government helps all of us,
especially low-income individuals. For example, Balcilar et al. (2019) found that a
decrease in partisan conflict can reduce income inequality, but only when inequality is
not too high. Partisan conflict and inequality have been strongly associated in the
literature. Stewart et al. (2021) found that economic events can influence polarization and
sorts group identity and political parties. Political polarization arises because of a
response to rising wealth inequality, and economic decline may continue even if those
conditions were reversed (Stewart et al., 2020). Even globally, economic inequality has
proven to be an influence on political polarization. Gu and Wang (2022) have found that
countries with high income inequality, also become more polarized along social
ideologies. However, when there is wealth redistribution, polarization can be
counteracted and limited (Stewart et al., 2021).

As much as strong partisanship is not beneficial to a healthy economy,
polarization also comes with faults. Polarized political environments are so negative, they

can establish sociopolitical stressors (Nelson, 2022). Affective polarization, on the
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contrary, can motivate political participation which then influences positive health
(Nelson, 2022). Furthermore, the United States increasing polarization may influence
American’s health, but can increase political participation. Showing the importance of the
United States needing to address both partisanship and animosity for the direct benefits of
Americans.

If individuals in a political party are trying to find reasons why people wish to
vote for a different political party, people must dig deeper, and hopefully consider
understanding the full spectrum of Americans’ moral concerns (Haidt, 2008).
Researchers have found that political disagreements have become heated, divisive, and
polarizing because individuals do not understand the motives for why people think
differently on political issues (Graham, Haidt et al., 2009; Kugler et al., 2014). Instead of
individuals dismissing people who are believed to be different in their thinking,
discovering ways for individual political differences could be paramount in promoting
better relationships (Kugler et al., 2014). Dismissing others simply because of their
political party has been found to occur. Democrats and Republicans have been found to
agree with a politically non-divisive aphorism comment as long as it was presented as
belonging to their political party compared to a different political party (Hanel et al.,
2018). This shows how divisive and polarized the United States has become in recent
years, in which it only takes a political party label to influence an individual’s opinion
entirely.

Both political liberal and conservative individuals are more likely to perceive life

through zero-sum thinking when it is beneficial (Davidai & Ongis, 2019). Zero-sum
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beliefs come from the perspective that gains from one group comes at the expense from
another group (Wilkins et al., 2015). The difference between the ideologies in how
different political ideologies view life as a zero-sum game is that conservatives are more
likely to use zero-sum thinking when the status quo is being challenged (Davidai & Ongis,
2019). Liberals, on the other hand, were more likely to use zero-sum thinking when they
felt the status quo was being upheld (Davidai & Ongis, 2019). More specifically, lower
need for cognition, strong death anxiety, and a desire to share reality contributed to
economic system justification, and subsequently support for traditional values such as the
Tea Party movement and opposition to Occupy Wall Street (Hennes et al., 2012).
Ideologically, the view on social inequalities has been viewed differently and
carries different solutions dependent on one’s ideology. Conservatives primarily viewed
social inequalities when the status quo was challenged, while liberals viewed economic
inequalities when the status quo was unchallenged (Davidai & Ongis, 2019). Davidai and
Ongis (2019) asserted that the aforementioned findings explain ideological differences
within the perceptions of conflict-differences. Explaining their findings can bring forth an
understanding of political divisions in the United States and clarify why there can be
difficulty in achieving bipartisan legislation (Davidai & Ongis, 2019). Essentially,
understanding the political divide within the United States, specifically political
ideological perceptions, can help to facilitate greater understanding and bipartisanship.
Some researchers have found that the media could be the cause for partisan
polarization. McLaughlin (2018) found that even when individuals read a news story of

political conflict, it will influence perception of inter-group conflict, partisanship,
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affective polarization and ideological polarization. These results explain that even when
being presented a story from the media about political conflict, the behavior can influence
polarization and partisanship. Political polarization can also occur through a
misconception of the divisions individuals believe to exist. Wilson et al. (2020) found
that institutional polarization has contributed to individuals’ misperception of
polarization among the electorate which causes animosity. In other words, media, elites,
and even social media reports covering the idea that U.S. society is polarized, influences
the viewer to believe that and as a result creates further division and animosity between
individuals who disagree (Wilson et al., 2020).

Understanding the moral foundations that are used by residents of politically
polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences could help
society better understand individuals’ political differences and hopefully better
understand the animosity, polarization and partisanship that exist in the political
discourse. The present research determined the residents who live in the top five most
polarized cities who self-identify with a political ideology/political party, and what the
residents prefer about the major political parties using their moral foundations.

Summary and Conclusions

Researchers have found that political ideology can be influenced by genetics,
personality, parenting styles, family socialization, friends, and an individual’s moral
foundations. In a democracy, it is vital that politically engaged individuals have diversity
of thought and respectful disagreements. However, upholding blind partisanship could

promote acrimony in political discourse. As Dunn and Singh (2011) found, multiparty
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systems that promote tolerance of diversity assists in mitigating out-group intolerant
effects because multiparty systems provide representation for diverse parties. This study
helped fill in the gaps by stating the moral foundations of residents who live in the top
five most polarized cities to determine political party preferences through the lens of the
conceptual framework. The next chapter, the research method, will go into detail with the

research design and how data would be collected to answer the study’s research question.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to obtain a greater understanding of the moral
foundations used by residents in Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans, Louisiana; Baton
Rouge, Louisiana; Birmingham, Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana, to determine
political party preferences that might help to better understand the excessive partisanship,
polarization, and animosity that can promote legislative gridlock in the political electorate
and can harm U.S. democracy. I selected these five cities because they have been
determined by Dottle (2019) to be the most polarized cities in the United States.
Secondary data from the ANES open-ended data set from residents living in the
aforementioned cities were used to qualitatively analyze what residents think about the
political parties. The study was guided by the following research question: What moral
foundations are used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to
determine political party preferences?

In Chapter 3, I discuss the qualitative research design and the rationale by
defining the central phenomena of the study. Then, I discuss the role of the researcher,
stating any biases or ethical issues that may have been present in the research study. Next,
I discuss the study’s methodology, including the logic for participation selection and data
collection. Next, I discuss issues of trustworthiness, including credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability. In the final section of this chapter, I discuss ethical
procedures and conclude with a summary of the chapter’s main points and previewing

Chapter 4.
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Research Design and Rationale

The research study was conducted using a generic qualitative methodology with
secondary data from ANES related to respondents’ preferences for the Republican and
Democratic parties. Generic qualitative research studies aim to provide a rich description
of the phenomena being investigated (Kahlke, 2014; Lim, 2011). Furthermore, generic
qualitative research approaches, precisely the generic qualitative research approach
executed in this study, are deductive, use codes through the lens of the conceptual
framework, and provide thematic analysis and categories when appropriate (see Kahlke,
2014; Lim, 2011).

Generic qualitative research methods are not guided by a single explicit,
established philosophical assumption from one of the established qualitative
methodologies (Caelli et al., 2003). Generic qualitative research studies do not have
allegiance to any single established methodology, such as grounded theory,
phenomenology, or ethnography (Kahlke, 2014; Richards & Morse, 2007). In this study,
generic qualitative research methods allowed for data coding through the lens of the
conceptual framework without the restriction of following established methodological
criteria. [ used a purposive sampling technique to ensure varied and diverse perspectives
and to ensure respondents were residents of the identified polarized cities and that they
self-identify with a political ideology/political party.

Role of the Researcher
In qualitative research, the role of the researcher is to attempt to gain access to the

feelings and thoughts of participants being studied for research purposes (Sutton &
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Austin, 2015). I obtained objective and factual information for this study to answer the
research question. I designed the study, gained the necessary approvals set forth by the
Walden University Institutional Review Board (IRB) to conduct the study, and analyzed
the secondary data responses to answer the research question. Anderson (2010) has stated
that researchers examining qualitative data for validity and reliability will assess the
credibility and objectivity of the research. I sought to promote reliability and validity by
remaining objective, truthful, and transparent in analyzing the data, ensuring only to
analyze data as reported and not data I wished were reported.
Methodology

In the following section, I detail the methodology conducted for the study. A
sufficient depth of information will be provided to allow other researchers to replicate
this study if necessary. The information included in this section will include details on
data selection, data collection, data analysis, and issues of trustworthiness.
Participant Selection Logic of the ANES Data Set

I conducted this study using secondary open-ended response data from the ANES
2020 Time Series Study data set. Secondary data responses were selected from the ANES
2020 Time Series Study data set. The ANES 2020 Time Series Study data set can be
found on the ANES website (ANES, 2021¢). The data set is available for anyone to use
under the condition that users agree with the terms of usage, such as using the data set
strictly for research purposes, not investigating specific survey respondents, and citing

the ANES data appropriately (ANES, 2021a).
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For the study, the population of participants within the ANES data set included

U.S. residents in the top five most politically polarized cities. The target population
included residents of Jackson, Mississippi; New Orleans, Louisiana; Baton Rouge,
Louisiana; Birmingham, Alabama; and Shreveport, Louisiana. Participants needed to be
18 years old or older to be invited to participate in the study the ANES data set were
collected from. Table 1 shows the estimated populations of residents 18 years old or older
for the top five most politically polarized cities according to the U.S. Census Bureau, as
of April 1, 2020. Partisan segregation, also known as political polarization, was
calculated by each city’s election results from 2016 by determining how geographically
separated Republicans are from Democrats (see Dottle, 2019). A map of each of the
highest polarized cities illustrates the polarization within the cities (see Figures 1 to 5).
The higher the partisan segregation score means the city has higher political polarization

(see Dottle, 2019).

Table 1

Top 5 Polarized Cities

City Population Partisan segregation score
Jackson, Mississippi 116,045 0.63

New Orleans, Louisiana 307,198 0.58

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 178,791 0.56
Birmingham, Alabama 161,791 0.56
Shreveport, Louisiana 142,196 0.56

Source: “QuickFacts,” by the U.S. Census Bureau (2020a), and “Where Democrats and
Republicans Live in Your City,” by Dottle (2019).
Figures 1 through 5 show the partisan segregation for each of the politically

polarized cities used for this study. Blue represents where Democrats (D) live and red
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represents where Republicans (R) live for each specific city. As the blue becomes darker
(D + 100), the Democratic party is stronger in that area. As the red becomes darker (R +
100), the Republican party is stronger in that area.

Figure 1

Partisan Segregation of Jackson, Mississippi

Note. Screenshot of a map of Jackson, Mississippi (Dottle, 2019).



Figure 2

Partisan Segregation of New Orleans, Louisiana
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Note. Screenshot of a map of New Orleans, Louisiana (Dottle, 2019)
Figure 3

Partisan Segregation of Baton Rouge, Louisiana
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Note. Screenshot of a map of Baton Rouge, Louisiana (Dottle, 2019)
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Figure 4

Partisan Segregation of Birmingham, Alabama

Note. Screenshot of a map of Birmingham, Alabama (Dottle, 2019)
Figure 5

Partisan Segregation of Shreveport, Louisiana

Note. Screenshot of a map of Shreveport, Louisiana (Dottle, 2019)
The polarized cities have also been found to be geographically within the closest
proximity to a county that voted in the 2020 presidential election contrary to their county.

For the demographics of the population relevant to the study, according to The New York
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Times (2020), the percentage of individuals who voted for the 2020 Democratic or
Republican presidential candidate for each county and neighboring county (see Table 2).
Table 2

Polarized Area and 2020 Partisan Voting Results

Polarized city County, parish, or gelghborlng Democrat Republica
county/parish ic n
Jackson. Mississipbi Hinds County 73.4% 25.1%
’ pp Rankin County 26.7% 72.0%
New Orleans, Orleans Parish 83.1% 15.0%
Louisiana Jefferson Parish 43.6% 54.7%
1 0 0
Baton Rouge, East Baton Rouge Parish 55.5% 42.5%
Louisiana West Baton Rouge Parish 44.0% 54.5%
Birmingham, Jefferson County 55.8% 42.6%
Alabama Shelby County 28.9% 69.3%
Shreveport, Caddo Parish 52.5% 45.8%
Louisiana Bossier Parish 28.7% 69.7%

Source: “Presidential Election Results: Biden Wins” (2020).

Once the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR)
Virtual Data Enclave (VDE) Data Use Agreement, and the Walden University IRB
approval (Approval Number: 02-13-23-0599364) letter was submitted, I retained access
to the 2020 ANES Time Series geocodes/ZIP codes (see Appendices B-D). I screened
data to only include data from respondents who lived in the identified cities and who self-
identified a certain political ideology/political party.

Sampling Strategy

I used secondary data from the ANES 2020 Time Series Study, and the sampling

strategy was conducted on that data set. At the time of the ANES 2020 survey, the total

population of the United States, age 18 and older, was 259 million people (U.S. Census
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Bureau, 2020b). The ANES 2020 Time Series Study data set includes over 7,000

interviews (ANES, 2021c¢). The target population for this study included the 906,022
residents who lived in the five most polarized cities in the United States (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2020a). The sample included approximately 40 participants who have open-
ended data responses to the ANES survey. I used those responses to answer this study’s
research question by reviewing data from all respondents who lived in the target cities.

The participant data responses sampling frame included lists of residential
addresses where the election survey recruited participants from the General Social Survey
(ANES, 2021c¢). The user guide for completing the survey was mailed and delivered, and
to participate in the ANES 2020 Time Series Study, participants must have been a
resident of the sampled address, be a U.S. citizen, and 18 years old or older during the
time of recruitment (ANES, 2021c¢).

The ANES 2020 Time Series Study invited participants by email or sent a letter if
no email was on file or if there was no response in email (ANES, 2021c¢). Letters and
emails requested household members to participate in screeners over the internet (ANES,
2021c¢). The screening instrument was screened by selecting one randomly assigned U.S.
adult citizen living at the selected address to complete the questionnaire (ANES, 2021c).
The cross-sectional sample was a random sample drawn from the U.S. Postal Service’s
computerized delivery sequence file (C-DSF) that included all residential addresses
across the United States having an equal probability of being selected (ANES, 2021¢).
The selected addresses were given a series of letters designated to recruit one participant

in the household to complete a survey online (ANES, 2021c¢). The invitation letter
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included $10, and $40 was promised if the respondent completed the survey online
(ANES, 2021c¢).

Household members who followed the invitation were directed to the screening
and randomly selected one adult U.S. citizen from their home to complete the ANES
questionnaire (ANES, 2021c). Participants were then invited to complete the survey
based on their assigned group—web-only, mixed-web, and mixed video (ANES, 2021c).
Web-only respondents completed the survey exclusively online (ANES, 2021¢). Mixed-
web respondents were offered to do the survey online or telephone, and nonrespondents
and refusals in this group were shifted to complete the survey via telephone (ANES,
2021c). Mixed-video respondents were allowed to do a live video interview on Zoom and
were shifted to the online survey if they declined the video request or failed to respond to
the invitation (ANES, 2021c).

Nonrespondents and refusals were allowed to complete the survey via phone
(ANES, 2021c¢). Later, nonresponding cases and refusals were shifted to the telephone
during the final weeks of the pre-election period (ANES, 2021c¢). Of the mentioned
sample, household members who did not respond were offered increased incentives,
including $100, and during the last weeks during the pre-election field period,
participants who had a low response rate were offered $200 to complete the survey to
counter nonresponses (ANES, 2021c). The pre-election ANES data collection field dates
were from August 18, 2020, to November 3, 2020. Participants were allowed to complete
the survey anywhere they had internet, computer, or phone access, depending on which

method they were assigned to complete the survey (ANES, 2021c). Phone and video
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interviews were conducted by trained interviewers reading questions aloud to respondents
and using software on the computer (ANES, 2021c¢).

My study’s sampling strategy included selecting data from participants based on
the following criteria: residing in one of the five politically polarized cities and self-
identify themselves on a political spectrum ranging from very liberal to neither liberal nor
conservative to very conservative and/or political party. My study’s sampling strategy is
nonprobability sampling, as I considered some members of the population who have a
higher chance of being in the study than others. Researchers use nonprobability sampling
for research of this magnitude, specifically when the research is qualitative because the
research goal is to extensively gain a general understanding (DeCarlo, 2018). More
specifically, the study has a nonprobability sampling technique with a subcategory
purposive sampling strategy and a homogeneous sampling technique. Campbell et al.
(2020) described the purposive sampling technique as a sampling technique having a long
history of debate regarding whether the sampling technique is straightforward or complex.
Most importantly, the reason for purposive sampling is that it allowed for better
alignment of the sample for the objective and goals of the research, therefore improving
the rigour, and increasing the trustworthiness of the results (Campbell et al., 2020).

In this research study, I analyzed secondary data from respondents who live in
polarized cities, and purposive sampling helped to achieve those goals. The purposive
sampling strategy means intentionally choosing participants based on pre-determined
criteria (DeCarlo, 2018). Purposive sampling allows a researcher to select the participants

from the sample with characteristics the researcher would need to investigate further
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(DeCarlo, 2018; Dudovskiy, 2022; Flom, 2021). Doing so means a researcher will begin

with specific characteristics that would be researched further, and seek out participants
who meet those characteristics (DeCarlo, 2018). Researchers deliberately seek out the
specific sample because the participants warrant inclusion (Taherdoost, 2016).
Criteria for Data Selection

In the study, I selected data based on specific locations. More specifically,
residents of the top five most polarized cities. Considering this, the study’s sampling
technique is described as purposive sampling. In purposive sampling, the results cannot
be generalized to any larger population, which is sufficient for the qualitative research
method. Nonprobability sampling, much like qualitative research, does not aim to
generalize to larger populations (DeCarlo, 2018).

The justification for purposive sampling is that as the researcher, I can directly
and efficiently research the intended population. The efficiency of purposive sampling
can be when wanting to research only cities that share a commonality. It would be a
waste of time to randomly sample all cities when that is not the intended goal of the
research study. Therefore, it is important to not generalize from the specific sample to a
larger population but specify that the results can only be generalized within the context of
the sample’s characteristics that participated in the research study.

Procedures

The data used for the study included analyzing the secondary data set American

National Election Studies 2020 Time Series Study. Self-identification is the only criterion

for political ideology and political party. There were a total of 8,280 participants in the
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ANES database who responded to the survey and open-ended questions. When
corresponding with the ANES regarding the data responses from the top five polarized
cities, 40 secondary data responses will be analyzed for the study. According to the
correspondence with ANES, the 40 respondents that are expected to have provided
secondary data to be analyzed are five residents in Hinds County, Mississippi, five
residents in East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana, six residents in Caddo Parish, Louisiana,
seven residents in Orleans Parish, Louisiana, and 17 residents in Jefferson County,
Alabama. Respondents were not required to answer all questions to have their data
analyzed. Respondents were only required to answer at least one of the four survey
questions to have their data analyzed for the study.

The ICPSR gave the present researcher geographic information (specifically ZIP
codes) to assess which data comes from politically polarized cities in the ANES 2020
Time Series Study data set (ANES, 2021d). As the principal researcher, I applied for the
ANES 2020 Time Series Study Geocodes/ZIP codes by submitting the Walden
University IRB approval letter, and the Restricted Data Use Agreement for Restricted
Data in the VDE from the ICPSR form (see Appendices B-D). Accessing the ANES 2020
Time Series Study ZIP codes allowed me to find the open-ended data responses from
respondents who live in the top five most polarized cities.

Once I accessed the ZIP codes, respondents who live in the top five most
polarized cities will be selected to have their open-ended data responses analyzed. There
is expected to be 40 data respondents that will have their open-ended data responses

analyzed to answer the study’s research question. If data saturation is not reached from
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the original top five most polarized cities, I planned on adding responses from the
following sixth to tenth most polarized cities until saturation is obtained. The greater
Memphis area, Tennessee; Columbus area, Georgia, Mobile, Alabama; Montgomery,
Alabama, and the greater New York area, are the sixth to tenth most polarized cities,
respectively (see Dottle, 2019). The sample had contradictory experiences or similar
experiences, which met data saturation within the sample, signaling sufficient data for
analysis.
Instrumentation

Secondary data from respondents in this study were generated by answering
numerous survey questions administered by the ANES 2020 Time Series Study Pre-
Election and Post-Election Survey Questionnaire (ANES, 2021b; see Appendix A). There
was a total of 1,009 survey questions in the ANES Time Series Study Pre-Election and
Post-Election Survey Questionnaire. Of the ANES open-ended questions, there were 27
questions in total. I selected 12 questions from the questionnaire pertaining to the topic of
this study for further analysis (see Appendix A). The questions used to answer the
research question included open-ended questions asking the “likes” and “dislikes”
participants have regarding the Republican and Democratic party as well as questions on
participants selecting their political ideology and political party (ANES, 2021b). The
questions on the “likes” and “dislikes” of the two major political parties can be found on
pages 67-71 in the questionnaire (ANES, 2021b), and those responses were analyzed for

this study.
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All participants were presented with the same question, and participants who
answered “yes” on whether they have at least one like or dislike about a major political
party were included in the data analysis. A participant providing a “no response” is not
missing, or incomplete data, but on the contrary have responded that they do not have a
like or dislike of at least one of the two major political parties. The participant was
probed to answer their likes/dislikes regarding the Republican and Democratic party in
detail until the respondents said there was nothing else they would like to add to the
question ensuring the participant had answered the question thoroughly (ANES, 2021¢).
The self-identified political ideology and political party survey question was used to
assess whether participants have a political ideology or political party (ANES, 2021Db).
The political ideology survey question asks, “Where would you place yourself on this
scale or haven’t you thought much about this?” (ANES, 2021b, p. 71). The scale ranges
from “extremely liberal” to “extremely conservative” (ANES, 2021b, p. 71). If
participant selected, “moderate; middle of the road,” or “haven’t thought about it” they
were then asked to choose between “liberal” or “conservative” (ANES, 2021b, p. 71). For
this study, the political ideology question ensures that individuals have an ideology that
may coincide with an individual’s moral foundations in the conceptual framework.

The political party question asks, “Generally speaking, do you usually think of
yourself as [a Democrat, a Republican / a Republican, a Democrat], an independent, or
what?” (ANES, 2021b, p. 90). The scale ranges from “No preference” to “Other party”
with Democrat and Republican within the spectrum (ANES, 2021b, p. 90). If the

participant responded, “Other Party” or “Independent” they were then asked to choose
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between identifying “Closer to Republican” or “Closer to Democratic” (ANES, 2021b, p.

90). Analyzing the open-ended responses is best suited for a qualitative assessment which
yielded numerous and diverse perspectives from the selected responses being analyzed.
Procedures for Recruitment

The specific data set that the study utilized as a secondary data set was the ANES
2020 Time Series Study, found under the Time Series tab in the Data Center section of
the ANES website (ANES, 2021a). I analyzed open-ended responses from the data set
regarding the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the
United States to determine political party preferences. Only respondents who thoroughly
answered the question and stated “no” when asked if there is anything else they would
like to add regarding the likes/dislikes of the Republican and Democratic parties had their
data analyzed. The data responses were from one of the top five most polarized cities. I
did not utilize primary data from participants. However, for the sake of protecting the
privacy of the secondary data that I did analyze, I submitted an abstract of the dissertation,
the IRB approval letter from Walden University, and my University’s Representative and
committee chairperson signed a Restricted Data Use Agreement for Restricted Data in
the Virtual Data Enclave (VDE) from the Inter-university Consortium for Political and
Social Research (ICPSR) form to access the ANES 2020 Time Series Study
Geocodes/ZIP codes (see Appendix D). I found the open-ended data responses in the top

five most polarized cities by the ZIP codes of the respondents.
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Data Analysis Plan

The qualitative secondary data collected from the ANES website offered detailed
data to help answer the research question, specifically what residents who live in the top
five most polarized cities and their moral foundations used to determine political party
preferences. The secondary data comes from the ANES questionnaire data responses, and
the responses were qualitatively analyzed through thematic analysis (see Table 3). The
open-ended data responses from all of the participants can be found on the “Redacted
Open-Ends” Microsoft Excel file in tabs V201159, V201161, V201163, V201165 on the
ANES 2020 Time Series Study web page (ANES, 2021¢). Anyone who wants to access
the “Redacted Open-Ends” may need to log-in or register for an ANES account.

The qualitative data has been coded and tabulated by thematic findings based on
the conceptual framework analyzing the stated likes/dislikes and noting repetitive word
usage, patterns, themes, and explicit meaning. MFT and groupthink theory offered
additional insight into how to assess the open-ended data responses. When necessary,
treatment of discrepant cases was noted for future research. Data responses were coded
manually by analyzing each data response. To answer the research question for the first
cycle of coding, qualitative coding was conducted using the preliminary coding
framework through the lens of the conceptual framework (see Table 3).

I included a preliminary coding framework that codes descriptors from the
dissertation’s conceptual framework, which aligned the research question with the
conceptual framework (see Table 3). The study’s theoretical/deductive coding was done

by assigning codes based on the conceptual framework along with the phenomena
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mentioned in the problem, purpose, and research question to promote alignment. Table 3

displays my preliminary coding framework:

Research Question: What moral foundations are used by residents of politically

polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences?

Table 3

Preliminary Coding Framework Based on Moral foundations Theory and Groupthink

Theory
Parent code Child code
Purity/sanctity Morality (MO)
Respect/authority Leadership (LE)
Obedience (OB)
Authoritarianism (AU)
Fairness/reciprocity Justice (JU)
Equitable (EQ-1)
Equality (EQ-2)
Harm/care Animosity (AN)
Like (L)
Dislike (DL)
Ingroup/loyalty Partisanship (PA)
False perception of invulnerability Excessive partisanship (EP)
Inherent group morality Purity/sanctity (PS)

Censoring oneself

Anti-democratic (AD-1)
Anti-diversity of thought (AD-2)

Stereotyping outsiders

Overgeneralizations of other groups (OG)

False perception of unanimity

False unity (FU)

Pressure within group on dissidents Conformity (C)
Forced partisanship (FP)
Polarization (PO)
Self-appointed mind guards Respect/authority (RA)

Decision making (DM)

Defective (DM-d)
Productive (DM-p)

Characteristics of groupthink theory include false perception of invulnerability,

inherent group morality, rationalization of the collective, stereotyping outsiders,
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censoring oneself, false perception of unanimity, force on dissenters, and self-appointed
guards of the mind (Barr & Mintz, 2018). Characteristics of MFT include (a)
authority/respect, (b) purity/sanctity, (c) harm/care, (d) ingroup/loyalty, and
(e) fairness/reciprocity (Graham et al., 2013).

Once data were coded through the lens of the conceptual framework, there will be
a tabulation of the codes that were mentioned in Table 3. The tabulation of codes will
include the exact number of times each characteristic of the conceptual framework
appeared in data responses when coding for the preferences of the Democratic and
Republican parties. Typically, two to four codes will need to emerge from a characteristic
to become a category, and approximately three distinct categories that emerge from a
characteristic will bring forth the status of a theme/concept (Saldafia, 2013; 2021).

Issues of Trustworthiness

Credibility

Credibility measures internal validity, and credibility is ensured by establishing
confidence that the meaning of data has been accurately interpreted (Carboni, 1995;
Whittemore et al., 2001). Specifically, credibility explains if the results accurately reflect
the participants’ experiences (Carboni, 1995; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Whittemore et al.,
2001). Because the study utilized secondary data from the ANES data center, member
checks and credibility were conducted when participants were shown and validated their
data responses before submission. For this qualitative research, the data were reviewed by

my dissertation committee chairperson and available to my committee.
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Transferability

Transferability is used in qualitative research where the results can be transferred
to other settings or contexts with different participants (Anney, 2014). More specifically,
transferability can be similar to generalizations (Anney, 2014; Bitsch, 2005; Tobin &
Begley, 2004). In this research study, transferability was likely constrained because of the
restricted scope of research respondents. The research study specifically studied adults
residing in polarized cities, such as the top five most polarized cities with a political
ideology, or political party. The study’s research has limited transferability to a broader
sample but can perhaps be transferred to other adults who have a political ideology or
political party and live in a politically polarized city in the United States.

Dependability

Dependability is the next concept within the issue of trustworthiness that will be
discussed. Dependability occurs when research findings having stability throughout time
(Anney, 2014; Bitsch, 2005). Dependability would be ensured by making sure an audit
trail can be conducted by keeping the raw data, observational notes, and any documents
that were collected during data collection (Anney, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1982).
Dependability was conducted by revisiting the raw data that has been coded to ensure the
coding remained consistent upon the second cycle coding and analysis. Methods of
triangulation was conducted by the principal researcher and an expert dissertation
committee that assessed the research, research instruments, and the research plan before

and after data collection.
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Confirmability

Confirmability is when other researchers can confirm or corroborate the results
(Anney, 2014; Baxter & Eyles, 1997). Confirmability ensures that the investigator’s
interpretations of the data originate from the data (Anney, 2014; Tobin & Begley, 2004).
Confirmability was established by audit trails to ensure data interpretations have came
from the ANES 2020 Time Series Study secondary data set (ANES, 2021¢). Reflexivity
includes examining my judgments and beliefs that could affect the research process after
coding the data (Delve & Limpaecher, 2022). Reflexivity was considered by making
personal notes in a journal during the data analysis, interpretation stage, and when
debriefing with my committee chairperson.

Ethical Procedures

For the secondary data set used for the study, the ANES releases its data publicly
but states that the terms of use are strictly for research and statistical discovery (ANES,
2021a). ANES also mentions that users cannot use the research data to investigate
specific research participants (ANES, 2021a). If someone disagrees with the research
terms on protecting participants’ confidentiality, they cannot sign up to access the data.
Ensuring that researching using the ANES data set will protect the confidentiality of each
one of the participants promotes ethical procedures.

ANES participants are asked for their consent to participate by completing a
questionnaire and are given financial incentives as a reward for completing the
questionnaire (ANES, 2021c). Participants who volunteered to be a part of the ANES

were given access to a questionnaire. Participants are free to participate in supplying their
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answers to the questionnaire at their discretion. Participants were told before filling out
the questionnaire that they could terminate participation at any time, participation is
voluntary, and participants do not have to answer any question that makes them feel
uncomfortable (ANES, 2021c). Participants are told that if there are any questions or
complaints about the questionnaire, the participant is free to talk to Stanford Institutional
Review Board to communicate with someone independent from the research team
(ANES, 2021c¢).

Considering participants primarily completed a questionnaire to be used for this
secondary study, ethical concerns are mitigated. Participants can discontinue participating
at any time and are told their participation in the study is voluntary, which also decreases
ethical concerns. Data collected and released publicly does not disclose confidential or
personally identifiable information. Participants’ data remains anonymous and
confidential once the current researcher has access. For the dissertation, the research
investigator can only access ANES 2020 Time Series Study Geocodes and ZIP codes,
which told the present researcher the area where participants’ data reside. I agreed to the
terms of protecting participants confidentiality and privacy set forth on the Restricted
Data Use Agreement for Restricted Data in the Virtual Data Enclave (VDE) from the
Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) form to access the
ANES 2020 Time Series Study Geocodes and ZIP codes, and only used ZIP codes to find
data strictly for completing this dissertation (ANES, 2021d; Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research, 2020). In Chapter 4, data was coded, so table

frequencies do not release any information on the sample, or key variable to adhere to the
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data use agreement (see Appendix D). Short responses based on likes and dislikes are
redacted to not include any participant’s private information.

Once the data use agreement was submitted, my committee chairperson and I had
to complete a quiz based on the appropriate use of accessing the data within the
confidential server. In addition, the committee chairperson and I obtained a license after
the quiz was successfully passed. The ZIP codes and geocodes remained in a confidential
server and can only be removed once ICPSR vetted the data to ensure data responses did
not disclose personal identifiable information. The only personal information I obtained
is the ZIP codes to determine which data responses were from the aforementioned
polarized cities. The ZIP code and geocode file do not give out any other personal
information and only provides the researcher information on if the open-ended data
responses originated from a polarized city.

For the present study, Walden University’s requirements to collect data for IRB
approval included submitting a Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative [CITI]
human subjects protection training completion certificate, Form A and Form B. The CITI
human subjects protection training certificate was earned by completing a series of
quizzes dedicated to multiple topics of human subjects protections. Considering the
present research analyzed secondary data that is publicly available, I striven to meet IRB
requirements by completing Form A and Form B. The two forms asked questions on the
present research study, and agree to ethical terms set forth, respectively. After completing

each IRB requirement, this study received IRB approval from Walden University.
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Summary

Hopefully, research on this topic will promote social change by providing a
greater understanding of the moral foundations that are used by residents of politically
polarized cities in the United States to determine political party preferences to help better
understand the excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity that can promote
legislative gridlock in the U.S. political electorate and harm United States democracy.
Exploring this will hopefully improve the dialogue between political actors, whether they
are citizens, politicians, or public servants, and hopefully mitigate excessive partisanship,
polarization, and animosity. Within this chapter, there was a discussion on how previous
data were collected and how current data obtained maintained appropriate IRB standards.
The research method uses qualitative secondary data from the ANES 2020 Time Series

Study. The next chapter will include a detailed data analysis.
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Chapter 4: Results

Introduction
For this study, I sought to better understand the moral foundations used by
residents in polarized cities to determine political party preferences. The moral
foundations used were authority/respect, purity/sanctity, harm/care, ingroup/loyalty, and
fairness/reciprocity (see Haidt & Graham, 2007). MFT has two types of foundations that
categorize the theory’s intuitions: (a) individualizing moral foundations, which include
harm/care, and fairness/reciprocity intuitions; and (b) binding moral foundations, which
include ingroup/loyalty, purity/sanctity, and authority/respect intuitions (Ekici et al., 2021;
Gehman et al., 2021; Nilsson et al., 2020). By studying moral foundations to determine
political party preferences, I sought to explain excessive partisanship, polarization, and
animosity that can promote legislative gridlock in the political electorate and harm U.S.
democracy. My study was guided by a research question on the moral foundations used
by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political party
preferences. This chapter includes the research findings, descriptions of the setting,
respondent demographics, data collection, data analysis, evidence of trustworthiness, and
the results of the study.
Setting
I conducted this study using secondary data from the 2020 ANES time series
open-ended redacted data set. I did not have any influence on the participants, nor could I
influence the participants’ experiences to impact the results of the study. For this study, I

received Walden University IRB approval. Throughout data analysis, I also worked with
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ICPSR who managed the ZIP codes/geocodes to ensure confidentiality requirements of
the data respondents were met.
Demographics

The data for this study came from the 2020 ANES redacted open-ended data set
asking participants their likes and dislikes on the two major political parties: Democrat
and Republican. Data analyzed for the study included at least one like or dislike of at least
one major political party. In total, there were 39 data respondents who resided in the top
five most polarized cities. However, seven respondents did not answer any of the
aforementioned open-ended survey questions and were removed from data analysis. For
this study, data respondents were required to answer at least one open-ended survey
question on the like or dislike of a major political party. There was a total of 32 data
responses who provided at least one /ike or dislike for either of the two major political
parties. This research study met data saturation requirements sufficient to answer the
research question.

To protect respondents confidentiality, maintain consistency when reporting data,
and adhere to the data use agreement, specific frequency counts for respondents’ cities
will not be disclosed (see Appendix D). However the respondents’ cities in descending
order included; (a) New Orleans, Louisiana; (b) Birmingham, Alabama; (c) Jackson,
Mississippi; (d) Shreveport, Louisiana; and (¢) Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The ranking for
cities with the most polarizing codes in descending order included; (a) New Orleans,
Louisiana; (b) Jackson, Mississippi; (¢) Baton Rouge, Louisiana; (d) Birmingham,

Alabama; and (e) Shreveport, Louisiana.
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To protect respondents confidentiality, and adhere to the data use agreement,
specific frequency counts for respondents’ political ideology/party will not be disclosed
(see Appendix D). However, the self-identified political ideologies of the respondents in
descending order includes: self-identified liberals, conservative, and finally people who
either have not thought much about their political ideology or who self-identify as
moderate—middle of the road. The political party of the data responses in descending
order include self-identified Democrats, Republicans, Independents and people who
described their party as “other.”

Data Collection

A total of 32 data respondents provided at least one like or dislike of a political
party. Twenty-one data responses stated likes of the Democratic party, 14 data responses
stated likes of the Republican party, 20 data responses stated dislikes of the Democratic
party, and 28 data responses stated dislikes of the Republican party. Some respondents
did not have a like/dislike of both political parties but were included if they provided at
least one like or dislike of at least one of the two major political parties. There were no
variations in the data collection or analysis plan from those described in Chapter 3 of this
study.

The data used in this study were secondary data; therefore, the data were
previously collected, transcribed, and entered into a data spreadsheet before I obtained
access. To obtain access to the geocodes and ZIP codes, my committee chairperson and |
accessed the data through a secured VMware Horizon Client server and agreed to

maintain confidentiality of the participant’s ZIP codes before receiving access. The data
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were stored in the VMware Horizon Client server, and the data analysis was conducted in
the VMware Horizon Client server. For this study, data underwent a vetting process to
ensure confidentiality of data respondents. Data were required to be vetted before
removal from the VMware Horizon Client secured server.

Data Analysis

The data selection process started by choosing data respondents who lived in the
identified politically polarized cities. I exclusively analyzed open-ended data that asked
respondents their likes and dislikes of the two major political parties. To ensure
alignment in conducting the data analysis, I used deductive coding that incorporated the
essential characteristics of the conceptual framework. The research question sought to
answer the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities in the
United States to determine political party preferences. I implemented Saldafia’s (2013)
deductive coding strategy to analyze the data by assigning codes from the preliminary
coding framework that represent the open-ended responses. Coding is a researcher
created construct that symbolizes and features an interpreted meaning to each datum for
the purposes of pattern detection, categorization, theory, themes, and other data analytic
processes (Saldafia, 2013).

When first conducting data analysis, I examined the open-ended responses, and
read through each of them carefully. Then, I assigned codes from the preliminary coding
framework presented in Chapter 3 (see Table 3). I followed Saldafia’s (2013, 2021)
coding framework and assigned deductive codes that symbolically represent the language

for each of the data responses. Using characteristics of the conceptual framework and
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objective definitions to define words allowed me to accurately assign codes to data (see
Appendix E). During the first cycle of initial coding, I assigned as many codes as
necessary to explain the essence of the qualitative data by applying in vivo coding. As
Saldafia (2013) states, in vivo coding is a coding method that uses a respondent’s own
language for codes and is appropriate for all qualitative research. I used in vivo coding
because in vivo coding allowed me to analyze respondents’ own language and assign
codes based on the data (see Saldana, 2013).

During the second and third cycle of coding, I used focused coding and theoretical
coding, respectively. Focused coding follows in vivo coding by categorizing codes based
on themes and concepts that are similar (Saldafa, 2013; 2021). I used an amalgamation of
both coding techniques because the coding techniques were best suited for the objective
of the study. I conducted deductive coding based on the elements of the conceptual
framework that aligns with the research question, and focused coding allowed me to
answer the moral foundations used by residents in polarized cities to determine political
party preferences. During the second cycle of coding, I read the responses anew to gain
further insight into the respondents’ language and meaning and assigned coding that best
represented the data. During the second cycle coding process, the codes can be the exact
same units, analytic memos on the data, or even reconfiguration of the codes (Saldana,
2013). Therefore, I reorganized and recategorized the codes to streamline a more detailed
analysis during the second cycle of coding. As Saldana (2013) stated, during second
cycle coding, codes can be refined, more detailed, and more selective and should become

a smaller list to help generate broader categories.
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Focused coding was mostly conducted during the second cycle of coding. While
conducting focused coding, there were searches done on the most frequent and most
significant codes to produce salient categories from the data corpus (see Saldana, 2013;
2021). To determine the categories and themes that emerged within focused coding data
analysis, I counted the total number of codes assigned for each of the data responses and
produced a coding frequency table. I also used theoretical coding, which helped to
uncover the central categories that identify the themes of the research. Theoretical coding
is used when the codes and categories formed are integrated into a theme of the research
(Saldana, 2021). For this research, I compared data responses to find connections among
each of the data and then themes emerged to assist in explaining the research findings. As
in this data analysis, theoretical coding systematically integrates the categories and
concepts to a central explanation for the phenomenon (see Saldafia, 2021). For this study,
both moral values and groupthink helped to explain the phenomenon occurring in the
data.

The themes that emerged from the data included (a) individualizing foundation
from MFT, (b) group cohesion used for and against a group, (c¢) authoritarianism, binding
moral foundations, and (d) groupthink behavior from groupthink theory. The themes
emerged from the categories pertaining to a central concept that gathers the essence of the
categories. Focused coding, when executed as a second cycle coding analytical process,
was best suited for this data analysis because it helped to develop major categories and
themes from the data itself (see Saldafia, 2013). Theoretical coding is also suited for data

analysis because the coding technique helps to systematically unite the deductive coding
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to core categories that help answer the research question (Saldafia, 2021). Theoretical
coding helped to substantiate the fundamental elements of the study’s conceptual
framework. When finding themes emerge from the categories, Saldafa (2013) stated that
a theme is an extended phrase or sentence that explains what the data mean. I followed
the recommendations of Saldafia (2013, 2021) to code, categorize, and theme the data.
Description of the Codes, Categories, and Themes

The preliminary coding framework cited in Chapter 3 were the codes that have
emerged from the data. Those specific codes that emerged from the data included
morality (MO), leadership (LE), obedience (OB), authoritarianism (AU), justice (JU),
equitable (EQ-1), equality (EQ-2), animosity (AN), like (L), dislike (DL), partisanship
(PA), excessive partisanship (EP), purity/sanctity (PS), antidiversity of thought (AD-2),
overgeneralizations of other groups (OG), false unity (FU), conformity (C), forced
partisanship (FP), polarization (PO), respect/authority (RA), decision making defective
(DM-d), and decision making productive (DM-p). The aforementioned codes along with
the definitions are explained in Appendix E. When performing a cycle of coding, new
codes did emerge: specifically, diversity (D) and respondents mentioning specific public
policy issues that influenced their preferences on the selected political party. The public
policy issues were coded as public policy issue-progressive (PPI-p) or public policy
issue-conservative (PPI-c) based on the political ideology that primarily espouses the
public policy issue. Each specific public policy a respondent mentioned (e.g., universal

health care, immigration, supporting individuals with lower-incomes, abortion, etc.) has
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been linked to either MFT or groupthink theory described in Chapter 2 of the literature

review.

Considering the breadth of the conceptual framework, the preliminary framework
codes encapsulated the essence of the new codes that emerged. Therefore, new codes that
emerged were recoded following better suited preexisting codes based on the coding
techniques brought forth by Saldafia’s (2013) second cycle of coding. Approximately,
two to four codes emerged from a characteristic to become a category. Approximately
three codes emerged two times to become a category, and approximately two-three
categories emerged to become a theme/concept (see Saldana, 2013, 2021). Although,
when codes, categories, and themes emerged, there was variation occurring with the
aforementioned estimates per theme.

The specific categories and theme descriptions that emerged from the data
included: fairness/reciprocity, harm/care, ingroup/loyalty/false perception of
invulnerability, respect/authority, pressure within group on dissidents, stereotyping
outsiders, purity/sanctity, inherent group morality, and censoring oneself. To highlight
the important data from the themes, categories and codes emerged. The categories are the
parent code shown in Table 3. The themes that emerged were the sections of the
conceptual framework specifying either the theory (groupthink theory) or classifying
components of the foundations (binding or individualizing foundation) discussed in the

literature review in Chapter 2.
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Discrepant Cases in Analysis

Discrepant cases can sometimes arise in qualitative open-ended responses after
collecting data. In qualitative research methods, discrepant cases help to propose an
expansion or modification to an existed theory (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993). The
qualities of the discrepant cases in the data were data that used harm/care and
ingroup/loyalty both for and against a political group. The same can be said for the
authoritarianism and groupthink behavior theme. I propose that harm/care and
ingroup/loyalty can be used to not only measure political groups an individual agrees
with, but political groups an individual disagrees with, as well. Specifically,
ingroup/loyalty was used to describe opposition toward political parties. Examples of
discrepant cases were factored into the data and coded appropriately based on the
definitions of codes (see Appendix E).

Evidence of Trustworthiness

Credibility

Credibility refers to verisimilitude, plausibility, and trustworthiness of the
research findings, and is achieved through crystallization, thick description, partiality,
multivocality, and triangulation (Tracy, 2010). For this qualitative research, the data were
reviewed by my dissertation committee chairperson before data analysis. I was available
to my committee and IRB to answer any questions. Additionally, I never met with data
respondents whose data were analyzed for this study. Tone of voice, non-verbal

communication, facial cues, or data respondents when analyzing data for this study were
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not a present factor to influence me. As a result of not interacting with data respondents,
the lack of interaction promoted additional objectivity and decreased biases.
Transferability

In this research study, transferability remained constrained because of the
restricted scope of research participants. Transferability occurs when individuals feel the
research coincides with their individual predicament, thus can transfer the research to
additional contexts and sites (Stahl & King, 2020; Tracy, 2010). The research studied
adults residing in polarized cities, specifically individuals in the top five most polarized
cities. The study’s research had limited transferability to a broader sample, but perhaps
can be transferred to other adults who live in the aforementioned politically polarized
cities, have preferences regarding the major political parties, and identify with a political
ideology/party.
Dependability

Dependability was done by revisiting the raw data that was coded to ensure the
coding remained consistent upon the second coding analysis. An example of
dependability is peer debriefing, peer review, and peer scrutiny because the
aforementioned actions are habits that establish trust (Stahl & King, 2020). I conducted
triangulation to promote dependability and confirmability. Triangulation was done by the
principal researcher and an expert dissertation committee that assessed the research, raw
data, coded data, analyzed data, research instruments, and the research plan before and

after accessing the data.
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Confirmability

Confirmability is achieved when consistency, truth and applicability have been
addressed and accounted from participant’s accounts (Noble & Smith, 2015).
Confirmability was established by audit trails to ensure data interpretations originated
from the ANES 2020 Time Series Study secondary data set (ANES, 2021¢e). More
specifically, to guarantee precise confirmability, I included data tables for the data
analysis along with the survey questions that were used to generate each data response.
The data tables present the coding frequencies and were used to generate the categories
and themes that emerged from the data. Reflexivity was achieved by making personal
notes in a journal after [CPSR approved and vetted the data that can be shared for data
analysis and interpretation. Debriefing was conducted with my dissertation committee
chairperson during bimonthly video conference meetings.

Results

The research question for this study was: what are the moral foundations that are
used by residents of politically polarized cities in the United States to determine political
party preferences? There were 1,009 survey questions and 27 ANES open-ended
questions from the ANES 2020 Time Series Study. From the ANES survey questions, |
selected 12 questions pertaining to the topic of this study (see Appendix A). The selected
survey questions asked participants their /ikes and dislikes of the two major political
parties. Utilizing the conceptual framework, individuals’ views on the political parties

was used to determine political party preferences. Tables 4 to 7 include the coding
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frequencies that emerged. Coding was based on the elements from the conceptual
framework and central research question.

To protect the confidentiality of individual participants and follow the data usage
agreement (see Appendix D), frequencies less than 5 will have their categories combined
within another category. Each respondent was assigned a random number to protect
confidentiality. Random numbers were assigned to each respondent using an online
random number generator setting the minimum number to one and the maximum number
to 1000. The following helps to answer the research question based on the patterns and
themes that emerged from the coded data:

Survey Question: Is there anything in particular that you like about the
Democratic party? If so, what is that? This survey question asked the likes about the
Democratic party. I was able to assess the likes and assign codes based on the elements of
the conceptual framework. Table 4 shows the coding frequencies that emerged from the
open-ended likes about the Democratic party from those who responded to the survey
question.

Table 4

Emerging Code Frequencies (f) for Likes About the Democratic Party (N = 21)

Code Total (f)
Partisanship (PA) 16
Equitable (EQ-1) 15
Equality (EQ-2) 15
Justice (JU) 9

Like (L) 9
Authoritarianism (AU) <5

Leadership (LE) <5
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Considering the survey question asked about the likes of a political party, the

responses produced emerging codes containing “partisan” and “like” responses.
Respondent 202 provided an example of a response for the code of partisanship, equity,
and equality that stated, “Progressive stances, diversity of members, young delegates to
lead us into the future” Respondent 38 provided an example of a response for the code of
equity, equality, like, justice, and partisanship that stated,
They promote access to healthcare for all people. They promote access to and
education for all people. They respect a woman’s right to choose when it comes to
abortion. They promote a more humane treatment of asylum seekers. They realize
the wealthy and large corporations should pay more in taxes.
Respondent 819 provided an example of a response for the code of equity,
equality, partisanship, and leadership that stated,
I like the diversity of the Democratic Party. I like there are more women in the
party of color to speak on my issues. I like the heroes act the Democratic party
presented to help the American ppl during the COVID19 Pandemic. I like the
healthcare plan that was passed under President Obama even though it need to be
tweaked we still have healthcare and also help with pre conditions. I like the
student loan plan the Democratic party that has implemented that Mitch
McConnel [sic] has held up.
Respondent 748 provided an example of a response for the code of equity,

equality, and authoritarianism that stated,
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They are serious about helping Americans keep their health insurance, climate

control, helping people stay in their homes who have lost their jobs due to Covid

19, serious about having a safe vaccine, helping small businesses, investigating

Russian interference in our election, getting PPE equipment to those who need it

and keeping Americans safe.

Survey Question: Is there anything in particular that you dislike about the
Democratic party? If so, what is that? This survey question asked the dislikes about the
Democratic party. I was able to assess the dislikes and assign codes based on the
elements of the conceptual framework. Table 5 shows the coding frequencies that
emerged from the open-ended dislikes about the Democratic party from those who
responded to the survey question.

Table 5

Emerging Code Frequencies (f) for Dislikes About the Democratic Party (N = 20)

Code Total (f)
Dislike (DL) 12
Over-generalizations of other groups 10
(0G)

Animosity (AN) 6
Polarization (PO) 6
Excessive partisanship (EP) 5
Morality (MO) 5

Considering the survey question asked about the dislikes of a political party, the
responses produced emerging codes containing “animosity” and “dislike” responses.
Respondent 671 provided an example of a response for the code of dislike, animosity,

over-generalizations of the other group, and morality that stated, “How out of touch they
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are. They are a direct reflection of Joe Biden, which is not a good thing in my opinion.”
Respondent 445 provided an example of a response that was coded for dislike that stated,
“The constant waste of tax payer money on frivolousness” Respondent 368 provided an
example of a response that was coded for polarization that stated, “Nancy Pelositoo [sic]
many career politiciansToo [sic] much left wing directionAmerica [sic] Last.”
Respondent 819 provided an example of a response that was coded for polarization, and
excessive partisanship that stated, “Not speaking out more forceful against Donald
Trump’s lies and fighting harder for the Heroes act and taking Mitch McConnel [sic] to
the Mat in the Senate to pass these bills he is upholding!!!”

Survey Question: Is there anything in particular that you like about the
Republican party? If so, what is that? This survey question asked the likes about the
Republican party. I was able to assess the likes and assign codes based on the elements of
the conceptual framework. Table 6 shows the coding frequencies that emerged from the
open-ended likes about the Republican party from those who responded to the survey
question.

Table 6

Emerging Code Frequencies (f) for Likes About the Republican Party (N = 14)

Code Total (f)

Morality (MO)
Purity/sanctity (PS)
Partisanship (PA)
Authoritarianism (AU)
Conformity (C)

Wn D D O\
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Respondent 644 provided an example of a response for the code of morality,
authoritarianism, conformity and respect for authority that stated “pro-life, pro legal
immigration, socially conservative” Respondent 441 provided an example of a response
that was coded for partisanship and inherent group morality that stated, “I think the rep.
party is great. I have been one since I was allowed to vote.” Respondent 387 provided an
example of a response that was coded for purity/sanctity, and inherent group morality that
stated, “I like positions formally taken by the party on the importance of international
trade and cooperation, the importance of a strong military defense and the opposition to
abortion”

Survey Question: Is there anything in particular that you dislike about the
Republican party? If so, what is that? This survey question asked the dislikes about the
Republican party. I was able to assess the dislikes and assign codes based on the elements
of the conceptual framework. Table 7 shows the coding frequencies that emerged from
the open-ended dislikes about the Republican party from those who responded to the
survey question.

Table 7

Emerging Code Frequencies (f) for Dislikes About the Republican Party (N = 28)

Code Total (f)
Dislike (DL) 19
Partisanship (PA) 12
Over-generalizations of other groups 10
Excessive partisanship (EP) 8
Polarization (PO) 7
Animosity (AN) 7
Authoritarianism (AU) 6
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Considering the survey question asked about the dislikes of a political party, the
responses produced explicit emerging codes containing “partisanship” and “dislike”
responses. Respondent 671 provided an example of a response for the code of dislike,
over-generalizations of other groups, and polarization that stated, “The GOP look to work
toward policies that pad their pockets and avoid a bad relationship with Trump. No one is
standing up and saying ‘this is wrong and not American.’” They are cowards.”

Respondent 368 provided an example of a response for the code of dislike that
stated, “too many career politicians No spine” Respondent 304 provided an example of a
response for the code of partisanship, authoritarianism, excessive partisanship, and
polarization that stated, “they just follow whatever Trump says”

The themes that emerged from the coded data linked directly to the conceptual
framework. While analyzing the data, four themes emerged from the data.

Theme 1: Individualizing Foundations

The Individualizing Foundation - Moral Foundation Theory theme consist of a
total of six codes, and two categories. The three codes with the category of
fairness/reciprocity includes justice (f= 12), equity (f= 19), equality (= 20), and the
second category of harm/care includes the codes of animosity (= 15), likes (f=11), and
dislikes (f'= 34), which are components of the individualizing foundation in the MFT.
Individualizing foundations includes respondents utilizing harm/care and
fairness/reciprocity to evaluate political parties. According to the data responses, the
individualizing foundations (harm/care, and fairness/reciprocity) within the MFT was a

theme that emerged, especially when looking at the data in regards to the preferences
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individuals have regarding their likes for the Democratic party. The individualizing
foundation theme from MFT emerged from data related to harm/care (f = 60) and
fairness/reciprocity (f= 51) foundations.

The individualizing foundation was supported by respondent 595 who mentioned
care specifically when stating, “cares more about middle class and low class people
and/or families” and respondent 125 agrees mentioning fairness when stating their reason
for liking a specific political party stating, “They encourage fairness regardless of our
economic status” Harm/care were also used in coding when respondent 696 answered,

They are more concern about people who own businesses and corporations and

not the poor and middle class Americans that make these businesses as successful

as they are. You have CEO getting astronomical bonuses off the backs of lower
level staff that don’t usually share in the profits of the companies. These are

the same companies that received undeserved millions of dollars in funds from the

Cares Act.

Theme 2: Group Cohesion For and Against a Group

The group cohesion, partisan unity, and promoting a false belief of strength for
and against a group was a theme that emerged. The theme is from the binding moral
foundations in MFT and groupthink theory. The theme explains how respondents
promote partisan unity, and group cohesion for/against a group. The theme consists of a
total of two codes, and two categories. The code within the category of ingroup/loyalty
include partisanship (f= 34), and the code within the category of false perception of

invulnerability include excessive partisanship (= 13). Ingroup/loyalty within MFT is a
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component of the binding foundation. False perception of invulnerability is a component
of groupthink theory describing how groups falsely believe they are invulnerable.
According to the data responses, the binding foundation that promoted unity within a
group (group cohesiveness) was a theme that emerged. Group cohesion and false
perceptions of invulnerability was facilitated by respondents implying group cohesion of
shared values and a false perceptions of invulnerability. For example respondent 513
stated, “I want the party to take a stronger stand for what the party stands for.”
Respondent 441 mentioned a comment exemplifying in-group loyalty (ingroup/loyalty) a
component of MFT by stating the following, “I think the rep. party is great. I have been
one since I was allowed to vote.” The binding foundation from MFT emerged from data
related to shared stances that promote group loyalty/ingroup, and groups falsely
perceiving their invulnerability consisting of the overarching theme of group cohesion (f
=47).

The binding foundations from MFT that promote unity within a group was
strengthened by a group’s shared public policy stances. For example, respondent 319
stated, “Progressive tax system, pro gay civil union, concern for the environment, Obama
got Osama, diverse coalition, dems circle the wagon better then any party.” Respondent
387 stated their reasons for liking a group is due to the shared public policy stances
saying, “I like positions formally taken by the party on the importance of international
trade and cooperation, the importance of a strong military defense and the opposition to
abortion” Group cohesion and partisan unity was also used for disliking united groups

when respondent 878 stated, “THEY ARE TOO TRADITIONAL.//” and respondent 445
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stated, “The republican representatives who vote against measures just out of spite for the
president”
Theme 3: Authoritarianism, Binding Moral Foundations

Another theme that emerged was authoritarianism by the conceptual framework
of MFT within the binding moral foundations. This theme consists of a total of four codes,
and 2 categories. The codes within the category of respect/authority includes leadership (f
= 5), authoritarianism and obedience (f= 19). The code within the category of
purity/sanctity include morality (= 15). The categories of respect/authority and
purity/sanctity are components of the binding moral foundations in MFT. According to
the data responses, the binding foundation (respect/authority and purity/sanctity) within
the MFT had an authoritarianism theme that emerged, especially when analyzing the data
in regards to the preferences individuals have regarding their party. Authoritarianism was
supported by respondent 197 who stated their preference for their political party as, “law
& order, taxes, immigration, Iran, Israel” and respondent 319 agrees mentioning their
preferences as, “Pro God, Pro Law and Order, Pro Borders, Pro Life, Low regulation on
business, Pro school choice, SUPPOSED to be fiscally conservative, Patriotic,
SUPPOSED to be small govt, Pro self accountability (meritocracy), Pro energy
independence.”

Authoritarianism was also used for disliking a specific party when respondent 202
stated, “Unwilling/unable to stand up to the dictator that is our current president.” and
respondent 908 stated, “unwillingness to check the blatant abuse of power of President

Trump.” The binding foundation authoritarianism theme in MFT emerged from data
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related to the respect/authority and purity/sanctity category consisting of the theme of
authoritarianism (f'= 39).
Theme 4: Groupthink Behavior

The groupthink behavior theme represented by the conceptual framework of
groupthink theory consist of four categories and seven distinct codes. The codes within
the category of pressure within a group on dissidents includes conformity (f=9), forced
partisanship and polarization (f= 17). The code within the category of stereotyping
outsiders include over-generalizations of other groups (f=21). The code within the
category inherent group morality include purity/sanctity (f'= 17).

The code within the category of censoring oneself includes anti-democratic and
anti-diversity of thought (f= 10). The aforementioned categories for this theme are
components of the conceptual framework groupthink theory. According to the data
responses, groupthink behavior (pressure within group on dissidents, stereotyping
outsiders, inherent group morality, and censoring oneself) within the groupthink theory
was a theme that emerged. The groupthink theory components from the groupthink
behavior theme emerged from data related to pressure within the group on dissidents (f =
26), stereotyping outsiders (f = 21), inherent group morality (f= 17), and censoring
oneself (= 10).

The groupthink behavior theme was supported by respondent 115 who stated,
“Constantly bowing to the pressures of the most despicable members” and respondent
368 mentioned, “National Security positionlmmigration approachEconomyAmerica

[sic]First” People also accused others of groupthink when respondent 701 stated, “they
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blame everything on everyone else.” Respondent 304 also agreed when they stated, “they
just follow whatever Trump says” and respondent 303 stated, “They appear to not be an
inclusive party as it relates to diversity and a party gor ghe [sic] rich only.”
Discrepant Cases and Nonconforming Data

When coding, although many expressed dislikes about Republicans regarding
equity and equality, it was coded as a dislike (category harm/care) of the party. This
coding technique was done because respondents are not saying the party has the attribute
of equity and equality, but are saying they dislike the party for the attribute being absent.
I counted frequencies of equity and equality when respondents said they like/dislike the
party for having that specific attribute. A case of nonconforming data were some data
could not be coded at all, because it did not represent any of the coding, nor did it align
with the scope of this research study. Due to the nature of this study, as it utilized
secondary data by studying respondents in politically polarized cities, there was a degree
of confidentiality that must be followed (see Appendix D). For example, data cases that
had less than five respondents could not be disclosed, however, that nondisclosure did not
affect the results of the study.

Summary

This chapter covered the setting, demographics, data collection, analysis,
evidence of trustworthiness, and concluded with the data results. My research question is
what are the moral foundations that are used by residents of politically polarized cities in
the United States to determine political party preferences? The answer to my research

question is the moral foundations that are used by residents of politically polarized cities
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in the United States to determine political party preferences in descending order are;
harm/care (f'= 60), fairness/reciprocity (f = 51), ingroup/loyalty (f = 34), respect/authority
(f=24), and purity/sanctity (f= 15). The answer was discovered by conducting
qualitative deductive coding through the lens of the conceptual framework using
frequency analysis on open-ended data responses. Chapter 5 will include discussion on
the findings based on the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized
cities in the United States to determine political party preferences, conclusions, and

recommendations based on the research findings.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to obtain a greater understanding of the moral
foundations used by residents in polarized cities to determine political party preferences.
Studying this could help explain the excessive partisanship, polarization, and animosity
that can promote legislative gridlock in the political electorate and harm U.S. democracy.
This study was conducted to understand why individuals disagree politically and to help
explain the partisanship, polarization, and animosity that exist. The study’s key research
findings included the moral foundations used by residents of politically polarized cities;
in descending order, these are: harm/care (f = 60), fairness/reciprocity (f=51),
ingroup/loyalty (f = 34), respect/authority (f= 24), and purity/sanctity (f= 15).

Interpretation of the Findings

In my research data analysis, I used deductive coding based on elements of the
conceptual framework. Based on the literature review in Chapter 2, the findings in this
study confirmed much of the existing peer-reviewed literature. Findings confirmed that
harm/care and fairness/reciprocity are used more for individuals within the likes of the
Democratic party, which was shown in the literature. In the literature review, findings
stated that political liberals are more likely to dislike someone if they violate the moral of
care and fairness; whereas, conservatives are more likely to dislike someone if an
individual violates their moral of authority, purity, and loyalty (Smith et al., 2019). This

study’s findings confirmed literature review findings, such as the likes for Republicans
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are based on the MFT foundations of authority/respect, purity/sanctity, ingroup/loyalty
(binding foundations) and morality.

As shown in the literature review, MFT has five foundations that help describe the
preferences of liberals and conservatives: (a) authority/respect, (b) purity/sanctity, (c)
harm/care, (d) ingroup/loyalty, and (e) fairness/reciprocity (Dawson et al., 2023). More
specifically, there are two types of foundations that help to distinguish the MFT
foundations and they include; individualizing foundations and binding foundations. As
mentioned in the literature review, moral foundations are important because they help
individuals better understand voters’ partisan selections (Haidt, 2008). This study’s
research findings overall confirmed the literature; individuals who identify as politically
liberal have moral views higher on harm/care and fairness/reciprocity, whereas
individuals who identify as politically conservative have moral views supporting all five
of the moral foundations (Haidt & Graham, 2007). Overall, individuals used many of the
moral foundations (authority/ respect, purity/sanctity, harm/care, ingroup/loyalty, and
fairness/reciprocity), but those who stated their likes regarding the Democratic party and
opposition to the Republican party used harm/care and fairness/reciprocity more.

This study’s research findings also confirmed what was found in the literature
review regarding groupthink theory because the data indicates that individuals’
preferences regarding a political party can promote groupthink and authoritarianism when
faced with national security dilemmas, immigration, and domestic policies. Within the
research findings, many who mentioned elements of authoritarianism and groupthink

preferences for security, and law and order stated having an affinity toward strong leaders.
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As found in the literature review, when there is high stress originating from an external
threat and there is low self-esteem from having to face difficult decisions, this produces
high group cohesion and leads to groupthink (McCauley, 1998). Within the theme of
individualizing moral foundations in the context of the conceptual framework of MFT,
the individualizing foundations have been found to reduce prejudice, whereas binding
foundations have been found to increase prejudice against out-groups and increase
security to remain formidable (Brown et al., 2021; Hadarics & Kende, 2018). This was
also confirmed in the research findings as the binding foundations stress security
dilemmas, law and order, immigration, partisanship, and polarization, especially toward
political groups where there is high disagreement.
Analyzing Findings Through the Conceptual Framework

As mentioned in the conceptual framework, individualizing moral foundations
(harm/care and fairness/reciprocity) reduce prejudice because individualizing moral
foundations safeguard individual protections and rights (Goenka & Thomas, 2022; Milesi
& Alberici, 2018). Analyzing the research findings through the conceptual framework,
when respondents argued for harm/care and fairness/reciprocity, it was in regards to
caring for individuals who have lower incomes, empathy, equality, equity, and diversity
and the dislike was shown to those who were absent of those moral priorities. This can be
explained through the conceptual framework of moral foundations where Morris (2020)
suggested there is a strong relationship between empathy and progressive views. In fact,

Morris found that understanding empathy is one way an individual can understand the
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increased polarization that exists, and can explain some of the differences between
political conservatives and liberals in the United States (Morris, 2020).

Binding moral foundations (authority/respect, purity/sanctity, and ingroup/loyalty)
have been found to be selective and could increase prejudice against disparaged
outgroups and value the group’s welfare to prevent the risk of insecurity (Brown et al.,
2021; Goenka & Thomas, 2022; Hadarics & Kende, 2018; Milesi & Alberici, 2018).
Within the present study’s findings, there was a high degree for the elements of
authoritarianism, which typically occurs when individuals are seeking a high degree of
security. As found within the research findings, the codes within the category of
respect/authority includes leadership (f'= 5), authoritarianism, and obedience (f= 19),
which had a high degree of authoritarianism coinciding with the findings in the
conceptual framework. The binding foundation found in the study was respect/authority,
ingroup/loyalty, and purity/sanctity. Respect/authority was found in the conceptual
framework as being the strongest predictor of treatment of the poor after harm/care and
fairness/reciprocity, and ingroup/loyalty foundations (Low & Wui, 2016). Individuals
who identify as liberal are more likely to value the morals of fairness/reciprocity and
harm/care, which explains why that was a prevalent finding in this research study.

In regard to the individualizing foundations within the MFT, this research
indicates that individuals use a higher than average degree of the harm/care foundation
coded as likes (f = 11) and dislikes (f = 34). Within the conceptual framework of MFT,
political misunderstandings can be explained by Haidt and Graham (2007) who found

that individuals identifying as politically liberal prioritize morals foundations based on
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harm/care and fairness/reciprocity, whereas individuals who identify as politically
conservative prioritize morals based on all five of the moral foundations. Within the
research findings, harm/care and fairness/reciprocity were shown more for individuals
stating their likes for the Democratic party, and the moral foundations of harm/care and
fairness/reciprocity were also cited if respondents felt a political party was devoid of
those aforementioned morals. Within the research findings pertaining to the
individualizing foundation theme, components of moral foundation are
fairness/reciprocity, which includes justice (f'= 12), equity (= 19), equality (f= 20) and
harm/care, which includes animosity (f'= 15), likes (f= 11), and dislikes (f'= 34).
Analyzing through the lens of the conceptual framework, the aforementioned findings
were relatively high but can be explained by individuals who identify as politically liberal
are more likely to prioritize the components of the individualizing foundation of
harm/care (f'= 60) and fairness/reciprocity (f= 51).

Group cohesion was a theme that emerged within the data, and was also discussed
in the conceptual framework within the literature. Group cohesion contained the
categories of group loyalty that was found within the data for/against political groups (f =
47) because according to the conceptual framework, in-group loyalty was more likely
found in conservatives (Dickinson et al., 2016). However, within the research findings,
individuals of any political ideology used group shared unity stances for or against a
political group, which can be explained through groupthink theory and MFT-binding
foundations. Group loyalty, group cohesion, partisanship, and group-thinking can be

explained in the conceptual framework; van Loon et al. (2020) found individuals
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dehumanize and dislike opposing group members because of different perceptions of the
world. This finding helps to explain the differences in moral priorities, and also motivates
groupthink cited in the conceptual framework.

Critical elements of groupthink theory includes individuals believing their own
groups inherent morality, stereotyping outsiders (i.e. the out-group) and engaging in a
false belief of consensus (Barr & Mintz, 2018). Within the data, respondents promoted
group cohesion by mentioning shared stances within a political party, standing strong for
their views, and negatively overgeneralizing and stereotyping political groups in which
they have disagreements. It was found in the literature that individuals having strong
individualizing intuitions (harm prevention and fairness) and weaker binding intuitions
(authority/respect, and ingroup/loyalty), were more likely to donate to causes that
benefited out-groups compared to individuals with higher binding intuitions (Nilsson et
al., 2020). On the contrary, a higher degree of binding intuitions can also predict group
loyalty, which was found in this research study.

Binding foundations, group loyalty, group cohesiveness, and groupthink are core
elements of MFT and Janis’s (1972) groupthink theory (Hadarics & Kende, 2018; Mullen
et al., 1994). Groupthink theory explains the high degree of binding foundations, and
groupthink elements that have been found in this study, because it explains how
individuals in groups value uniformity, cohesion, and not seeking out alternative ideas
(Janis, 1972). Within the conceptual framework, group similarity tended to be
overestimated by political conservatives, whereas political liberals were more likely to

underestimate group similarity (Stern, 2020). This can help to explain groupthink, group
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loyalty, group cohesiveness and binding foundations within the MFT that was found in
the present study’s research findings. An interesting analysis within each of the themes is
how binding moral foundations (ingroup/loyalty, purity/sanctity, and authority/respect),
and groupthink coincides with each other. As individuals high in ingroup/loyalty,
purity/sanctity, and authority/respect, can relate to many of the integral components in
groupthink theory.

The data findings relating to group loyalty, partisanship, and group cohesion can
be explained through the conceptual framework. Groupthink theory explains that when a
group member disagrees with the group, they are encouraged not to disturb the group, or
express arguments against the group (Katopol, 2015). This can explain hard-line, moral
absolutist stances in the research findings. Ensuring present research aligns within the
boundaries of the scope of the study, the research studied individuals in U.S. polarizing
cities to gain insight on polarization, partisanship, and animosity. The present research
remained focused on analyzing responses of individuals within the context of MFT and
groupthink theory remaining within the scope of the study.

Limitations of the Study

As mentioned in Chapter 1, limitations are constraints that the researcher cannot
control that arise within the methodology, and research design that can affect the study’s
outcome. Therefore, as stated earlier in Chapter 1, the limitations of the findings cannot
be generalized beyond the top five most polarized cities, and cannot be generalized
among people who do not have formulated political opinions on United States major

political parties. An additional limitation came from after accessing the data. After data
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access, it was found that there were more respondents who identified as Democrats than
Republicans whom had their responses analyzed in this research study. It was also found
that most respondents identified from extremely liberal to slightly liberal, followed by
extremely conservative to slightly conservative, and lastly respondents who identified as
either moderate- middle of the road or who have not thought much about their political
ideology.
Recommendations

Future research might also attempt to sample more individuals in political parties
relative to the investigated population, and perhaps sample individuals within different
political parties outside of the two major political parties. According to Pew Research
Center (2022a), there is a frustration with the two-party political system that currently
exist, and almost half of young adults wish there were more political parties. Most of the
public interest has expressed having a major third political party (Saad, 2022). Future
research might also analyze individuals appeal on third parties in the United States to
determine what impact that may have on polarization, partisanship, and animosity in U.S.
political discourse. In addition, if there is further research on this study, interviewers
should ask detailed questions about public policy topics known to be polarizing to receive
greater understanding from individuals in polarized cities, especially individuals who
have acrimonious political discourse. Future research should also explore using the other
six MFT foundations; care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, authority/subversion,

sanctity/degradation, and liberty/oppression (Graham et al., 2013; Haidt, 2012).
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Implications

The research will help to promote positive social change that is needed in society,
especially in the United States. As it has been found within prior research, majority of
Biden and Trump voters report having either “just a few” or no friends who support the
other candidate (Pew Research Center, 2020). Almost half of college students would not
share a dormitory room with someone who supports the opposing 2020 presidential
candidate (Generation Lab, 2022). Even worse, at least 15% of people from both major
political parties agreed that today the country would improve if large numbers of
opposing partisans in public “just died” (Kalmoe & Mason, 2018). Much of this can be
explained through radicalization through social media, conspiracy theories, groupthink
theory echo-chambers mentioned in earlier chapters of this dissertation, and in media
outlet research discoveries (Zadrozny, 2021).

Research has found a difference between the political parties perceptions on the
political issues that are important (Pew Research Center, 2018; Pew Research Center,
2021). However, the differences of political views have not been found to be entirely
from political issues, and can be from identity-based elements of ideology (Mason 2015;
Mason, 2018). Ideology has been found to increase affective polarization against out-
group ideologues even when there are low levels of policy attitude extremity or when not
tied to a specific policy view (Mason, 2018). Furthermore, this brings us to the current
research in which partisanship, polarization, and animosity should be further studied. The
interpretations of the current research results have yielded support for the conceptual

framework and provided further explanation of moral foundations and groupthink theory.



115

Society could learn from the research findings by learning the moral foundations
individuals in polarized cities value and explore those values to gain insight with
individuals who politically disagree.

Stakeholders involved in analyzing individuals within the context of MFT and
groupthink theory may include think tanks, and research organizations also interested in
this study’s topic. Stakeholders may also include congressional members, state assembly
members, and politicians especially in highly polarized areas. This research can also
impact those in conflict-resolution between polarized political groups to hopefully better
understand the reason for the differences. Stakeholders can also include those with vested
interests in understanding individuals with political disagreements.

Social Determinants of Health (SDH) is integral toward facilitating a healthy
society. SDH are factors not including medical care that could possibly be influenced by
social policies, social norms, political systems, and development agendas that help to
shape health in compelling ways (Braveman & Gottlieb, 2014; World Health
Organization, 2008). The World Health Organization elaborated further and explained
that SDH are conditions including; birth, growing, work, age, and systems that help to
shape life’s circumstances (World Health Organization, 2008). The World Health
Organization (2008) list examples of social determinants of health that can have a
positive and negative consequence on health equity. For the present study, the examples
of SDH that could be aligned with this study include; income, social protection, and
structural conflicts motivated by partisanship, polarization, and animosity between

individuals who disagree politically. The World Health Organization’s examples of SDH
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that could help to facilitate positive social change include; social inclusion, and non-
discrimination (World Health Organization, 2008).

The components of SDH, specifically structural conflicts motivated by
polarization, partisanship, and animosity, as well as income could potentially have an
adverse affect on health equity. As discussed in the literature review, decreasing partisan
conflict may help to reduce income inequality when income inequality is not too high
(Balcilar et al., 2019). Political polarization is linked with wealth inequality and
economic decline (Gu & Wang, 2022; Stewart et al, 2020). Furthermore, groupthink, and
partisanship could also promote structural conflicts with out-groups. This study could
potentially have a positive effect regarding health equities pertaining to SDH. The
positive effect would be achieved by gaining a better understanding of polarization,
partisanship, and animosity to hopefully promote tolerance, unity, and civility within the
U.S. political discourse. Additional positive effects includes promoting wealth equality,
economic improvement, and reducing income inequality (Balcilar et al., 2019; Gu &
Wang, 2021; Stewart et al, 2020).

Conclusion

The problem this research study addressed was partisanship, polarization, and
animosity, which can promote legislative gridlock in the American political electorate
and have a negative impact on democracy. While polarization, animosity, and
partisanship has been studied in the literature to determine the main predictors of an
individual’s partisanship, this study utilized a conceptual framework by Haidt and

Graham’s MFT, and Janis’s groupthink theory for data analysis. The study has found that
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the moral foundations that are used by residents of politically polarized cities in
descending order are; harm/care (f' = 60), fairness/reciprocity (f = 51), ingroup/loyalty (f
= 34), respect/authority (f = 24), and purity/sanctity (f = 15). Hopefully, this research can
contribute to social change by gaining a better understanding of the reasons for political
polarization, partisanship, and animosity to foster tolerance, unity, greater understanding,
and civility between individuals.

This study explored the likes/dislikes individuals have with the two major
political parties using the codes containing elements of MFT and groupthink theory.
MFT’s individualizing and binding foundations themes arose and helped to explain the
focus for each moral foundations (i.e. on the individual vs. the group). The groupthink
behavior theme also arose within the data, and helped to explain faulty decision-making
that occurs within a group. The aforementioned themes may help us to understand
partisanship, polarization, and animosity. The results state the moral foundations that are
used by residents of politically polarized cities when assessing political parties are
primarily harm/care and fairness/reciprocity. Ingroup/loyalty, respect/authority, and
purity/sanctity were also moral foundations used, but to a lesser extent.

Future research should do further investigation on 3rd parties, sample people in a
political party representative of the population, and attempt to gain an in-depth
understanding into individuals’ morals to uncover additional explanations of the
polarization, excessive partisanship, and animosity that exist. This research is not striving
to force agreement, but to at least better understand others when political disagreements

occur. A final note from Neubaum et al. (2021) found that people are less likely to
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unfriend someone on social media when the close friend made statements the individual
felt were morally violating. Therefore, if individuals are emotionally close, they are more
likely to tolerate disagreeing moral opinions and remain friends. Hopefully with this
research, politically engaged individuals can reach a better understanding in U.S. political

discourse.



119

References
Alford, J. R., Funk, C. L., & Hibbing, J. R. (2005). Are political orientations genetically
transmitted? American Political Science Review, 99(2), 153-167

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051579

American National Election Studies. (2021a). Data center.

https://electionstudies.org/data-center/

American National Election Studies. (2021b). ANES 2020 time series study pre-election

and post-election survey questionnaires. https://electionstudies.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf
American National Election Studies. (2021c). ANES 2020 time series study full release
[dataset and documentation], July 19, 2021 version.

https://electionstudies.org/wp-

content/uploads/2022/02/anes_timeseries 2020 _userguidecodebook 20220210.p

df
American National Election Studies. (2021d). ANES 2020 time series study geocodes.
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor], 2022,

11-21. https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38176.v2

American National Election Studies. (2021¢). 2020 time series study.

https://electionstudies.org/data-center/2020-time-series-study/

American National Election Studies. (2022). Restricted-use data access.

https://electionstudies.org/data-center/restricted-data-access/

Anderson, C. (2010). Presenting and evaluating qualitative research. American Journal of


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055405051579
https://electionstudies.org/data-center/
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/anes_timeseries_2020_userguidecodebook_20220210.pdf
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/anes_timeseries_2020_userguidecodebook_20220210.pdf
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/anes_timeseries_2020_userguidecodebook_20220210.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR38176.v1
https://electionstudies.org/data-center/2020-time-series-study/
https://electionstudies.org/data-center/restricted-data-access/

120
Pharmaceutical Education, 74(8), 141. https://doi.org/10.5688/aj7408141

Anney, V. N. (2014). Ensuring the quality of the findings of qualitative research:
Looking at trustworthiness criteria. Journal of Emerging Trends in Educational
Research and Policy Studies, 5(2), 272-281.

Arbatli, E., & Rosenberg, D. (2021). United we stand, divided we rule: How political
polarization erodes democracy. Democratization, 28(2), 285-307.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2020.1818068

Axelrod, R., Daymude, J. J., & Forrest, S. (2021). Preventing extreme polarization of
political attitudes. PNAS Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the

United States of America, 118(50). https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118

Balcilar, M., Akadiri, S. S., Gupta, R., & Miller, S. M. (2019). Partisan conflict and
income inequality in the United States: A nonparametric causality-in-quantiles

approach. Social Indicators Research, 142(1), 65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-

018-1906-3

Baldner, C., Pierro, A., Chernikova, M., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2018). When and why do
liberals and conservatives think alike? An investigation into need for cognitive
closure, the binding moral foundations, and political perception. Social

Psychology (18649335), 49(6), 360-368. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-

9335/a000354
Barr, K., & Mintz, A. (2018). Public policy perspective on group decision-making
dynamics in foreign policy. Policy Studies Journal, 46, S69—-S90.

https://doi.org/10.1111/psi.12249



https://doi.org/10.5688/aj7408141
https://doi.org/10.1080/13510347.2020.1818068
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1906-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-1906-3
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000354
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000354
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12249

121
Baxter, J., & Eyles, J. (1997). Evaluating qualitative research in social geography:

Establishing ‘rigour’ in interview analysis. Transactions of the Institute of British

Geographers, 22(4), 505-525. https://doi.org/10.1111/].0020-2754.1997.00505.x
Bell, E. E., & Kandler, C. (2015). The origins of party identification and its relationship
to political orientations. Personality & Individual Differences, 83, 136—141.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.paid.2015.04.002

Bitsch, V. (2005). Qualitative research: A grounded theory example and evaluation
criteria. Journal of Agribusiness, 23(1), 75-91.

Blanchar, J. C., Alonzo, M., Ayoh, C., Blain, K., Espinoza, L., Estrada, M., Gillen, J.,
Marquez, A., Miao, J., Overbeck, V., Slosky, C., Srivatsan, S., Talley, E., &
Tucker, J. (2021). A replication of Stern, West, and Schmitt (2014) indicates less
false consensus among liberals than conservatives, but no false uniqueness. Social

Psychology, 52(3), 197-202. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000448

Blum, L. A. (1988). Gilligan and Kohlberg: Implications for moral theory. Ethics, 98(3),

472-491. http://www.]stor.org/stable/2380962

Boutyline, A., & Willer, R. (2017). The social structure of political echo chambers:
Variation in ideological homophily in online networks. Political Psychology,

38(3), 551-5609. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12337

Boxell, L., Gentzkow, M., & Shapiro, J. M. (2022). Cross-country trends in affective
polarization. Review of Economics and Statistics, 1-60.

https://doi.org/10.1162/rest a 01160

Braveman, P., & Gottlieb, L. (2014). The social determinants of health: it’s time to


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0020-2754.1997.00505.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.04.002
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000448
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2380962
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1111/pops.12337
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01160
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01160

122

consider the causes of the causes. Public Health Reports, 129(Suppl 2), 19-31.

https://doi.org/10.1177/00333549141291S206

Brown, M., Chua, K. J., & Lukaszewski, A. W. (2021). Formidability and socioeconomic

status uniquely predict militancy and political moral foundations. Personality and

Individual Differences, 168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110284
Brown, J. R., & Enos, R. D. (2021). The measurement of partisan sorting for 180 million
voters. Nature Human Behaviour, 5(8), 998—1008.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01066-z

Buechner, B. M., Clarkson, J. J., Otto, A. S., Hirt, E. R., & Ho, M. C. (2021). Political
ideology and executive functioning: The effect of conservatism and liberalism on
cognitive flexibility and working memory performance. Social Psychological and

Personality Science, 12(2), 237-247. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620913187

Burger, A. M., Pfattheicher, S., & Jauch, M. (2020). The role of motivation in the
association of political ideology with cognitive performance. Cognition, 195.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104124

Caelli, K., Ray, L., & Mill, J. (2003). ”Clear as mud”: Toward greater clarity in generic
qualitative research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 2(2), 1-24.

https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690300200201

Campbell, S., Greenwood, M., Prior, S., Shearer, T., Walkem, K., Young, S., Bywaters,
D., & Walker, K. (2020). Purposive sampling: complex or simple? Research case
examples. Journal of Research in Nursing, 25(8), 652—661.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987120927206



https://doi.org/10.1177/00333549141291S206
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110284
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01066-z
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1177/1948550620913187
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104124
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690300200201
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1177/1744987120927206

123

Carboni, J. T. (1995). A rogerian process of inquiry. Nursing Science Quarterly, 8(1),

22-37. https://doi.org/10.1177/089431849500800107

Carpenter, J., Brady, W., Crockett, M., Weber, R., & Sinnott-Armstrong, W. (2020).
Political polarization and moral outrage on social media. Conn. L. Rev., 52, 1107.
Chernow, R. (2004). Alexander Hamilton. Penguin Press.

https://books.google.com/books?1d=41afe TEhU3QC&peg=PA390&Ilpg=PA390&d

g=alexander+hamilton-+faction+tmost+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v&8rntLabwp

&s1g=FE4U4S1ebM Xzv1 RARdAcIWY GsZkOw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwi8z0O

7XsL3eAhWLUtSKHaNCBWcQ6AEwC30ECAKQAQ#v=onepage&g=alexande

r
Clarke, A. J. (2020). Party sub-brands and American party factions. American Journal of
Political Science (John Wiley & Sons, Inc.), 64(3), 452—470.

https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12504

Clifford, S. (2017). Individual differences in group loyalty predict partisan strength.

Political Behavior, 39, 531-552. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9367-3

Cox, J., Stanziani, M., Coffey, C. A., Bownes, E., Holliday, S. B., & Meaux, L. T. (2021).
“Your rights end where mine begin”: A mixed-methods study of moral
foundations theory and support for bathroom bills. Sexuality Research & Social

Policy: A Journal of the NSRC. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-021-00559-w

Cuevas, J. A., & Dawson, B. L. (2021). An integrated review of recent research on the
relationships between religious belief, political ideology, authoritarianism, and

prejudice. Psychological Reports, 124(3), 977-1014.


https://doi.org/10.1177/089431849500800107
https://books.google.com/books?id=4iafgTEhU3QC&pg=PA390&lpg=PA390&dq=alexander+hamilton+faction+most+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v8rntLabwp&sig=E4U4SlebMXzv1RdRdcIWYGsZk0w&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj8zO7XsL3eAhWLUt8KHaNCBWcQ6AEwC3oECAkQAQ
https://books.google.com/books?id=4iafgTEhU3QC&pg=PA390&lpg=PA390&dq=alexander+hamilton+faction+most+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v8rntLabwp&sig=E4U4SlebMXzv1RdRdcIWYGsZk0w&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj8zO7XsL3eAhWLUt8KHaNCBWcQ6AEwC3oECAkQAQ
https://books.google.com/books?id=4iafgTEhU3QC&pg=PA390&lpg=PA390&dq=alexander+hamilton+faction+most+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v8rntLabwp&sig=E4U4SlebMXzv1RdRdcIWYGsZk0w&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj8zO7XsL3eAhWLUt8KHaNCBWcQ6AEwC3oECAkQAQ
https://books.google.com/books?id=4iafgTEhU3QC&pg=PA390&lpg=PA390&dq=alexander+hamilton+faction+most+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v8rntLabwp&sig=E4U4SlebMXzv1RdRdcIWYGsZk0w&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj8zO7XsL3eAhWLUt8KHaNCBWcQ6AEwC3oECAkQAQ
https://books.google.com/books?id=4iafgTEhU3QC&pg=PA390&lpg=PA390&dq=alexander+hamilton+faction+most+fatal+disease&source=bl&ots=v8rntLabwp&sig=E4U4SlebMXzv1RdRdcIWYGsZk0w&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj8zO7XsL3eAhWLUt8KHaNCBWcQ6AEwC3oECAkQAQ
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1111/ajps.12504
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9367-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-021-00559-w

124
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294120925392

Davidai, S., & Ongis, M. (2019). The politics of zero-sum thinking: The relationship
between political ideology and the belief that life is a zero-sum game. Science

Advances, 5(12). https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay3761

Dawson, K. J., Han, H., & Choi, Y. R. (2023). How are moral foundations associated
with empathic traits and moral identity? Current Psychology, 42(13), 10836—

10848. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02372-5

Day, M.V., Fiske, S.T., Downing, E.L., & Trail, T.E. (2014). Shifting liberal and
conservative attitudes using moral foundations theory. Personality And Social
Psychology Bulletin, 40(12), 1559—-1573.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214551152

De Neve, J. (2015). Personality, childhood experience, and political ideology. Political

Psychology, 36(1), 55-73. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12075

DeCarlo, M. (2018). Sampling in qualitative research. Scientific inquiry in social work.

https://scientificinquiryinsocialwork.pressbooks.com/chapter/10-2-sampling-in-

qualitative-research/

Delve. H, L., & Limpaecher, A.(2022, February 25). The importance of reflexivity in
qualitative research. Essential Guide to Coding Qualitative Data.

https://delvetool.com/blog/reflexivity

Desilver, D. (2022). The polarization in today’s congress has roots that go back decades.

Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/03/10/the-

polarization-in-todays-congress-has-roots-that-go-back-decades/



https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294120925392
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aay3761
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02372-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167214551152
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12075
https://scientificinquiryinsocialwork.pressbooks.com/chapter/10-2-sampling-in-qualitative-research/
https://scientificinquiryinsocialwork.pressbooks.com/chapter/10-2-sampling-in-qualitative-research/
https://delvetool.com/blog/reflexivity
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/03/10/the-polarization-in-todays-congress-has-roots-that-go-back-decades/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2022/03/10/the-polarization-in-todays-congress-has-roots-that-go-back-decades/

125
Dickinson, J. L., McLeod, P., Bloomfield, R., & Allred, S. (2016). Which moral

foundations predict willingness to make lifestyle changes to avert climate change
in the USA? PLoS ONE, 11(10), 1-11.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163852

DiMaggio, P., Evans, J., & Bryson, B. (1996). Have American’s social attitudes become
more polarized? American Journal of Sociology, 102(3), 690-755.

https://doi.org/10.1086/230995

Dixit, A. K., & Weibull, J. W. (2007). Political polarization. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 104(18), 7351-7356.

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702071104

Dottle, R. (2019). Where democrats and republicans live in your city.

https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/republicans-democrats-cities

Druckman, J. N., Klar, S., Krupnikov, Y., Levendusky, M., & Ryan, J. B. (2021).
Affective polarization, local contexts and public opinion in America. Nature

Human Behaviour, 5(1), 28-38. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-01012-5

Dudovskiy, J. (2022). Purposive sampling. Business Research Methodology.

https://research-methodology.net/sampling-in-primary-data-collection/purposive-

sampling/

Dunn, K. P., & Singh, S. P. (2011). The surprising non-impact of radical right-wing
populist party representation on public tolerance of minorities. Journal of
Elections, Public Opinion & Parties, 21(3), 313-331.

https://doi.org/10.1080/17457289.2011.588333



https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163852
https://doi.org/10.1086/230995
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0702071104
https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/republicans-democrats-cities/
https://projects.fivethirtyeight.com/republicans-democrats-cities/
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-01012-5
https://research-methodology.net/sampling-in-primary-data-collection/purposive-sampling/
https://research-methodology.net/sampling-in-primary-data-collection/purposive-sampling/
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1080/17457289.2011.588333

126

Eder, F. (2019). Making concurrence-seeking visible: Groupthink, discourse networks,
and the 2003 Iraq war. Foreign Policy Analysis, 15(1), 21-42.

https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orx009

Egorov, M., Kalshoven, K., Pircher Verdorfer, A., & Peus, C. (2020). It’s a match:
Moralization and the effects of moral foundations congruence on ethical and
unethical leadership perception. Journal of Business Ethics, 167(4), 707-723.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04178-9

Ekici, H., Yiicel, E., & Cesur, S. (2021). Deciding between moral priorities and COVID-
19 avoiding behaviors: A moral foundations vignette study. Current Psychology,

42(7), 5922-5938. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01941-y

Erikson, R. S., & Tedin, K. L. (2019). American public opinion: Its origins, content and

impact. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351034746
Eriksson, K., Simpson, B., & Strimling, P. (2019). Political double standards in reliance
on moral foundations. Judgment and Decision Making, 14(4), 440—454.

https://doi.org/10.1017/s1930297500006124

Everett, J. A. C., Clark, C. J., Meindl, P., Luguri, J. B., Earp, B. D., Graham, J., Ditto, P.
H., & Shariff, A. F. (2021). Political differences in free will belief are associated

with differences in moralization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

120(2), 461-483. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000286

Fagan, E. (2021). Issue ownership and the priorities of party elites in the United States,
2004-2016. Party Politics, 27(1), 149-160.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1354068819839212



https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1093/fpa/orx009
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04178-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01941-y
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351034746
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1930297500006124
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1037/pspp0000286
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1177/1354068819839212%20

127
Fisher, P. (2008). Is there an emerging age gap in US politics? Society, 45(6), 504-511.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12115-008-9152-y

Flom, P. (2021, September 26). What are the advantages & disadvantages of purposive

samples? sciencing.com. https://sciencing.com/what-are-the-advantages-

disadvantages-of-purposive-samples-12749730.html

Franks, A. S. (2020). Economic issues are moral issues 2: Attributing blame for
inequality occurring in the United States versus foreign countries. Analyses of

Social Issues and Public Policy, 20(1), 7-25. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12190

Franks, A.S. and Scherr, K.C. (2015). Using moral foundations to predict voting behavior:
Regression models from the 2012 U.S. presidential election. Analyses of Social

Issues and Public Policy, 15(1), 213-232. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12074

Friesen, A. (2019). Generational change? The effects of family, age, and time on moral

foundations. Forum (2194-6183), 17(1), 121-140. https://doi.org/10.1515/for-

2019-0005

Frimer, J. A. (2020). Do liberals and conservatives use different moral languages? Two
replications and six extensions of Graham, Haidt, and Nosek’s (2009) moral text
analysis. Journal of Research in Personality, 84, 103906.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.1rp.2019.103906

Gehman, R., Guglielmo, S., & Schwebel, D. C. (2021). Moral foundations theory,
political identity, and the depiction of morality in children’s movies. PLoS ONE,

16(3), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248928

Generation Lab. (2022). NBC generation lab summer survey final crosstabs.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12115-008-9152-y
https://sciencing.com/what-are-the-advantages-disadvantages-of-purposive-samples-12749730.html
https://sciencing.com/what-are-the-advantages-disadvantages-of-purposive-samples-12749730.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12190
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12074
https://doi.org/10.1515/for-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1515/for-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.103906
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248928

128

https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/22139795-nbc-generation-lab-

summer-survey-final-crosstabs

Goenka, S., & Thomas, M. (2022). Are conservatives less likely than liberals to accept
welfare? The psychology of welfare politics. SSRN Electronic Journal.

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4048424

Graham, J., & Haidt, J. (2010). Beyond beliefs: Religions bind individuals into moral
communities. Personality And Social Psychology Review, 14(1), 140—150.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309353415

Graham, J., Haidt, J., Koleva, S., Motyl, M., Iyer, R., Wojcik, S. P., & Ditto, P. H. (2013).
Moral foundations theory: The pragmatic validity of moral pluralism. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology 47, 55—130. Academic Press.

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different
sets of moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(5),

1029. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141

Graham, J., Nosek, B. A., Haidt, J., Iyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2009).
Development and validation of the moral foundations questionnaire. Manuscript
submitted for publication, University of Virginia, Charlottesville.

Graham, J., Nosek, B. A., Haidt, J., Iyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2011). Mapping
the moral domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(2), 366—

385. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021847

Gramlich, J. (2017). Far more Americans say there are strong conflicts between

partisans than between other groups in society. Pew Research Center.


https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/22139795-nbc-generation-lab-summer-survey-final-crosstabs
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/22139795-nbc-generation-lab-summer-survey-final-crosstabs
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4048424
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309353415
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021847

129

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/12/19/far-more-americans-say-there-

are-strong-conflicts-between-partisans-than-between-other-groups-in-society/

Greenburgh, A., & Raihani, N. J. (2022). Paranoia and conspiracy thinking. Current

Opinion in Psychology, 47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101362

Gu, Y., & Wang, Z. (2022). Income inequality and global political polarization: The
economic origin of political polarization in the world. Journal of Chinese

Political Science, 27(2), 375-398. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11366-021-09772-1

Glinther, P. (2020). Groupthink bias in international adjudication. Journal of
International Dispute Settlement, 11(1), 91-126.

https://doi.org/10.1093/jnlids/idaa001

Hadarics, M., & Kende, A. (2018). The dimensions of generalized prejudice within the
dual-process model: The mediating role of moral foundations. Current

Psychology, 37(4), 731-739. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9544-x

Hahn, L., Tamborini, R., Novotny, E., Grall, C., & Klebig, B. (2019). Applying moral
foundations theory to identify terrorist group motivations. Political Psychology,

40(3), 507-522. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12525

Haider-Markel, D. P., & Meier, K. J. (1996). The politics of gay and lesbian rights:
Expanding the scope of the conflict. Journal of Politics, 58(2), 332-349.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2960229

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to
moral judgment. Psychological Review, 108(4), 814—834.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814



https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/12/19/far-more-americans-say-there-are-strong-conflicts-between-partisans-than-between-other-groups-in-society/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/12/19/far-more-americans-say-there-are-strong-conflicts-between-partisans-than-between-other-groups-in-society/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101362
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11366-021-09772-1
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1093/jnlids/idaa001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9544-x
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1111/pops.12525
https://doi.org/10.2307/2960229
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814

130

Haidt, J. (2008). What makes people vote Republican? http://edge.org/conversation/what-

makes-vote-republican

Haidt, J. (2012). The righteous mind: Why good people are divided by politics and
religion. Vintage.

Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2007). When morality opposes justice: Conservatives have moral
intuitions that liberals may not recognize. Social Justice Research, 20(1), 98—116.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z2

Haidt, J., Graham, J., & Joseph, C. (2009). Above and below left—right: Ideological
narratives and moral foundations. Psychological Inquiry, 20(2-3), 110-119.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10478400903028573

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2004). Intuitive ethics: How innately prepared intuitions generate
culturally variable virtues. Daedalus, 133(4), 55-66.

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20027945

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2007). The moral mind: How five sets of innate intuitions guide
the development of many culture-specific virtues, and perhaps even modules. The
Innate Mind, 3, 367-391.

Haidt, J., Rosenberg, E., & Hom, H. (2003). Differentiating diversities: Moral diversity is
not like other kinds. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33, 1-36. Portico.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1559-1816.2003.tb02071.x

Hanel, P. H. P., Wolfradt, U., Maio, G. R., & Manstead, A. S. R. (2018). The source
attribution effect: Demonstrating pernicious disagreement between ideological

groups on non-divisive aphorisms. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 79,


http://edge.org/conversation/what-makes-vote-republican
http://edge.org/conversation/what-makes-vote-republican
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/10478400903028573
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20027945
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2003.tb02071.x

131
51-63. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.07.002

Hanson, K. O’Dwyer, E. & Lyons, E. (2019). The individual and the nation: A qualitative
analysis of US liberal and conservative identity content. Journal of Social and

Political Psychology, 7(1), 378—401. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v7i1.1062

Hatemi, P. K., Crabtree, C., & Smith, K. B. (2019). Ideology justifies morality: Political
beliefs predict moral foundations. American Journal of Political Science 63(4),

788-806. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12448

Hatemi, P. K., Medland, S. E., Klemmensen, R., Oskarsson, S., Littvay, L., Dawes, C. T.,
Verhulst, B., McDermott, R., Nergaard, A. S., Klofstad, C. A., Christensen, K.,
Johannesson, M., Magnusson, P. K., Eaves, L. J., & Martin, N. G. (2014). Genetic
influences on political ideologies: Twin analyses of 19 measures of political
ideologies from five democracies and genome-wide findings from three

populations. Behavior Genetics, 44(3), 282-294. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-

014-9648-8

Hazard Jr, G. C. (1994). Law, morals, and ethics. S. 1ll. ULJ, 19, 447.

Hennes, E. P., Nam, H. H., Stern, C., & Jost, J. T. (2012). Not all ideologies are created
equal: Epistemic, existential, and relational needs predict system-justifying
attitudes. Social Cognition, 30(6), 669—688.

https://doi.org/10.1521/s0¢0.2012.30.6.669

Huddy, L., Mason, L., & Aaroe, L. (2015). Expressive partisanship: campaign
involvement, political emotion, and partisan identity. American Political Science

Review, 109(1), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0003055414000604



https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.07.002
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.5964/jspp.v7i1.1062
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12448
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-014-9648-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-014-9648-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10519-014-9648-8
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2012.30.6.669
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0003055414000604

132

Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research. (2020). American National
Election Studies.

Iyengar, S., Sood, G., & Lelkes, Y. (2012). Affect, not ideology: A social identity
perspective on polarization. Public Opinion Quarterly, 76(3), 405-431.

https://doi.org/10.1093/pog/nfs038

Iyengar, S., & Westwood, S. J. (2015). Fear and loathing across party lines: New
evidence on group polarization. American Journal of Political Science, 59(3),

690-707. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12152

Janis, I. L. (1972). Victims of groupthink: A psychological study of foreign-policy
decisions and fiascoes. Houghton Miftlin.

Janis, I. L. (1973). Groupthink and Group Dynamics: A social psychological analysis of
defective policy decisions. Policy Studies Journal, 2(1), 19-25.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1541-0072.1973.tb00117.x

Janis, L. L. (1982). Groupthink: Psychological studies of policy decisions and fiascoes: A
revised and enlarged edition of victims of groupthink: A psychological study of
foreing-policy decision and fiascoes (1972). Houghton Miftlin.

Johnson, A. F., & Roberto, K. J. (2019). Elections and selection: The role of political
ideology in selection decisions. Human Resource Management Review, 29(1), 14—

27. https://do1.org/10.1016/1.hrmr.2018.05.003

Jones, D. R. (2001). Party polarization and legislative gridlock. Political Research

Quarterly, 54(1), 125-141. https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290105400107

Kahlke, R. M. (2014). Generic qualitative approaches: Pitfalls and benefits of


https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12152
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.1973.tb00117.x
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2018.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/106591290105400107

133

methodological mixology. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 37-52.

https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691401300119

Kalmoe, N., & Mason, L. (2018). Lethal mass partisanship: Prevalence, correlates, &
electoral consequences [Paper presentation]. American Political Science

Association’s Annual Meeting, Boston, MA. (202018).

https://www.dannyhayes.org/uploads/6/9/8/5/69858539/kalmoe____mason_ncapsa

_2019 - _lethal partisanship - final Imedit.pdf

Katopol, P. F. (2015). Groupthink: Group dynamics and the decision-making process.
Library Leadership & Management, 30(1), 1-6.

https://doi.org/10.5860/1lm.v30i11.7172

Kevins, A., & Soroka, S. N. (2017). Growing apart? Partisan sorting in Canada, 1992—
2015. Canadian Journal of Political Science. 51(1), 103—133.

https://doi.org/10.1017/s0008423917000713

Kivikangas, J. M., Fernandez-Castilla, B., Jarveld, S., Ravaja, N., & Lonnqvist, J.-E.
(2021). Moral foundations and political orientation: Systematic review and meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 147(1), 55-94.

https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000308.supp (Supplemental)

Kohlberg, L., & Hersh, R. H. (1977). Moral development: A review of the theory. Theory
into practice, 16(2), 53-59.

Koleva, S. P., Graham, J., Iyer, R., Ditto, P. H., & Haidt, J. (2012). Tracing the threads:
How five moral concerns (especially Purity) help explain culture war attitudes.

Journal of Research in Personality, 46(2), 184-194.


https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691401300119
https://www.dannyhayes.org/uploads/6/9/8/5/69858539/kalmoe___mason_ncapsa_2019_-_lethal_partisanship_-_final_lmedit.pdf
https://www.dannyhayes.org/uploads/6/9/8/5/69858539/kalmoe___mason_ncapsa_2019_-_lethal_partisanship_-_final_lmedit.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5860/llm.v30i1.7172
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0008423917000713
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000308.supp

134
https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jrp.2012.01.006

Ksiazkiewicz, A., & Friesen, A. (2021). The Higher Power of Religiosity Over
Personality on Political Ideology. Political Behavior, 43(2), 637-661.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09566-5

Kugler, M., Jost J., & Noorbaloochi, S. (2014). Another look at moral foundations theory:
Do authoritarianism and social dominance orientation explain liberal-conservative
differences in “Moral’’ intuitions?. Social Justice Research, 27(4), 413-431.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-014-0223-5

Landmann, H., & Hess, U. (2018). Testing moral foundation theory: Are specific moral
emotions elicited by specific moral transgressions? Journal of Moral Education,

47(1), 34-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2017.1350569

Laustsen, L. (2017). Choosing the right candidate: Observational and experimental
evidence that conservatives and liberals prefer powerful and warm candidate
personalities, respectively. Political Behavior, 39(4), 883-908.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9384-2

LeCompte, M. & Preissle, J. (1993). Ethnography and Qualitative Design in Educational
Research. (2nd Ed). San Diego: Academic Press.

Lewing, J. M. (2020). Finding common (moral) ground in critical service learning:
Promoting balance and civil discourse through moral foundations theory. Journal
of Community Engagement & Higher Education, 12(1), 82—88.

Lewis, P. G. (2019). Moral foundations in the 2015-16 U.S. presidential primary debates:

The positive and negative moral vocabulary of partisan elites. Social Sciences


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09566-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-014-0223-5
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1080/03057240.2017.1350569
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9384-2

135
8(8), 233. https://doi.org/10.3390/s0csci8080233

Lim, J. H. (2011). Qualitative methods in adult development and learning: Theoretical
traditions, current practices, and emerging horizons. In Hoare, C. (Es.), The
Oxford handbook of reciprocal adult development and learning (2nd ed., pp. 39—
60). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1982). Establishing Dependability and Confirmability in
Naturalistic Inquiry Through an Audit.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. A. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Low, M., & Wui, M. (2016). Moral foundations and attitudes towards the poor. Current

Psychology, 35(4), 650-656. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-015-9333-y

Lucas, D. S., & Park, U. D. (2023). The nature and origins of social venture mission: An
exploratory study of political ideology and moral foundations. Journal of

Business Venturing, 38(2). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106271

Malka, A., Osborne, D., Soto, C. J., Greaves, L. M., Sibley, C. G., & Lelkes, Y. (2016).
Binding moral foundations and the narrowing of ideological conflict to the
traditional morality domain. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(9),

1243-1257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216653936

Marchal, N. (2022). “Be nice or leave me alone”: An intergroup perspective on affective
polarization in online political discussions. Communication Research, 49(3), 376—

398. https://doi.org/10.1177/00936502211042516

Martherus, J. L., Martinez, A. G., Piff, P. K., & Theodoridis, A. G. (2021). Party animals?

Extreme partisan polarization and dehumanization. Political Behavior, 43(2),


https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8080233
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-015-9333-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2022.106271
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216653936
https://doi.org/10.1177/00936502211042516

136
517-540. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09559-4

Mason, L. (2015). “I disrespectfully agree”: The differential effects of partisan sorting on
social and issue polarization. American Journal of Political Science (John Wiley

& Sons, Inc.), 59(1), 128—145. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089

Mason, L. (2018). Ideologues without issues: The polarizing consequences of ideological
identities. Public Opinion Quarterly, 82(S1), 866-887.

https://doi.org/10.1093/pog/nfy005

McCauley, C. (1998). Groupthink dynamics in Janis’s theory of groupthink: Backward
and forward. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 73(2-3),

142-162. https://doi.org/10.1006/0bhd.1998.2759

McLaughlin, B. (2018). Commitment to the team: Perceived conflict and political
polarization. Journal of Media Psychology: Theories, Methods, and Applications,

30(1), 41-51. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105/a000176

Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Merriam-Webster. (2023). https://www.merriam-webster.com/

Milesi, P. (2016). Moral foundations and political attitudes: The moderating role of
political sophistication. International Journal of Psychology, 51(4), 252-260.

https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12158

Milesi, P., & Alberici, A. 1. (2018). Pluralistic morality and collective action: The role of

moral foundations. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 21(2), 235-256.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216675707



https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09559-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfy005
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1006/obhd.1998.2759
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-1105/a000176
https://www.merriam-webster.com/
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1002/ijop.12158
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216675707

137

Mohammed, K. A. (2018). Bureaucracy and partisan issues. In: Farazmand, A. (eds)

Global Encyclopedia of Public Administration, Public Policy, and Governance.

Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-31816-5_3493-1

Mooney, C. Z. (2001). The public clash of private values. In C. Z. Mooney (Ed.), The
public clash of private values: The politics of morality policy (pp. 3—17). New
York: Chatham House Publishers.

Mooney, C. Z., & Schuldt, R. G. (2008). Does morality policy exist? Testing a basic
assumption. Policy Studies Journal, 36(2), 199-218.

https://do1/10.1111/1.1541-0072.2008.00262.x

Morris, S. G. (2020). Empathy and the liberal-conservative political divide in the US.
Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 8(1), 8-24.

https://doi.org/10.5964/ispp.v811.1102

Morris, D. S. M., & Stewart, B. D. (2022). Moral values, social ideologies and threat-
based cognition: Implications for intergroup relations. Frontiers in Psychology,

13, 01-22. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2022.869121

Mortimore, R., & Tyrrell, C. (2006). Children’s acquisition of political opinions. Journal

of Public Affairs, 4(3), 279-298. https://doi.org/10.1002/pa.191

Moralfoundations.org. (2019). https://moralfoundations.org/

Mullen, B., Anthony, T., Salas, E., & Driskell, J. E. (1994). Group cohesiveness and
quality of decision making: An integration of tests of the groupthink hypothesis.
Small group research, 25(2), 189-204.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496494252003



https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-31816-5_3493-1
https://doi/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2008.00262.x
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.5964/jspp.v8i1.1102
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.869121
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/pa.191
https://moralfoundations.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496494252003

138
Murray, R.G., & Mulvaney, M.K. (2012). Parenting styles, socialization, and the

transmission of political ideology and partisanship. Politics & Policy, 40(6),

1106-1130. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1747-1346.2012.00395.x

Musschenga, B. (2013). The promises of moral foundations theory. Journal of Moral

Education, 42(3), 330-345. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2013.817326

Nath, L., Pedriana, N., Gifford, C., & McAuley, J. (2018). Moral foundations theory and
the 2016 U.S. presidential election. Sociological Imagination, 54(1), 76—86.

Nelson, M. H. (2022). Resentment Is Like Drinking Poison? The Heterogeneous Health
Effects of Affective Polarization. Journal of Health & Social Behavior, 63(4),

508-524. https://doi.org/10.1177/00221465221075311

Neubaum, G., Cargnino, M., Winter, S., & Dvir-Gvirsman, S. (2021). “You’re still worth
it”: The moral and relational context of politically motivated unfriending
decisions in online networks. PLoS ONE, 16(1), 1-20.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243049

The New York Times. (2020). Presidential Election Results: Biden Wins.

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/results-

president.html

Nilsson, A., Erlandsson, A., Vistfjill, D., & Lonnqvist, J. (2020). Moral foundations
theory and the psychology of charitable giving. European Journal of Personality,

34(3), 431-447. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2256

Noble, H., & Smith, J. (2015). Issues of validity and reliability in qualitative research.

Evidence-based Nursing, 18(2), 34-35. https://doi.org/10.1136/eb-2015-102054



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-1346.2012.00395.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240.2013.817326
https://doi.org/10.1177/00221465221075311
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243049
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/results-president.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/results-president.html
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2256
https://doi.org/10.1136/eb-2015-102054

139
Ordabayeva, N., & Fernandes, D. (2018). Better or different? How political ideology

shapes preferences for differentiation in the social hierarchy. Journal of

Consumer Research, 45(2), 227-250. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucy004

Packer, D. J. (2009). Avoiding groupthink: Whereas weakly identified members remain

silent, strongly identified members dissent about collective problems.

Psychological Science, 20(5), 546—548. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1467-

9280.2009.02333.x

Peterson, E., Goel, S., & Iyengar, S. (2021). Partisan selective exposure in online news
consumption: Evidence from the 2016 presidential campaign. Political science

research and methods, 9(2), 242-258. https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2019.55

Peterson, E., & Kagalwala, A. (2021). When unfamiliarity breeds contempt: How
partisan selective exposure sustains oppositional media hostility. American
Political Science Review, 115(2), 585-598.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001124

Pew Research Center. (2014a). Political polarization in the American public.

http://www.people-press.org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-

public/

Pew Research Center (2014b). Section 2: Growing partisan antipathy: A rising tide of

mutual antipathy. https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2014/06/12/section-2-

growing-partisan-antipathy/

Pew Research Center. (2016). Partisanship and political animosity in 2016.

http://www.people-press.org/2016/06/22/partisanship-and-political-animosity-in-



https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1093/jcr/ucy004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02333.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02333.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2019.55
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001124
http://www.people-press.org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-public/
http://www.people-press.org/2014/06/12/political-polarization-in-the-american-public/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2014/06/12/section-2-growing-partisan-antipathy/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2014/06/12/section-2-growing-partisan-antipathy/
http://www.people-press.org/2016/06/22/partisanship-and-political-animosity-in-2016/

140
2016/

Pew Research Center. (2017). The partisan divide on political values grows even wider.

https://www.people-press.org/2017/10/05/the-partisan-divide-on-political-values-

grows-even-wider/

Pew Research Center. (2018). Sharp partisan divides in voters’ views of major issues.

https://www.people-press.org/2018/10/04/2018-midterm-voters-issues-and-

political-values/graphicl-6/

Pew Research Center. (2019a). Partisan antipathy.: More intense, more personal.

https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/10/10/partisan-antipathy-more-

intense-more-personal/

Pew Research Center. (2019b). In a politically polarized era, sharp divides in both

partisan coalitions. https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/12/17/in-a-

politically-polarized-era-sharp-divides-in-both-partisan-coalitions/

Pew Research Center. (2020). Majorities of Trump, Biden voters say they have ‘just a
few’ or no friends who support the other candidate.

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/09/18/few-trump-or-biden-

supporters-have-close-friends-who-back-the-opposing-candidate/ft 2020-09-

18 friends_01/

Pew Research Center. (2021). Americans’ views of the problems facing the nation.

https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2021/04/15/americans-views-of-the-

problems-facing-the-nation/

Pew Research Center. (2022a). As partisan hostility grows, signs of frustration with the


http://www.people-press.org/2016/06/22/partisanship-and-political-animosity-in-2016/
https://www.people-press.org/2017/10/05/the-partisan-divide-on-political-values-grows-even-wider/
https://www.people-press.org/2017/10/05/the-partisan-divide-on-political-values-grows-even-wider/
https://www.people-press.org/2018/10/04/2018-midterm-voters-issues-and-political-values/graphic1-6/
https://www.people-press.org/2018/10/04/2018-midterm-voters-issues-and-political-values/graphic1-6/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/10/10/partisan-antipathy-more-intense-more-personal/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/10/10/partisan-antipathy-more-intense-more-personal/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/12/17/in-a-politically-polarized-era-sharp-divides-in-both-partisan-coalitions/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2019/12/17/in-a-politically-polarized-era-sharp-divides-in-both-partisan-coalitions/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/09/18/few-trump-or-biden-supporters-have-close-friends-who-back-the-opposing-candidate/ft_2020-09-18_friends_01/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/09/18/few-trump-or-biden-supporters-have-close-friends-who-back-the-opposing-candidate/ft_2020-09-18_friends_01/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/09/18/few-trump-or-biden-supporters-have-close-friends-who-back-the-opposing-candidate/ft_2020-09-18_friends_01/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2021/04/15/americans-views-of-the-problems-facing-the-nation/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2021/04/15/americans-views-of-the-problems-facing-the-nation/

141

two-party system. https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/as-partisan-

hostility-grows-signs-of-frustration-with-the-two-party-system/

Pew Research Center. (2022b). Republicans and democrats increasingly critical of
people in the opposing party.

https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/republicans-and-democrats-

increasingly-critical-of-people-in-the-opposing-party/

Pfeffer, J., & Drummond, D. (2011). Power. Dreamscape Media, LLC.
Poteat, V.P., Mereish, E.H., Liu, M.L., & Nam, J.S. (2011). Can friendships be bipartisan?
The effects of political ideology on peer relationships. Group Processes &

Intergroup Relations, 14(6),819-834. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211401048

Prince, C. (2009). Moral foundation theory and the law. Seattle UL Rev., 33, 1293.

https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1018&contex

t=sulr#:~:text=Moral%20foundation%?20theory%20argues%20that.(5)%20purity

%2Fsanctity.

Pruitt, S. (2019). The founding fathers feared political factions would tear the nation

apart. History. https://www.history.com/news/founding-fathers-political-parties-

opinion
Rathje, S., Van Bavel, J. J., & van der Linden, S. (2021). Out-group animosity drives
engagement on social media. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of

the United States of America, 118(26). https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2024292118

Reid, R., Schorpp, S., & Johnson, S. W. (2019). Trading liberties for security:

Groupthink, gender, and 9/11 effects on U.S. appellate decision-making.


https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/as-partisan-hostility-grows-signs-of-frustration-with-the-two-party-system/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/as-partisan-hostility-grows-signs-of-frustration-with-the-two-party-system/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/republicans-and-democrats-increasingly-critical-of-people-in-the-opposing-party/
https://www.pewresearch.org/politics/2022/08/09/republicans-and-democrats-increasingly-critical-of-people-in-the-opposing-party/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211401048
https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1018&context=sulr
https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1018&context=sulr
https://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1018&context=sulr
https://www.history.com/news/founding-fathers-political-parties-opinion
https://www.history.com/news/founding-fathers-political-parties-opinion
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2024292118

142
American Politics Research, 48(3), 402—413.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673x19881627

Reiter, S. A. (1996). The Kohlberg—Gilligan controversy: Lessons for accounting ethics
education. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 7(1), 33-54.

https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1996.0005

Rekker, R. (2021). The nature and origins of political polarization over science. Public
Understanding of Science, 30(4), 352—-368.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662521989193

Richards, L. , & Morse, J. M. (2007). Read me first for a user’s guide to qualitative
methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ronnie, J., Nate C., C., & Sana, S. (2014). Parenting and politics: Exploring early moral
bases of political orientation. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 2(1),

43-60. https://doi.org/10.5964/ispp.v2il.243

Rose, J. D. (2011). Diverse perspectives on the groupthink theory—a literary review.
Emerging Leadership Journeys, 4(1), 37-57.
Saad, L. (2022). Public interest in having a third major party dips to 56%.

https://news.gallup.com/poll/402515/public-interest-having-third-major-party-

dips.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_ medium=email&utm_content=morelink&utm

campaign=syndication

Saldadia, J. (2013). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (2nd ed.). London, UK:
Sage Publications.

Saldadia, J. (2021). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (4th ed.). London, UK:


https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673x19881627
https://doi.org/10.1006/cpac.1996.0005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662521989193
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v2i1.243
https://news.gallup.com/poll/402515/public-interest-having-third-major-party-dips.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_medium=email&utm_content=morelink&utm_campaign=syndication
https://news.gallup.com/poll/402515/public-interest-having-third-major-party-dips.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_medium=email&utm_content=morelink&utm_campaign=syndication
https://news.gallup.com/poll/402515/public-interest-having-third-major-party-dips.aspx?utm_source=alert&utm_medium=email&utm_content=morelink&utm_campaign=syndication

143

Sage Publications.
Saldafia, M., M. Cueva Chacoén, L., & Garcia-Perdomo, V. (2018). When gaps become
huuuuge: Donald trump and beliefs about immigration. Mass Communication &

Society, 21(6), 785-813. https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2018.1504304

Sanders, C. E. (2022, August 21). Lawrence Kohlberg'’s stages of moral development.

Encyclopedia Britannica. https://www.britannica.com/science/Lawrence-

Kohlbergs-stages-of-moral-development

Scheffer, J. A., Cameron, C. D., McKee, S., Hadjiandreou, E., & Scherer, A. M. (2020).
Stereotypes about compassion across the political spectrum. Emotion.

https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000820.supp (Supplemental)

Settle, J. E., Dawes, C. T., Christakis, N. A., & Fowler, J. H. (2010). Friendships
moderate an association between a dopamine gene variant and political ideology.
Journal of Politics, 72(4), 1189-1198.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381610000617

Shook, N. J., & Fazio, R. H. (2009). Political ideology, exploration of novel stimuli, and
attitude formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 45(4), 995-99.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.1esp.2009.04.003

Shweder, R. A., Much, N. C., Mahapatra, M., & Park, L. (1997). The “big three” of
morality (autonomy, community, divinity) and the “big three” explanations of
suffering. Morality and health (pp. 119-169). Routledge.

Silver, J. R. (2017). Moral foundations, intuitions of justice, and the intricacies of

punitive sentiment. Law & Society Review, 51(2), 413—-450.


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/15205436.2018.1504304
https://www.britannica.com/science/Lawrence-Kohlbergs-stages-of-moral-development
https://www.britannica.com/science/Lawrence-Kohlbergs-stages-of-moral-development
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1037/emo0000820.supp%20
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381610000617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.04.003

144
https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12264

Silver, J. R., & Silver, E. (2017). Why are conservatives more punitive than liberals? A
moral foundations approach. Law and Human Behavior, 41(3), 258-272.

https://doi.org/10.1037/1hb0000232

Silver, J. R., & Silver, E. (2021). The nature and role of morality in offending: A moral
foundations approach. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency, 58(3), 343—

380. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427820960201

Simon, M. K. & Goes, J. (2018). Assumptions, limitations, delimitations, and scope of the

study. https://nanopdf.com/download/assumptions-limitations-delimitations-and-

scope-of-the-study-by pdf

Skitka, L. J., Bauman, C. W., & Sargis, E. G. (2005). Moral conviction: Another
contributor to attitude strength or something more? Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 88(6), 895-917. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.895

Skurka, C., Winett, L. B., Jarman-Miller, H., & Niederdeppe, J. (2020). All things being
equal: Distinguishing proportionality and equity in moral reasoning. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 11(3), 374-387.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619862261

Smetana, M., & Vranka, M. (2021). How moral foundations shape public approval of
nuclear, chemical, and conventional strikes: New evidence from experimental
surveys. International Interactions, 47(2), 374-390.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2020.1848825

Smith, K. B., Alford, J. R., Hibbing, J. R., Martin, N. G., & Hatemi, P. K. (2017).


https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12264
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000232
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1177/0022427820960201
https://nanopdf.com/download/assumptions-limitations-delimitations-and-scope-of-the-study-by_pdf
https://nanopdf.com/download/assumptions-limitations-delimitations-and-scope-of-the-study-by_pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.6.895
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619862261
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1080/03050629.2020.1848825

145

Intuitive ethics and political orientations: Testing moral foundations as a theory of
political ideology. American Journal of Political Science (John Wiley & Sons,

Inc.), 61(2), 424-437. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12255

Smith, K., & Hatemi, P. K. (2020). Are moral intuitions heritable? Human Nature, 31(4),

406—-420. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-020-09380-7

Smith, C. T., Ratliff, K. A., Redford, L., & Graham, J. (2019). Political ideology predicts
attitudes toward moral transgressors. Journal of Research in Personality, 80, 23—

29. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jrp.2019.04.002

Spencer, L. G. (2019). Bathroom Bills, Memes, and a Biopolitics of Trans Disposability.
Western Journal of Communication, 83(5), 542-559.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2019.1615635

Stahl, N. A., & King, J. R. (2020). Expanding approaches for research: Understanding
and using trustworthiness in qualitative research. Journal of Developmental

Education, 44(1), 26-28. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1320570.pdf

Steiger, R. L., Reyna, C., Wetherell, G., & Iverson, G. (2019). Contempt of congress: Do
liberals and conservatives harbor equivalent negative emotional biases towards
ideologically congruent vs incongruent politicians at the level of individual
emotions? Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 7(1), 100-123.

https://doi.org/10.5964/ispp.v7il.822

Sterling, J., & Jost, J. T. (2018). Moral discourse in the twitterverse: Effects of ideology
and political sophistication on language use among U.S. citizens and members of

congress. Journal of Language & Politics, 17(2), 195-221.


https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12255
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-020-09380-7
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2019.1615635
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1320570.pdf
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.5964/jspp.v7i1.822

146
https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.17034.ste

Stern, C. (2020). Ideological differences in attitude and belief similarity: distinguishing
perception and reality. European Review of Social Psychology, 31(1), 319-349.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1798059

Stern, C., West, T. V., & Schmitt, P. G. (2014). The liberal illusion of
uniqueness. Psychological Science, 25(1), 137-144.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613500796

Stewart, A. J., McCarty, N., & Bryson, J. J. (2020). Polarization under rising inequality
and economic decline. Science Advances, 6(50).

https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abd4201

Stewart, A. J., Plotkin, J. B., & McCarty, N. (2021). Inequality, identity, and partisanship:
How redistribution can stem the tide of mass polarization. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 118(50), 1-9.

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102140118

Stolerman, D., & Lagnado, D. (2020). The moral foundations of human rights attitudes.

Political Psychology, 41(3), 429-459. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12539

Strupp-Levitsky, M., Noorbaloochi, S., Shipley, A., & Jost, J. T. (2020). Moral
“foundations” as the product of motivated social cognition: Empathy and other
psychological underpinnings of ideological divergence in “individualizing” and
“binding” concerns. PLoS ONE, 15(11), 1-19.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241144

Sutton, J., & Austin, Z. (2015). Qualitative research: Data collection, analysis, and


https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1075/jlp.17034.ste
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1798059
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613500796
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abd4201
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102140118
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1111/pops.12539
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241144

147
management. The Canadian Journal of Hospital Pharmacy, 68(3), 226-231.

https://doi.org/10.4212/cihp.v68i13.1456

Taherdoost, H. (2016). Sampling methods in research methodology; how to choose a
sampling technique for research. HAL.
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Hamed-

Taherdoost/publication/319998246 Sampling Methods in Research Methodolo
gy How to Choose a Sampling Technique for Research/links/59c5f866a6fdcc
c719162651/Sampling-Methods-in-Research-Methodology-How-to-Choose-a-
Sampling-Technique-for-Research.pdf

Talaifar, S., & Swann, W. B. (2019). Deep alignment with country shrinks the moral gap
between conservatives and liberals. Political Psychology, 40(3), 657-675.

https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12534

Tobin, G. A., & Begley, C. M. (2004). Methodological rigour within a qualitative
framework. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 48(4), 388-396.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1365-2648.2004.03207.x

Tracy, S. J. (2010). Qualitative quality: Eight “big-tent” criteria for excellent qualitative
research. Qualitative inquiry, 16(10), 837-851.
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Sarah-Tracy-
4/publication/230557825 Qualitative Quality Eight Big-

Tent Criteria_for Excellent Qualitative Research/links/00b7d53777b14e234200
0000/Qualitative-Quality-Eight-Big-Tent-Criteria-for-Excellent-Qualitative-

Research.pdf


https://doi.org/10.4212/cjhp.v68i3.1456
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1111/pops.12534
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2004.03207.x

148
Turner-Zwinkels, F. M., Johnson, B. B., Sibley, C. G., & Brandt, M. J. (2021).

Conservatives’ moral foundations are more densely connected than liberals’
moral foundations. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(2), 167-184.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220916070

Tyagi, V., Hanoch, Y., Choma, B., & Denham, S. L. (2018). The “right” side of creativity:
Creative personality and social risk-taking predict political party affiliation.
Creativity Research Journal, 30(4), 451-460.

https://doi.org/10.1080/10400419.2018.1540252

Tyler, T. R., & Boeckmann, R. J. (1997). Three strikes and you are out, but why? The
psychology of public support for punishing rule breakers. Law and Society Review,

31, 237-265 https://doi.org/10.2307/3053926

United States Census Bureau. (2020a, April 1). QuickFacts: Shreveport city, Louisiana,
Birmingham city, Alabama,; Baton Rouge city, Louisiana, New Orleans city,
Louisiana; Jackson city, Mississippi.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/shreveportcitylouisiana.birmingham

cityalabama.batonrougecitylouisiana,neworleanscitylouisiana,jacksoncitymississi

pp/POP010220

United States Census Bureau. (2020b, April 1). QuickFacts: United States.

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/POP010220

Valine, Y. A. (2018). Why cultures fail: The power and risk of Groupthink. Journal of
Risk Management in Financial Institutions, 11(4), 301-307.

Van Green, T. (2021). Republicans and Democrats alike say it’s stressful to talk politics


https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220916070
https://doi-org.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/10.1080/10400419.2018.1540252
https://doi.org/10.2307/3053926
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/shreveportcitylouisiana,birminghamcityalabama,batonrougecitylouisiana,neworleanscitylouisiana,jacksoncitymississippi/POP010220
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/shreveportcitylouisiana,birminghamcityalabama,batonrougecitylouisiana,neworleanscitylouisiana,jacksoncitymississippi/POP010220
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/shreveportcitylouisiana,birminghamcityalabama,batonrougecitylouisiana,neworleanscitylouisiana,jacksoncitymississippi/POP010220

149

with people who disagree. Pew Research Center.

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/11/23/republicans-and-democrats-

alike-say-its-stressful-to-talk-politics-with-people-who-disagree/

van Loon, A., Goldberg, A., & Srivastava, S. B. (2020). Differences beyond identity:
Perceived construal distance and interparty animosity in the United States.
Working Papers (Faculty) -- Stanford Graduate School of Business, 1-47.

Vaughan, T. J., Bell Holleran, L., & Silver, J. R. (2019). Applying moral foundations

theory to the explanation of capital jurors’ sentencing decisions. JQ: Justice

Quarterly, 36(7), 1176—1205. https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2018.1537400
Walter, A. S., & Redlawsk, D. P. (2021). The effects of politician’s moral violations on

voters’ moral emotions. Political Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-

09749-z
Wendell, D. G., & Tatalovich, R. (2021). Classifying public policies with moral
foundations theory. Policy Sciences, 54(1), 155-182.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09399-8

White, J., & Ypi, L. (2016). The meaning of partisanship. Oxford University Press.
Whittemore, R., Chase, S. K., & Mandle, C. L. (2001). Validity in qualitative research.
Qualitative Health Research, 11(4), 522-537.

https://doi.org/10.1177/104973201129119299

Wilkins, C. L., Wellman, J. D., Babbitt, L. G., Toosi, N. R., & Schad, K. D. (2015). You
can win but I can’t lose: Bias against high-status groups increases their zero-sum

beliefs about discrimination. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 57, 1-14.


https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/11/23/republicans-and-democrats-alike-say-its-stressful-to-talk-politics-with-people-who-disagree/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/11/23/republicans-and-democrats-alike-say-its-stressful-to-talk-politics-with-people-who-disagree/
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2018.1537400
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-09749-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-09749-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09399-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09399-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/104973201129119299

150
https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2014.10.008

Wilson, A. E., Parker, V. A., & Feinberg, M. (2020). Polarization in the contemporary
political and media landscape. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 34, 223—

228. https://do1.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2020.07.005

Winget, J. R., & Tindale, R. S. (2020). Stereotypic morality: The influence of group
membership on moral foundations. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,

23(5), 710-725. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219866502

Witesman, E., & Walters, L. (2016). The public values of political preference.
International Journal of Public Administration, 39(1), 63-73.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2015.1057342

World Health Organization. (2008). Social determinants of health (No. SEA-HE-190).

WHO Regional Office for South-East Asia. https://www.who.int/health-

topics/social-determinants-of-health#tab=tab_1

Yilmaz, O., & Saribay, S. A. (2017). Activating analytic thinking enhances the value
given to individualizing moral foundations. Cognition, 165, 88-96.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.05.009

Yilmaz, O., & Saribay, S. A. (2019). Moral foundations explain unique variance in
political ideology beyond resistance to change and opposition to equality. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 22(8), 1124—1138.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218781012

Yudkin, D. A., Gantman, A. P., Hofmann, W., & Quoidbach, J. (2021). Binding moral

values gain importance in the presence of close others. Nature Communications,


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2020.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219866502
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2015.1057342
https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health
https://www.who.int/health-topics/social-determinants-of-health
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218781012

151
12(1), 2718. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22566-6

Zadrozny, B. (2021). ‘Carol’s Journey’: What Facebook knew about how it radicalized

users. https:// www.nbcnews.com/tech/tech-news/facebook-knew-radicalized-

users-rcna3s81

Zmigrod, L., Rentfrow, P. J., & Robbins, T. W. (2020). The partisan mind: Is extreme
political partisanship related to cognitive inflexibility? Journal of Experimental

Psychology: General, 149(3), 407—418. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000661



https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-22566-6
https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/tech-news/facebook-knew-radicalized-users-rcna3581
https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/tech-news/facebook-knew-radicalized-users-rcna3581
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000661
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000661

152

Appendix A: Survey Questions for Dissertation

Questions come directly from the American National Election Studies Questionnaire

(ANES, 2021b). Below are the questions that will be used for the present study.

Complete survey can be found here: https://electionstudies.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf

Screening Question: What is the address where you are registered to vote now?

1. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is a seven-point

scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely

liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place yourself on this scale, or

haven’t you thought much about this?

1.

2.

6.

7.

Extremely liberal

Liberal

Slightly liberal

Moderate; middle of the road
Slightly conservative
Conservative

Extremely conservative

2. If you had to choose, would you consider yourself a liberal or a conservative? (if chose

Moderate; middle of the road, or Haven’t thought...)

1.

2.

3.

Liberal

Conservative

Moderate


https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf
https://electionstudies.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/anes_timeseries_2020_questionnaire_20210719.pdf
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3. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as [a Democrat, a Republican / a
Republican, a Democrat], an independent, or what?

1. No preference {VOL}

2. Democrat / Republican

3. Republican / Democrat

4. Independent

5. Other party {SPECIFY}
4. Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party?
(if chose other party, or Independent)

1. Closer to Republican

2. Closer to Democratic
5. Is there anything in particular that you like about the Democratic party?

I. Yes

2. No
6. If there is something that respondent likes about Democratic party, the participant is
then asked, “What is that?”
7. Is there anything in particular that you don’t like about the Democratic party?

I. Yes

2. No
8. If there is something that respondent dislikes about Democratic party, the participant is

then asked, “What is that?”
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9. Is there anything in particular that you like about the Republican party?

I. Yes
2. No
10. If there is something that respondent likes about Republican party, the participant is
then asked, “What is that?”
11. Is there anything in particular that you don’t like about the Republican party?
I. Yes
2. No
12. If there is something that respondent dislikes about Republican party, the participant

is then asked, “What is that?”
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Appendix B: Restricted-Use Data Access

Gaining access to the geocodes to determine which residents who live in polarized is
restricted-use data. I have to apply for the geocodes/ZIP codes by submitting an
application and and gaining IRB approval. According to ANES (2022), “ANES items
identified as Restricted-Use Data are not publicly released but can be requested for the
purpose of scientific and public policy research. ANES Restricted-Use Data are not
available directly from ANES. The Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR) handles applications for ANES Restricted-Use Data and provides
access to the data through their Virtual Data Enclave (VDE), a secure, virtual
environment that is accessible from your own desktop computer.

Application Process in Brief:

1. Choose one of the ICPSR links below to start an application.

2. Locate and click on the “Access Restricted Data” tab to begin.

3. Enter your contact information, project title, description and an abstract of 250 words
or less in length.

4. Select the data files and analysis software you require. Please note: You can select
multiple ANES restricted-use files in one application.

5. Click “create project.”

6. Check your email for the confirmation notice which will include a link to the ICPSR
VDE Data Use Agreement.

7. Follow the application instructions in the confirmation notice and email your IRB

documentation and completed Data Use Agreement to _
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8. Once your request is approved, ICPSR staff will be in contact with you to set up your
VDE license and account, as well as a quick training of how to use the VDE.

Available Files

Geocodes (including zip code)

2020 Time Series Geocodes” (American National Election Studies, 2022, para. 1-2)


https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/ICPSR/studies/38176
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Appendix C: Instructions on Receiving Geocodes/ZIP Codes

rrom: [

Sent: Monday, August 1, 2022 5:10 PM
To:
Cc:

Subject: ICPSR Virtual Data Enclave Management System : Application Instructions

Dear (I

Thank you for your interest in data from the ICPSR.

Please download the ICPSR VDE Data Use Agreement document, print the document,
complete and sign the document, scan your document, and email your completed document

in its entirety along with IRB review documentation to ||| | | | | | }QqbNNEEEEER \ith the subject
“Application for Project - Please respond to this email with any further questions.

If you have issues with the link to download the ICPSR VDE Data Use Agreement, copy and

paste the following URL into your web browser: _

Thank you,
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Appendix D: ICPSR VDE Data Use Agreement Document

Restricted Data Use Agreement for Restricted Data in the Virtual Data
Enclave (VDE) from the Inter-university Consortium for Political and
Social Research (ICPSR)

Definitions

A. “Investigator” is the person primarily responsible for conducting the research or
statistical activities relative to the Research Description within the Online
Application (the “Research Description™), or supervising the individuals
conducting the research or statistical activities relative to the Research
Description, for which Restricted Data are obtained through this Agreement.

B. “Research Staff” are all persons at the Investigator’s Institution, excluding the
Investigator, who will have access to Restricted Data obtained through this
Agreement, including students, other faculty and researchers, staff, agents, or
employees for which Institution accepts responsibility.

C. “Institution” is the university or research institution at which the Investigator will
conduct research using Restricted Data obtained through this Agreement.

D. “Representative of the Institution” is a person authorized to enter into binding
legal agreements on behalf of Investigator’s Institution.

E. “Restricted Data” are the research dataset(s) provided under this Agreement that
include potentially identifiable information in the form of indirect identifiers that
if used together within the dataset(s) or linked to other dataset(s) could lead to the
re-identification of a specific Private Person, as well as information provided by a
Private Person under the expectation that the information would be kept
confidential and would not lead to harm to the Private Person. Restricted Data
includes any Derivatives.

F. “Private Person” means any individual (including an individual acting in an
official capacity) and any private (i.e., non-government) partnership, corporation,
association, organization, community, tribe, sovereign nation, or entity (or any
combination thereof), including family, household, school, neighborhood, health
service, or institution from which the Restricted Data arise or were derived, or
which are related to a Private Person from which the Restricted Data arise or were
derived.

G. “ICPSR” is the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research.
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H. “Online Application” includes all information entered into the ICPSR web-based
data access request system, including Investigator information, Research Staff
information, Research
Description, Data Selection specifying which files and documentation are
requested,

Confidentiality Pledge signed by the Investigator, Supplemental Agreement and
Confidentiality Pledge signed by each Research Staff, Data Security Plan, and a
copy of a document signed by the Institution’s Institutional Review Board (IRB),
or equivalent, approving or exempting the research project.

I.  “Data Security Plan” is a component of the Agreement which specifies
permissible computer configurations for use of Restricted Data and records what
the Investigator commits to do in order to keep Restricted Data secure.

J. “Deductive Disclosure” is the discerning of a Private Person’s identity or
confidential information through the use of characteristics about that Private
Person in the Restricted Data. Disclosure risk is present if an unacceptably narrow
estimation of a Private Person’s confidential information is possible or if
determining the exact attributes of the Private Person is possible with a high level
of confidence.

K. “Derivative” is a file or statistic derived from the Restricted Data that poses
disclosure risk to any Private Person in the Restricted Data obtained through this
Agreement. Derivatives include copies of the Restricted Data provided through
ICPSR’s Virtual Data Enclave (VDE), subsets of the Restricted Data, and analysis
results that do not conform to the guidelines in Section VLF.

L. The “Virtual Data Enclave” permits monitored access to data that are not
available to the general public. The virtual machine is isolated from the user’s
physical desktop computer, restricting the user from downloading files or parts of
files to their physical computer. The virtual machine is also restricted in its
external access, preventing users from emailing, copying, or otherwise moving
files outside of the secure environment, either accidentally or intentionally.

Responsibility to Address Disclosure Risk

Deductive Disclosure of a Private Person’s identity from research data is a major
concern of federal agencies, researchers, and Institutional Review Boards.
Investigators and Institutions who receive any portion of Restricted Data are
obligated to protect the Restricted Data from Deductive

Disclosure risk, non-authorized use, and attempts to identify any Private Person by
strictly adhering to the obligations set forth in this Agreement.
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III. Requirements of Investigator

A. The Investigator assumes the responsibility of completing the Online Application
and any other required documents, reports, and amendments.

B. The Investigator agrees to manage and use Restricted Data, implement all
Restricted Data security procedures per the Data Security Plan, and ensure that all
Research Staff understand their requirements per this Agreement and follow the
Data Security Plan.

C. Investigators must meet each of the following criteria:

1. Have a PhD or other research-appropriate terminal degree; and

2. Hold a faculty appointment or have an appointment that is eligible to be a
principal investigator at Institution.

IV. Requirements of Institution

The Institution represents that it is:

A. An institution of higher education, a research organization, a research arm of a
government agency, or a nongovernmental, not-for-profit, agency.

B. Not currently debarred or otherwise restricted in any manner from receiving
information of a sensitive, confidential, or private nature under any applicable
laws, regulations, or policies.

C. Have a demonstrated record of using sensitive data according to commonly
accepted standards of research ethics and applicable statutory requirements.

V. Obligations of ICPSR

In consideration of the promises made in Section VI of this Agreement, and upon
receipt of a
complete and approved Online Application, ICPSR agrees to:

A. Provide the Restricted Data requested by the Investigator in the Restricted Data
Order Summary within a reasonable time of execution of this Agreement by
Institution and to make the Restricted Data available to Investigator via the
Virtual Data Enclave, a secure remoteaccess work space. Access requires proper
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authentication. ICPSR will provide instructions on establishing user accounts
within a reasonable amount of time after the execution of the agreement.

B. Provide electronic documentation of the origins, form, and general content of the
Restricted Data sent to the Investigator, in the same time period and manner as the
Restricted Data.

ICPSR MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS NOR EXTENDS ANY WARRANTIES
OF ANY

KIND, EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED. THERE ARE NO EXPRESS OR
IMPLIED

WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR
PURPOSE,

OR THAT THE USE OF THE RESTRICTED DATA WILL NOT INFRINGE ANY
PATENT, COPYRIGHT, TRADEMARK, OR OTHER PROPRIETARY RIGHTS.
Unless prohibited by

law, Institution assumes all liability for claims for damages against them by third
parties that may arise from the use, storage, disposal, or disclosure by the Institution
of the Restricted Data, except to the extent and in proportion such liability or
damages arise from the negligence of ICPSR.

VI. Obligations of the Investigator, Research Staff, and Institution

Restricted Data access provided under this Agreement shall be used or disclosed only
in compliance with the terms of this Agreement. In consideration of the promises in
Section V of this Agreement, and for use of Restricted Data from ICPSR, the
Institution agrees:

A. That the Restricted Data will be used solely for research or statistical purposes
relative to the project as identified in the Research Description of the Online
Application (the “Research Description”), and for no other purpose whatsoever
without the prior written consent of ICPSR.

Further, no attempt will be made to identify Private Person(s), no Restricted Data
of Private

Person(s) will be published or otherwise distributed, the Restricted Data will be
protected against Deductive Disclosure risk by strictly adhering to the obligations
set forth in this Agreement, and precautions will be taken to protect the Restricted
Data from non-authorized use.

B. To comply fully with the approved Data Security Plan at all times relevant to this
Agreement.
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C. That no persons other than those identified in this Agreement or in subsequent
amendments to this Agreement, as Investigator or Research Staff and who have
signed this Agreement or a Supplemental Agreement, be permitted access to the
contents of Restricted Data files or any Derivatives from the Restricted Data.

D. That within five (5) business days of becoming aware of any unauthorized access,
use, or disclosure of Restricted Data, or access, use, or disclosure of Restricted
Data that is inconsistent with the terms and conditions of this Agreement, the
unauthorized or inconsistent access, use, or disclosure of Restricted Data will be
reported in writing to ICPSR.

E. That, unless prior specific, written approval is received from ICPSR, no attempt
under any circumstances will be made to link the Restricted Data to any Private
Person, whether living or deceased, or with any other dataset, including other
datasets provided by ICPSR.

F. To avoid inadvertent disclosure of Private Persons by being knowledgeable about
what factors constitute disclosure risk and by using disclosure risk guidelines,
such as but not limited to, the following guidelines! in the release of statistics or
other content derived from the Restricted Data.!

1. No release of a sample unique for which only one record in the Restricted
Data provides a certain combination of values from key variables.

2. No release of a sample rare for which only a small number of records (e.g., 3,
5, or 10 depending on sample characteristics) in the Restricted Data provide a
certain combination of values from key variables. For example, in no instance
should the cell frequency of a cross-tabulation, a total for a row or column of
a cross-tabulation, or a quantity figure be fewer than the appropriate threshold
as determined from the sample characteristics. In general, assess empty cells
and full cells for disclosure risk stemming from sampled records of a defined
group reporting the same characteristics.

3. No release of the statistic if the total, mean, or average is based on fewer cases
than the appropriate threshold as determined from the sample characteristics.

! For more information, see the National Center for Health Statistics checklist, NCHS Disclosure
Potential

VIf disclosure review rules were established for a specific Restricted Dataset, they will be included in
the dataset’s documentation and are covered by this Agreement.
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Checklist at http:// http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nchs_microdata_release policy 4-02A.pdf;
and FCSM

Statistical Policy Working Paper 22 (Second Version, 2005) at
http://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/spwp22.pdf

4.

10.

11

No release of the statistic if the contribution of a few observations dominates
the estimate of a particular cell. For example, in no instance should the
quantity figures be released if one case contributes more than 60 percent of
the quantity amount.

No release of data that permits disclosure when used in combination with
other known data. For example, unique values or counts below the appropriate
threshold for key variables in the Restricted Data that are continuous and link
to other data from ICPSR or elsewhere.

No release of minimum and maximum values of identifiable characteristics
(e.g., income, age, household size, etc.) or reporting of values in the “tails,”
e.g., the 5™ or 95 percentile, from a variable(s) representing highly skewed
populations.

No release of ANOVAs and regression equations when the analytic model
that includes categorical covariates is saturated or nearly saturated. In general,
variables in analytic models should conform to disclosure rules for descriptive
statistics (e.g., see #6 above).

In no instance should data on an identifiable case, or any of the kinds of data
listed in preceding items 1-7, be derivable through subtraction or other
calculation from the combination of tables released.

No release of sample population information or characteristics in greater
detail than released or published by the researchers who collected the
Restricted Data. This includes but is not limited to publication of maps.

No release of anecdotal information about a specific Private Person(s) or case
study without prior written approval.

. The above guidelines also apply to charts as they are graphical representations

of cross- tabulations. In addition, graphical outputs (e.g., scatterplots, box
plots, plots of residuals) should adhere to the above guidelines.

G. That if the identity of any Private Person should be discovered, then:

1.
2.

No use will be made of this knowledge;

ICPSR will be advised of the incident within five (5) business days of
discovery of the incident;

The information that would identify the Private Person will be safeguarded or
destroyed as requested by ICPSR; and
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4. No one else will be informed of the discovered identity.

. Unless other provisions have been made with ICPSR, all access to the Restricted
Data will be terminated on or before completion of this Agreement or within five
(5) days of written notice from ICPSR. Investigators requiring access to the
Restricted Data beyond completion of this Agreement should submit a request for
continuation three months prior to the end date of the Agreement.

That any books, articles, conference papers, theses, dissertations, reports, or other
publications that employed the Restricted Data or other resources provided by
ICPSR reference the bibliographic citation provided by ICPSR and be reported to
ICPSR for inclusion in its datarelated bibliography.

To provide annual reports to ICPSR staff (through ICPSR’s online data access
request system), which include:

1. A copy of the annual IRB approval for the project described in the Research
Description;

2. A listing of public presentations at professional meetings using results based
on the Restricted Data or Derivatives or analyses thereof;

3. A listing of papers accepted for publication using the Restricted Data, or
Derivatives or analyses thereof, with complete citations;

4. A listing of Research Staff using the Restricted Data, or Derivatives or
analyses thereof, for dissertations or theses, the titles of these papers, and the
date of completion; and

5. Update on any change in scope of the project as described in the Research
Description.

. To notify ICPSR of a change in institutional affiliation of the Investigator, a
change in institutional affiliation of any Research Staff, or the addition or removal
of Research Staff on the research project. Notification must be in writing and
must be received by ICPSR at least six (6) weeks prior to the last day of
employment with Institution. Notification of the addition or removal of Research
Staff on the research project shall be provided to ICPSR as soon as reasonably
possible. Investigator’s separation from Institution terminates this Agreement.

. Investigator may reapply for access to Restricted Data as an employee of the new
institution. Re-application requires:

1. Execution of a new Agreement for the Use of Restricted Data by both the
Investigator and the proposed new institution;
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2. Execution of any Pledges of Confidentiality by Research Staff at the proposed
new institution;

Preparation and approval of a new Data Security Plan; and

4. Evidence of approval or exemption by the proposed new institution’s IRB.

These materials must be approved by ICPSR before Restricted Data or any
derivatives or analyses may be accessed at the new institution.

That if the Investigator who is changing institutions does not have the new
agreement executed by the time they leave their institution, ICPSR will
temporarily deactivate the Investigator’s account but will maintain the
Investigator’s profile to save their work during the transition. Upon approval of
the new online application, ICPSR will reactivate the Investigator’s account. If a
new agreement is not executed within three (3) month, the Investigator’s account
will be deleted.

That use of the Restricted Data will be consistent with the Institution’s policies
regarding scientific integrity and human subjects research.

To respond fully and in writing within ten (10) working days after receipt of any
written inquiry from ICPSR regarding compliance with this Agreement.

Violations of this Agreement

The Institution will investigate allegations by ICPSR or other parties of violations
of this Agreement in accordance with its policies and procedures on scientific
integrity and misconduct. If the allegations are confirmed, the Institution will
treat the violations as it would violations of the explicit terms of its policies on
scientific integrity and misconduct.

In the event of a breach of any provision of this Agreement, Institution shall be
responsible to promptly cure the breach and mitigate any damages. The
Institution hereby acknowledges that any breach of the confidentiality provisions
herein may result in irreparable harm to ICPSR not adequately compensable by
money damages. Institution hereby acknowledges the possibility of injunctive
relief in the event of breach, in addition to money damages. In addition, ICPSR
may:

1. Terminate this Agreement upon notice and immediately remove access to
Restricted Data and any derivatives thereof;

2. Deny Investigator future access to Restricted Data; and/or
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3. Report the inappropriate use or disclosure to the appropriate federal and
private agencies or foundations that fund scientific and public policy research.

4. Such other remedies that may be available to ICPSR under law or equity,
including injunctive relief.

C. Institution agrees, to the extent not prohibited under applicable law, to indemnify
the Regents of the from any or all claims,
losses, causes of action, judgments, damages, and expenses arising from
Investigator’s, Research Staff’s, and/or Institution’s use of the Restricted Data,
except to the extent and in proportion such liability or damages arose from the
negligence of the ﬁ Nothing herein shall be
construed as a waiver of any immunities and protections available to Institution
under applicable law.

D. In the event of a violation, the Investigator must:
1. Notify ICPSR within five (5) business days;
2. Stop work with the Restricted Data immediately;
3. Submit a notarized affidavit acknowledging the violation to ICPSR;
4

Inform the Representative of Institution of the violation and review security
protocols and disclosure protections with them.

i. The Representative of Investigator’s Institution must submit an
acknowledgment of the violation and security protocols and disclosure
protections review to ICPSR; and

5. Reapply for access to the Restricted Data.
VIII. Confidentiality

To the extent the Restricted Data are subject to a Certificate of Confidentiality, the
Institution is considered to be a contractor or cooperating agency of ICPSR; as such,
the Institution, the Investigator, and Research Staff are authorized to protect the
privacy of the individuals who are the subjects of the Restricted Data by withholding
their identifying characteristics from all persons not connected with the conduct of
the Investigator’s research project. “Identifying characteristics” are considered to
include those data defined as confidential under the terms of this Agreement.

IX. Incorporation by Reference

All parties agree that the information entered into the Online Application, including
the Data Security Plan, IRB approval, and any Supplemental Agreements and
Confidentiality Pledges, are incorporated into this Agreement by reference.
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Miscellaneous

. All notices, contractual correspondence, and return of Restricted Data under this
Agreement on behalf of the Investigator shall be made in writing and delivered to
the address below:

. This agreement shall be effective for 24 months from execution or until the IRB
expires, whichever occurs first.

. The respective rights and obligations of ICPSR and Investigator, Research Staff,
and Institution pursuant to this Agreement shall survive termination of the
Agreement.

. This Agreement and any of the information and materials entered into the Online
Application may be amended or modified only by the mutual written consent of
the authorized representatives of ICPSR and Investigator and Institution. Both
parties agree to amend this Agreement to the extent necessary to comply with the
requirements of any applicable regulatory authority.

. The Representative of the Institution signing this Agreement has the right and
authority to execute this Agreement, and no further approvals are necessary to
create a binding agreement.

The obligations of Investigator, Research Staff, and Institution set forth within
this Agreement may not be assigned or otherwise transferred without the express
written consent of ICPSR.

. ICPSR may provide Investigator and or Research Staff name, email, and
organizational affiliation to the original producer of these Restricted-Use Data.
The data producer may use this information to conduct internal analyses of the
types of individuals using the data and to contact you to provide information
regarding updates to the data, opportunities for user workshops/conferences, or
other data-related communications.
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Definition

Morality (MO)

Respect/Authority within MFT

Moral; beliefs in right and
wrong behavior

Leadership, (LE)

Respect/Authority within MFT

Position of a leader; ability
to lead

Obedience (OB)

Respect/Authority within MFT

obedient; submitting to
authority

Authoritarianism
(AU)

Respect/Authority within MFT

Submitting to authority;
favoring power of a leader,
or powerful leading
centralized government
with concentrated power
over others

Justice (JU)

Fairness/reciprocity within MFT

Just; impartial and fair

Equitable (EQ-1)

Fairness/reciprocity within MFT

Equity; being fair and
equal with all involved

Equality (EQ-2)

Fairness/reciprocity within MFT

Equal; the same measure,
number, and quantity when
comparing

Animosity (AN) Harm/care within MFT Strong hatred or dislike;
harmful

Like (L) Harm/care within MFT Attraction or engaging in
pleasure; caring

Dislike (DL) Harm/care within MFT Disapproval or aversion;
not pleasurable or causing
harm

Partisanship (PA) Ingroup/loyalty within MFT Partisan; strong and
possible blind allegiance to
a party or loyalty

Excessive False perception of invulnerability within Exceeding partisan; very

partisanship (EP) GT strong blind allegiance to a
party

Purity/sanctity Inherent group morality within GT Pure/holiness or sacred;

(PS) devoted exclusively to one

service or use; supporting
antiquated righteousness

Anti-democratic
(AD-1)

Censoring oneself within GT

Opposed to democracy

Anti-diversity of
thought (AD-2)

Censoring oneself within GT

Opposed to different
thoughts
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Definition

Over- Stereotyping outsiders within GT
generalizations of
other groups

Generalizing excessively
by making vague
statements toward other

(0G) groups
False Unity (FU) False perception of unanimity Falsely believing of
oneness

Conformity (C)  Pressure within group on dissidents

Conforming; accordance

within GT with an authority or
standard
Forced Pressure within group on dissidents Forced strong allegiance to

partisanship (FP) within GT

a party

Polarization (PO) Pressure within group on dissidents
within GT

Polarizing; separation into
opposing groups

Respect/authority Self-appointed mind guards within GT =~ High regard/power to
(RA) influence

Defective (DM-d) Decision making (DM) within GT Defect; flaw
Productive (DM- Decision making (DM) within GT Producing; to cause
P) existence

Note. Definitions come from Merriam-Webster Dictionary, 2023 (https://www.merriam-

webster.com/).
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