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Abstract

This article presents the first study to examine self-revelation and stereotypes of the Republican Party. 150 Columbia University students in Introductory to Psychology courses will engage in a conversation with an interviewer about a Republican ideology (tax cuts) or a neutral ideology (rights for the disabled). The interviewer will reveal himself as a Republican or a confederate will reveal it about them. The participants will then receive a questionnaire based on the conversation that will provide us with their “stereotype score”. I anticipate that there will be more stereotyping and the scores will be stronger when the interviewer reveals themselves and the conversation is about tax cuts. The importance of this study is explained and the need for future research is explored.

Introduction

Isn’t Romney the typical Republican stereotype while Obama is the typical Democrat stereotype? It’s kind of like choosing a Jewish candidate with a big nose, a black candidate with big lips, a dumb white blond female who acts like a valley girl or a lazy Latino candidate who only speaks Spanish- Forward, Yahoo Answers.


The first entry that appears in google.com when you type in “typical Republican stereotype and typical Democrat Stereotype” is the comment above, depicting both 2012 presidential candidates as the archetypal depictions of their political parties. The 2012 campaign was “the most divisive, assaultive and malicious political campaign in American history” (Adler, 2012). Adler explains that for every protest, “what will be pro will also be anti”. The campaign brought out anger and hatred in a way that it never did, with social media allowing for anonymity and distancing, therefore creating a more antagonistic atmosphere (Spears, Slee, Owens, & Johnson, 2009). Within the aggressive political framework was a reliance on stereotypes for the propagation of the candidates. After the first debate, the Wall Street Journal exclaimed that President Barack Obama’s problem was that he “saw Romney only as an ideological stick figure”. For example, Obama complained about Romney’s desire to lower taxes for the rich, to which Romney promised was not his policy. He didn’t understand or pay attention to his actual beliefs or policies; Romney was just a representative of the Republican stereotype. Similarly, Mitt Romney surrogate John Sununu gave his opinion on why President Obama lost the first debate: "What people saw [in the debate],I think, was a president who revealed his incompetence–how lazy and detached he is and how he has absolutely no idea how serious the economy problems of the country are," said Sununu. A political strategist commented, "Some days they call Barack Obama arrogant, today Sununu called him lazy. Those kinds of characterizations of are just a fact of life for this president. John Sununu would never call Ronald Reagan lazy and he took naps in the middle of the day," the strategist said (Taranto, 2012).
The first debate is an exemplar of the campaign in which both politicians used stereotypes to exploit their competitors and opposing political parties. This is not the first election that appealed to one group by promoting stereotypes of the other. Richard Nixon called it his “southern strategy”, using symbolic gestures and actions while talking to southern whites to paint the Democrats as the party “of racial minorities, rioting cities, and a civil rights agenda” (Hill, 2005). Reagan followed suit, George H.W. Bush used the Willie Horton ads to paint the Democrats as the part of liberals, big spending, and being soft on crime (i.e., racial minorities). Democrats too used this technique, where Clinton took a stance that distanced itself from the Democratic party’s racial tag, patronizing Sister Souljah and the Reverend Jesse Jackson. Though a recent Zogby poll found that 70% of Americans believe the two parties should compromise, and with the recent economic standstill it is might be even necessary, the use of stereotypes will “polarize, not compromise” (Hill, 2005). 

While general attitudes toward homosexuality and other minority groups in the U.S. have improved over the last decades, political party antagonism seems to be increasing. In Brewer’s research on outgroup hate, she lists five causes why ingroup love leads to outgroup hate, three of which apply aptly to the political process. First:

There is a sense that “we” are more peaceful, trustworthy, friendly, and honest than “they”…. As ingroups become larger and more depersonalized, the institutions, rules and customs that maintain ingroup loyalty and cooperation take on the character of moral authority [which is] incompatible with tolerance for difference. To the extent that outgroups do not subscribe to the same moral rules, indifference is replaced by denigration and contempt. (Brewer, 1999)
The social and even the fiscal issues under debate are made into moral issues, and the each position thinks of the other as immoral. Brewer explains that outgroup hate is fostered when groups are in competition over physical resources or political power (obviously the case here), and when groups are political entities these processes may be exacerbated through deliberate manipulation by group leaders in the interests of mobilizing collective action to secure or maintain political power. She further explains that in dichotomous societies (such as the U.S., split on the line of democrat versus republican), intense group favoritism and outgroup antgonism yield intensely negative attitudes towards outgroups (Brewer, 1999). Categorization sharpens the differences between members of different categories and blurs the differences between members of the same category (Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963). Rutchik et al. revealed that colored maps depicting electoral results exacerbate perceptions of polarization. Binary categorization, then causes red and blue states to be seen as more different from each other than they actually are, and red states to be seen as more similar to other red states (and blue states to other blue states) than they actually are. This may simultaneously produce interchromatic polarization and intrachromatic homogenization (Rutchik, Smyth, & Konrath, 2009). Many argue that Americans are divided on fundamental issues into two nearly homogenous groups (Bacon, 2006) with the differences between red and blue Americas becoming increasingly intractable (Hill, 2005).

Though this polarization can prepare the way for hatred and intolerance, it can also benefit psychology and research on stereotypes on a more general scale. Political alliance defers from many other social stigmas in two important ways. First, the negative stereotypes of the other party aren’t necessarily monitored. There is a growing literature that suggests that individuals have different implicit and explicit feelings towards another group. For example, individuals are aware that they might be negatively stereotyped as racially prejudiced (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Plant & Devine, 1998) and try to control and monitor their explicit reactions so as to not seem racist. Yet political stereotypes are propagated by the media and the parties, and therefore even more so, the nation. If the political candidates, supposed to be representing the best of each party, use the strategy of stereotyping, the nation will too. Political party discrimination defers with other stereotypes in another critical manner. Most other stereotypes are not concealable- gender and race is obvious, social economic levels can be gleaned by one’s demeanor or clothing, and stereotypes associated with certain states can be detected by one’s dialect. Studies are now showing that although some research used homosexuality to determine certain aspects of discrimination (Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002) there has even been evidence that individuals can accurately determine one’s sexual orientation by masculinity of physical features (Rieger, Linsenmeier, Gygax, Garcia, & Bailey, 2010), style of walk and hand gestures, (Johnson, Gill, Reichman & Tassinary, 2007), and tone of voice (Rieger, et al., 2010). Political party orientation, apart from many other groups that are obvious, is concealable. Thus, individuals can choose whether to disclose the information or not. 

USA Today revealed that in the past election, with the popularity growth of social media networks, many people announced whom they were voting for. On Facebook, a picture stating “I voted” with an arrow pointing to a picture of Obama, was shared thousands of times. More than 2 million people were talking about Obama on Facebook and more than 950,000 were talking about Romney. On Twitter, users were tweeting 11,000 election-related posts per minute. Obama's Twitter feed posted "Four more years" after TV networks declared him the winner. The post was retweeted more than 225,000 times. Some estimated 22% of voters announced whom they voted for, while the maximum estimate is up to 40% (Bello, 2012). Yet with such strong political antagonism, this should be surprising. 

Politics and political affiliation have only played a role the psychology literature in a limited number of ways. There have been numerous studies on the make-up of a political party. The importance of the party and its relationship with the left to right spectrum,  (Choma, Ashton, & Hafer, 2010), the personality make-up of a party (Capara & Zimbardo, 2004; Vetter, 1930) and the effects of one’s college years on party affiliation (Jones, 1938). There has also been a growing literature on the political candidate: the personality traits associated with winning (Todorov, Mandisodza, Goren, & Hall, 2005), and a political figures influence on party support (Pancer, Brown, Gregor, & Claxton-Oldfield, 1992). Additionally, there is a growing interest in contemporary research on how one can use political parties as a paradigm for conflict resolution  (Bastian & Luckham, 2003) and identity and power (Ruhana, 2004). Yet there has never really been any research into the nature of party stereotypes. There has been no research on what stereotypes apply to Republicans or Democrats, what each party thinks of itself or the other. It is interesting that something so ingrained in our society has yet to be even briefly explored. I hypothesize that both affiliating with a Republican ideology and being a Republican will result in the most discriminatory responses. With such a strong dichotomous relationship, a Democrat that sees an individual as “the other” is likely to broaden his perspective of the individual with other stereotypes associated with being a Republican (the same would be said about Republicans stereotyping Democrats). 

The nature of revealing something about one’s identity is another aspect of great importance. As discussed, political party affiliation is a characteristic with different connotations that one could keep to his self or reveal to others. Similar to how research has regarded homosexuality, the revelation of an aspect of yourself is a part of nature and relationship building. There has been much research on the psychological effects on the homosexual of both “coming out” as a homosexual and being “outed” as a homosexual. Research shows the liberating and psychologically beneficial effects of coming out to your peers (Coleman, 1982; Woodman & Lenna, 1980), and the psychological and legal harm to the homosexual man or woman when he or she is outed to others (Guzman, 1995; Kelley & Robertson, 2008). Yet again, surprisingly, there has been no research into the effects of outing and coming out on those who are gaining the information. Is there a difference in stereotyping behavior when one reveals a personal and controversial aspect of them to another from when that same aspect is revealed by others? Self-identification displays a pride in what you are revealing. In the experiment performed by Hebl et al., confederates portrayed as homosexuals were responded to significantly more negatively in interpersonal behaviors such as the length of their interactions. Yet one of the limitations in their research on homosexual interpersonal discrimination was that the participants were wearing hats titled ‘Gay and Proud’. “It is possible,” they explain, “that interviewers were responding negatively to the political activism that they attributed to wearing hats with deviant labels rather than homosexuality stigma itself”(Hebl, Foster, Mannix, & Dovidio, 2002). In the same light, I hypothesize that those who reveal themselves will be more strongly associated with the Republican Party than those who have this information revealed without their intent.

The primary goal of this research will be to start to fill in the many gaps in the current research on two fronts. First, this study will investigate the different stereotypes of the Republican Party and how one’s own political affiliation might harbor negative resentments about those who hold the other. Though the same experiment can be done about the Democratic Party, this is just a first step in the exploration of stereotypes of political parties. I hypothesize that there are a few distinct subgroups of stereotypes for the Republican Party, but the context of the experiment will highlight just one. The experiment will also try to glean how coming out and being outed can affect how one stereotypes you. As political party affiliation is something one chooses, revealing it proudly might have a very different affect on one’s peers than having it revealed without your will.

Method

Participant and Design
150 Undergraduate students in an introductory to psychology course at Columbia University will participate in this study in exchange for $10 or credit in the psychology class. Participants will be recruited on the basis of their responses to a political affiliation questionnaire. Participants will be chosen from those who affiliate with the Democratic Party. The assumption is that most individuals will be part of this group, and this questionnaire is intended to filter out the few Republicans at the liberal arts college of Columbia University. The study will use a 2 x 2 between subject design, with Identification Method (self- identification vs. outing) and Content (Republican ideals vs. Neutral content) as repeated factors. 

Procedure
The participants will be told the experiment is about eye contact. Participants will be welcomed by an experimenter, the ‘Republican’, who will be the one engaging in the conversation. A confederate will also be in the room, and the experimenter will explain that he or she is there to record information about eye contact. He will pretend to take notes. The experimenter will begin a conversation about either tax policies (in which he or she propagates the need for tax cuts) or a disability rights in America (in which he or she will explain why they are important). The topics and what the experimenter can and cannot say will be determined before, and written down for her to read. Halfway through each topic, the experimenter will excuse his or herself to go to the restroom. When she is there, either the confederate will remain silent, or will whisper to the participant that the experimenter is a Republican. The whisper will be casual, “by the way- (s)he’s a Republican”. If the confederate is remaining silent, the experimenter will casually reveal his or herself as a Republican as part of the conversation in the first half of the conversation. Thus, the experiment will either consist of: 

1. The experimenter discusses tax policies and reveals she is a Republican

2. The experimenter discusses disability rights and reveals she is a Republican

3. The experimenter discusses tax policies and is ‘outed’ as a Republican

4. The experimenter discusses disability rights and is ‘outed’ as a Republican  

The fourth experiment condition is the control variable, since it neither has the revealing factor nor the ideologically aligned factor. 

Materials
After the conversation is over, the participant will fill out a questionnaire. The questionnaire will consist of questions that refer to the experimenter’s positions on certain ideological issues and questions about the experimenter’s personality. Many of these questions will be worded as Republican ideals and personalities (e.g., your interviewer is religious). Some will be worded as Democratic ideals and personalities (e.g., your interviewer believes evolution should be taught in public schools), which will be reverse scored (see . There will be five filler questions, (e.g., your interviewer believes in life on other planets, your interviewer has a bad sense of direction). See Figure 1 for the list of questions. The questions will be on a scale from 1 to 10, 1 being not at all applicable, 10 being extremely applicable, and 5 being “I don’t know”. 
The questions are based off of stereotypes I have gleaned from conversations with peers and various polls and research that have touched on this subject while studying other data. Hoegg revealed that Republican candidates with competent faces won elections while Democratic candidates won more elections with amicable faces, so I used each as representing a stereotype. (Hoegg, 2011). Tivo studied both political parties’ television habits and found that republicans are most likely to watch NASCAR and golf (ANI, 2012).  The participants “grade” will be based off the questionnaire- the higher the average score, the more the participant exhibited a stereotype generalization. 


· Anticipated Results

I hypothesize that an interaction with revealing oneself as a Republican and having a conversation about the Republican tax policies will lead to the strongest discriminatory responses. I suspect the self-identification as a Republican while having a conversation about disability rights will be slightly stronger than the other-identification with a conversation about tax policies, but not by much, and the other-identification with a conversation about disabilities will have a much weaker stereotype response, as displayed in Figure 2. 
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I also anticipate that the questions referring to the “Republican businessman” stereotype will have stronger results than those referring to the “southern Republican” stereotype. Consequently, the gender of the interviewer will impact the results, and participants with a male interviewer will have a stronger stereotype grade.  
Discussion

Due to the low volume of research on both facets of my experiment, my anticipated results are based on intuition, rather than past research. I suspect that there are two distinct subgroups within the Republican stereotype: the uneducated, southern man who watches NASCAR and is anti-abortion, and the businessman who is selfish and wants tax-cuts. I think the nature of the experiment, within an educated environment, will lead the participant to associate the experimenter with the fiscally conservative Republican. One limitation of this experiment is the fact that the Republican ideological topic is bound to either be a fiscal or social topic. I anticipate that the ideologically Republican topic of tax cuts will lead one to associate the interviewer with the corporate stereotype subgroup but perhaps if the topic were pro-choice, the results for the Southern subgroup would be stronger. I think either way the participants will broaden the fiscal image to Republican social ideologies, such as abortion, but will answer questions such as “is he wealthy” with a high grade, and “is he from the south”, “does he watch NASCAR”, with a low grade. Discovering the nature of the subgroups within the stereotype is one area that deserves further investigation. 

Another possible limitation of this experiment is the “neutral” topic. It was necessary to choose a “political” topic, so that revealing the interviewer’s Republican affiliation would seem natural, but a topic that has very little political affiliations. Though there have been some small recent Congressional contentions, I still expect that most people would not associate the broad topic of rights for people with disabilities as a controversial anti- Republican ideology. If this anticipation is incorrect, it could enlighten us further; perhaps the Republican stereotype of selfishness and disregard for other individuals is so strong that even this small debate will attach itself as a Republican stereotype. 

The enduring stereotypes against women in the corporate world will possibly also lead to a weaker stereotype score for female interviewers. Although women and men are supposedly still equally represented in the workplace, the traditional gender stereotypes that result in a ‘lack of fit’ between women and aggressive occupations (such as business) remain persistent (Phelan & Rudman, 2010). Further, in recent years the Democratic Party has also characterized the Republican Party as waging a “war on women”. Therefore, it is possible that a female interviewer would have a weaker stereotype score than a male interviewer. I would not control for this by solely using male interviewers; I think this is just another way within this experiment to observer Republican stereotypes. This stereotype specifically is essential to understand for the Republican Party and in my opinion, try to rectify. Gender stereotypes within political parties is just one example of how the political parties themselves could benefit from further research into the stereotypes of each party and work to resolve the negative associations.

As Lippmann so accurately states, “we notice a trait which marks a well known type and fill in the rest of the picture by means of the stereotype we carry about in our heads” (Lippman, 1922). “Republicans” are not only a well-known type, they have a platform that defines the group by many of the stereotypes that are associated with them. Therefore I predict that the stereotypes are so strong because they are acknowledged as fact. Though one may associate with one republican issue over another, if he associates with the group, he acknowledges what he is joining and accepts it. Further, since you chose to identify with the group, there should be actual differences in terms of cognitive processes of stereotyping. This process deserves further research in itself.


There is tremendous opportunity and need for further research in the political field. It is relevant to one’s every day life as much if not more as some other stereotypes. There are very few places where one encounters a cross section of political affiliations. A recent study found that out of 32 elite colleges and universities the overall ratio of Democrats to Republicans in the faculty was more than 10 to 1 (1397 Democrats, 134 Republicans). Out of all of the ivy leagues, not one administrator was a Republican. Its important to understand the psychology behind why faculties are inclined to hire Democrats, or why Democrats are more likely to go into education than Republicans (Horowitz & Lehrer, 2003). Similarly, research has found that in the field of social psychology, Democrats are not only the vast majority, but Republicans are discriminated against. Many social and personality psychologists admitted to being openly biased against conservative colleagues (Smith, 2012). Psychologist Jonathan Haidt even stated that the bias against conservatives in social psychology reminded him of the experiences of closeted gay students in the 1980s. He described how they hid their feelings when colleagues made political small talk and jokes predicated on the assumption that everyone was a liberal (Tierney, 2011). On the opposite end, there is a long-standing belief that the finance world holds a conservative leaning bias. It has recently been revealed that CEOs of some major companies, like David Koch of Koch Industries sent an email to their 50,000 employees, threatening them that “if the US re-elects President Obama our chances of staying independent are slim to none… many of our more than 50,000 U.S. employees and contractors may suffer the consequences” (Elk, 2012). There's a dominance of political ideologies in different fields. It’s important to learn why this is, and eventually, how to combat the different discriminations one my face in various occupations and environments.

 
There is also a need for further study into the concept of self- revelation versus other- revelation. Struggling with controversial group affiliations as discussed above is dangerous. There is a vast amount of literature on the importance of disclosing rather than concealing in relationships (Coleman, 1982). Yet it is possible that having someone else do the disclosing will soften the blow. If one is not as strongly identified with the group to “come out”, and it is mentioned as a natural part of a conversation by another, perhaps he will not be as strongly associated with the negative stereotypes about the group by others. There are few group associations where the stereotypes are concealed, but there is still a need for research of how to help those who need to reveal. Political affiliation, homosexuality, and certain disabilities can all be concealed and it is important to learn how to best help those who need to disclose these aspects of their lives to others. 


There is so much opportunity for further research within these topics and it is not only relevant but also necessary. These studies and others like it can hopefully help individuals navigate coming out and being in hostile environments, alleviate those hostile environments. Research into political stereotypes can hopefully even take our nation that is currently polarized and reform it to a nation that learns from one another and compromises. 
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1. Your interviewer is wealthy





[  1--------2-------3--------4--------5-------6------7-------8------9----10)





       1- Not applicable		5- applicable   		10- completely applicable





2. Your interviewer is selfish





3. Your interviewer would send her child to fight in the Afghanistan war





4. Your interviewer watches golf 





5. Your interviewer is from the South





6. Your interviewer comes from a wealthy family





7. Your interviewer is kind





8. Your interviewer is mature





9. Your interviewer would treat you different if you were black/ did treat you different becomes you're black





10. Your interviewer is strict





11. Your interviewer believes evolution should be taught in public schools





12. Your interviewer is religious





13. Your interviewer is uneducated





14. Your interviewer has a bad sense of direction





15. Your interviewer believes homosexuals should be allowed to teach in public schools





16. Your interviewer believes Obama wasn’t born in the U.S.





17. Your interviewer is pro- choice and believes that abortions should be illegal. 





18. Your interviewer is warm





19. Your interviewer is competent





20. Your interviewer believes in life on other planets





21. Your interviewer does not believe in the Iraq war


�22. Your interviewer watches NASCAR





23. Your interviewer is dominant





24. Your interviewer is mature





25. Your interviewer believes affirmative action should be implemented in all schools








Figure 1: Questionnaire To Determine Level and Content of Stereotyping





Figure 2: Mean score of participants stereotype score based on questionnaire answers
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