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Abstract
There is growing concern about the impact of declining political trust on democracies. Psychological research
has introduced the concept of epistemic (mis)trust as a stable disposition acquired through development,
which may influence our sociopolitical engagement. Given trust’s prominence in current politics, we
examined the relationship between epistemic trust and people’s choices of (un)trustworthy political leaders.
In two representative samples in the UK and US (N = 1096), we tested whether epistemic trust predicts
political leader choices through three political dimensions: dogmatism, political trust, and ideology. Although
epistemic trust did not directly predict choices of political leaders, it predicted dogmatism and political
ideology, which in turn predicted choices of political leaders. A network analysis revealed that epistemic trust
and political dimensions only interact through their common connection with dogmatism. These findings
suggest that cognitive and affective development may underlie an individual’s political ideology and
associated beliefs.
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Introduction

There is growing concern about a breakdown in societal and communicated trust (Sperber et al., 2010).
Elites, politicians, and traditional and socialmedia aremistrusted (Citrin& Stoker, 2018), oftenwith grave
consequences, as seen during the COVID-19 pandemic, with for example, conservatives expressing less
compliance with science-based recommendations and policies (Hamilton & Safford, 2021; see also Latkin
et al., 2020). Critically, the politicians we choose to elect play an important role in shaping a society’s
capital of trust and vice versa. For instance, the Pew Research Center concluded that in the US, trust in
government reached a “historical low” right after Trump’s election inauguration (van der Bles et al., 2020).
Given the prominence of trust in current debates about political behavior, we here set out to investigate
how mistrust may be linked to our choices of political leaders and to explore potential intermediary
mechanisms to explain such links.

In parallel with the rise of societal mistrust (Citrin & Stoker, 2018), high levels of affective polarization
between partisans, the rise of authoritarianism and populism across different countries, and the preva-
lence of dogmatic worldviews (Algan et al., 2017; Berberoglu, 2020; Bieber, 2020; Inglehart & Norris,
2016) pose challenges to liberal democracies. Responding to such societal challenges, scientists and
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scholars frompolitical science, psychology, social-affective neuroscience, and the humanities have crossed
disciplinary boundaries and accelerated the search for key antecedents of people’s political ideologies such
as dogmatism and authoritarianism. For example, computational and neurocognitive approaches to the
political brain have looked at data-driven ontologies of cognition and personality traits that may underpin
political, nationalistic, religious, and dogmatic beliefs (Zmigrod et al., 2021). If cognitive and personality
ontologies do shape our ideology, as recent research suggests (Zmigrod, 2022; Zmigrod et al., 2021), then
the search for these building blocks should be also extended to related aspects of the cognitive and affective
development of individuals. In an attempt to provide a developmentally informed perspective to the study
of sociopolitical trust and political ideology and in line with such attempts in political psychology and
neuroscience, we focus here on the key sociological, psychological, and philosophical construct (Faulkner,
2011; McLeod, 2018; Zagzebski, 2013) of epistemic trust.

Epistemic trust refers to trust in communication or communicated knowledge (Sperber et al., 2010). In
particular, the concept reflects our capacity to consider the knowledge that is conveyed by others as salient,
relevant to the self, and generalizable to other contexts. While initially discussed in sociological and
philosophical literature, the concept of epistemic trust has recently become central in explorations of the
development of social-cognitive processes in infancy and childhood, especially in relation to efficient
learning of culturally shared knowledge (Csibra & Gergely, 2009; Király et al., 2013). Fonagy and
colleagues went beyond the infant’s cognitive and social learning processes to suggest that a position of
epistemic trust underpins resilient social functioning in adulthood (Fonagy et al., 2015, 2017a,b).
Epistemic trust does not just concern an open stance to trust any given information or to a general sense
of trust (Luyten et al., 2020), but rather concerns the individual’s ability to take into account the reliability
of the source, the information’s relevance and its quality (Fonagy et al., 2015). Critically, our tendency to
(mis)trust socially transmittable information is shaped by early developmental experiences, including
attachment styles, childhood adversity, and the capacity to reflect on mental states (Fonagy et al., 2015;
Fonagy et al., 2017; Fonagy & Allison, 2014; Hildyard & Wolfe, 2002). Indeed, growing literature on the
development of epistemic and social trust in infancy suggests that rather than being innocently indis-
criminate in relation to trust, young children use judgments of accuracy and reliability when making
epistemic trust judgments (Markson & Luo, 2020) and that the quality of the relationship of a child to a
communicator determines in large measure the extent to which the child will acquire information from
that communicator and generalize this trusting behavior (Corriveau et al., 2009; Eaves & Shafto, 2017;
Tong et al., 2020). This work is further supported by experimental data from developmental psychology
which suggests that interpersonal signals impact heavily on infants’ responses to the communication of
cultural knowledge: infants appear sensitive to “ostensive cues” from the communicator that signal the
intention to transmit new and relevant information to them (Csibra &Gergely, 2007, 2009, 2011; Gergely
& Csibra, 2005).

Following on from this developmental perspective and extending this research in adulthood, there are
three dimensions of epistemic trust an individual may adopt in relation to social communication
(Campbell et al., 2021). The first is epistemic trust, which reflects an adaptive stance in relatively benign
circumstances inwhich the individual is selectively open to opportunities for social learning in the context
of relationships. The second is epistemic mistrust, which reflects a tendency to treat information as
unreliable or ill-intentioned and a lower propensity to be influenced by others. Finally, the third is
epistemic credulity, reflecting a pronounced lack of vigilance and discrimination, therefore signaling a
general lack of clarity about one’s own position and potential risk of exploitation by others.
The relationship between epistemic stance (i.e., disposition toward trust, mistrust, and credulity) has
already been associated with certain wider social–political phenomena: for example, mistrust and
credulity have been associated with conspiratorial thinking and vaccine hesitancy, and credulity has been
associated with difficulty discriminating between real and fake news. In addition, both mistrust and
credulitymediated the relationship between exposure to childhood adversity and difficulty in distinguish-
ing between fake/real news (Tanzer et al., 2021). More generally, our capacity for epistemic (mis)trust,
understood as a stable disposition acquired through development, may play an important role in our
social andpolitical engagement, shaping, at least to some extent, our levels of political trust, our ideological
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tendencies, and political preferences. Here, we set out to investigate if and how epistemic trust, as an
individual trait (i.e., trust, mistrust, and credulity), relates to four political dimensions: political trust,
political ideology, dogmatism, and political leader choice. Given that choosing a political leader typically
involves amanifested behavior, such as the act of voting, it is likely that the relationship between epistemic
trust and political leader choice is mediated by certain political attitudes and beliefs. Thus, in our
theoretical framework, we posit that epistemic trust predicts political trust, political ideology, and
dogmatism, which go on to predict leader choice. Below, we discuss these political dimensions and
motivate our hypotheses.

First, closely linked to the concept of epistemic trust and political leader choices is that of political trust.
At the heart of the social contract that governs liberal democracies lies the capital of political trust that
citizens have, that is, the basic evaluative orientation toward the government (Boggild et al., 2021; Citrin&
Stoker, 2018; Locke, 1689). Across many western countries, even where government performance is high,
it seems that trust in politicians is low (Bøggild, 2020; Hibbing&Theiss-Morse, 2001). Americans’ trust in
their national government has declined over the past 50 years (Citrin & Stoker, 2018). While political
scientists have examined a range of different explanations (for a review, see Citrin & Stoker, 2018) for this
decline in trust, none of these alone are capable of fully accounting for the observed pattern. There are
important factors such as government performance, polarization, policy dissatisfaction, and economic
growth that shape political trust in a context-specific manner. But as political trust is relational and
context specific (Newton et al., 2018), the aforementioned factors reflect the context-specific aspect and
one part of the relational dimension, that is, the side of the politicians. To understand the other part of this
relational dimension, one could look at the citizen’s disposition to trust, a facet that can be captured by the
concept of epistemic trust. In theUS andUKcontext, when this studywas conducted, we could expect that
more socially conservative andmore socially liberal individuals would report lower levels of political trust
in the US and UK, respectively, given their respective governments. But at the same time, our focus here
was on the relationship between a more stable disposition such as epistemic trust and the more context-
specific political trust, and we hypothesized that epistemic trust and epistemic mistrust would be
positively and negatively linked to political trust, respectively, independently of partisanship.

The second political dimension we focus on is political ideology. Trust seems to vary across political
ideologies, with conservatives expressing consistently lower faith in mainstream news, science, and their
elected leaders. In the US, for example, the Pew Research Center (2021) concluded that Republicans are
less likely than Democrats to trust the media outlet they turn to most frequently for political news. This
phenomenon has been attributed, at least in part, to the political context in the US, which has been
shaped by the narrative of “fake media” propagated by former President Trump and his supporters
(Baptista & Gradim, 2020). However, mistrust among conservatives has been observed for some time. In
the early 2000s, Lee (2005) reported that levels of conservatism and republican partisanship were
significant predictors of mistrust in the media, suggesting a general breakdown of trust in media that
is not context specific but insteadmay depend on people’s tendency to trust. In line with this evidence, we
expected lower epistemic trust and higher epistemic mistrust to correlate with more conservative
political ideology. Moreover, growing evidence suggests that more conservative participants tend to
show a preference for more authoritarian-looking political leaders (Ambroziak et al., 2022; Azevedo
et al., 2021; Olivola et al., 2012; Sussman et al., 2013; Todorov et al., 2005), highlighting this political
dimension as a potentially important connecting hub between epistemic trust and political leader
choices.

Lastly, the third political dimension we examine is dogmatism, that is, the tendency to lay down
principles as undeniably true, without consideration of evidence or the opinions of others. Conservative
ideology has been associated with caution in perceptual decision-making tasks and a reduced strategic
information processing ability (Zmigrod et al., 2021), implying that there may be underlying cognitive
correlates of ideological thinking that influence the ways in which liberals and conservatives react to and
process new information. In a separate study, Zmigrod (2022) used theory and data-driven cognitive
personality predictors and found that the cognitive signature of dogmatism involves a slow speed of
evidence accumulation, similar to conservatism. Moreover, the psychological signature of dogmatism
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overlaps to some degree with that of political conservatism. As such, these insights fit with the hypothesis
that conservatives may be more dogmatic and as such beg the question of whether epistemic trust
contributes to their dogmatic predispositions, mediating the relationship between epistemic trust and
leader choice. Indeed, dogmatism has been understood as an ideological defense against threat, and at the
same time, a cognitive framework for satisfying one’s need to know and comprehend theworld one lives in
(Rokeach, 1956). Interestingly, a recent study found that epistemic mistrust and credulity are associated
with difficulty in discriminating between real and fake news and conspiracy thinking (Tanzer et al., 2021),
with the latter linked to dogmatic thinking (Enders et al., 2022). With this in mind, we expected lower
epistemic trust, higher epistemic mistrust, and epistemic credulity to correlate with dogmatism.

In brief, this study aimed to examine if and how epistemic trust (i.e., epistemic trust, mistrust, and
credulity), as an individual trait, can explain political dimensions (i.e., political trust, ideology, and
dogmatism) and whether these political dimensions in turn explain leader choice. We measured
participants’ choices of political leaders based on their facial features (Laustsen & Petersen, 2015; Little
et al., 2007), in the context of a hypothetical national election. Facial cues inform social judgments, are
sensitive to environmental factors and reflect actual political preferences (Little et al., 2007; Olivola et al.,
2012; Todorov et al., 2005). To do so, we asked participants to select whom they would vote for in a
hypothetical upcoming election by choosing among pairs of faces. In each trial, participants saw two
avatar faces, generated by Facegen (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008; Todorov et al., 2013) and controlled for
their level of perceived dominance and trustworthiness (Safra, 2017). These two dimensions are crucial
for social cognition as they can rapidly, but not necessarily veridically, indicate who could potentially be a
foe or a friend, and encompass how leaders are viewed. In fact, their combination is thought to give rise to
perceptions of authoritarian leaders. For example, an authoritarian leader might not only be dominant
but also perceived in a certain way on the trustworthiness spectrum to maintain control and legitimacy.
A leader perceived as both dominant and trustworthy might be seen as a strong but fair authority figure
and is less likely to be perceived as authoritarian. Conversely, a leader who is dominant but untrust-
worthy is more likely to be viewed as oppressive. Indeed, people who prefer leaders with facial
characteristics higher in dominance and lower in trustworthiness also report explicit authoritarian
preferences (Safra et al., 2017). As an experimental measure of political preferences, performance in this
task has been shown to vary with participants’ political orientation (Ambroziak et al., 2022; Azevedo
et al., 2021; Laustsen & Petersen, 2016, 2017) and people’s individual predispositions to respond to social
and economic conflict (Laustsen & Petersen, 2017; Petersen & Laustsen, 2020).

To investigate the proposed relationship between these variables, we used both a structural equation
model (SEM) and a network analysis. While in SEMs, path-tracing rules on network representations are
used to determine the value of empirical correlations implied within a given model (Wright, 1921), in
network analyses, unconnected variables (also called nodes) are conditionally independent given all—or
a subset—of other nodes in the network (Murphy et al., 1998). Given that people’s capacity for epistemic
trust and epistemic disruption affects several social-cognitive processes, we speculated that epistemic
trust dimensions would shape political dimensions and not the other way around. Thus, we entered
epistemic trust dimensions as the lowest level in the SEM, with the hypothesis that they may explain
political dimensions (higher level) which in turn may explain the preference for a more or less
authoritarian leader. By contrast, no predetermined structure was set for how these variables are related
in the network analysis. The combination of these analyses allowed us to analyze and interpret patterns in
terms of existing theory as well as not miss opportunities about how these variables are related beyond
our knowledge thus far.

Methods

Participants

We recruited 1,096 participants (547 from the UK and 549 participants from the US) using the online
survey platform Prolific (https://www.prolific.co). Prolific was used to recruit two different
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representative samples that approximately match the UK and US population distributions in terms of
age (five brackets 18–27, 28–37, 38–47, 48–57, and 58+), sex (male and female), and ethnicity (five
groups). Participants were all aged 18 or older, currently living in the US or UK, and proficient in written
and spoken English. In the UK sample, the mean participant age was 45.2 with a standard deviation of
15.8; participants were 83% white. In the US sample, the mean participant age was 44.7 with a standard
deviation of 16.1; participants were 68% white. See Table 1 for details. Participants were paid £7.50 per
hour for their participation. This studywas approved by the RoyalHolloway Research Ethics Committee.

Procedure

Questionnaires were administered online using Gorilla Experiment Builder (https://gorilla.sc). Partic-
ipants were asked to first complete a leader choice task (see below) before completing a battery of
questionnaires and providing demographic information. The questionnaires included the Epistemic
Trust, Mistrust, and Credulity Questionnaire (ETMCQ; Campbell et al., 2021), the Dogmatism Ques-
tionnaire (Shearman & Levine, 2006), and questions about their political ideology and trust (see below
for details). Questionnaires were presented in a randomized order to each participant. Attention checks
were placed in the leader choice task and the battery of questionnaires; participants were excluded if they
failed an attention check during the leader choice task or if they failed at least half of all checks. As a result
of these criteria, 17 participants (3%) were excluded from the UK sample, and 22 participants (4%) were
excluded from the US sample, creating a final sample size of 1,057 (UK N = 530, US N = 527).

Materials

Leader choice task
Participants were first presented with the leader choice task (Ambroziak et al., 2022; Azevedo et al.,
2021), in which participants were shown pairs of non-gendered faces and instructed to click on the one
they would vote for in a hypothetical upcoming national election. In each trial, participants were
given 3 seconds to view the faces and provide an answer by clicking on the face they chose. The pairs
of faces were created offline using nine faces selected from a freely available database (https://tlab.
uchicago.edu/databases/) that varied along the two main dimensions of interest: trustworthiness and
dominance (Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008). These faces have already been successfully demonstrated to
elicit dominance and trustworthiness judgments both at the explicit and implicit level (Stewart et al.,
2012). Each face was characterized by two dimensions: dominance and trustworthiness in a range of� 2

Table 1. Demographic information of the representative samples that approximately match the UK and US population
distributions

UK population US population

Age range 18–27 28–37 38–47 48–57 58+ 18–27 28–37 38–47 48–57 58+

Ethnicity

Asian 13.04% 12.50% 6.93% 5.88% 9.90% 7.07% 10.20% 7.87% 7.95% 7.93%

Black 7.61% 6.82% 5.94% 3.53% 5.73% 17.17% 17.35% 13.48% 13.64% 15.60%

Latino 0% 1.14% 0.99% 1.18% 0.78% 11.11% 8.16% 3.37% 2.27% 6.14%

White 73.91% 75% 83.17% 88.24% 80.21% 60.61% 62.24% 74.16% 73.86% 68.03%

Mixed 5.43% 4.55% 2.97% 1.18% 3.39% 4.04% 2.04% 1.12% 2.27% 2.30%

Gender

Female 48.31% 51.11% 48.04% 51.16% 50.39% 46.88% 46.94% 48.31% 53.41% 49.23%

Male 51.69% 48.89% 51.96% 48.84% 49.61% 53.12% 53.06% 51.69% 46.59% 50.77%

Age 17.39% 17.20% 19.28% 16.26% 29.87% 18.98% 18.98% 17.27% 16.70% 28.08%
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to +2 points with an increment of two points. The stimuli included every combination of dominance and
trustworthiness in this range resulting in nine faces (see Figure 1). Stimuli were always presented in pairs
in which the faces were 2 to 4 points different from each other on at least one dimension (dominance or
trustworthiness). This resulted in 36 pairs of faces/trials.

We calculated the political authoritarian leader choice index as in previous work (Ambroziak et al.,
2022; Azevedo et al., 2021; Laustsen & Petersen, 2017; Safra et al., 2017). As recommended byMcFadden
in his seminal paper on choice experiments (McFadden, 1980), choices were analyzed using mixed
logistic regression for each subject, taking the trial number and face position as random factors and faces’
levels of trustworthiness and dominance as regressors. The coefficients from these regressions were then
used to compute the probability of choosing a strong leader. Specifically, for each participant, the two
estimated parameters were then combined into a unique value, using the following formula:

Authoritarian leader choice=
eβ0 + βDominance�βTrustworthiness

1 + eβ0 + βDominance�βTrustworthiness
:

In the formula, e is Euler’s number, approximately equal to 2.71828, which is the base of the natural
logarithm. β_0, β_Dominance, β_Trustworthiness reflect the coefficients associated with the intercept term
(β_0) and the predictor variables Dominance (β_Dominance) and Trustworthiness (β_Trustworthiness).
These coefficients represent the change in the log odds of the outcome for a one-unit change in the
predictor variable, holding other variables constant. e^(β_0 + β_Dominance-β_Trustworthiness) is the
exponentiation of the linear combination of the coefficients and predictor variables. It represents the odds
ratio of the outcome variable (in this case, the choice of an authoritarian leader) given the values of the
predictor variables. 1 + e^(β_0 + β_Dominance-β_Trustworthiness) is the denominator of the formula,
which ensures that the outcome of the formula is bounded in a continuous between 0 and 1. It’s used to
transform the odds ratio into a probability. As such, the index indicates the probability of choosing a leader
with authoritarian traits for each participant (i.e., a one-point more dominant and one-point less
trustworthy leader).

Therefore, the authoritarian leader choice index would increase for each unit increase in dominance
and unit decrease in trustworthiness. In other words, the index indicates the probability of choosing a
leader with authoritarian-looking traits for each participant. This approach was preferred to a simpler
one (e.g., treating each trial as the unit of analysis, coding which face wasmore dominant or trustworthy,
and running a logistic regression for trustworthiness and dominance separately) given that analyzing
dominance and trustworthiness separatelymisses the interaction between these factors, which have been
found to contribute to explicit authoritarian preferences (Safra et al., 2017). Indeed, the current approach
simultaneously considers the impact of both dominance and trustworthiness on the choice. In addition,
it adjusts for trial and face position, and provides personalized probability estimates, making it a better
choice for understanding complex decision-making processes.

Wewere interested in understanding what factors could predict the variability observed for the leader
preference task. On average, the probability of choosing an authoritarian leader score in our sample was
0.40 (SD = 0.12). Higher scores indicate a preference for a more authoritarian-looking leader (Figure 1).
On average, the probability of choosing an authoritarian-looking leader score was 0.40 (SD = 0.12).

Epistemic Trust, Mistrust, and Credulity Questionnaire (ETMCQ)
We used a 15-item self-report questionnaire designed to measure trust in communicated knowledge
(Campbell et al., 2021), see items in SupplementaryMaterial. The questionnaire contains three subscales:
Epistemic Trust, Epistemic Mistrust, and Epistemic Credulity, all of which have shown high internal
reliability and construct validity (Campbell et al., 2021) with the epistemic trust, mistrust, and credulity
subscales in our sample demonstrating acceptable internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.78, 0.65, and
0.79, respectively. The minimum and maximum scores are 1 and 7, respectively, with higher values
indicating more trust, mistrust, or credulity (see Figure 2A–C for density plots). On average, the
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epistemic trust score was 4.71 (SD = 1.09), mistrust 4.10 (SD = 0.98), and credulity 2.82 (SD = 1.13). The
UK and US did not differ in terms of trust and credulity scores, p’s > 0.059, but they did in terms of
mistrust. Specifically, on average, the UK (M = 4.16, SD = 0.96) scored higher on mistrust than the US
(M = 4.03, SD = 0.99), t(1055) = 2.16, p = 0.031.

Dogmatism Questionnaire
We used a validated 11-item self-report questionnaire measuring the tendency toward dogmatic
thinking (Shearman & Levine, 2006), see items in Supplementary Material. The scale is an updated
version of Altemeyer’s (1981) dogmatism scale. Individuals were asked about the extent to which they
agreed with various statements (e.g., “I am a ‘myway or the highway’ type of person”) and responded on
a seven-point Likert scale. The Dogmatism scale is well validated (Shearman & Levine, 2006) and
demonstrates very good internal consistency, Cronbach’s α = 0.75. The minimum and maximum scores
is 1 and 7, respectively, with higher values indicating more dogmatism (see Figure 2D for density plot).
On average, the dogmatism score was 2.56 (SD = 0.83) across countries, and 2.58 (SD = 0.80) and 2.55
(SD = 0.85) for the UK and US, respectively. The UK and US did not differ in terms of dogmatism,
t(1055) = 0.67, p = 0.50.

Political trust
Participants were asked to report on a scale from 0 to 10 (where 0means no trust and 10means complete
trust) how much trust they generally have in elected politicians in their country, independently of the
party currently governing (see Figure 2E for density plot). On average, the political trust score was 3.08
(SD = 2.23) across countries, and the UK and US did not differ in terms of political trust, t(1055) = 1.27,
p = 0.203.

Political ideology
Participants were asked to report their political ideology on a seven-point scale from 1 “very
conservative” to 7 “very liberal/progressive” (see Figure 2F for density plot). On average, political
ideology score was 4.73 (SD = 1.59) across countries. Political ideology score did not differ between
the UK and US, t(1055) = 1.18, p = 0.236.

Figure 1. Stimuli used in the leader choice task and experimental design.
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Statistical analysis plan

All analyses were carried out in STATA 15 and R/R Studio.
First, to inspect the data and the relationship between our variables without controlling for the

influence of any other variables, we conducted a zero-order correlation (Figure 3).
Second, as we wanted to explore a specific theory of how participants might choose an authoritarian

leader, we ran a path analysis, which is a type of SEM analysis (i.e., they include the observed variables
only and no latent variables). We opted to present the model in a manifest way (i.e., without modeling
latent variables) given that our model is already computationally demanding given the number of
constructs we are investigating and modeling these variables as latent could be a gateway for multiple
computational problems. In addition, using sum scores instead of latent variables canmake results more
comparable across studies (Widaman & Revelle, 2023). Nevertheless, our results are comparable when
modeling theoretically latent constructs (see Supplementary Material for model results). For this model,
we hypothesized that political leader choices are partly influenced by people’s epistemic trust and their
political attitudes and thinking. In addition, as people’s epistemic trust may partly explain their political
attitudes and thinking, we adopted a two-layer model with epistemic trust at the lower level (level 1) and
political attitudes and thinking at the higher level (level 2). Variables within each level were allowed to

Figure 2. Density plots for the questionnaires. For each questionnaire, the left panel depicts the UK and the right panel depicts the
US. The blue cyan line depicts the density normal curve. (A) Epistemic trust; (B) Epistemic mistrust; (C) Epistemic credulity; (D)
Dogmatism; (E) Political trust; (F) Political ideology.
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correlate with each other. In terms of demographic variables, we only included age in this SEM (andwere
allowed to covariate with epistemic trust), whereas other variables such as gender, income, and education
are included in a generalized SEM (GSEM) presented in the Supplementary Material. These variables
were not included here as Stata SEMs do not allow factor variables (and GSEM does not show the model
fit statistics). Nevertheless, we get the exact same pattern of results in the SEM presented here and the
GSEM in Supplementary Material (with the exception of the relationship between dogmatism and
probability of choosing an authoritarian leader, which is discussed in the “Discussion” section). We
opted to present the SEM in the “Results” section, instead of theGSEM, given the importance ofmodel fit
statistics when assessing a model (Hooper et al., 2008; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). In terms of
multicollinearity, exploration of the data revealed that all VIF scores were below 1.32 and all tolerance
scores above 0.76, thus indicating that there is not a problematic amount of collinearity (Hastie et al.,
2006). As multivariate normality of the measured variables did not hold (Doornik–Hansen, p = 0.001),
we used Satorra–Bentler adjustments (Nevitt &Hancock, 2000; Satorra & Bentler, 1994).Model fits were
evaluated using the χ2 test, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index
(CFI), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Cutoffs for good fit were taken from
Schermelleh-Engel et al. (2003). We called this model semA and it is depicted in Figure 4. In the model
above, we imposed the stringent theoretical assumption that epistemic trust would explain leader choice
by influencing political attitudes and thinking. However, it is likely that direct effects between epistemic
trust and the leader choice were also present. Therefore, we defined a new model (Model semB) that
included direct paths between epistemic trust and leader choice to test: 1) whether this model would
explain the data better than the model above (Model semA); and 2) whether a direct versus indirect
(mediated) effect existed between epistemic trust and leader choice.

Third, we also conducted a network analysis, using the Bootnet R package (Epskamp et al., 2018) to
test the same hypothesis as described above.We present a graphical Gaussianmodel that was regularized
via the graphical last absolute shrinkage and selector operator (LASSO), in combination with the
Extended Bayesian Information Criterion (i.e., the default “EBICglasso”), which has two main goals.
First, it estimates regularized partial correlations between pairs of nodes, thereby excluding spurious
correlations (or edges) occurring from the influence of other nodes in the network. Second, it shrinks
trivially small associations to zero, thereby removing possible “false-positive” edges from the model
(Epskamp et al., 2018). In terms of interpretation, the network analysis allows us to estimate the data
structure and assess the relationship between two variables, called nodes, by indicating their type of
interaction (positive or negative) and their strength (edge weight). Moreover, we can assess in the
network the importance of individual nodes in the model and compute centrality indices: strength
(i.e., how strongly a node is directly connected to other nodes in the network) closeness (i.e., how strongly
a node is indirectly connected to other nodes in the network), and betweenness (i.e., how many of the
shortest paths between two nodes go through the node in question). We follow the recommendations
from Epskamp et al. (2018) tomake sure our network inferences about edge strength and node centrality
are accurate.

In all our analyses outlined above, we focus on the whole sample (data from the UK andUS together).
Nevertheless, to examine whether there are any differences specific to each country and its political
climate, we repeated the analyses above but this time separately on the UK and US subsamples.
Differences observed between these countries are described in the main text; details about analyses
can be found in Supplementary Material.

Results

Zero-order correlation matrix

We present in Figure 3 the zero-order correlation matrix. Epistemic trust subscales correlated with each
other (p’s < 0.001): epistemic trust positively correlated with epistemic credulity, but negatively with
epistemic mistrust, and epistemic mistrust correlated positively with epistemic credulity. Epistemic trust
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correlated positively with political ideology (r = 0.11, p = 0.001; i.e., participants with higher epistemic
trust were more liberal), and political trust (r = 0.12, p < 0.001), and negatively with preference for an
authoritarian leader (r = �0.08, p = 0.01). Epistemic mistrust correlated positively with dogmatism
(r = 0.26, p < 0.001) and preference for an authoritarian leader (r = 0.07, p < 0.001), and negatively with
political trust (r =�0.10, p < 0.001). Epistemic credulity correlated positively with dogmatism (r = 0.15,
p < 0.001) and political trust (r = 0.09, p = 0.002). Political ideology correlated negatively with dogmatism
(r = �0.31, p < 0.001), that is ADD. Choosing an authoritarian leader correlated positively with
dogmatism (r = 0.12, p < 0.001) and negatively with political ideology (r = �0.17, p < 0.001). All other
correlations were nonsignificant. See Figure S1 in the Supplementary Material for the correlation matrix
conducted separately on the UK and US subsamples.

Path analysis

We ran a path analysis to fit the observed data using the model depicted in Figure 4. The fit of model
(Model semA) was at the limit to be considered acceptable (χ2 = 72.06, df = 7, P < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.095,
CFI = 0.841, SRMR = 0.042, sb corrected).

The negative significant predictors for choosing an authoritarian leader were political ideology
(b = �0.01, SE = 0.00, P < 0.001) and age (b = �0.01, SE = 0.00, P = 0.013), indicating that the more
liberal, or the older participants were, they were less likely to vote for an authoritarian-looking leader.
The positive significant predictor was dogmatism (b = 0.01, SE = 0.01, P = 0.047), indicating that
individuals with a greater tendency toward dogmatic thinking also have a greater tendency toward
authoritarian-looking leaders. Stronger conservatism was also correlated with more dogmatism
(b = �0.36, SE = 0.04, P < 0.001). With regards to epistemic trust, higher epistemic trust predicted

Figure 3. Zero-order correlation matrix between all our variables across UK and US samples. Blank squares depict nonsignificant
coefficients. Significant correlations are depicted with colored squares. Red hues indicate a more positive correlation coefficient;
purple hues indicate amore negative correlation coefficient. The numbers inside the squares indicate the correlation coefficients. See
Figure S1 in the Supplementary Material for UK and US correlation matrix separately.
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higher political trust (b = 0.14, SE= 0.07, P < 0.001), more liberal political orientation (b = 0.19, SE = 0.05,
P < 0.001) and less dogmatic thinking (b=�0.25, SE= 0.03, P < 0.001). Second, higher epistemicmistrust
predicted lower political trust (b =�0.26, SE = 0.08, P = 0.001) andmore dogmatism (b = 0.11, SE = 0.03,
P < 0.001). Third, higher epistemic credulity predicted more dogmatic thinking (b = 0.12, SE = 0.02,
P < 0.001). Note that we get the exact same pattern of results when controlling for country in the semA
model, yet country predicts the probability of choosing an authoritarian-looking leader: US participants
weremore likely to choose amore authoritarian-looking leader thanUK participants, b = 0.02, SE = 0.01,
P = 0.012.

Moreover, Model semB (i.e., mediation analysis, see above for details) did not explain the data better
than model semA (LR Δχ2 = 4.76, Δdf = 3, p = 0.190), suggesting that adding the direct paths from the
epistemic trust dimensions to authoritarian leader did not improve the fit of the data. Furthermore, there
was no significant effect between epistemic trust (b = �0.01, SE = 0.00, P = 0.107), mistrust, (b = 0.00,
SE = 0.00, P = 0.392), or credulity (b = 0.00, SE = 0.00, P = 0.465), and authoritarian leader choice. Thus,
there are no direct links between epistemic trust and leader choice, but epistemic trust explains the leader
choice indirectly by shaping political attitudes and dogmatic thinking.

Differences between UK and US subsamples
We ran two separate path analyses to fit the observed data in the UK and US (see Figure S2 in the
Supplementary Material). Full model results are presented in Tables S1 and S2 in the Supplementary
Material. The observed key differences between these two path analyses are that (1) epistemic mistrust
(negatively) and epistemic credulity (positively) predict political trust (b = �0.33, SE = 0.11, P = 0.002,
b = 0.32, SE = 0.10, P = 0.002, respectively) in the US, whereas these do not predict political trust in the
UK; and (2) there is a positive relationship between political trust and ideology in the US (b = 0.41,
SE = 0.16, P = 0.008), whereas a negative relationship between political trust and ideology in the UK
(b = �0.71, SE = 0.13, P < 0.001). For both countries, political liberalism is negatively predictive of
authoritarian leader choice (b =�0.01, SE = 0.00, P < 0.001, b =�0.01, SE = 0.00, P = 0.007, respectively).

Figure 4. Authoritarian leader choice model including the direct and indirect paths. semA path model (i.e., SEM without latent
variables) used to explain the authoritarian leader choice. The hypothesis was that epistemic trust (the lowest level) can explain
political attitudes and thinking (highest level) which in turn explains the authoritarian leader choice. Variables were allowed to covary
within each level. Straight red arrows indicate a negative significant relationship; blue arrows indicate a positive significant
relationship. Curve red arrows indicate that the variables negatively covary; blue curve arrows indicate that the variables positively
covary. Gray dotted lines depict the added direct paths between the three dimensions of epistemic trust and authoritarian leader
added for model semB.
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Network analysis

Next, we conducted a network analysis to (i) explore the structure of the data and test whether the pattern
of results resembles our SEM findings and to (ii) examine centrality estimates about the importance of
each node based on its strength, closeness, and betweenness (see statistical analysis plan for details).

As shown in Figure 5A, our network analysis suggests a direct strong negative connection between
epistemic trust and dogmatism, and dogmatism and political ideology. Authoritarian leader is medium-
to-weakly connected to political ideology (negatively) and dogmatism (positively), yet authoritarian
leaders andpolitical ideologies do not interactwith any dimension of epistemic trust in any otherway than
through their common connection with dogmatism. As expected, all three dimensions of epistemic trust
are medium-to-strongly connected. Even though weak, political trust is directly connected to all
dimensions of epistemic trust (negatively to epistemic mistrust and positively to epistemic trust and
credulity). Interestingly, political trust does not directly interact with dogmatism or political ideology
(which have a direct connection with political ideology and authoritarian leader choice), except through
its connection with the three epistemic trust dimensions (see also Figure 6D for edges-weight ordered
from the most positive to the most negative, and Figure 6C for difference tests between edge weights that
were nonzero in the estimated network). Overall, as shown in Figure 6A, the model had acceptable edge-
weight accuracy.

Using the CentralityPlot function, we also examined centrality indices in the network. The resulting
plot is shown in Figure 6B and shows the nodes that have the highest strength, closeness, and
betweenness. However, using the 0.5 cutoff required to consider a metric stable, the centrality index
of betweenness (CS(cor = 0.7) = 0.05) and closeness (CS(cor = 0.7) = 0.44) were not found stable enough,
only strength (CS(cor = 0.7) = 0.67). Thus, only the order of node strength is interpretable. Interestingly,
while looking at the strength centrality index (Figure 6B), we observe that even though it appears that
dogmatism has the highest strength, there is no statistical difference between dogmatism and epistemic

Figure 5. Network analyses. The nodes reflect our psychological variables. These nodes are connected by edges which indicate a
relationship between them. The edges differ in strength connection (i.e., edge weight) indicating if a relationship is strong (visualized
with thick edges) or weak (thin, less saturated edges), and positive (blue edges) or negative (red edges). The length of an edge is
defined as the inverse of the edge strength. (A) Network analysis conducted on both UK and US samples. (B) Network analysis
conducted on the UK subsample. (C) Network analysis conducted on the US subsample. All models showed acceptable edge-weight
accuracy.
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trust (lower �0.17, upper 0.19), or epistemic mistrust (lower �0.11, upper 0.26), or epistemic credulity
(lower�0.08, upper 0.29); see also Figure 6D for the value of node strength. Thus, in terms of centrality,
dogmatism and the three epistemic trust dimensions have the highest strength. In other words, these are
the ones most strongly directly connected to the other nodes in the network.

Differences between UK and US subsamples
As shown in Figure 5B,C, epistemic trust dimensions and political attitudes and choices nodes
(i.e., political trust, ideology, and authoritarian leader choice) do not directly interact with each other
in the UK sample (except for a small edge weight, i.e., a very weak relation between epistemic trust and
political ideology) in any other way than through their common connection with dogmatism. In

Figure 6. Model accuracy and centrality indices for the network analyses conducted on the whole sample (i.e., UK and
US subsamples). (A) Bootstrapped confidence intervals of estimated edge weights for the estimated network. The red line indicates
the sample values and the gray area the bootstrapped CIs. Each horizontal line represents one edge of the network, ordered from the
edgewith the highest edgeweight to the edgewith the lowest edgeweight. In the case of ties (for instance,multiple edgeweightswere
estimated to be exactly 0), themean of the bootstrap samples was used in ordering the edges. The y-axis labels have been removed to
avoid cluttering. (B) Corresponding centrality indices. Centrality indices are shown as standardized z-scores. (C) Bootstrapped
difference tests (α = 0.05) between edgeweights that were nonzero in the estimated network. Colored boxes correspond to the color of
the edge and edgeweight is ordered from themost positive to themost negative. Gray boxes indicate nodes or edges that do not differ
significantly from one another and black boxes represent nodes or edges that do differ significantly from one another. (D) Node
strength of the nodes in the network. Gray boxes indicate nodes or edges that do not differ significantly from one another and black
boxes represent nodes or edges that do differ significantly from one another. White boxes in the centrality plot show the value of node
strength.
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contrast, while we still observe a strong connection between epistemic trust dimensions and dogmatism,
as well as dogmatism and political ideology, we also observe that political attitudes, political choices, and
epistemic trust are all directly connected, albeit weakly, in the US sample. Moreover, when comparing
these two subsamples in terms of their centrality indices, the US sample has higher stability in terms of
strength, closeness, and betweenness (0.52, 0.36, 0.21, respectively) than the UK sample (0.44, 0.05, 0.20,
respectively), even though only strength in the US passed the 0.5 cutoff required to consider a metric
stable. Notably, dogmatism, epistemic trust, epistemic mistrust, and epistemic credulity showed the
highest strength in both the UK and US subsamples (as in the whole sample above).

In sum, the network analyses provided a similar pattern in terms of significant relationships and their
type of interaction (i.e., positive or negative) to the theory-driven SEM.However, in the network analysis,
we observed that with the exception of political trust, epistemic trust, and political dimensions do not
directly interact with each other in any other way than through their common connection with
dogmatism. Moreover, together with dogmatism, the epistemic trust dimensions are the nodes most
strongly directly connected to the other nodes in the network. Finally, we observe a slightly different
network structure, specifically in relation to political trust, between the UK and the US.

Discussion

In an attempt to bring a developmentally informed perspective to the study of sociopolitical trust and
political ideology, we focused here on the key sociological and philosophical construct (Faulkner, 2011;
McLeod, 2018; Zagzebski, 2013) of epistemic trust and how it relates to key political dimensions, which
could mediate the preference for political leaders. We used an SEM and a network analysis to investigate
such links. Broadly, our findings suggest that epistemic trust dimensions play an important role in our
social and political engagement, shaping, at least to some extent, our levels of political trust and
ideological tendencies. Specifically, we found that epistemic trust does not predict political leader choice,
but it predicts dogmatism and political ideology which in turn predict leader choice. Crucially,
dogmatism and political ideology were negatively related to each other in that the more conservative
a person is, the more dogmatic their thinking. We discuss these findings in detail below.

Our SEM indicated that the higher the epistemic trust, the higher the trust in politicians, the more
liberal and less dogmatic the thinking, whereas the reverse was found for higher levels of epistemic
mistrust. Thus, epistemic stance, as a stable disposition acquired through development, appears to shape
political trust, ideology, and dogmatic thinking. Such findings add to existing research examining
perceptual, cognitive, and personality signatures of political ideology and beliefs (Zmigrod, 2022;
Zmigrod et al., 2021) by suggesting that related aspects of the cognitive and affective development of
individuals underpin their political ideology and associated beliefs. Further, it may support emerging
thinking about the role of epistemic trust as one of the mechanisms by which individual developmental
trajectories are both influenced by and shape wider social phenomena and social change (Campbell &
Allison, 2022; Fonagy et al., 2021; Fonagy & Allison, 2023).

Our focus on epistemic trust also provided novel and significant findings consistent with our
hypotheses. As expected, dogmatism and political ideology, but not political trust, worked as pathways
through which epistemic trust shapes political leader choice. Indeed, the SEM analysis indicated that in
addition to the links described above between epistemic trust and the political dimensions, political
ideology and dogmatism predicted people’s preference for an authoritarian-looking leader: the less
liberal a person is, or the higher their dogmatism, the stronger their preference for an authoritarian-
looking (i.e., more dominant-looking and less trustworthy-looking) leader. These findings are in line
with past research showing that people’s preference for a leader based on the dominance of their facial
features varies with participants’ political orientation (Ambroziak et al., 2022; Azevedo et al., 2021;
Todorov et al., 2005), with conservatives showing a preference for more authoritarian-looking leaders.
Such political-driven preferences for particular bodily features also extend beyond facial cues. For
example, political candidates with lower-pitched voices are preferred more among conservative
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Republicans, who also display more dogmatic thinking (Crowson, 2009), than among liberal Democrats
(Laustsen et al., 2015). Moreover, dogmatism and conservative political attitudes correlated in line with
recent research suggesting that there are underlying cognitive correlates of ideological thinking which
influence the ways in which liberals and conservatives react to and process new information (Zmigrod
et al., 2021). More generally, our findings suggest that the way that epistemic trust may impact political
behavior, such as choosing a political leader, is through political attitudes and cognitive styles of thinking.
While it has long been thought that political attitudes and related beliefs shape political behavior, such as
voting for a political leader (Campbell, 1979), here, we show that a trait acquired early during cognitive
and social developmental shape political ideology and related beliefs and may have political conse-
quences. In other words, higher epistemic mistrust and lower epistemic trust may shape people’s
dogmatic way of thinking and their political ideology and in turn lead to a preference for more
authoritarian leaders. These findings are consistent with the idea that conservatives express lower trust
in mainstream news, science, and their elected leaders (Baptista & Gradim, 2020; Lee, 2005; Sussman
et al., 2013; Todorov et al., 2005).

It is possible that those who are high in epistemic mistrust, dogmatism, and conservatism do not
necessarily explicitly support less trustworthy leaders, but that they perceive faces’ trustworthiness
differently (or dominance for that matter). However, we think this is unlikely and we provide indirect
evidence using findings on political orientation to support this argument. First, the effect of political
orientation on the preference for a more authoritarian-looking individual (i.e., high on perceived
dominance and low on perceived trustworthiness) is specific to the political context. For example, when
participants are asked to choose the face of the political leader that they would like to vote for,
conservatives are more likely to choose an authoritarian-looking leader. However, when participants
are asked to indicate their preference for an individual in a nonpolitical context, there is no difference
between liberals and conservatives (Ambroziak et al., 2022). The fact that the distinct effects of political
attitudes depend on the context (i.e., political or nonpolitical) suggests that it is unlikely that liberals and
conservatives perceive the faces as inherently differently, because if that was the case one would expect
similar patterns across the different contexts. Second, we reanalyzed the data from a published study that
examined certain political factors that may shape the perceived “likeability” of faces (n = 150; Malloy
et al., 2023, https://osf.io/xdf6m/). Likeability is used here as a proxy for trustworthiness (which have
been shown to strongly correlate, r = 0.77, p < 0.001, Oosterhof &Todorov, 2011).We found no evidence
for an association between the perceived likeability of a face and political ideology (r = 0.07, p = 0.408).
This null finding points to no underlying differences between conservatives and liberals in the perception
of faces, at least in nonpolitical contexts. Thus, we propose that our findings on people high in epistemic
mistrust, dogmatism, and conservatism voting for a leader that looks more dominant and less trust-
worthy are not driven by an underlying inherent difference in the way people of different political
orientation actually “see” facial traits (e.g., attractiveness, trustworthiness, dominance, etc.), but instead
are driven by what kind of psychological dispositions they want their leaders to have (e.g., be more
dominant and less trustworthy).

We found no evidence to suggest a direct relationship between epistemic trust and a preference for a
political leader, or that political trust works as a pathway through which epistemic trust shapes political
leader choices. The latter was particularly surprising given evidence on the role of political (dis)trust and
voting behavior (Hetherington, 1999) and negative assessments of political leaders (Sigelman et al., 1992)
as well as the relationship between social trust and political trust (Levi & Stoker, 2000). As observed in
our data, one possibility is that political trust judgments are irrelevant to explaining citizen’s vote choices,
which is in line with recent proposals suggesting that political trust may be important for voting
participation but not alter voter’s relative evaluations of candidates, making trust irrelevant to voting
decisions (Levi & Stoker, 2000).

The network analysis provided a similar pattern in terms of significant relationships and their type of
interaction (i.e., positive or negative) to the SEM. However, in the network analysis, we observed that
epistemic trust dimensions and political ideology/choices are conditionally independent given dogma-
tism. In other words, with the exception of political trust, epistemic trust, and political dimensions,
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including ideology and leader choice, do not directly interact with each other in any other way than
through their common connection with dogmatism. Moreover, together with the three epistemic
dimensions, dogmatism showed the highest node strength, suggesting they are themost strongly directly
connected to the other nodes in the network. Thus, it seems that the influence of epistemic stance on
political ideology and choices works through the lens of engrained ways of thinking and approaching
new information, such as inflexibility in the case of dogmatism, as suggested by the correlation between
higher epistemic mistrust and dogmatism. Specifically, following a developmental approach, we propose
that it is through attachment figures in early life (e.g., caregiver) that we learn new and relevant cultural
information rapidly (Fonagy & Campbell, 2017), with differences in the responsiveness and availability
of the infant’s attachment needs leading to individual differences in attachment styles (Main et al., 1985),
mentalization (Luyten & Fonagy, 2015), and epistemic trust (Fonagy & Campbell, 2017). In turn,
epistemic trust marks the extent to which we trust socially transmittable information, which ends up
shaping mentalization abilities, cognitive strategies, and frameworks (Fonagy et al., 2017b) including
ways to approach new information based on beliefs. Dogmatism in turn influences various spheres
of human activity, including but not limited to politics (Altemeyer, 2002; Fast & Horvitz, 2016;
van Prooijen & Krouwel, 2017).

Notably, similar to the SEM, we observe that the dimensions of epistemic trust and political trust are
connected—although weakly—with each other, but political trust does not relate to political ideology or
leader choices. On the one hand, these findings suggest that the trust people place in their politicians
depends, at least partly, on their tendency to trust socially transmittable information, above and beyond
the political context. On the other hand, however, we observe a different network structure, specifically in
relation to political trust in the UK and the US, likely depending on the political context. Specifically,
while liberalism and political trust are negatively related in the UK, they are positively related in the US
(see also UK and US SEMs in Supplementary Material for a similar pattern), which can be explained by
the fact that at the time of data collection, the elected leader in the US was liberal, whereas in the UK, the
elected government was conservative. Importantly, in contrast to the US, we observe that political trust is
not linked to epistemic trust in the UK (also reflected in the SEMs), which may indicate the political
context’s role on the influence of epistemic trust on political trust. Future studies should consider such
cross-cultural differences and their underlying causes.

Our findings should be considered in light of their limitations. In particular, two main limitations
should be noted. First, while the network analyses may provide information about potentially missed
opportunities on how these variables are related beyond our knowledge thus far, neither the SEM nor
network analyses can address causal relations. Indeed, one may think, for example, of specifying the
different variables or levels in a different order. However, it is not recommended to examine whether
changing the order of themodel provides a better fit given that themodel is non-nested (see Rohrer et al.,
2022 for general pitfalls of path models). Ultimately, future studies are required to clarify the direction-
ality and temporal order of our suggested relations. Nevertheless, the order of our SEM was specified
based on theory. Specifically, we specified epistemic trust as level 1 given that it is formed as an individual
trait through interactions with attachment figures in early life (Fonagy et al., 2017b) and political
attitudes and ways of thinking (dogmatism, political trust, and political ideology) as level 2 given that
these develop later in life. Even though at first glance “dogmatism” may not seem political, it has been
strongly linked to political attitudes and ideology (Crowson, 2009; Zmigrod et al., 2021). Moreover, as it
involves belief formation (Davies, 1998), which depends on cognitive systems that are not fully
developed when children develop their epistemic trust and is therefore thought to be developed later
in life and reinforced throughout the lifespan through cognitive biases (Davies, 1998; Seitz & Angel,
2020), we considered dogmatism different from epistemic trust and thus excluded it from level 1.

Second, the faces we used in the leader choice task may be perceived as varying in gender (i.e., more
trustworthy/less dominant-looking faces are typically perceived as more feminine and less trustworthy/
more dominant looking tend to appear more masculine). However, this gender dimension is not explicit
in the task we used as we just asked people to choose the leader without providing information about
their gender. Nor did we ask participants to rate the faces on that dimension. It will be interesting for
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future studies that use the leader choice task to explicitly integrate the gender dimension by providing, for
example, information about the gender of the political leader.

Conclusion

In sum, we show that epistemic trust shapes political dimensions, and through these the choice for a
more/less authoritarian-looking leader, with dogmatism and political ideology playing a crucial role.
Specifically, we show a link between epistemic trust dimensions and dogmatism and between dogmatism
and political ideology and leader choice. Even though we cannot assume directionality, based on our
theoretical assumptions, we speculate that epistemic mistrust contributes to dogmatic predispositions,
which in turn shape political ideology and choices. Taken together, these findings advance our
understanding of how a stable, developmentally rooted disposition such as epistemic trust may bias
cognitive frameworks that help us comprehend the world we live in, including the political sphere.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at http://doi.org/10.1017/pls.2024.11.
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