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Abstract

In this paper dedicated to our esteemed colleagues Lucia Mannetti, we will delve into
the connection between uncertainty, particularly as it manifests in the need for cognitive
closure, and its influence on cognitive functioning, social perspectives, and ideologies.
The paper will commence by providing a definition of uncertainty and then delve into
the cognitive coping strategies employed to alleviate its impact. Additionally, we will
incorporate empirical findings demonstrating that the experience of uncertainty does not
always lead to simplistic and biased information processing. Departing from conventional
research paradigms, we will underscore instances where individuals, driven by a desire for
certainty, engage in nuanced, contemplative, and receptive information processing. The
paper will also examine the strategies employed to navigate uncertainty through the beliefs,
worldviews, and ideologies adopted by individuals. We believe this paper contributes to
the ongoing discourse on how human psychology interacts with socio-cultural dynamics, a
dialogue in which Lucia Mannetti has long been actively engaged.
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Introduction

Despite the fact that, in psychology, no term has gained
as much attention and prominence in recent decades
as ‘uncertainty’, the experience of uncertainty and its
consequences remain incompletely described. Here we will
focus on how uncertainty, and the impetus to mitigate it—
as specifically manifested in the need for cognitive closure
(Kruglanski, 1989)—is linked to cognitive functioning, social
views, and ideologies. This paper will unfold by first presenting
a definition of the term uncertainty, then elucidating the
cognitive coping strategies deployed to diminish its impact. In
addition, we will integrate empirical findings which show that
the experience of uncertainty does not invariably precipitate
simplistic and biased information processing. Counter to
prevailing research paradigms, we will highlight instances
wherein individuals, driven by an inclination towards certainty,
actually engage in a multifaceted, contemplative, and receptive
manner of information processing. The paper will also explore
the strategies adopted for navigating uncertainty through the
beliefs, worldviews, and ideologies embraced by individuals.
We believe this paper contributes to the ongoing discussion
about how human psychology interacts with socio-cultural
dynamics, emphasizing the significance of the means by which
we handle uncertainty and bring order to our surroundings. This
paper is dedicated to Lucia Mannetti, our esteemed colleague
renowned for her contributions to the exploration of the social
psychological processes by which individuals attribute the
causes of behaviors and events. We have been inspired by her
scholarly work on the motivational and cognitive mechanisms
underlying the genesis and transformation of beliefs, attitudes,
behavioral choices.

What Is Uncertainty?

Uncertainty is commonly defined as an unpleasant affective
state, experienced as feelings of anxiety, discomfort, distress,
or torment (Harmon-Jones, 2000). However, various forms
of uncertainty are often distinguished in the literature, each
with its own specificity and distinctiveness. Among them
are informational uncertainty, stemming from a deficit of
necessary information for purposeful action (Greco & Roger,
2001), self-related uncertainty, arising from subjective feelings
of self-instability or self-doubt (Van den Bos et al., 2009), and
uncertainty linked to subjectively experienced inconsistency
(Festinger, 1957). Various terms are also used to describe this
phenomenon, such as cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957),
disequilibrium (Piaget, 1937), potential for anxiety (Greenberg
etal., 2003), and anxious uncertainty (McGregor et al., 2010).
In recent scholarship, a conceptualization of uncertainty has
been proposed: to define uncertainty as a state occurring when
an individual confronts a scenario where optimal courses
of action are indeterminate (Proulx et al., 2012). Such a
state emerges in any conflicting situation, characterized by
the existence of multiple potential responses, decisions, or
actions. It is essential to note, particularly in the field of social
cognition, that knowledge is considered pragmatic, aligning
with the principle that ‘thinking is for doing’ (Fiske, 1992).

This conceptualization posits that action is defined as tangible
outcomes of cognitive processes, encompassing choices (e.g.,
a consumer decision like purchasing a car), decisions (e.g.
Tl start exercising tomorrow’), or the formation of opinions
(e.g. ‘Marta doesn’t do her job’). Hence, conflicts come about
as a result of inconsistencies within the knowledge system,
inconsistencies that can arise from any information that
contradicts what we feel, know, or believe. Still, not every
inconsistency is of equal importance — it is recognized that it is
only when incongruence pertains to deeply significant beliefs
about oneself, others, and the world at large that it induces a
highly undesirable state of uncertainty necessitating means of
mitigation (Kruglanski et al., 2018). These deeply significant
beliefs are those that afford us the capacity to conceive of
the world as an ordered, meaningful, and controllable place,
and ourselves as integral components, belonging to a given
community (see Kossowska, Szumowska, & Szwed, 2018).

The Motivation to Reduce Uncertainty

Uncertainty is a disconcerting state, being particularly
pronounced among individuals characterized by a heightened
need for cognitive closure (Kruglanski, 1989). Therefore,
individuals are inclined to actively mitigate this discomfiting
state, an effort termed the motivation for closure (Kruglanski,
1989), ie. the reduction of uncertainty through the
establishment of unequivocal knowledge (opinions, judgments,
and beliefs). Notably, it is only this form of assured knowledge—
information immune to questioning—that serves as a shield
against the vagaries of uncertainty. The pursuit of uncertainty
reduction, or closure, has ramifications across diverse domains
of an individual’s functioning, and manifests itself at cognitive,
and social levels.

Uncertainty Reduction at the Cognitive Level

The tones of studies linking uncertainty and cognitive
functioning show that uncertainty can be reduced through
selective, superficial, simplified, and biased information
processing (for overview: Webster & Kruglanski, 1997). While
such approaches represent one cognitive strategy for attaining
certainty, in some circumstances, alternative strategies based on
more effortful and in-depth processing of available information
might prove more effective in satisfying the motivation for
closure than cognitively expedient ‘shortcuts’. Indeed, a wealth
of research indicates that when the drive for certain knowledge
is particularly strong (as observed in individuals with a high
need for closure), the chosen strategies are whichever are
deemed most effective for fulfilling this intense motivation,
irrespective of the level of cognitive effort required (for
overview: Kossowska, Szumowska, Dragon, et al., 2018).

For instance, Roets and Van Hiel (2008) demonstrated that
individuals with a high need for closure, tasked with guessing
a figure categorization rule or recognizing obscurely presented
digits, not only refrained from minimizing their engagement with
the task but, on the contrary, exhibited even greater involvement
in comparison to those with a low need for closure, as measured
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by the frequency of repetitions attempted when exposed to
these stimuli. In fact, it was precisely in these individuals that
increased skin conductance activity was observed, indicative of
heightened arousal, associated with the drive for closure.

In another study, by Viola et al. (2015), participants
were asked to make decisions in a perceptual task involving
the observation of clouds of dots on a monitor screen (some
of which moved in the same direction while others moved
randomly in different directions) in which the task was to
accurately identify the direction in which the majority of
dots were moving. The time taken by participants to make
a decision was measured, with the assumption that the more
time a person spent observing a particular cloud and analyzing
the dots’ movements, the more effort they invested in the
task, and the more they were keen to provide the right answer.
The results revealed that individuals with a high need for
closure dedicated more time to decision-making than their
counterparts with a low need for closure, particularly when the
task held greater importance (i.e. when it included the offer of
a monetary reward for correct responses).

Our own investigations into the relationship between the
need for closure and the level of effort invested in cognitive
tasks have yielded even more nuanced findings (Sankaran et al.,
2017; see also Sankaran et al., 2023). In this series of studies,
participants were presented with a suite of 25 reasoning and
logical thinking tasks, in which they gained points for each
completed task, with the goal of accumulating as many points
as possible. Additionally, participants were informed that, after
completing a minimum of 6 tasks, they could activate the
button T have achieved my goal. End the task,” located at the
bottom of the page. Therefore, participants had the option to
conclude the task once they deemed their goal accomplished.
Our primary interest lay in the final outcome, namely, how
many points participants scored and how much time they
spent solving individual tasks.

Counterintuitively, it turned out that a greater need
for closure (motivation to reduce uncertainty) was actually
associated with reduced effort invested in task-solving, resulting
in poorer final outcomes. However, when the task held greater
perceived importance, as reflected in the participants’ desire
to maximize their point score, this negative impact did not
materialize. Furthermore, in a subsequent study, when we
removed the ‘goal achieved’ button from the task—thereby
eliminating the simpler route to task completion—the need
for closure was correlated with increased effort invested in the
task and brought about a much-improved final outcome.

This demonstrates that the need for closure does not
uniformly lead to a tendency to exploit “shortcuts” aimed at
conserving cognitive effort. Rather, the extent of effort exerted
hinges on contextual factors. In instances where cognitive
closure is paramount, often synonymous with effortful task
completion, individuals with a high need for closure are willing
to invest even greater effort than those with a low need for
closure. These results suggest that the essence of the need for
closure is the drive to achieve or maintain certainty. However,
the chosen means to this end—whether employing simpler
strategies demanding less effort or more effortful, engaging
strategies—are contingent on situational demands (see Roets

etal., 2015).

According to the bulk of research on the need for closure,
when an individual possesses a verified and reliable basis for
forming an opinion, a heightened need for closure tends to
amplify reliance on prior knowledge (Kunda & Oleson,
1995). However, in instances where there is no basis for
knowledge formation or the application of prior knowledge
becomes infeasible, a pronounced need for closure—as seen
in our study—prompts individuals to invest Trojan efforts
in acquiring new information for knowledge formation.
This variability manifests in distinct patterns observed when
individuals with a high need for closure encounter situations
that call for increased information processing. These situations
can be classified, each shedding light on the nuanced interplay
between cognitive closure and adaptive strategies.

Circumstances in which individuals with a heightened
need for closure engage in more, rather than less, information
processing can be divided into three groups: (1) when there
are credible grounds to believe that open strategies are optimal
for uncertainty reduction (accessible cues strategy), (2) when
simplified reasoning is either entirely impossible or fails to
yield the desired certainty (the more, the better strategy), and
(3) when confidence in previous approaches to managing
uncertainty is somehow curtailed (distrust in simple strategies).
Let’s discuss each of these situations.

Accessible Cues Strategy

Individuals striving for certainty resort to simplified reasoning,
decision-making, and judgment-forming strategies when they
perceive them to be sufficiently effective. Therefore, a fair
assumption would be that if open strategies are deemed more
efficacious ways of attaining certainty in a given situation—be
it making a decision, forming a judgment, or solving a task—
individuals with a high need for closure would be inclined to
engage in seeking out and processing new information, even if
that demands they expend more time and effort on the task.
Research has consistently demonstrated that individuals with
a heightened need for certainty do not necessarily shy away
from exerting effort and involvement in cognitive activities to
achieve closure. On the contrary, they willingly strive more
when clear guidelines, rules, or norms are present, and the
task holds significance to them (i.e., seems worth the effort
invested) (Jasko et al., 2015). This willingness is further
evident in multitasking scenarios (Szumowska & Kossowska,
2016; Szumowska & Kossowska, 2017a, 2017b; Szumowska
etal., 2018).

“The Move, The Better” Heuristic

There are instances where we cannot rely on prior knowledge,
opinions, perspectives, or stereotypes simply due to the
unavailability of the desired knowledge for that particular
situation. When we find ourselves without the essential ‘tools’
to alleviate the ambiguity inherent in the (social) world, leaving
us devoid of any basis for helpful simplification, an approach
that can be taken is ‘the more, the better'— an approach that
assumes the acquisition of more information will lead to greater
levels of certainty. Consequently, individuals with a need for
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closure may exhibit open behaviors, such as actively seeking
and processing a greater volume of information and investing
more effort into the reasoning process (e.g., Kruglanski et
al., 1991; Houghton & Grewal, 2000; Vermeir et al., 2002;
studies utilizing physiological indicators, e.g., Szumowska et
al., 2017).

Distrust in Simple Strategies

When individuals characterized by a heightened need for
closure harbor doubts with respect to their efficacy in achieving
it, they exhibit behaviors indicative of cognitive openness, such
as a diminished inclination toward bias in forming impressions
of others, a tendency to take complex decisions over simpler
ones, and a trend towards the minimization of stereotyping
(Kossowska & Bar-Tal, 2013). Importantly, the confidence
(or lack thereof) in one’s established coping strategies is not
solely contingent on the individual’s stable self-beliefs; it is
also situation-dependent. Various experiences can instigate
self-doubt, uncertainties about their degree of knowledge and
erode confidence, including events that undermine a person’s
self-esteem (e.g., encountering failure; Fein & Spencer,
1997), threats to their sense of control (Kossowska et al.,
2015; Whitson et al., 2015), challenges to their self-image
(e.g., recalling a situation where someone acted contrary to
their moral principles, Kossowska, Bukowski, et al., 2016),
induction of a feeling of powerlessness (Kossowska, Guinote,
& Strojny, 2016), activation of self-image threats (Kossowska,
Bukowski, et al., 2016), or exposure to information in conflict
with their expectations, worldviews, or general understanding
of the world (Dragon & Kossowska, 2019). In such instances,
individuals experience a loss of confidence in themselves and
their knowledge, rendering their established knowledge (i.e.,
opinions, beliefs, stereotypes) incapable of serving as a reliable
basis for judgments and assessments, thus diminishing its
potential to guarantee certainty. As a result, individuals are
compelled to turn to unconventional strategies for dealing
with uncertainty, and thus resort to engaging in more effortful
and open-ended information processing.

Reducing Uncertainty at the Social Level

'The drive to reduce uncertainty transcends individual cognition
and extends to the social domain, playing a particularly pivotal
role in navigating and functioning in social environments as
well as shaping attitudes toward individuals and groups. This
socio-cognitive endeavour involves ideological engagement (see
Czernatowicz-Kukuczka et al., 2020). Below, we discuss three
key ideologies that function as mechanisms for uncertainty
reduction: religion/atheism, political beliefs, and (un)scientific
worldviews.

Religion/Atheism

The examination of ideologies, particularly religious and
atheistic perspectives, within the context of uncertainty, has
recently been a focal point of scholarly inquiry (see summaries

in Kossowska et al., 2017; Kossowska, Szumowska, & Szwed,
2018; Szumowska et al., 2020). Numerous studies indicate
that the level of an individual’s need for cognitive closure,
understood as a measure of individual sensitivity to uncertainty,
is associated with expressions of religious fundamentalism
(Brandt & Reyna, 2010; Saroglou, 2002) or religious
orthodoxy (Kossowska et al., 2017). These forms of religiosity
are typified by a steadfast adherence to religious doctrines
and dogmas, perceived as unquestionable, incontrovertible,
ultimate truths about the world (Altemeyer & Hunsberger,
1992; Wulff, 1991). This structural belief system ostensibly
provides those individuals high in need of cognitive closure
with a sense of certainty and stability.

Moreover, there is a substantial body of evidence
to suggest that religiosity tends to intensify in times of
uncertainty. An illustrative example comes from our research,
a study conducted in the weeks preceding the terrorist attacks
in Paris in 2015 (Czernatowicz-Kukuczka et al., 2019)
In this study, we measured religious orthodoxy and open
religiosity using the Post-Critical Belief Scale (Hutsebaut,
2000); the participants’ level of experienced anxiety was also
assessed. Subsequently, we repeated the study (with the same
participants) within a week after the attacks, treating the
attacks as a ‘natural’ manipulation of uncertainty (Merolla
et al.,, 2011). During the second assessment, participants
reported significantly higher levels of anxiety. Intriguingly,
the level of religious orthodoxy significantly increased, while
the level of open religiosity remained unchanged. This may
suggest that a robust attachment to religious values serves
as a response to uncertainty. These findings were echoed in
the works of Kay et al. (2010) whose research showed an
association between an unstable political situation, such as
approaching elections, and heightened religiosity, particularly
faith in a controlling deity (one who brings order to the
universe). Analogous results were obtained in a laboratory
setting, where presenting participants with a text about
political instability (versus a text on political stability) led to
an increased belief in a controlling God.

Uncertainty experienced as part of daily life can further
amplify religious beliefs. In a notable experiment, it was
demonstrated that the act of reading an incomprehensible text
intensified religious idealism in individuals with high aversion
to uncertainty (McGregor et al., 2010). Similarly, our own
studies revealed that participants exposed to sentences related to
uncertainty (e.g., ‘Sometimes I cannot fall asleep at night when
I do not know what might happen the next day’) expressed a
stronger inclination to engage in religious behaviors, such as
fasting or attending religious services (Sekerdej et al., 2018).

The results mentioned above suggest that, amidst uncertain
circumstances, people tend to become more disposed towards
dogmatic religious views and more willing to engage in
religious rituals. By way of contrast, atheistic worldviews are
frequently believed to be associated with a greater tolerance
of uncertainty, fostering increased openness and flexibility
(see Zuckerman, 2013). However, at the theoretical level,
Waulff (1991) noted that, in a manner analogous to the dual
dimensions of faith—orthodox and symbolic—non-belief
can also manifest both open and dogmatic attributes. So, can
atheism too be motivated by uncertainty?
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In one of our studies, we successfully demonstrated a
positive correlation between the need for cognitive closure and
dogmatic atheism, as gauged by the Post-Critical Beliefs Scale
(Kossowska et al., 2017). Additionally, Silver and colleagues
(2014) indicated that atheism is not a homogeneous construct
and that, among the six types of atheism identified was a
dogmatic form: ‘anti-theism’, characterized by the belief
that faith is socially detrimental, arising from ignorance
and darkness. Although no direct measure associations
with uncertainty were made, the researchers found a robust
connection between this form of atheism and dogmatism, as
assessed by Rokeach’s scale (1960). Further evidence indicates
that beliefs motivated by uncertainty tend to exhibit a
dogmatic character (see Kossowska, Szumowska, Dragon, et
al., 2018). The connection between (a)theism and uncertainty
is also reinforced by other experimental research which shows
that activating thoughts about one’s mortality (which evokes
strong distress and uncertainty; see Jonas et al., 2014) prompts
an increased belief in God among believers, while among non-
believers, it leads to an intensification of atheistic beliefs (Vail
etal., 2012). These findings suggest that dogmatic atheism can
fulfil functions akin to religion in navigating the challenges
posed by uncertainty.

Political Beliefs

Psychologists have long believed that motivation underlies
the core of political beliefs (e.g., Altemeyer, 1981; Frenkel-
Brunswick, 1949; Hibbing et al., 2014; Jost et al., 2003;
Rokeach, 1956). For the most part, research in this domain has
predominantly centred on the relationship between the need
for certainty and conservative/right-wing ideologies' (e.g.,
Jost et al., 2009). A comprehensive meta-analysis by Jost and
colleagues conducted in 2003, encompassing 88 studies on
the nexus between uncertainty-related traits (e.g., dogmatism,
intolerance of ambiguity, need for order and structure,
need for cognitive closure) and political ideology, provided
foundational insights. Subsequent supplementary studies
in 2017 bolstered these findings (Jost, 2017), consistently
revealing positive associations between uncertainty-related
traits and right-wing beliefs, juxtaposed with negative
correlations  with left-wing perspectives. Going beyond
purely correlational evidence, which does not allow for the
delineation of causal relationships, Nail and McGregor (2009)
demonstrated an upsurge in support for conservative ideologies
post the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks in the USA—
an event emblematic of heightened threat and uncertainty
(Czernatowicz-Kukuczka et al., 2019; Merolla et al., 2011).
Similar associations were found in laboratory settings deploying
uncertainty manipulations, whether through mortality salience
manipulation or system injustice manipulation (Nail et al.,
2009). As a result, individuals holding liberal views showed an
increase in preferences for conservative behaviors or attitudes,
such as favoring their in-group, or showing aversion toward
same-sex relationships. Remarkably, in situations fraught with
uncertainty, participants universally demonstrated a tendency
to gravitate towards a conservative or right-wing perspective,
irrespective of their initial beliefs.

In a parallel with the investigations into the association
between religious views and atheism, historically, there has
been a prevailing unidimensional perspective positing a simple
correlative link between the motivation to reduce uncertainty
and conservative ideology. However, more contemporary
studies indicate a more nuanced pattern of relationships. A
pivotal study by Roets et al. (2014), based on an analysis of
data from the European Social Survey, demonstrated that a
positive relationship between openness (a proxy for tolerance
for uncertainty) and self-identification on the left-right
political spectrum was evident, but only in Western European
countries, whereas for Eastern European countries the results
were considerably weaker, and often reversed. Subsequent
analyses revealed that disparities in the relationship between
tolerance for uncertainty and political beliefs across Eastern and
Western Europe pertained to the economic sphere. Specifically,
the link between openness and (right-wing) economic beliefs?
was strongly positive for Eastern European countries but much
weaker for Western European countries. Conversely, right-
wing cultural beliefs turned out to be consistently correlated
with greater closed-mindedness, regardless of the region under
analysis (Czarnek & Kossowska, 2018). Even more nuance was
conveyed by Proulx and Major’s study (2013) demonstrating
that the manipulation of perceptual uncertainty (via changing
card colors) engendered a reinforcement of liberal viewpoints
among individuals with pre-existing leanings towards
liberalism. However, this conflicts somewhat earlier studies
by Nail et al. (2009), suggesting a universal tendency for
uncertainty to induce conservative attitudes, irrespective of
the foundational ideology. Unfortunately, the extant body
of research examining the associations between uncertainty
and liberal perspectives is relatively sparse. Nevertheless, the
available evidence tentatively posits that both conservative and
liberal ideologies may be underpinned by a shared impetus to
alleviate uncertainty.

(Un)scientific Worldviews

In addition to religious or political ideologies, alternative
mechanisms for navigating and coping with involve subscribing
to various belief systems, spanning from unsubstantiated
conspiracy theories to more substantial scientific paradigms.
While these systems diverge in their empirical verifiability—
conspiracy theories, in contrast to scientific paradigms, being
virtually unfalsifiable—both categories ostensibly possess
the capacity to impose order upon any perceived prevailing
chaos, rendering belief in them efficacious for dealing with
uncertainty (Rutjens et al., 2010).

Evidence supporting the connections between the
experience of uncertainty and a reliance on scientific theories
can be found in the research of Farias et al. (2013): employing
a laboratory setting, the researchers invited two groups
of rowers - one anticipating an imminent competition (a
condition of heightened uncertainty), while the other faced
no upcoming contests. It turned out that rowers in the high
uncertainty condition were more convinced that science is
the only effective way to understand the surrounding world,
thereby displaying a dogmatic attachment to scientific theories.
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Analogously, Tracy et al. (2011), utilizing mortality salience
manipulation (an uncertainty condition) found that natural
science students, in such a state of mind, exhibited increased
faith in the theory of evolution. Interestingly, a different set
of students in these circumstances exhibited intensified belief
in creationism. Additionally, Rutjens and colleagues (2010)
demonstrated that evoking existential fear leads to stronger
belief in human species progress, a belief that assuages fear
by strengthening a sense of control (cf. Rutjens et al., 2013).
These findings suggest that faith in science can serve as a viable
means of coping with uncertainty.

As mentioned before, unlike scientific theories, baseless
conspiracy theories are characterized by their unfalsifiability,
often founded on the fundamental assumption of the existence
of hidden agents whose actions explain seemingly inexplicable
phenomena (Kofta & Sedek, 2005). Indeed, research
underscores a positive correlation between belief in these
supposedly explanatory constructs and the need for cognitive
closure (Kossowska & Bukowski, 2015; Marchlewska et
al., 2018). Furthermore, under experimentally induced
uncertainty (e.g., by recalling emotions associated with
uncertainty or describing one’s feelings while experiencing
uncertainty), people evince a stronger belief in unfounded
conspiracy theories (Van Prooijen & Jostmann, 2013; Whitson
etal.,, 2015). It is reasonably plausible that, given the prevailing
global uncertainty (see Kossowska, Szumowska, Dragon, et al.,
2018), a climate is being created where successive speculative,
implausible and unverified conspiracy theories garner escalating
societal support and adherence.

Conclusion

In conclusion, our comprehensive analysis, supported by a
diverse array of research studies, underscores the considerable
impact of the imperative to reduce uncertainty (and achieve
closure) on cognitive functioning, various social perspectives,
and diverse ideologies. Our insights on uncertainty reduction
align with the scholarship of Lucia Mannetti, whose
investigations (Brizi et al., 2016) emphasize the importance
of considering both individual traits and situational factors
in understanding how uncertainty influences responses at
the intergroup level. From a practical standpoint, her results
shed light on the notion that uncertainty poses a challenge
to the typical manifestations and expressions of societal
tolerance. Additionally, Mannetti has demonstrated the
complex connections between the need for cognitive closure
and key aspects of group behavior (Kruglanski et al., 2006),
positing that a heightened need for closure, whether rooted
in individual dispositions or situational factors, contributes
to a behavioral syndrome described as ‘group-centrism’. This
syndrome encompasses pressures for opinion uniformity,
advocacy of autocratic leadership, in-group favoritism,
rejection of ‘deviants’, resistance to change, conservatism, and
the perpetuation of group norms. In our view, Mannetti’s work
has significantly enriched the ongoing dialogue, delving into
the complex interplay between human psychology and socio-
cultural dynamics.

Footnotes

" In this paper, the terms ‘conservative/right-wing” and ‘liberal/
left-wing’ are utilized interchangeably, reflecting nuanced political
distinctions inherent in these dimensions. While recognizing
the prevalent use of the conservatism-liberalism dimension by
researchers in the United States, our contextual specificity—
particularly within the European, and specifically Polish,
milieu—Dbenefits from a more precise reference to ‘right-wing’
and ‘left-wing beliefs’. It is worth noting that, throughout the
text, these dimensions are employed in a psychological context,
directing attention to the psychological attributes characterizing
individuals aligned with these political orientations.

? Right-wing economic beliefs include the endorsement of a
free-market economy, the elimination of price controls, and
opposition to extensive social protection policies. In contrast,
left-wing economic principles are centered on a commitment
to egalitarianism and the advocacy for a robust welfare state.
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