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Abstract 

 

Exploring the subject of political partisanship and polarization, this study examines the 

scope of effects that differing levels of partisanship can have in social interactions, 

communications, and relationship building processes. By looking at how individuals with 

differing levels of political affiliation strength view others, their willingness to openly 

communicate, and engage in social connections and friendships with other political out-

group members, we are able to see just how much of a part partisanship affects our daily 

lives. This study examines four main topics: (i) How differing levels of partisanship 

affected the desire to form social connections and communicate with political non-group 

members; (ii) Whether higher levels of political affiliation strength, or partisanship, 

correlated with higher experiences of anxiety and apprehension when interacting and 

communicating with political out-groups; (iii) How individuals with differing levels of 

partisanship affected workplace behaviors and practices; (iv) The overall polarization 

differences between the two opposing political groups within the study. The findings 

from this study indicated that there was a highly significant difference between ‘Strongly’ 

affiliated political partisans, as compared to every other group, when choosing to interact, 

communicate, or create social relationships with others. Strong partisans were shown to 

be overall less willing to make these social connections than all the other subgroups, and 

by large margins. The findings also showed that, in the case of Democrats, strongly 

affiliated partisans exhibited a higher rate of anxiety and apprehension when 

communicating and interacting with political out-groups.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

 By all accounts, the political climate within the United States has become even 

more tumultuous and volatile in recent years, with an ever increasingly large divide 

between the two major political parties, the Democrats and the Republicans (Jennings & 

Stoker, 2017; Mann & Ornstein, 2012). As a result, there has been a renewed interest in 

the psychological implications that have resulted from this division, with significant 

reports in recent years of increased amounts of mental distress, depression, generalized 

stress, and anxiety specifically relating to political issues among individuals (Krupenkin 

et al., 2019; Setzler & Yanus, 2018). Emerging trends of increased political extremist 

behavior and political violence have been reported, with these extremist political views 

having also been linked to susceptibility to believing in conspiracy theories, and 

potentially engaging in criminal behavior (Lafree et al., 2018; Prooijen et al., 2015). 

Increases in partisan political beliefs and this growing political divide have led to a 

variety of other effects, with studies showing that individuals were more likely to think of 

others as less physically attractive if they held differing presidential candidate 

preferences (Nicholson et al., 2016), being less likely to choose them as romantic partners 

(Huber & Malhotra, 2017), and even showing that political party affiliation 

discrimination exceeds discrimination based on race (Iyengar & Westwood, 2015).  

 With this all being taken into consideration it is no surprise that there are 

numerous hurdles to overcome when attempting to form a romantic relationship with a 

person of the opposite political beliefs (Coffe & Need, 2010; Jennings & Stoker, 2001; 
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Klofstad et al., 2013). However, what factors go into forming non-romantic relationships 

with others of differing views? When removing the romantic aspect from the equation, 

many of the previously noted factors such as valuing physical appearances, should play 

less of a prominent role in the formation of platonic or working relationships. 

Nonetheless, there are some barriers that would remain that may play a role in the 

prevention of said relationship-building. As Iyengar & Westwood (2015) noted, self-

identifying as a political partisan was strongly correlated with increased discrimination 

against opposing partisans. However, how far exactly is the extent of this discrimination? 

Does this discrimination extend to all aspects of daily life, including communications, 

social relationships, and interactions? Are there unforeseen psychological consequences 

from increased levels of partisanship, and to what extent? Additionally, in terms of 

partisanship, where precisely is the partisan strength ‘line’ that, when crossed, individuals 

begin to have significantly more negative outlook of others? 

 This study will examine and investigate these questions, and provide evidence to 

the idea that different levels of political affiliation do affect social relationship and 

communication processes, both in daily life and at work. Special attention will also be 

paid to overall group political polarization levels, as well as exploring how the differing 

political group participants compare to their opposing party counterparts with regards to 

the measures given in the course of this study.  

Political Partisanship 

 Political partisanship, by definition, is the strong adherence to a particular 

political party. However, in reality, it is a much more complex and varied state of being 

than the initial definition suggests. Strong or extreme levels of partisanship can often be 
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associated with dogmatism, rigidity, and an ardent belief and faith in one’s chosen 

political party, while weaker levels of partisanship may not have such pronounced effects 

or beliefs (Toner et al., 2013). Partisans more often than not tend to adopt common 

ideals, stances, and viewpoints regarding a range of issues that coincide with their party’s 

shared beliefs, and it would not be incorrect to say that partisans are often their political 

party’s biggest supporters (Goren et al., 2009). Despite widespread belief that 

partisanship only relates to matters of politics, in actuality partisanship can affect the 

functionality of people’s everyday lives through a variety of ways. Partisanship can help 

form one’s social identity (Greene, Palmquist & Schickler, 2004), determine how one 

see’s others in terms of physical attraction (Nicholson et al., 2016), and can strongly 

influence who one chooses to be in an intimate relationship with (Huber & Malhotra, 

2017; Jennings & Stoker, 2001). 

 In a societal context, we as individuals tend to instinctively categorize the world 

around us into dichotomous groups which consist of a simplified ‘us’ and ‘them’ 

(Greene, 1999). Partisan beliefs and ideology play a key part in this categorization 

process, as they help to clearly identify who is in our political in-group, and who are part 

of any out-groups. As for why and how partisanship leads to the favoritism of in-groups, 

and the subsequent prejudice against out-groups, there are two leading theories. Tajfel 

and Turner (1979) pioneered the social identity theory, a groundbreaking and 

encompassing theory which explored the concept of self-identity and intergroup 

behavior. According to social identity theory, group members will differentiate their own 

groups in a positive manner from other groups, in order to maintain a positive social 

identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). This desire to positively advance 
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and support one’s group is one of the major tenets of the social identity theory, and the 

explanation for the development of in-group bias (Huddy et al., 2018). As a partisan’s 

identity strength increases, so too does their motivation to increase their political party’s 

status (Andreychick et al., 2009; Fowler & Kam, 2007). This increased engagement often 

leads to further individual self-identification with their political groups. All subsequent 

successes and failures that their party undergoes, which are more often than not during an 

election cycle, are internalized and taken personally (Huddy et al., 2018; Huddy, 2013). 

The second theory of the development of partisanship, also proposed by Turner and 

colleagues (1987) in conjunction with the social identity theory, is the self-categorization 

theory. The self-categorization theory proports that people will tend to categorize 

themselves into social categories and groups. By simply self-identifying as belonging to 

one group, such as the political Democratic party, individuals become closer to the group 

as a whole. Additionally, the act of voting has been found to further strengthen political 

self-categorization, as it reaffirms them as a member of the group and thereby gradually 

increases individual partisanship over time (Dinas, 2014; Turner et al., 1987; Twenge et 

al., 2016).  

 The development of partisanship on an individual level can be linked to a variety 

of causes, with two key frames of thought surrounding its formation. The traditional view 

of how partisan beliefs initially form is that parental socialization plays a key factor in the 

development of initial levels of partisanship and party affiliation in early childhood. 

Political ideologies are deeply ingrained within individuals during this childhood period, 

and become central to how they see themselves in terms of their overall social identities 

(Boonen, 2019; Campbell et al., 1960; Fitzgerald, 2011; Kroh & Selb, 2009). Modern 



 

5 

 

revisionists however, insist that partisanship is constantly developing through one’s 

lifespan, its changes are reflected by current events and experiences, and that partisanship 

can wax and wane depending upon various factors, such as the shifting political climate, 

and the general political fortune of one’s preferred party (Fiorina, 1981; Gerber & Green, 

1998; Green et al., 1998). Keeping in line with this revisionist train of thought, 

presidential popularity, political campaign rhetoric, and the state of the economy have 

been noted to play major roles in the shifting of the overall partisan balance on a macro 

level (Huddy et al., 2015; Green & Yoon, 2002). 

 Of special note within the literature is the classification and study of so-called 

political leaners. Leaners are individuals who initially declare themselves as politically 

neutral, and refuse to identify with a specific party, in essence aligning themselves with 

the political affiliation classification of independents. However, when further examining 

these individuals’ beliefs, it becomes apparent that they in actuality lean more towards a 

specific party affiliation and share in that party’s beliefs, and in some cases, it was 

determined that they voted exactly the same as outright partisans (Clark & McCutcheon, 

2009; Keith et al., 1986). This categorization has not been without controversy, as some 

scholars are split as to whether these so-called leaners should actually be classified as 

hidden, or undercover, partisans (Dennis, 1992; Keith et al., 1992). Regardless of their 

debated classification, leaners are an important group that must be accounted for when 

studying the subject of partisanship. As these individuals profess no outward political 

affiliation, they can all too easily be grouped in with self-identifying true political 

independents, which can alter any data that is collected and provide erroneous results.  

Political Polarization 
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 Within the United States, political polarization levels have reached contentious 

heights with rippling effects that have far reaching implications in our daily lives. The 

split between the two major political parties, the Democratic party and the Republican 

party, have caused gridlocked partisanship within the political sphere among politicians, 

and rising tensions among individuals and partisans alike on both sides of this political 

divide (Hershey, 2014). From these bitter divisions that occurred after the 2016 

presidential election emerged stark ideological differences between the two opposing 

parties (Faris et al., 2017; Frimer et al., 2017; Schaffner et al., 2018). In an example of 

this, scholars found that with this heightened sense of partisanship, even apolitical 

subjects such as the COVID-19 global public health crisis were shaped by ideologically 

driven politically polarized arguments (Jiang et al., 2020).    

 While it may seem that this divide has always existed, historically political 

polarization was not necessarily associated with disliking other out-group political parties 

with the fervor that we now are witnessing in the current day and age (Pierson & 

Schickler, 2020). Prior research done during the 1980s-1990s showed that in regard to 

political polarization, holding positive evaluations of liberals was only weakly associated 

with negative evaluations of conservatives, and vice versa (Conover & Feldman, 1981; 

Dennis, 1992; Green, 1988; Weisberg, 1980). Extraordinary levels of partisanship and 

party loyalties began to become more entrenched and emerged during the 2000 and 2004 

presidential elections, and this divide only further increased since that time (Abramowitz 

& Saunders, 2006). 

 These extreme divides between individual partisans and the larger divide that 

currently exists on a national scale between the two parties can be examined through the 
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study of macropartisanship. Originally conceptualized by MacKuen, et al., (1989), 

macropartisanship examines the idea that increases and shifts in individual partisanship 

and political ideologies can be credited due to the ever evolving and transforming state of 

the economy, presidential popularity, political rhetoric, and news coverage of political 

events. While older individuals and those with more longstanding political knowledge 

may be more entrenched in their views, and thus less likely to have changes in their self-

identity, younger individuals who may be less informed seem to be more prone to be 

swayed by these external influences. Typically, the ebb and flow of partisanship in both a 

micro and macro scale only changes gradually, with infrequent major events causing 

dramatic and sustained shifts, such as the impeachment of President Bill Clinton in the 

1990s or the start of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars (Green et al., 1998; Jackson & 

Kollman, 2011). However, since 2016 there have been a series of cataclysmic historical, 

political, and global events that have now upended the normal traditional formation of 

partisanship, and thrown the routine cycle of political identity realignment into disarray. 

The full extent of these events will only be known with time; However, the extent of 

these shifts in macropartisanship is starting to increasingly show.  

 As previously mentioned, the correlation between increased partisanship identity 

and the subsequent increased dislike of other out-group political parties have been a 

relatively new phenomena within the U.S. in modern times. Iyengar et al. (2012) 

described this concept as Affective Polarization; the idea that among ordinary Americans 

there is an increasing dislike and distrust of those from the other party. Iyengar found that 

both Democrats and Republicans were reported as saying that they believed the other 

party’s members to be hypocritical, selfish, close-minded, and were unwilling to socialize 
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across party lines. It was also found that individuals did not seem to like their own party 

more over time, but still their dislike of the other party seemed to increase (Iyengar et al., 

2012; Iyengar et al., 2019). 

Relationship Formation in Regards to Political Partisanship 

 Within the prior existing literature, there is more of a focus on how political 

affiliations affects the formation of romantic relationships, with a lack of attention being 

paid to how it also affects social bonds and relationships. While different formative 

processes may go into the development of social versus romantic relationships, there are 

many shared principles and as such much can be learned by studying this area of 

research. When examining the formation of romantic relationships among individuals, it 

was found that in the majority of relationships studied, there exists a degree of political 

similarity between partners (Alford et al., 2011). This has a degree of intuitiveness to it, 

as when we select romantic partners, we often seek out shared similarities and 

characteristics that we find attractive, which can include socioeconomic status, 

occupation, possession of educational degrees, as well as physical looks, personality, and 

general disposition (Lykken & Tellegen, 1993; Vandenberg, 1972). Of particular interest 

to this study was that prior research has found that when it comes to mate selection 

having similarities in social attitudes, which includes political viewpoints and affiliations, 

actually results in a higher chance of forming a relationship than having similarities in 

personality characteristics (Luo & Klohnen, 2005; Watson et al., 2004). 

 When studying existing couples, the old adage ‘opposites attract’ does not seem 

to prove factually correct. When measuring character and social traits among spouses, an 

emerging trend began to emerge; Among the couples that were studied, there were shared 
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character traits and similarities that began to become apparent. These traits included 

shared physical characteristics, such as height, weight, and skin color, and also shared 

social traits such similar social attitudes (Buss, 1984; Caspi et al., 1992; Feng & Baker, 

1994; McGue & Bouchard, 1981; Watson et al., 2004). Of these shared social attitudes, it 

was found that there were extremely high rates of spousal concordance when it came to 

political affiliations and beliefs (Alford et al., 2011). This process of selecting romantic 

partners due to shared similarities is termed assortative mating (Luo & Klohnen, 2005; 

Rushton, et al., 1985; Rushton et al., 1986; Stoker & Jennings, 2005). This concept was 

hypothesized to have implications in how individuals select their social friendships as 

well, and posited that socio-political affiliations and beliefs may actually play more of a 

role in these decisions than previously thought (Alford et al., 2011).  

Workplace Political Polarization, Partisanship, and Productivity 

 Of particular interest in this study of partisanship is how it affects aspects 

unrelated to the political realm. One of these interests is the implications that partisanship 

can have within the workplace and the effects it can have on working relationships and 

interactions. Prior research has found that, from the very start, political affiliation can 

have an effect on the initial hiring process. If an interviewee has a similar political 

identity and affiliation as that of the interviewer, it has been shown that they have a 

statistically better chance of being hired (Roth et al., 2020). Conversely, if an applicant is 

found to have minority political views or affiliations that do not align with their 

prospective employers’ political views, they are less likely to be hired for the position 

that they’re applying too (Gift & Gift, 2015). In the modern internet age, employees do 

not even need to explicitly state their political preferences to their perspective employers, 
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as social media sites such as Facebook prompt their users to state their political 

affiliations in their profiles. It is estimated that for college graduates, around fifty-six 

percent of them have utilized this feature on Facebook to publicly state their political 

affiliations (Zhang et al., 2017). Further, it is estimated that between forty-three to sixty-

three percent of recruiters evaluate prospective employee’s social media accounts during 

the hiring process (Henderson, 2019; Van Iddekinge et al., 2016). Thus, if prospective job 

seekers post anything that can be linked to their personal political affiliations online, they 

could potentially be putting themselves at a disadvantage when it comes to a hireability 

standpoint. 

 When it comes to working, studies have actually shown that employees will 

accept systematically lower wages from their employers, but only if their employers 

share the same political affiliations as them. However, if it is determined that an 

employer holds opposing political affiliations, employees may unconsciously perform 

lower-quality work. This political in-group favoritism extends not only to workers and 

employers, but also to consumers. When studying marketplace behavior, it was noted that 

consumers were almost more than two times as likely to commit to a purchase or a 

transaction when the seller held the same political stances as the consumer (Gift & Gift, 

2015; McConnell et al., 2017). So while it may not always seem apparent, partisanship 

can potentially play a significant role in the workplace environment. 

Measuring Partisanship 

  Since Campbell et al. (1960) first wrote about it in ‘The American Voter’, 

scholars have worked tirelessly to create and develop techniques, instruments, and 

methods to best measure and study partisanship. Of particular interest to this study has 
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been the methods that the American National Election Studies (ANES) have pioneered 

over the years. The ANES, which was established in 1977 by a National Science 

Foundation grant and is run in collaboration between the University of Michigan and 

Stanford University, has developed some of the most influential and widely used survey 

questionnaires and instruments focused on the measurement of political partisanship 

(Druckman & Levendusky, 2019; Iyengar et al., 2012; Weisberg, 1983). Within the 

ANES surveys there are seven classifications of partisanship which are the following: 

‘Strong Democrat’, ‘Weak Democrat’, ‘Independent Democrat’, ‘Independent 

Republican’, ‘Weak Republican’, and ‘Strong Republican’. Typically, participants are 

asked to self-identify themselves in regard to how they think of themselves politically. 

These identifications serve as an important way to group and classify partisanship on 

both an individual and macro level. 

 The usage of feeling thermometer questions have proven to be an effective and 

useful tool to measure, among other things, political partisans’ affective attitudes towards 

particular subjects or topics (Greene, 1999; Iyengar et al., 2019; Liu & Wang, 2015). 

Political feeling thermometers, used primarily within survey questionnaires, use a zero to 

one-hundred rating scale, which participants can use to indicate their feelings towards a 

particular subject or individual. Zero indicates a ‘very cold’ or negative feeling towards a 

subject, whereas one-hundred indicates a ‘very warm’ or positive feeling towards a 

subject (Nelson, 2008). The advantages of this method of data collection lie in the further 

and more exact range of responses that participants can give when responding to 

questions, as compared to the sometimes-limited choices that exist with five-point and 

seven-point Likert scale models (Malhotra & Krosnick, 2007).  
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Study Aims & Hypotheses 

 Within the current literature, there seems to be a gap in regards to how differing 

levels of self-identified partisanship affect the formation of non-romantic relationships. 

This study will aim to address that gap, and provide answers for the following objectives: 

Objective 1:  

 One of the primary objectives of this study will be to determine how differing 

levels of self-identified partisanship affect an individual’s willingness to start and 

maintain friendships and social relationships, and their general views of others in out-

group parties. Existing literature has established that partisanship negatively affects the 

general disposition and outlook partisans have of other. However, there is a distinct 

limitation in the current literature in the fact that partisanship is treated as an all-

encompassing state of being, and in many cases the scores of ‘Weak’ and ‘Strong’ 

partisans are lumped in together. This study will seek to fill that gap in knowledge, by 

determining what, if any, differences exist between the differing levels of self-identified 

partisanship in relation to how individuals socially view others, and the subsequent desire 

to create interpersonal social relationships with political out-groups. It is the prediction of 

this study that there exists a significant difference between how ‘Weakly’ versus 

‘Strongly’ self-identified political partisans view other out-groups, with ‘Strongly’ 

identifying partisans being less likely to engage or interact socially or start friendships 

with non-group member individuals. The main instrument that will be used to study this 

objective will be the social attraction scale (SAS), which will determine how partisans 

view non-group members on a social basis.  
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Objective 2: 

 In support of the initial objective and hypothesis, it is predicted that individuals 

with higher levels of self-identified political affiliation strength will experience more 

anxiety and apprehension when communicating and interacting with others who belong 

to political out-groups. If it is determined that partisans with stronger political beliefs do 

experience more anxiety when interacting with political out-groups, it could help to 

explain their lack of desire to create social connections with others. To determine if 

anxiety and apprehension levels increase at differing levels of partisanship when 

interacting and communicating with others in political out-groups, the political 

communication and apprehension scale (PCAS) will be the primary instrument used to 

measure this objective. 

Objective 3: 

 This study will attempt to look at current macro polarization levels between 

Democrats and Republicans. While it is well-documented in the current literature that 

these two groups are growing ever more polarized, this research will seek to help add to 

this knowledge by measuring the polarization levels within the context of this study. This 

will also help to analyze the collected data gathered in this study in a larger context, by 

determining just how polarized the two political participant groups are from each other. 

To determine group polarization levels, six questions relating to opinions on differing 

political groups have been included within the survey. Participants will be given a 

political temperature thermometer, a which allows participants to score between 0-100, 

with 0 indicating a ‘cold’ feeling, and 100 indicating a ‘warm’ feeling towards a topic, 

subject, person, or in this case political group.   
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Objective 4: 

 A secondary goal of this study is to determine how differing levels of partisanship 

affect productivity, cohesiveness, and willingness to work with others who belong to 

political out-groups in a workplace setting. In the current literature, there exists a gap 

about the extent of the effects that political affiliation strength can have on overall 

workplace relations and functionality. This study will attempt to bridge that gap by 

measuring individual levels of self-identified partisanship and utilizing data gathered 

from the workplace social interaction questions, which will hopefully add to the current 

expanse of knowledge about how political partisans relate to, view, and form social and 

work relationships with others in the workplace. It is predicted that with increased levels 

of partisanship, there will be a decrease in willingness to work and interact with others 

who belong to political out-groups in a work environment.   

Objective 5: 

  Finally, the last objective will be to test the efficacy of the instruments used 

within the survey to objectively measure the criteria set out in this study. The primary 

measures that will be used, the Social Attraction Scale and the Political Communication 

and Apprehension Scale (Which has been modified specifically for this survey), have not 

been used before to study political partisanship or social relationships between partisans. 

As such, this study will help to determine whether these measures are viable to use when 

studying this demographic.  
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Significance of Study 

 Due in part to the ever-evolving nature of partisanship, there is much to be desired 

in the existing literature when looking at the effects it can potentially have from a 

sociological and psychological standpoint. Traditionally and historically, partisanship 

was not always associated with the dramatic divisions that we often associate it with 

today. With startling increases in generalized political polarization, coupled with rising 

instances of anger and aggression among partisans, as instanced in the storming of the 

U.S capital building in the beginning of 2021, proves to be a much-needed 

incentivization for the understanding and research of the full depths of partisanship. This 

study will seek to improve the current understanding of partisanship, by examining 

whether differing levels of partisan strength affect an individual’s willingness to 

communicate, interact, and build friendships and social relationships with other political 

non-group members, in both work and social environments. Additionally, anxiety and 

apprehension experienced and imagined by partisans when interacting and 

communicating with political out-groups will be examined, with special attention being 

paid to whether differing levels of partisanship experience contrasting levels of anxiety. 

By helping to determine whether there is a so-called ‘dividing line’, or in other words at 

what stage political partisanship starts to become detrimental to an individual’s 

perceptions and interactions with others, better recommendations could theoretically be 

developed and implemented for intervention or therapy procedures. 
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Chapter II 

Methodology 

 To conduct this study, there were certain criteria that were first established to 

ensure that the data that was collected would be fully representative of the U.S adult 

population as a whole. Those criteria being that the sample population was 

geographically, ethnically, and age varied enough to reflect and represent the diversity of 

the United States. The second criteria, or more of a restriction that was imposed out of 

necessity, was that this research would need to be conducted entirely in an online format, 

due to the mandated restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 quarantines within the United 

States. As such, this study was administered using an online survey format, which 

consisted of a 46-item questionnaire. Participants were recruited through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourced online platform which focuses exclusively on 

recruiting participants for the purpose of completing survey data.  

Participants 

 There was a total of 1,004 participants who fully completed the study. The 

inclusion criteria for participation within the study were the following: Participants must 

be 18 years old, be able to read and respond in English, currently reside within the United 

States, and be able to vote. Within the questionnaire, screening measures were included 

within the first initial questions asked, and if participants did not meet the forementioned 

criteria, as well as consent to participate in the study, the survey would automatically end 

and they would be excluded from the study.  
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 One important aspect of conducting online survey research is identifying 

inconsistent or deliberately misleading responses. MTurk, while proven to be an 

extremely invaluable resource during times when in-person participation in studies was 

not feasible, has many known issues regarding the quality of responses given by 

participants (Wessling, et al., 2017; Kennedy, et al., 2020; Chmielewski & Kucker, 

2020). As such, data cleaning measures must be well accounted for when utilizing survey 

results collected from this platform. These cleaning measures, and the subsequent 

participants that were excluded, are described below. 

 Of the 1,004 participants that fully completed the survey, there were a total of 174 

participants that were excluded from the study. There were an additional 54 surveys that 

were not included in this total because they were not completed fully, either due to not 

meeting the basic criteria, not consenting to participate in the study, or quitting part-way 

through the questionnaire. Of the 174 participants that were excluded, the following 

breakdown is provided: 25 participants were flagged by Qualtrics for showing 

geolocational data as being outside the United States (14.4%), and 149 participants were 

identified as ‘Straight-Lining’ or giving inconsistent responses to the survey measures 

(85.6%). Of the 149 participants excluded for giving inconsistent responses, it was 

additionally noted that 114 of these individuals had abnormally fast responses times when 

completing the survey, with average submission times being less than two and a half 

minutes. Of those 114 participants, 75 of them had submission times of less than forty-

five seconds total, and could be comfortably classified as ‘Speeders’. Of the excluded 

participant sample, 147 identified as males (84.5%), and 27 identified as females 

(15.5%). In terms of race, 158 identified as white (90.8%), 5 identified as Hispanic or 
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Latino (2.9%), 3 identified as Black or African American (1.7%), and 8 identified as 

Asian (4.6%). For age identification, 114 participants selected 18-24 years old (65.5%), 

46 selected 25-34 years old (26.4%), 13 selected 35-44 years old (7.5%), and 1 selected 

55-64 years old (0.6%). In all categories, the demographics of the excluded participants 

differed significantly from the demographics of the sample that were included in the 

study. It should be noted that all the categories which consisted of the majority of the 

excluded responses (Male, White, 18-24 years old), these choices were all listed as the 

first selection in its respective survey question. This is consistent with the ‘Straight-

Lining’ technique, where an individual simply selects the first or same option on a survey 

in response to every question.  

Measures 

 For the purposes of this study multiple pre-existing validated measures were used 

for the purposes of data collection within the larger questionnaire. The instruments were 

designed to measure social attraction, anxiety, and personal views of political out-groups 

between partisans. Some of these measures were specifically modified for usage in this 

survey to study political partisanship, of which the details are listed below.  

Basic Biographical Information, Political Affiliation, & Political Knowledge Scale 

Political Affiliation: To ascertain political affiliation, participants were asked to self-

identify what political party they associated themselves with. Participants were given the 

following choices to select: “Democrat”, “Republican”, “Independent”, “Other”. If a 

participant selected ‘Independent’ or ‘Other’ as a choice, they were then asked a follow-

up question of whether they thought of themselves as closer to either the Republican 



 

19 

 

Party, or the Democratic party. For data analysis, they were then classified as either 

Democratic or Republican ‘Independent’ leaners. 

Partisan Strength: After selecting their political affiliation, participants were then asked 

how strongly they rated their political views. With respect to what they chose in the 

previous questions regarding political affiliation, they were given the choice of ‘Strong 

Democrat’ (Or Strong Republican if they had stated their affiliation as Republican), 

‘Moderate Democrat’, ‘Weak Democrat’, or ‘Independent’. This self-identified partisan 

strength measurement was imperative for comparison with the other measures throughout 

this study. 

Political Knowledge & Interest: To determine participant’s current political 

knowledgeability and interest, a series of three short questions were asked within the 

survey. The first question of this series related to political knowledge and asked 

participants which party had the most members in the House of Representatives. The two 

following questions related to political interest and asked participants how much they 

were interested in the current political affairs. 

Demographic Variables: At the start of the survey, participants were asked basic 

biographical information questions, which included age, race, gender, education level, 

geographical data, and what kind of area did they reside in (Urban, Rural, etc.). These 

questions were based off the standard questions given in the American National Election 

Studies (ANES) surveys which are given semi-annually (American National Election 

Studies, 2016).  

  



 

20 

 

Social Attraction Scale 

Social Attraction: To measure implicit interpersonal attitudes and social attraction 

behaviors between partisans and out-group individuals, McCroskey & McCain’s (1974) 

Social Attraction Scale was selected as the instrument of choice. The social attraction 

scale is one of three measures that were created to examine interpersonal attraction 

between individuals. Those three measures being the Social Attraction Scale, the 

Physical Attraction Scale, and the Task Attraction Scale. Each measure is independent of 

the others, with the ultimate goal of measuring the three necessary components of 

romantic attraction between people. Because this study focused on interpersonal social 

attraction between partisans, the Social Attraction Scale was deemed to be a perfect 

measurement to determine how willing individuals would be to form social relationships 

with others in out-group parties.  

 The Social Attraction Scale itself consists of six questions, measured on a 

standard five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 being to ‘Strongly Disagree’ to 5 being 

‘Strongly Agree’. For scoring, questions number 3, 4, and 5 needed to be recoded, as 

these questions were negatively phrased. The range of scores should be between 6 to 30, 

with a higher score indicating a stronger form of interpersonal social attraction 

(McCroskey & McCain, 1974).  

Political Communication and Apprehension Scale 

Anxiety and Apprehension: The Political Communication and Apprehension Scale 

(PCAS) was created for this study in order to measure partisans’ anxiety, hesitations, and 

apprehensiveness towards communicating and interacting with others belonging to out-
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group political parties. The PCAS is actually a modified version of Neuliep & 

McCroskey’s (1997) Personal Report of Interethnic Communication Apprehension Scale 

(PRECA). The PRECA was originally designed to measure fear and anxiety, either real 

or imagined, by individuals when communicating with others of a differing ethnicity. It 

consists of sixteen questions, measured on a five-point Likert scale. While it was 

originally designed to measure out-group ethnic anxiety, the PRECA’s design and 

questionnaire wording made it easily modifiable to measure anxiety between out-group 

partisan anxiety. As such, the PRECA was modified into the PCAS; The original 

questions were only modified in the interchangeable terminology they used. For example, 

all references to interactions with ‘different ethnic/racial groups’, was interchanged with 

‘different political views/party’.  

 Changing the wording of the PRECA was not without precedent. In the 

development of the PRECA, Neuliep & McCroskey (1997) also developed a second 

instrument, the Personal Report of Intercultural Communication Apprehension (PRICA). 

The PRICA consisted of the same questions as the PRECA, however the wording 

‘different ethnic/racial groups’ was changed to ‘different cultures’. It was determined that 

the validity of the measure was not compromised by this change, and other than the 

demographic wording being changed, the questions themselves are identical between 

both the PRICA and the PRECA (Neuliep & McCroskey, 1997). As such, modifying the 

PRECA/PRICA to study a new demographic, political partisans, is keeping in the past 

tradition of this evolving instrument.  

 The modified PCAS, which is virtually identical in both the questions and scoring 

method of the PRICA/PRECA, consists of sixteen questions measured on a five-point 
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Likert scale, ranging from 1 being to ‘Strongly Disagree’ to 5 being to ‘Strongly Agree’. 

For scoring, questions number 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, and 12 needed to be recoded. The range of 

scores on the PCAS should be between 14 to 70. Scores below 32 indicate low political 

communication apprehension (PCA). Scores ranging between 32 and 52 indicate a 

moderate level of PCA. Scores above 52 indicate a high PCA.  

Workplace Social Interaction Questions 

Workplace Social Interactions: To expand upon the current literature regarding how 

partisans interact with others belonging to out-group political parties within the work 

environment, a series of three questions were added to the survey which focused on these 

social interactions. These questions were positioned immediately following the SAS. The 

three questions asked participants the following, with question number one being “I 

would have difficulty working with them”, question two being “I would try to avoid them 

while at work”, and question three being “They would make work more pleasant for me”. 

Following the same format as the SAS and PCAS, participants were given a five-point 

Likert scale, ranging from 1 being to ‘Strongly Disagree’ to 5 being to ‘Strongly Agree’. 

Political Feeling Thermometer Questions 

Overall Group Polarization: To measure polarization levels, on a group level, participants 

were first shown a graphic of a thermometer, and the following text explaining what how 

to use a political feeling thermometer: 

 “The graphic below is a ‘Feeling Thermometer’. This thermometer helps to measure 

one’s feelings towards a particular topic or group. Ratings between 51 degree to 100 degrees 

mean that you feel favorable and warm towards that topic and/or group. Ratings between 0 to 49 
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degrees mean that you do not feel favorable toward that topic and/or group. You would rate the 

topic or group at the 50-degree mark if you do not feel particularly warm or cold toward them or 

it.” 

 After this, participants were given a series of six questions, asking them how they 

personally felt about different political groups. The six questions, which were items 

number seventeen through twenty-two on the survey, were the following: “How do you 

feel about other people who hold Conservative views?”, “How do you feel about other 

people who hold Liberal views?”, “How do you feel about people who identify as 

Democrats?”, “How do you feel about people who identify as Republicans?”, “How do 

you feel about people who hold Far Left views?”, and “How do you feel about people 

who hold Far Right views?”. The questions within this series attempted to represent the 

different groups on both sides of political divide equally, making sure to cover the major 

ideologies, political groups, and main fringe groups of both parties.  

 To measure participants scores, each question is measured and graphed 

separately. Participants are separated by political affiliation into two groups, and a T-Test 

is then run on the data to determine each groups mean, standard deviation, and sample 

size. Cohen’s d is then calculated to determine the actual effect size of the scores between 

the groups (Cohen, 1988). 

Procedure 

 This section will outline how the study was conducted, and its three main 

procedures, which include data collection, the study’s protocol, and the data cleaning 

protocol.   
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Data Collection Process 

 Due to the global COVID-19 quarantines that were currently in place throughout 

much of the world during the time this study was being conducted, it was determined 

early on that the best option to collect the large amounts of survey data needed for this 

study would be through the use of Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Run and operated 

by Amazon, MTurk is self-described as a crowdsourced marketplace, where individuals 

can host or complete online tasks and surveys for monetary compensation. The benefits 

to MTurk are that researchers are given access to a huge participant pool, with data 

showing that approximately two-hundred and fifty-thousand potential MTurk ‘workers’ 

used the site to complete survey research in 2019. While some researchers have voiced 

valid concerns about the data gathered through MTurk (Hauser, et al., 2018), there have 

been a wide range of studies that have confirmed MTurk as a reliable source to gather 

high quality research data (Amir, et al., 2012; Crump, et al., 2013; Klein, et al., 2014). 

Due to the websites structure, every participant has the ability to choose or deny what 

surveys or tasks they wish to take, with payment being clearly listed upfront before they 

agree to take the survey. This gives the added benefit of determining what is a fair 

compensation to both the participant and the researcher.  

Study Protocol 

  The survey was advertised and posted online through Amazon MTurk, which 

gave interested participants a brief description of the study, what it entailed, the average 

length of time it would take to complete the survey, and how much they would be 

compensated for fully completing it. After acknowledging that they would like to take 

part in the study, participants were then re-directed to the survey, which was hosted 
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through Qualtrics. Before being able to take the survey itself, participants were shown the 

full IRB-approved statement of consent form. If a participant did not agree to taking part 

in the research by means of selecting ‘Yes’ to the consent form, the survey was 

automatically terminated. Following the consent form, a further mandatory qualification 

question was asked, which confirmed that the participant was over the age of 18, and 

currently living within the United States. This question was also mandatory, and if the 

participant answered ‘No’ then the survey was terminated. Proceeding these eligibility 

and consent screener questions, participants then answered the 42-item questionnaire. 

The first series of questions asked about relevant background information, which focused 

on questions such as the participants age, gender, ethnicity, education level, and what 

type of urbanicity level and state they resided in. Participants were then asked about 

political affiliation, political knowledge and interest, and partisanship. Then, in order of 

precedence, participants completed the political thermometer questions, the SAS, the 

workplace social interaction questions, and the PCAS. After completing the survey, a 

randomly generated code was given, which participants then entered into MTurk to 

receive their payment. The survey took approximately 9 minutes to complete, and each 

participant was given $1.20 USD for taking part in the study.  

Data Cleaning Protocol 

 Once enough surveys had been collected, and the data collection portion of the 

study had been concluded, the following measures were taken in order to ensure that the 

data set was accurate and complete for further analysis. As previously mentioned, there a 

number of basic inclusionary factors that a participant needed to meet in order to qualify 

to participate within the study. These factors included being over the age of 18 years old, 
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currently residing within the United States, and being able to vote. If the participant did 

not meet these criteria the survey would immediately end. Within the course of this study 

there were 54 cases of individuals not meeting these criteria, or declining to take part in 

the study, and as such these responses were not recorded and deleted from the data set. 

All the remaining surveys were then personally examined for consistency and veracity, at 

which point 174 responses were identified for further review (As noted in the 

methodology section), and ultimately cleaned from the data set. 

Data Analysis 

 For each objective and measure used there will be a different set of data analysis 

procedures that will be conducted, which will be explained in the sections below. 

Objective #1 (SAS):  

 To determine how partisans viewed each other socially and their individual 

willingness to create and maintain friendships and social connections with political out-

group members, the tabulated scores from the SAS were compared in a two-way analysis 

of variance (ANOVA) against political affiliation, and political affiliation strength. The 

data was then split between the two political groups, and a one-way ANOVA was run on 

each group with the factor being political affiliation strength. 

Objective #2 (PCAS): 

 In order to measure if higher levels of political affiliation strength correlate with 

higher levels of experienced anxiety and apprehension when interacting with individuals 

in political out-groups, the tabulated scores from the PCAS were compared in a two-way 

ANOVA, against political affiliation and political affiliation strength. The data was then 
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split between the two political groups, and a one-way ANOVA was run on each group 

with the factor being political affiliation strength. 

Objective #3 (Political Thermometer): 

 To measure and analyze the overall political group polarization levels, each of the 

results from the six political thermometer questions were first input and calculated using 

SPSS, and then plotted using R. The political thermometer results were contrasted against 

political affiliation, and a density plot was created for each of the results. Cohen’s d was 

then calculated for each question by running a T-Test and then measuring the mean, 

standard deviation, and sample size of each of the two groups.  

Objective #4 (WSIQ): 

 To analyze the results from the workplace social interaction questions, each 

political affiliation group was first separated, and then their results were measured 

individually for each question. A Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA was run, with 

political affiliation strength being the relevant factor, and a post hoc Dunn’s Multiple 

Comparison Test was run afterwards. The Chi-Square for each result was then calculated 

from the Kruskal-Wallis test summary.  

Objective #5 (Viability of Instruments): 

 The overall efficacy of the instruments used within this survey was determined in 

the end by the significance of the results that were produced. All of the measures used 

within the survey, the SAS, PCAS, Political Thermometer questions, and the WSIQ 

produced significant results in some form.  
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Chapter III 

Results  

 After the data had been cleaned, there was a final sample total of 830 participants 

in the study, with the individual demographics shown below in Table 1. The majority of 

respondents were between the ages of 25-44, identified as ethnically ‘White’, had a 

bachelors degree or higher, and lived in a large city or suburb. In terms of political 

affiliation, 552 participants self-identified as ‘Democrats’, and 278 self-identified as 

‘Republicans’, as shown in Table 2 and Table 3. Of the individuals who identified as 

Democrats, 182 rated themselves as being a ‘Strong’ democrat, 164 as ‘Moderate’ 

democrats, and 106 as ‘Weak’ democrats. Additionally, there were 100 democratic 

leaning ‘Independents’. Of the individuals who identified as Republicans, 85 rated 

themselves as being a ‘Strong’ republican, 81 as being ‘Moderate’ republicans, and 68 as 

‘Weak’ republicans. In addition, there were 44 republican leaning ‘Independents’.  
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Table 1 

Basic Demographic Analysis 

Variables                  Frequency (N)  Percent (%) 

Sample Size          830 
Age 
 18-24 years old          53       6.4% 

 25-34 years old        294     35.4% 
 35-44 years old        229     27.6% 
 45-54 years old        116     14.0% 
 55-64 years old        105     12.7% 
 65-74 years old          32       3.9% 
 75 years or older            1       0.1% 
 
Gender 

 Male        441     53.1% 
 Female        378     45.5% 
 Non-Binary           3       0.4% 
 Transgender           3       0.4% 
 Choose not to say           5       0.6% 
 
Race 
 White        644     77.6% 
 Hispanic or Latino         42       5.1% 

 Black or African American        55       6.6% 
 American Indian or Alaska Native         2       0.2% 
 Asian          72       8.7% 
 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander         2       0.2% 
 Other          13       1.6% 
 
Education Level 
 

 No schooling completed          1       0.1% 
 Nursery School to 8th grade           2       0.2% 
 Some High School, no diploma       10       1.2% 
 High School graduate, or GED     102     12.3% 
 Some College credit, no degree     124     14.9% 
 Trade/Technical/Vocational training       18       2.2% 
 Associate’s degree         61       7.3% 
 Bachelor’s degree       375     45.3% 

 Master’s degree       125     15.1% 
 Doctorate degree         12       1.4% 
 
Urbanicity  
 
 Large City      240     28.9% 
 Suburb near a Large City     350     42.2% 
 Small City or Town      155     18.7% 

 Rural Area        85     10.2% 

 

Note: This table depicts the demographic breakdown of the participant sample. 
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Table 2 

 

Political Affiliation and Strength (Democrats) 

 
     Democrats 

       Frequency          Percent     Valid Percent       Cumulative Percent 

Strong Democrat 182  21.9  33.0  33.0 

Moderate Democrat 164  19.8  29.7  62.7 

Weak Democrat  106  12.8  19.2  81.9 

Independent  100  12.0  18.1  100.0 

Total   552  66.5  100.0 

 

 
Note: This table depicts the number of Democrat participants, and how they self-identified in 

terms of political affiliation strength. 
 

 

Table 3 

 

Political Affiliation and Strength (Republicans) 

 
Republicans 

        Frequency           Percent Valid Percent       Cumulative Percent 

Strong Republican 85  10.2  30.6  30.6 

Moderate Republican 81    9.8  29.1  59.7 

Weak Republican 68    8.2  24.5  84.2 

Independent  44    5.3  15.8              100.0 

Total              278  33.5              100.0 

Note: This table depicts the number of Republican participants, and how they self-identified in 

terms of political affiliation strength.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

31 

 

Social Attraction Scale Results 

 To measure how partisan strength affected social relationship formation and 

social attraction in general, the social attraction scale (SAS) was included in the survey 

and given to participants in the study, with a higher score on the SAS indicating a higher 

level of interpersonal and social attraction. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

was conducted to determine whether political ‘Affiliation’ and political ‘Affiliation 

Strength’ had an effect on the SAS. The overall model was significant, F (7) = 16.920, p 

< 0.001, 𝜂𝑝
2 = .126.  It was found that the effect of affiliation on the SAS was significant, 

F (1) = 31.231, p < 0.001, 𝜂𝑝
2= 0.037. It was also found that the effect of affiliation 

strength on the SAS was significant, F (3) = 27.582, p < 0.001, 𝜂𝑝
2= 0.091. The data was 

then split between political groups, the Democrats and Republicans, and a one-way 

ANOVA based upon political affiliation strength was conducted for each group. 

 For the Democrats (Figure 3), the political affiliation strength group means and 

standard deviations on the SAS were as follows: The ‘Strong’ group (M = 15.58, SD = 

5.273), the ‘Moderate’ group (M = 18.27, SD = 5.001), the ‘Weak’ group (M = 19.21, SD 

= 5.363), and the ‘Independent’ group (M = 18.00, SD = 5.494). The results from the one-

way ANOVA showed that there were cases of major significance among some of the 

groups. When comparing the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Weak’ groups, it was determined that the 

effects were highly significant (p < .001). Comparing the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Moderate’ 

groups, the effects were determined to be highly significant (p < .001). And when 

comparing the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Independent’ groups, the effects were determined to be 

significant (p = .001). Among the other groups, there was no significance found, with the 

results as follows: The ‘Moderate’ versus ‘Weak’ groups (p = .484), the ‘Moderate’ 
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versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = .666), and the ‘Weak’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = 

.352).  

 For the Republicans (Figure 4), the political affiliation strength group means and 

standard deviations on the SAS were as follows: The ‘Strong’ group (M = 16.71, SD = 

5.512), the ‘Moderate’ group (M = 20.56, SD = 4.219), the ‘Weak’ group (M = 21.60, SD 

= 4.653), and the ‘Independent’ group (M = 20.91, SD = 4.879). The results from the one-

way ANOVA showed there were major cases of significance among some of the groups. 

When comparing the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Weak’ groups, it was determined that the effects 

were highly significant (p < .001). Comparing the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Moderate’ groups, the 

effects were found to be highly significant (p < .001). Finally, comparing the ‘Strong’ 

versus ‘Independent’ groups showed that the effects were highly significant (p < .001). 

There was no significance found among the other groups, with the results as follows: The 

‘Moderate’ versus ‘Weak’ groups (p = .556), the ‘Moderate’ versus ‘Independent’ groups 

(p = .980), and the ‘Weak’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = .881).  
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Figure 1: Bar graph depicting the mean scores with error bars of participants, 

differentiated by political affiliation and affiliation strength, on the Social Attraction 

Scale (SAS).  
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Figure 2: Line graph depicting the marginal means with error bars of participants, 

differentiated by political affiliation and affiliation strength, on the Social Attraction 

Scale (SAS).  

 

 

 
Figure 3: Line graph depicting the marginal means with error bars of Democrat 

participants on the SAS.  
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Figure 4: Line graph depicting the marginal means with error bars of Republican 

participants on the SAS.  

 

 

 

Table 4 

 

SAS Participant Mean Scores 

 
Descriptive Statistics 

Social Attraction Scale 

Affiliation Affiliation Strength Mean  Std. Deviation  N 

Republican Strong   16.71   5.512  85 

  Moderate  20.56   4.219  81 

  Weak   21.60   4.653  68 

  Independent  20.91   4.879  44 

  Total   19.69   5.232              278 

Democrat Strong   15.58   5.273              182 

  Moderate  18.27   5.001              164 

  Weak   19.21   5.363              106 

  Independent  18.00   5.494              100 

  Total   17.52   5.425              552 

Total  Strong   15.94   5.365              267 

  Moderate  19.03   4.868              245 

  Weak   20.14   5.216              174 

  Independent  18.89   5.465              144 

  Total   18.24   5.456              830 

Note: This table displays the mean, standard deviation, and N of the participant scores on the 

SAS measure. 

Table 5 

SAS Between-Subjects Effects Tests 

 
Social Attraction Scale 
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        Type III Sum of                        Partial Eta    

Source                Squares      df   Mean Square          F             Sig               Squared 

Corrected Model                              3107.438       7                443.920               16.920            .000                    .126 

Intercept                     245783.250       1   245783.250 9368.202            .000                    .919 

Affiliation                            819.370       1         819.370               31.231            .000                    .037 

Affiliation Strength           2170.929              3                734.643               27.582            .000                    .091 

Affiliation *                                         80.128              3           26.709       1.018            .384       .004 

Affiliation Strength 

Error          21565.913  822          26.236 

Total        300951.000  830 

Corrected Total                        24673.351  829 

a. R Squared = .126 (Adjusted R Squared = .118) 

Note: This chart depicts the significance of effects tests that ‘Affiliation’ and ‘Affiliation 

Strength’ had on the SAS 

Table 6 

SAS Multiple Comparisons Chart (Democrats) 

 
           Multiple Comparisons for Democrats 

                                         Social Attraction Scale               95% Confidence Interval 

Affiliation Strength        Affiliation Strength Mean Difference Std. Error      Sig     Lower Bound    Upper Bound 

Strong   Moderate           -2.69     .565     .000                 -4.15                 -1.23 

   Weak           -3.63     .642     .000                 -5.28                 -1.97 

   Independent          -2.42     .654     .001             -4.10        -.73 

Moderate   Strong            2.69     .565         .000              1.23       4.15 

   Weak             -.93     .655         .484             -2.62         .75 

   Independent             .27     .666         .976                 -1.44                  1.99 

Weak   Strong                               3.63                   .642         .000                   1.97                  5.28 

   Moderate                            .93                   .655         .484                    -.75                  2.62 

   Independent                      1.21                   .732         .352                    -.68                  3.09 

Independent  Strong                               2.42    .654     .001  .73        4.10 

   Moderate            -.27    .666     .976              -1.99        1.44 

   Weak          -1.21    .732     .352              -3.09          .68 

Based on observed means. 

The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 27.585 

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level 



 

37 

 

 

Note: This table depicts the significance comparison tests done between political affiliation 

strength groups for the Democrat participants on the SAS. 
 

Table 7 

SAS Multiple Comparisons Chart (Republicans) 

 

Multiple Comparisons for Republicans 

                Social Attraction Scale                    95% Confidence Interval 

Affiliation Strength        Affiliation Strength Mean Difference Std. Error       Sig  Lower Bound   Upper Bound 

Strong   Moderate          -3.85     .753     .000               -5.80        -1.90 

   Weak          -4.90     .789     .000               -6.94        -2.86 

   Independent         -4.20     .901     .000               -6.53        -1.87 

Moderate   Strong           3.85     .753         .000                    1.90         5.80 

   Weak          -1.05     .798         .556                   -3.11         1.02 

   Independent           -.35     .909     .980               -2.70         2.00 

Weak   Strong           4.90     .789     .000                2.86         6.94 

   Moderate           1.05     .798     .556               -1.02         3.11 

   Independent            .69     .939     .881               -1.73         3.12 

Independent  Strong           4.20     .901     .000                1.87         6.53 

   Moderate             .35     .909     .980               -2.00         2.70 

   Weak           -.69      .939     .881               -3.12         1.73 

Based on observed means. 

The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 23.539 

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level 

Note: This table depicts the significance comparison tests done between political affiliation 

strength groups for the Republican participants on the SAS.  
 

 

Political Communication and Apprehension Scale (PCAS) 

 To determine if anxiety and apprehension levels increased with higher political 

affiliation strength levels when interacting with political outgroups, the political 

communication and apprehension scale (PCAS) was included in the survey and given to 

participants in the study. Higher scores on the PCAS indicate greater feelings of anxiety 
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towards political outgroups. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to 

determine whether political ‘Affiliation’ and political ‘Affiliation Strength’ had an effect 

on the PCAS (Table 10), with the overall model showed that there was significance, F (7) 

= 4.492, p < 0.001, 𝜂𝑝
2= 0.037. The effects of Affiliation on the PCAS were found to be 

significant F (1) = 4.445, p = 0.035, 𝜂𝑝
2= 0.005. The effects of Affiliation Strength on the 

PCAS were also found to be significant, F (3) = 7.280, p < 0.001, 𝜂𝑝
2= 0.026. The data 

was then split between political groups, the Democrats and the Republicans, and a one-

way ANOVA based upon political affiliation strength was conducted for each group.  

 For the Democrats (Figure 6), the political affiliation strength group means and 

standard deviations on the PCAS were as follows: The ‘Strong’ group (M = 40.55, SD = 

12.679), the ‘Moderate’ group (M = 38.99, SD = 11.159), the ‘Weak’ group (M = 35.75, 

SD = 10.898), and the ‘Independent’ group (M = 35.68, SD = 11.809). The results from 

the one-way ANOVA showed that there were cases of significance among some of the 

groups. When comparing the effects between the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Weak’ groups, there 

was significance found (p = .005), and when comparing the effects between the ‘Strong’ 

and ‘Independent’ groups, there was significance found (p = .005). However, there was 

no significance found between the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Moderate’ groups (p = .608), the 

‘Moderate’ versus ‘Weak’ groups (p = .121), the ‘Moderate’ versus ‘Independent’ groups 

(p = .118), or ‘Weak’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = 1.000).  

 For the Republicans (Figure 7), the political affiliation strength group means and 

standard deviations on the PCAS were as follows: The ‘Strong’ group (M = 38.53, SD = 

11.125), the ‘Moderate’ group (M = 36.79, SD = 9.142), the ‘Weak’ group (M = 34.29, 

SD = 10.695), and the ‘Independent’ group (M = 34.09, SD = 11.077). The results from 



 

39 

 

the one-way ANOVA showed that there were no cases of significance among the groups. 

When comparing the effects between the ‘Strong’ versus ‘Weak’ groups, the effects were 

approaching significance, but not quite reaching the minimum threshold (p = .064). The 

rest of the groups did not show any significance, with the results as follows: The ‘Strong’ 

versus ‘Moderate’ groups (p = .708), ‘Strong’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = .104), 

‘Moderate’ versus ‘Weak’ groups (p = .469), ‘Moderate’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p 

= .515), and ‘Weak’ versus ‘Independent’ groups (p = 1.000).  

 
 

Figure 5: Line graph depicting the marginal means with error bars of participants, 

differentiated by political affiliation and affiliation strength, on the political 

communication and apprehension scale (PCAS) 
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Figure 6: Line graph depicting the marginal mean scores for Democrats on the PCAS. 

 

 

Figure 7: Line graph depicting the marginal mean scores for Republicans on the PCAS. 

 

Table 8 
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PCAS Participant Mean Scores 

Descriptive Statistics 

Political Communication and Attraction Scale 

Affiliation Affiliation Strength Mean  Std. Deviation  N 

Republican Strong   38.53   11.125  85 

  Moderate  36.79     9.142  81 

  Weak   34.29   10.695  68 

  Independent  34.09   11.077  44 

  Total   36.28   10.571             278 

Democrat Strong   40.55   12.679             182 

  Moderate  38.99   11.159             164 

  Weak   35.75   10.898             100 

  Independent  35.68   11.809             100 

  Total   38.28   11.901             552 

Total  Strong   39.91   12.221             267 

  Moderate  38.27   10.567             245 

  Weak   35.18   10.812             174 

  Independent  35.19   11.575             144 

  Total   37.61   11.505             830 

Note: This table displays the mean, standard deviation, and N of the participant scores on the SAS 

measure. 

 

Table 9 

PCAS Between-Subjects Effects Tests 

Political Communication and Attraction Scale 

 
        Type III Sum of                                                        Partial Eta    

Source             Squares      df   Mean Square          F              Sig               Squared 

Corrected Model                              4042.832       7                577.547                 4.492            .000                    .037 

Intercept                     938082.080       1   938082.080 7295.774            .000                    .899 

Affiliation                            571.504       1         517.504                 4.445            .035                    .005 

Affiliation Strength           2808.075              3                936.025                 7.280            .000                    .026 
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Affiliation *                                         16.691              3             5.564         .043            .988       .000 

Affiliation Strength 

Error        105691.794  822         128.579 

Total      1284058.000  830 

Corrected Total                      109734.627  829 

a. R Squared = .037 (Adjusted R Squared = .029) 

Note: This chart depicts the significance of effects tests done on ‘Affiliation’ and ‘Affiliation 

Strength’ had on the PCAS. 

Table 10 

PCAS Multiple Comparisons Chart (Democrats) 

           Multiple Comparisons for Democrats 

                      Political Communication and Attraction Scale      

            95% Confidence Interval 

Affiliation Strength        Affiliation Strength Mean Difference Std. Error      Sig     Lower Bound    Upper Bound 

Strong   Moderate            1.56    1.265     .608                 -1.70                  4.82 

   Weak            4.79    1.436     .005                  1.09                  8.49 

   Independent           4.87    1.463     .005              1.10       8.64 

Moderate   Strong          -1.56    1.265        .608             -4.82       1.70 

   Weak           3.24    1.464        .121               -.53       7.01 

   Independent          3.31    1.491        .118                   -.53                  7.16 

Weak   Strong                             -4.79                   1.436        .005                 -8.49                 -1.09 

   Moderate                        -3.24                   1.464        .121                  -7.01                    .53 

   Independent                       .07                   1.638      1.000                  -4.15                  4.30 

Independent  Strong                             -4.87    1.463     .005              -8.64       -1.10 

   Moderate          -3.31    1.491     .118              -7.16          .53 

   Weak            -.07    1.638   1.000              -4.30        4.15 

Based on observed means. 

The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 138.083 

 

Note: This table depicts the significance comparison tests done between political affiliation 

strength groups for the Democrat participants on the PCAS.  
 

 

Table 11 

PCAS Multiple Comparisons Chart (Republicans) 
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            Multiple Comparisons for Republicans 

                      Political Communication and Attraction Scale      

            95% Confidence Interval 

Affiliation Strength        Affiliation Strength Mean Difference Std. Error      Sig     Lower Bound    Upper Bound 

Strong   Moderate            1.74    1.625     .708                 -2.46                  5.94 

   Weak            4.24    1.703     .064                   -.17                  8.64 

   Independent           4.44    1.944     .104               -.59       9.46 

Moderate   Strong          -1.74    1.625        .708             -5.94       2.46 

   Weak           2.50    1.722        .469             -1.95       6.95 

   Independent          2.70    1.960        .515                 -2.37                  7.77 

Weak   Strong                             -4.24                   1.703        .064                 -8.64                    .17 

   Moderate                        -2.50                   1.722        .469                  -6.95                  1.95 

   Independent                       .20                   2.025      1.000                  -5.03                  5.44 

Independent  Strong                             -4.44    1.944     .104              -9.46          .59 

   Moderate           2.70    1.960     .515              -7.77        2.37 

   Weak            -.20    2.025   1.000              -5.44        5.03 

Based on observed means. 

The error term is Mean Square (Error) = 109.571 

Note: This table depicts the significance comparison tests done between political affiliation 

strength groups for the Republican participants on the PCAS. 

 

 

Group Polarization Measurements 

 To measure polarization differences between partisans, a series of questions 

(Questions #17-22) were asked on the survey, in which participants were given a 

‘political thermometer’ tool to score their preferences. The political thermometer allowed 

the participant to score between 0-100, with 0 indicating a ‘cold’ feeling, and 100 

indicating a ‘warm’ feeling.  
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 Figures 8.1 through 8.6 are the density distribution plots depicting the scores of 

both Democrat respondents and Republican respondents. To compare the magnitude of 

the differences between the two groups, Cohen’s d was used to measure the effect size. 

For Question #17 “How do you feel about other people who hold Conservative views?” 

(Figure 8.1), there were significant differences between the groups t = 29.071, p < 0.001, 

d = 2.034054. Republicans as a group had a mean score of 76.9209, and Democrats as a 

group had a mean score of 25.37214. With a Cohen’s d of 2.03, this suggests that there 

was a large effect size between the groups. For Question #18 “How do you feel about 

other people who hold Liberal views?” (Figure 8.2), it was determined that there were 

significant differences between the groups t = -20.359, p < 0.001, d = 1.556864. 

Republicans as a group had a mean score of 33.0468, and Democrats as a group had a 

mean score of 70.2826. With a Cohen’s d of 1.55, this suggests that there was a large 

effect size between the groups. For Question #19 “How do you feel about people who 

identify as Democrats?” (Figure 8.3), it was determined that there were significant 

differences between the groups t = -22.326, p < 0.001, d = 1.685459. Republicans as a 

group had a mean score of 29.5180, and Democrats as a group had a mean score of 

69.0598. With a Cohen’s d of 1.68, this suggests that there was a large effect size 

between the groups. For Question #20 “How do you feel about people who identify as 

Republicans?” (Figure 8.4), it was determined that there were significant differences 

between the groups t = 29.386, p < 0.001, d = 2.197529. Republicans as a group had a 

mean score of 73.6835, and Democrats as a group had a mean score of 25.5978. With a 

Cohen’s d of 2.19, this suggests that there was a large effect size between the groups. For 

Question #21 “How do you feel about people who hold Far Left views?” (Figure 8.5), it 



 

45 

 

was determined that there were significant differences between the groups t = -22.159, p 

< 0.001, d = 1.619524. Republicans as a group had a mean score of 20.6079, and 

Democrats a group had a mean score of 61.8605. With a Cohen’s d of 1.61, this suggests 

there was a large effect size between the groups. For Question #22 “How do you feel 

about people who hold Far Right views?” (Figure 8.6) it was determined that there were 

significant differences between the groups t = 18.973, p < 0.001, d = 1.356186. 

Republicans as a group had a mean score of 59.8237, and Democrats as a group had a 

mean score of 21.1087. With a Cohen’s d of 1.35, this suggests that there was a large 

effect size between the groups.  
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Figure 8.1: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.17, Democrats (To the left) and 

Republicans (To the right).  
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Figure 8.2: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.18, Democrats (To the right) and 

Republicans (To the left). 
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Figure 8.3: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.19, Democrats (To the right) and 

Republicans (To the left). 
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Figure 8.4: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.20, Democrats (To the left) and 

Republicans (To the right). 
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Figure 8.5: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.21, Democrats (To the right) and 

Republicans (To the left). 
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Figure 8.6: Density Plot showing the distribution of scores on the political thermometer 

for both Republicans and Democrats in response to Q.22, Democrats (To the left) and 

Republicans (To the right). 
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Workplace Social Interaction Questions (WSIQ) 

 To determine how differing levels of political affiliation strength affected 

workplace social relationships, a set of three questions were asked within the survey. A 

one-way Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA was run to determine the differences between political 

affiliation strength between groups. For the data analysis of these questions, each party’s 

answers were analyzed separately.  

 For question #1 “I would have difficulty working with them”, the overall test was 

determined to be significant, and a Dunn’s multiple comparison test was run on the 

groups. For the Democrat group (Figure 9.1), the overall results were found to be 

significant 𝜒2(3, N = 552) = 13.434, p = 0.004. For the Democrat political affiliation 

strength groups, there was significance found within all the ‘Strong’ subgroups. The 

effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were found to be significant at (p = 

0.035). The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ groups were found to be highly 

significant at (p < 0.001). And the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Independent’ groups 

were found to be significant at (p = 0.045). Among the other political affiliation strength 

groups, there was no significance: ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 0.096), ‘Moderate’ vs 

‘Independent’ (p = 0.855), and ‘Weak’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.186). 

 For the Republican group for question #1 (Figure 9.2), the results were found to 

be highly significant, 𝜒2(3, N = 278) = 34.002, p < 0.001. For the Republican political 

affiliation strength groups, the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were 

found to be highly significant (p < 0.001). The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ 

groups were found to be highly significant (p < 0.001), and the effects between the 

‘Strong’ vs. ‘Independent’ groups were found to be highly significant at (p < 0.001). 
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Among the other Republican affiliation strength groups, there was no significance: 

‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 0.508), ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.940), and ‘Weak’ 

vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.525). 

 For question #2 “I would try to avoid them while at work” the overall test was 

determined to be significant, and a Dunn’s multiple comparison test was run on the 

groups. For the Democrat group (Figure 9.3), the results were found to be significant, 

𝜒2(3, N = 552) = 10.927, p = 0.012. For the Democrat political affiliation strength 

groups, there were some instances of significance found among the ‘Strong’ subgroup. 

The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were found to be significant at (p 

= 0.019). And the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ groups were found to be 

significant at (p = 0.002). There was no significance found in the following groups: 

‘Strong’ vs ‘Independent’, (p = 0.086), ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 0.326), ‘Moderate’ vs 

‘Independent’ (p = 0.757), and ‘Weak’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.246). 

 For the Republican group for question #2 (Figure 9.4), the results were found to 

be significant, 𝜒2(3, N = 278) = 17.580, p = 0.001. For the Republican political affiliation 

strength groups, there was significance found among all instances in the ‘Strong’ 

subgroup. The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were found to be 

significant at (p = 0.005). The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ groups were found 

to be highly significant at (p < 0.001). And the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs 

‘Independent’ groups were found to be significant at (p = 0.004). There was no 

significance found in the other following groups: ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 0.261), 

‘Moderate’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.605), and ‘Weak’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.649).  
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 For question #3 “They would make working more pleasant for me”, the overall 

test was determined to be significant, and a Dunn’s multiple comparison test was run on 

the groups. For the Democrat group (Figure 9.5), the results were found to be significant, 

𝜒2(3, N = 552) = 11.220, p = 0.011. For the Democrat political affiliation strength 

groups, there was significance found among all instances in the ‘Strong’ subgroup. The 

effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were found to be significant at (p = 

0.002). The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ groups were found to be significant at 

(p = 0.020). And the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Independent’ groups were found to 

be significant at (p = 0.048). There was no significance found in the other following 

groups: ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 0.683), ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.483), and 

‘Weak’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.785). 

 For the Republican group for question #3 (Figure 9.6), the results were found to 

be significant, 𝜒2(3, N = 278) = 10.047, p = 0.018. For the Republican political affiliation 

strength groups, there were some instances of significance found in the ‘Strong’ 

subgroup. The effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Moderate’ groups were found to be 

significant at (p = 0.006). And the effects between the ‘Strong’ vs ‘Weak’ groups were 

found to be significant at (p = 0.007). There was no significance found in the other 

following groups: ‘Strong’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.129), ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Weak’ (p = 

0.936), ‘Moderate’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 0.445), and ‘Weak’ vs ‘Independent’ (p = 

0.420).  
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Figure 9.1: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Democrat mean responses on 

Question #1 of the WSIQ. 

 

Figure 9.2: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Republican mean responses on 

Question #1 of the WSIQ. 

Table 12 
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WSIQ Descriptive Percentages #1 

Democrat “I would have difficulty working with them” Crosstabulation 

% within Democrats 

    “I would have difficulty working with them” 

                                                                      Strongly Agree       Agree         Neutral          Disagree      Strongly Disagree      

Democrat  Strong Democrat                    6.0%       29.1%         25.3% 26.4%           13.3%    

  Moderate Democrat               7.3%               37.8%         23.2%            25.6%                  6.1%  

  Weak Democrat                8.5%               46.2%         23.6%            17.0%                  4.7% 

  Independent                          12.0%              31.0%          27.0%            23.0%                  7.0% 

Total     8.0%              35.3%          24.6%            23.7%                  8.3% 

Republican “I would have difficulty working with them” Crosstabulation 

% within Republicans 

    “I would have difficulty working with them” 

                                                                      Strongly Agree       Agree         Neutral          Disagree      Strongly Disagree      

Republican Strong Republican                    5.9%       29.4%         18.8% 31.8%           14.1%    

  Moderate Republican              17.3%           49.4%         16.0%             13.6%                 3.7%  

  Weak Republican                     17.6%           54.4%         14.7%             13.2%                   

  Independent                              15.9%           43.2%         34.1%              6.8%                   

Total       13.7%           43.5%         19.4%            18.0%                  5.4% 

Note: Table depicts the descriptive statistics of participant responses on the workplace social 

interaction question #1. 
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Figure 9.3: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Democrat mean responses on 

Question #2 of the WSIQ. 

 

Figure 9.4: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Republican mean responses on 

Question #2 of the WSIQ. 
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Table 13 

 

WSIQ Descriptive Percentages #2 

 
Note: Table depicts the descriptive statistics of responses on the workplace social interaction questions #2. 
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Figure 9.5: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Democrat mean responses on Question #3 of the WSIQ. 

 

Figure 9.6: Boxplot graph for the Kruskal-Wallis test of Republican mean responses on Question #3 of the WSIQ. 
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Table 14 

 

WSIQ Descriptive Percentages #3 

 
Note: Table depicts the descriptive statistics of responses on the workplace social interaction 

questions #3. 
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Chapter IV 

Discussion 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the extents that differing levels of 

partisanship had in relation to multiple social and psychological aspects, of which five 

main objectives were conceived. The first objective of this study was to determine how 

varying levels of partisanship affected the formation of social relationships, 

communication, and the general outlook and views of others who belong to political out-

groups. To determine this, the SAS was given to participants, a measure which gauged 

how partisans viewed others in a social context, and whether they would form friendships 

and social relationships with them. After analyzing the collected data, it became apparent 

that there was a significant difference in scores on the SAS between ‘Strong’ partisans 

and all other political affiliation strength groups, for both Democrats and Republicans, 

with weaker identifying partisans scoring significantly higher on the SAS than their 

strong counterparts. This higher score indicated that individuals who identified as having 

a weak political affiliation possessed a greater degree of social attraction towards others 

in political outgroups, and thus were more open to engaging in conversations and 

developing social relationships and friendships with them. Conversely, individuals who 

identified as having a strong political affiliation were less receptive to the idea of 

developing social relationships, engaging in conversations, and generally had a more 

negative outlook on others in political out-groups. Additionally, a trend emerged between 

the group mean scores of the two political groups that were studied. As a whole, 

Republican respondents had a higher average score among all political affiliation strength 

subgroups on the SAS, as compared to their Democrat counterparts. ‘Strong’ Republican 
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participants scored an average of (M = 1.13) points higher, ‘Moderate’ Republicans 

scored an average of (M = 2.29) points higher, ‘Weak’ Republicans scored an average of 

(M = 2.39) points higher, and ‘Independent’ leaning Republicans scored an average of (M 

= 2.91) points higher than their respective Democratic counterparts. Overall, the findings 

from this study lends credence to the initial proposed hypothesis, that having a stronger 

political affiliation, in essence becoming more partisan, correlates with having a more 

negative social predisposition towards others in out-groups, and less of a desire to 

establish interpersonal connections, friendships, or communications with those who are 

across the party line.  

 The second objective of this study was to examine whether individuals with 

higher levels of political affiliation strength experienced more anxiety and apprehension 

when communicating and interacting with political out-groups. The PCAS, a measure 

modified for this study, was given to participants to help determine these factors. After 

the data was split and analyzed there were some significant results, but only among the 

Democrat sample. Within the Democrat group, ‘Strong’ partisans scored significantly 

higher on the PCAS compared to ‘Weak’ and ‘Independent’ identifying individuals. This 

higher score indicated that strong identifying partisans experienced higher levels of 

anxiety and apprehension when interacting political out-groups, as compared to their 

weaker counterparts. However, there was no significance found in any of the groups 

within the Republican sample. While the results were approaching significance between 

the Republican ‘Strong’ versus ‘Weak’ affiliation strength groups (p = .064), it did not 

breach the minimum needed .05 significance level. This trend on the Republican side 

may have become more apparent with a larger number of participants, but as it stands 
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now, no significance was found. When comparing the two political groups, Democrats 

and Republicans, Republicans as a whole scored lower than Democrats on the PCAS in 

all political affiliation strength subgroups. ‘Strong’ Republicans scored an average of (M 

= 2.02) points lower, ‘Moderate’ Republicans scored an average of (M = 2.20) points 

lower, ‘Weak’ Republicans scored an average of (M = 1.46) points lower, and 

‘Independent’ leaning Republicans scored an average of (M = 1.59) points lower than 

their respective Democratic counterparts. The data from the PCAS was far less 

conclusive than the results from the SAS, and can be interpreted in a multitude of ways. It 

was initially predicted that all strong identifying partisans, regardless of party affiliation, 

would experience higher levels of anxiety when interacting with political outgroups. The 

fact that the Democrat sample was the only that produced significant results supporting 

this hypothesis could be explained by a few varying social and political factors. This 

study was conducted in the immediate aftermath of the 2020 presidential election, one of 

the few elections in U.S history where a sitting president refused to concede and alleged 

voter fraud by the opposing party; This would of course, culminate in the deadly Capital 

riots a month later, in which Republican political partisans would storm the U.S House of 

Representatives. As such, with tensions so high, this could provide one possible 

explanation for the discrepancy and anxiety that strongly affiliated Democratic partisans 

exhibited in the results of the PCAS.   

 Looking at the overall political polarization between groups, a stark contrast arose 

in the analyzed results that came from the political thermometer questions. Out of the six 

questions that were asked and analyzed, the smallest effect size, as measured by Cohen’s 

d was d = 1.35 (Figure 8.6), while the largest effect size equated to d = 2.19 (Figure 8.4). 
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Conventionally, any score above 0.8 is considered to be statistically ‘large’, so it is safe 

to say that all of the scores relating to polarization measured in this study had a 

considerable effect size. Comparing the groups results to each other, they seemed to 

almost mirror each other in polarization. As a collective, both Democrats and 

Republicans showed very positive feelings towards their own respective party, and 

overwhelmingly negative feelings towards their rival party. Among each party, there was 

a more muted positive liking towards their own fringe groups, the far left and far right 

respectively, but each party espoused a vigorous dislike of the opposing party’s fringe 

groups. 

 Of all the hypotheses within this study, only one was outright refuted. The data 

collected from the workplace social interaction questions (WSIQ) a series of three 

questions designed to determine how partisans reacted to out-group members in the work 

environment, not only refuted the initial hypothesis, but actually produced contradictory 

significant results. The initial hypothesis was that with increased levels of political 

affiliation, there would be a decrease in willingness to work and interact with others 

belonging to political out-groups. Thus, it was thought that participants who identified as 

‘Strong’ partisans, would be the least likely out of all the political affiliation subgroups to 

want to interact or enjoy working with co-workers belonging to political outgroups. The 

collected data however, showed that in all of the questions asked ‘Strong’ partisans, for 

both Democrats and Republican groups, significantly outperformed their ‘Moderate’ and 

‘Weak’ counterparts, and expressed more of a willingness to work with out-group 

members, that they would actively spend time with them, and that ultimately, they would 

make work more pleasant for themselves. This of course, is in direct contraction with the 
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rest of the findings from this study, and was a completely unexpected and so far, 

unexplained result. The results from the previous measures, the SAS and PCAS, showed 

that strong partisans significantly and overwhelmingly were less willing to establish 

social connections, friendships, communications, and relationships with out-group 

members; And in the case of the Democrat participant sample, experienced more anxiety 

and apprehension than their counterparts when interacting and communicating with out-

group individuals. Left to educated speculation, there are a few possible explanations to 

help interpret these results. It is possible that there exists a separation between work and 

social environments within people’s minds, and as such due to either professionalism or 

pragmatism, strongly affiliated partisans, who may hold stronger or different beliefs than 

the majority of their colleagues, have over time developed the skills and experience to 

work with out-group members. It could also be that in some cases the work environment 

may provide a distinct advantage over home and social interactions, with this being that 

there is usually a direct form of protection and de-escalation, in the form of a human-

resources officer or some other form of conflict management program or training. Either 

way, this is certainly a subject of research interest that merits returning too.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 While there were many significant findings within the context of this study, it is 

important to note and understand the limitations surrounding the current research that was 

performed. The first being that the study of political partisanship and polarization is not a 

static psychological mindset, it is ever changing and evolving with current events. In the 

brief time period since this research was conducted, there have been mass scale deadly 

political riots, rampant extremist events, and hotly contested election results. As such, the 



 

66 

 

results that were gained from this study may be already outdated due to the seemingly 

ever-changing nature of partisanship in this particularly volatile political climate.  

 Secondly, due to time constraints and the lack of the ability to recruit individuals 

in-person due to the COVID-19 pandemic, this study recruited all of its participants 

through Amazon Mechanical Turk, an online platform specifically designed for hosting 

survey research, but additionally has many known and documented flaws. These noted 

problems included having an inordinate amount of response quality issues, something 

which was personally experienced within the conduction of this research. This current 

study had a 17.3% response rejection rate, which is still within the average rate of 

rejection, but edging towards the upwards bound of acceptability. As more research is 

forced to be conducted online, due to shifting work trends or further health-related 

concerns, it is doubtless that the same issues that were experienced in this study with 

response quality problems, will continue to plague future online studies as well.  

 A very distinct limitation, and one that should not be overlooked in this study, are 

the seemingly skewed demographics of the participants that were included in the final 

sample. Of note are three particular categories: Political identification, racial 

identification, and educational background. In the final sample population, out of the 830 

participants, 552 of them identified in some form as being Democrat or Democrat 

leaning, which equates to just over two-thirds of the study’s participant population. While 

the remaining 278 participants who identified as Republican or Republican leaning is 

certainly considered a large enough population to provide reliable data, it would have 

been ideal to have recruited more Republican participants for this study. In terms of racial 

identification, 77.6% of the total number of participants who completed the survey 
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identified themselves as racially ‘White’. Whether this is a result of the overall 

demographics of the participant pool within MTurk, or some form of self-selection bias 

when selecting surveys to take, remains to be seen. As such when taking this research 

into account it should be noted and taken into consideration that the key findings found 

within this study may not be applicable to the shared collective minority experience 

within the United States. Finally, the educational background rates of respondents must 

be factored in and considered when evaluating the current data. As a whole, 61.8% of 

participants possessed a Bachelors degree or higher indicating that this particular 

population could be considered well educated, and above the statistical average for 

current degree holders within the U.S. Therefore, the findings that were presented within 

this study may not be representative of the overall population within the country.  

 Finally, the accuracy of the measures must be taken into account. Both of the 

main instruments used within this study, the SAS and the PCAS, were not originally 

designed to study political partisans as a group. The SAS had originally been designed to 

measure social attractiveness towards individuals, and the PCAS was specifically 

modified for this survey from Neuliep & McCroskey’s (1997) PRECA/PRICA, in which 

the original instruments measured anxiety and apprehension in inter-cultural and inter-

ethnic interactions. That being said, both of the instruments used within this study 

produced significant results, but, as with anything, there is always room for further 

improvement. 

  Looking to the future, the results from this study point to many new avenues of 

potential further research. If the current emerging trend of increased political polarization 

continues, which is looking increasingly likely, the findings from this study may help 
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point to the implications that increasing levels of partisanship will have on an individual 

social and psychological standpoint. With significant findings of increased levels of 

anxiety experienced by strong partisans in one group when interacting with political out-

groups, and highly significant findings that increased levels of partisanship lead to 

general animosity and less of a desire to create and have social interactions and 

friendships with non-group political members, this could point to potentially serious 

future national mental health implications. 
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