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Abstract
The target article highlights research known to have promoted unjustified politicized claims. It also

points out that, although researcher political biases might account for this, there are often alter-

native explanations. It then discusses areas of research in which those alternative explanations are

unlikely, so that the best explanation is political bias. The target article is fundamentally correct.

Nonetheless, we argue that political bias is a characteristic of the claims made in research articles

rather than primarily a characteristic of scientists. Inasmuch as some claim is not wrong simply by

virtue of supporting an ideological narrative, to detect politically biased research, we identify four

questions to be answered. Test 0 is necessary but not sufficient to infer political bias. If Test 0 is

passed, then at least one of Tests 1, 2, or 3 must also be passed. Test 0: Does the study vindicate some
political narrative? Test 1: Did they misinterpret or misrepresent their results in ways that unjustifiably
advance a particular politicized narrative? Test 2: Do the authors systematically ignore papers and studies
inconsistent with their ideology-affirming conclusions? Test 3: Did they leap to ideology-affirming conclu-
sions based on weak data? We close with recommendations for preventing politically biased

conclusions.
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The target article makes several key points about manifestations of political bias in psychological
science. First, narratives surrounding certain classic psychology studies (Stanford Prison
Experiment [SPE], Milgram’s (1963) obedience studies, and Rosenhan’s (1973) study of the
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psychiatric treatment experiences of pseudopatients with intentionally fake mental illnesses) in both
the original literature and, especially, in textbooks, make at least two types of errors consistently:
(1) They ignore critical evaluations of those studies that call those original narratives into question;
(2) They ignore evidence from other studies that are inconsistent with the narrative. Second, the
target article not only raises the possibility that the errors stemmed from political biases but also
considers alternative explanations for these errors: (1) space constraints preventing nuanced discus-
sions; (2) criticisms are deemed unmerited and are ignored; (3) authors are unaware of the criti-
cisms; and (4) dramatic narratives reflect a motivation to demonstrate the relevance and
applicability of psychology to inspire young minds.

This analysis is then applied to misrepresentations of these classic psychological studies. The
article concludes that, although political bias might explain common misrepresentations of these
studies, one cannot rule out other explanations. Therefore, the analysis proceeds to three additional
phenomena for which, it is argued, the alternative explanations are exceedingly unlikely to hold: the
Implicit Association Test (IAT), multiple intelligences, and stereotype threat. In contrast to the
classic psychological studies, it is argued that there is no dramatic story to be told about the original
IAT studies and there have been so many criticisms of the IAT that it seems implausible that those
writing about them are unaware. With respect to multiple intelligences, the target article argues that
the idea caught on despite evidence relentlessly disconfirming many of its key predictions.
Regarding stereotype threat, the target article correctly points out that the original study was
widely misinterpreted, and that those misinterpretations have been subject to correction for
almost 20 years now, rendering “not knowing” about the corrections unlikely. The evidence
reported showing that misrepresentations in textbooks occur at about the same level in 2004 as
in 2018 strongly suggests that something other than “not knowing about them” was going on.

That “something” is, according to the target article, likely to be political bias, because all three
phenomena—implicit bias, multiple intelligences, and stereotype threat—confirm liberal world-
views about the power of racism and rejection of meritocracy and hereditary advantages. The per-
spective presented here endorses but broadens the inference of political bias in the target article. We
argue next that many of the proposed “alternative explanations” (to political bias) may not be alter-
natives at all—they may be the social and psychological processes by which political biases occur.

What is Political Bias?
Some researchers seem to define “political bias” as some sort of individual characteristic of scien-
tists, for example, that they have an ideology and interpret and slant their scholarship accordingly.
In an essay titled, “You Too Have an Ideology” Syed (2023) correctly pointed out that most scien-
tists have ideologies and that this can inform and bias their work. From our perspective, this is a
brilliant political rhetorical move, because it absolves researchers from having to take their own pol-
itical bias seriously, largely on the grounds that “everyone is biased.” It is probably even more prob-
lematic, because rather than being taken as a warning to engage in strong practices to limit biases, it
risks liberating researchers to inflict their biases on their scholarship, on the grounds that not only is
everyone biased but also “my biases are better than yours.” Despite its rhetorical brilliance, such a
perspective, by potentially glorifying infliction of the “right” biases on scholarship, is scientifically
corrupt.

It is surely true that everyone is biased about some things, but that does not mean every
researcher engages in the uninhibited infliction of their biases on their scholarship. If A (political
motivations) can cause B (political bias) then A and B must be different things. This is important
because a researcher may have political motivations and not act on them in ways that distort their
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conclusions (A does not necessarily cause B). Similarly, a researcher may produce politically biased
conclusions in the absence of political motivations (other things besides A can cause B).

Consider hypothetical researchers who believe that most of their colleagues favor work that has a
veneer of antiracism. Such researchers may then conclude, “If I interpret and promote my work as
anti-racist, it may be more likely to be published, cited, and lauded.” The motivation to publish and
advance one’s career, rather than personal politics, may lead these researchers to highlight the anti-
racist nature of the work. Putting aside whether simply framing something in this manner can be a
form of bias, it becomes a scientific distortion if the researchers highlight ways in which the work is
antiracist that are not supported by their own data (the IAT, multiple intelligence, and stereotype
threat examples all include scholarship advocating antiracist claims not supported by the published
data).

This analysis is not restricted to antiracist claims; it applies anytime researchers believe profes-
sional processes incentivize any politicized claim. Our analysis is also not restricted to incentives.
Anytime professional processes favor the production of unjustified claims supporting one ideology
for any reason, a literature will likely become biased. In principle, these processes apply equally to
left- and right-biased claims, but because of the extreme political skew of academia, this will be
primarily left-biased.

Thus, when we use the term “political bias,” we rarely refer to characteristics of individual
researchers. Instead, we use the term “political bias” to characterize scientific literature that system-
atically and erroneously canonize and emphasize dubious or false left-affirming claims and/or sys-
tematically fails to recognize evidence and rigorous conceptual and statistical analysis that contests
those claims. This seems to comport well with the way the term was used in the target article.

The potential for such biases is much higher when a field is dominated by scholars on any one
side of the spectrum than when it is more politically balanced. Given any nonzero tendency to
produce biased scholarship, a field that is an ideological monoculture would be expected to
produce far more biased scholarship than a more pluralistically distributed field. In fields that are
a political monoculture, the incentives probably increase disproportionately for producing
monoculture-affirming work (ease of publishing, obtaining grants, promotions, and awards) as
do the costs for producing monoculture-contesting work (such as incurring the wrath of academic
outrage mobs—see Stevens et al., 2020 for a review).

The target article aptly reviewed some of the surveys showing an extreme political left skew in
social psychology. We augment those data here with results from a recent national survey of U.S.
tenured/tenure-track university faculty (n= 1861) at 361 of the top-ranked research universities,
including institutions from all 50 states (Honeycutt, 2022). Not only was the overall skew consistent
with that reported in the target article but also 40% of faculty identified with the extreme Left (as
radicals, political activists, Marxists, socialists, or some combination thereof; 45% in the social
sciences). Many social science and humanities departments at elite schools have no right-leaning
faculty at all (Langbert, 2018), marking a new era of ideological homogeneity and extremity
among university faculty not seen before this point.

How to Detect Politically Biased Conclusions
Nonetheless, having a political view does not necessarily mean that one produces biased science.
How, then, can one determine if a literature or claim is biased? Here, we offer a series of tests (see
Honeycutt & Jussim, in press, for a more extended treatment). For us to conclude that the paper,
study, or literature is biased, at least two of four tests must be passed:
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Test 0 is necessary but not sufficient to infer political bias. If Test 0 is passed, then at least one of
Tests 1, 2, or 3 must also be passed. We describe these next.

Test 0: Does the study vindicate some political narrative? Test 0 is necessary because if the
claim does not vindicate a political narrative, it cannot possibly be politically biased. Typically,
because psychology is so extremely left-skewed, this will be a leftwing bias; in principle,
however, this and the remaining tests also apply to rightwing biases.

Test 1: Did they misinterpret or misrepresent their results in ways that unjustifiably advance a
particular politicized narrative? If the results show X and the claims based on the study are left of
X, then the paper is politically biased. This is clearly the case with most of the examples used in the
target article, even the ones for which nonpolitical motivations may explain the bias.

Test 2: Do the authors systematically ignore papers and studies inconsistent with their
ideology-affirming conclusions?One can usually present a “compelling narrative” simply by ignoring
results that disconfirm that narrative or rigorous methodological or statistical criticisms that contest or
debunk it. A paper may appear “scientific” having all the trappings and form of science—but may not
deserve to be called “science,” if it ignores evidence and analysis inconsistent with its narrative (e.g.,
Gelman, 2017; Schimmack, 2021). All of the textbook examples summarized in the target article,
even the initial ones considered as subject to alternative explanations, meet this standard.

Test 3: Did they leap to ideology-affirming conclusions based on weak data? Sometimes, results
actually do vindicate a political narrative but should be considered tentative and preliminary (e.g., if
based on small samples or results emerging from a single research lab or group). If the conclusions
are expressed with certainty, the paper is politically biased. This criterion applies both to researchers
making the original claims and scholars who cite or refer to those claims as if they are true, without
acknowledging the scientific uncertainty that surrounds them.

The SPE and Rosenhan studies pass Tests 0, 1, and 3. Both were based on such tiny samples they
should never have been taken seriously. The stereotype threat studies also pass tests 0, 1, and 3. The
initial studies had small enough sample sizes that scientists should have known to consider their
findings and claims preliminary rather than definitive. Because of the unreliability of small N
studies (Fraley & Vazire, 2014), and the potential for publication biases and unreported flexibility
in data analysis (Jussim et al., 2019), no one should be surprised to discover that every preregistered
attempt to replicate the effect of stereotype threat on women’s performance in math has failed to do
so (Finnigan & Corker, 2016; Flore et al., 2018). We know of no preregistered published studies on
the role of stereotype threat in racial/ethnic differences in achievement, and, as such, any claims
about it should be considered unverified.

The IAT passes Tests 0, 2, and 3. Most of the textbooks reviewed in the target article (and we
would add, much of the scholarly literature and most implicit bias training) fail to account for
contradictory evidence and rigorous critiques. Within a few years of publishing the original
studies—that is, long before the scientific community had a chance to skeptically vet the main
claims—implicit bias acolytes were rushing to change laws and institute implicit bias training.
This behavior epitomizes “leaping to conclusions.” In this context, it should not be surprising to
discover that many of the most dramatic claims by implicit bias advocates—involving its supposed
prevalence, independence of explicit attitudes, role in causing discrimination and gaps, even that
what the IAT measures is “unconscious”—have all been found to be dubious, contested, or outright
false (see Jussim et al., in press for a review; see also Jussim et al., 2022, for an online repository of
over 40 mostly peer-reviewed sources highlighting criticisms and limitations to work using the IAT
and on implicit bias).

Except for topics that are not at all politicized (e.g., depression), most of the studies and topic
areas reviewed in the target article pass Test 0, and at least one of the remaining tests.
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Therefore, our conclusion is that most are politically biased. This conclusion stands, even if the
reasons authors endorsed or promoted errors, distortions, and leaping to conclusions, and
ignored contradictory evidence and rigorous critiques, stemmed from nonpolitical sources.

How Political Biases Operate Among Scientists
Any of the following psychological phenomena may contribute to a politically biased literature,
textbook, study, or conclusion (see reviews by Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020, in press for more
details):

• intentional desire to advance a politicized conclusion or worldview
• cognitive confirmation bias
• motivated reasoning
• myside biases
• conformity to group norms
• responding to incentives
• fear of professional sanctions and reputational damage
• role models (“this is how my advisor/famous people in the field handle this”)
• interpreting findings as others have

This list is not comprehensive. We welcome identification of additional sources of political bias.
Although the examples provided in the target article are excellent, no one should come away

believing that what was provided was a comprehensive list. Similar biases characterize at least
some work on the size of sex differences, stereotype inaccuracy, microaggressions, gender
biases in STEM, belief in conspiracy theories, system justification, racial resentment, and explana-
tions for Asian American success (e.g., Cantu & Jussim, 2022; Duarte et al., 2015; Eagly, 1995;
Honeycutt & Jussim, in press; Jindra & Sakamoto, 2023; Jussim et al., 2018). We doubt that
this is a complete list of research areas in which political biases have produced unjustified
conclusions.

Detecting and Preventing Academic Propaganda
Scholarly propaganda involves the manipulation of information, including facts, evidence, cita-
tions, arguments, logical fallacies (such as ad hominem attacks and leaping to conclusions),
partial truths (via omitting relevant scholarship), and distortions to influence others’ behaviors,
beliefs, and attitudes. It includes but is not restricted to politics. It can involve appeals to emotions
designed to prevent deep and critical thinking. Gambrill (2010) systematically applied an under-
standing of propaganda to the peer-reviewed literature. In her system, to detect propaganda, one
should answer the following questions:

• Does the paper fail to acknowledge that some of its claims are controversial?
• If a claim is controversial, is only one view presented?
• Are citations presented to support the view? Do they actually support the view?
• Are study limitations hidden or downplayed?
• Does interpretation of a nonexperimental study use sly words implying “causality” (such as

influences, affects, effects of, results in, increases, decreases, enhanced, reduced, limited,
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undermined, and exacerbated) even though it has failed to meet the very difficult standards
necessary to infer cause from correlation (Rohrer, 2018)?

• Does the study overstate the prevalence of some problem; do they present advocacy in place of
evidence?

• Does the paper use puffery, inflated claims, or expressions of excessive certainty?
• Does the paper use ad hominem attacks on those holding alternative views?
• Does the paper appeal to popular prejudices?

Unfortunately, academic publications in psychology do not come with flags warning readers that
they contain propaganda. Such papers have the trappings of science: complex ideas, polysyllabic
words, technical terms, sophisticated methodologies, and statistics. Thus, it can be difficult for
even highly trained academics who are not sensitized to the potential for the type of distortions
highlighted in the target article to recognize propaganda scholarship.

How can one avoid being either duped by propaganda scholarship or inadvertently promoting it
one’s self? Gambrill (2010) provided several suggestions, but we find this one most trenchant:
Efforts that seek to avoid or block critical inquiry must be vigorously opposed. In this regard,
the “no debate” stance of some activist academics is a telltale sign of propaganda-masquerading-
as-scholarship, as has been the rise in attempts to suppress controversial ideas and scholarship
over the last 10 years (FIRE, 2022; Stevens et al., 2020; Suissa & Sullivan, 2021).

We offer one final recommendation for limiting one’s own vulnerability to promoting propa-
ganda in scholarship: adversarial collaborations. These refer to engaging in scholarly activities
with one’s ideological or theoretical opponents. Although adversarial collaborations are not a
silver bullet, they can reduce unintentional promotion of distortions and falsehoods. This is
because when one collaborates with someone who views the world, the theory, and the data
quite differently than oneself, falsehoods, misrepresentations, and conclusions that unjustifiably
advance or vindicate one “side” in a debate are much more likely to be detected before publication,
and, therefore, eliminated. Unfortunately, however, because academia is now populated almost
entirely by people on the political left, and, increasingly, on the far left, ideological adversarial col-
laborations will be far more difficult than they once were and will generally need to be created by
finding collaborators from outside academia.
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