
Conjoint Design: 900 Ps 
(representative US sample) 
each evaluated 6 fictitious 
targets (total N = 4,922).

Varied: 
• Target receptiveness (like Study 1)
• Event format (a lecture or a rally)
• Speaker identity (Barack Obama, 
Nancy Pelosi, Donald Trump, Marco 
Rubio, or an unnamed speaker) 
• Issue (climate change, terrorism, 
military spending, and immigration)

Across 40 combinations of speaker, issue, and format, participants evaluated unreceptive (vs. receptive) 
targets more favorably.

800 Ps (representative US sample) read about 
a fictitious target 

The target agreed with Ps on a current social 
issue (whether US should boycott the Olympics).

Target was either ________ to opposing views:  
• Unreceptive: “I refused to go this event. I did 
not want to listen to or engage with this perspective."
• Receptive: “I ended up going to this event. I 
wanted to listen to and engage with this perspective.”

Opposing views were either attributed to a  speaker from the opposing party (Nancy Pelosi or Donald 
Trump) or to a neutral speaker (i.e., no party). These two speakers were chosen because members of 
the opposing party had similar attitudes toward them [ANES dataset: β = 1.56, t(2,136) = 1.36, p = .18].

Ps rated their overall impressions of the target (Unfavorable/ Favorable; Very Negative/ Very Positive)

• A growing literature finds that people who are receptive to opposing political views are liked by 
others (e.g., Heltzel & Laurin, 2021; Yeomans et al., 2020).

• Yet, Americans view members of the opposing political party as evil and their views as rooted 

in propaganda and bias. How can we reconcile these seemingly contradictory findings?
• We reconcile this tension by showing that, under conditions more typical of political 

information exposure, people who are unreceptive, not receptive, are liked by others. 

Research 
Question

Under what conditions does signaling receptiveness to 
opposing political views carry interpersonal costs vs. 
benefits? 

Key Result
When partisan identity is explicitly evoked, people judge 
receptive others negatively, not positively. 
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Study 1 – Partisan Identity Reverses Benefits of Receptiveness 

p <.001, d = .52

Study 2 – The Interpersonal Costs of Receptiveness is Robust

Unreceptive
(vs. receptive) 

targets were liked 
more across 40 

combinations of 
stimuli:

𝛃 = .18, p = .011

Study 3 – Effect is Amplified for Strong Partisans and Attenuated for Independents

250 Ps, same design as Study 1.

Measured identification strength using a 
series of branching questions to 
create a 4-point scale ranging from 
Pure Independents to Strong Partisans.

For Strong Partisans and Weak Partisans, 
the unreceptive target was evaluated more 
favorably (ps < .001, ds > .21). For Leaners 
and Pure Independents, there were no 
significant differences. 

Unreceptiveness

Discussion
Contrary to past research, we found that people who are unreceptive were evaluated more favorably.

We provided evidence that the discrepancy between our and past research is due to the presence of 
indicators of partisan identity, which were absent from prior research.

In addition to these results, we found that the positive effect of unreceptiveness is: 
a) robust to modality of information consumption (e.g., attending a rally vs. reading an online article). 
b) attenuated when the information source belonged to a less threatening outgroup. 

Given high levels of polarization and the permeation of partisan identity into our lives, partisan identity is 
likely to be salient, making the findings presented in the current research particularly relevant. 

Questions? Reach out to Mohamed Hussein at mhussein@stanford.edu
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