3/22/25

Dear Dr. Jussim:

	Thank you for this opportunity to revise our manuscript entitled “Predicting Radical Progressive Ideology (RPI): Preliminary Findings from an Exploratory Study” for the Journal of Open Inquiry in the Behavioral Sciences.  We appreciate the time and effort you and the reviewers put into reviewing our manuscript.  Below we detail the changes we have made in response to the reviews.

Editor’s Comments:

One of the main critiques was that we had focused considerable criticism on DEI/CRT without acknowledging competing views supporting some degree of systemic racism in the US.  We appreciate this dialogue and welcome the open debate (we were distressed to hear one reviewer is in fear for their job merely for writing a review and are sad to see that’s what our government has come to.  For the record we fully support that reviewer in challenging our own arguments and find the idea they would be fired for doing so to be reprehensible.)  As might be imagined, it would be difficult for us to engage in a literature review that supported the systemic racism narrative, which we do not find compelling.  This is, of course, not to say we believe the modern industrialized world is a utopia, nor that racism has ceased to exist, but rather that the current realities are more nuanced and complex than that presented by the DEI/CRT perspective.  Though that may be an interesting debate to engage in further, we felt that the best approach was simply to reduce our coverage of this issue, and eliminate some of our criticisms of DEI/CRT, particularly in the introduction.  We haven’t removed all such criticisms, but there are generally fewer.  We’ve also added a few nuances, and additions are noted in bold in the manuscript.  We’ll address some of the first reviewer’s comments specifically when we get to their session, but we felt this approach better focused the manuscript.

You also noted several limitations to our RPI which we felt were fair.  We are generally more sanguine about forced choice agree/disagree items (which acknowledging the critiques you mention), though agree more conclusively about double barreling. Nonetheless, as you mentioned, the RPI seemed to work rather well.  We acknowledged the limitations in the limitation section on page 17, particularly noting the double-barreling issue.  

Third, you had noted the lack of preregistration, which is correct.  Given this study was more exploratory, we did not have preregistered hypotheses.  As suggested, we have changed our title to be clearer about this and added to the limitations section on page 17 at the very bottom.

You also raised some interesting questions about whether some of these scales (RPI, LWA, ATW, ATUS) might be all tapping into a single overarching construct, even if conceptually different, given their high intercorrelations.  In fact, one of us (the second author) has been interested in the idea of concept Balkanization, so this critique rang true.  To address this, we added a brief section on concept Balkanization on page 16, at the bottom.  Also, in the results, bottom of page 13-14, we ran a rather basic confirmatory factor analysis which suggested that, indeed, these concepts may be tapping into a single construct.  Although obviously more research is needed, that may indeed be the case.

You had mentioned several sample limitations with which we agree, which are now added to the limitations section on page 17.

You (and the reviewers) also raised the issue of collecting data on RWA which was very interesting.  This is also now added to the limitations section on page 18, first paragraph.

As requested, a power analysis is now added to the beginning of the results section on page 11.

The tables have been edited as requested.  Sample sizes are included in the table notes, along with the definition for the AUT scale.  95% confidence intervals for betas have been added to table 2.

You had expressed concern regarding our partial correlation analyses (now page 13, 2nd full paragraph).  These were actually separate analyses from the regressions, designed to confirm that each RPI predictor was distinct in predicting the RPI from the others.  We have added a brief note to clarify these were separate analyses.

You had suggested rerunning our regressions with the three LWA subscales as outcomes.  This is now done, first full paragraph on page 13.

Yourself and Dr. Yanovsky suggested engaging in demographic analyses.  This is now done, beginning at the bottom of page 11 into the top of page 12.

You also asked about moderator effects from the demographic variables.  We explored this using medmod in jamovi, with none of the moderator effects proving to be significant.  We briefly note this in the limitations, bottom of page 17, though there probably are more sophisticated ways to test this with some preregistered experiments.  

As requested by yourself and Dr. Yanovsky, the Lahtinen is acknowledged on page 18.

As part of our trimming of the introduction the “fifteen of the top earning ethnic groups” comment was removed.

We noted that where the editorial comments overlapped with those of the reviewers below, we don’t repeat our revisions in this cover letter.

Reviewer 1 (anonymous)

As noted in our reply to the editor above, we appreciated the reviewer’s devil’s advocacy on this issue.  We welcome the debate and appreciate the cordial manner with which Reviewer 1 conducted it.  Our main edit to the manuscript came in reducing our literature review so as to focus less on criticisms of DEI/CRT (though some do remain).  We’ve generally tried to soften out language a bit (new language is in bold).  

We agree with many of the reviewer’s points, such as Asians being a disparate group and that it’s foolish to lump them together.  Of course, that is also the same to be said for all such groupings.  Not all whites are the same (some like Irish or Italian Americans experienced a history of significant prejudice in the US including, in the case of Italians, lynchings…that was an origin point of Columbus Day in fact).  For Black Americans, American descendants of slaves are distinct from more recent immigrants from the Caribbean or Africa, who tend to generally be of higher socioeconomic status and without the history of American slavery.  American Indian tribes were remarkably distinct from each other in culture, language, etc. (and often engaged in brutal wars with each other), etc.  So we are quite open to what the reviewer is saying here.  We believe there is a larger conversation here (and beyond the scope of this paper) about the contrast between cultural specificity and the general “shorthand” pretty much everyone uses to speak to large and crude racial/ethnic groups.  However, we did change our language (page 4) top paragraph, to at least acknowledge differences between Asian groups.  

On other areas we pushed back a bit.  For instance, Reviewer 1 made some claims about sentencing and race.  This happens to be one area where one of us has done considerable research (e.g., Ferguson & Smith, 2024).  The claims the Reviewer made (and this is no fault of the Reviewer as they are often made thusly, so we understand they are repeating them), were based on misuse of odds ratios, with an evidence base that was weak and unreliable.  Meta-analyses (including the one mentioned, but also Pratt, 1999 and Mitchell, 2005) generally find weak to negligible race effects for criminal justice sentencing, though Mitchell was somewhat more inclined to interpret those weak results as hypothesis supportive than either Pratt or Ferguson & Smith.  The problem, as with so much of social science, is the overinterpretation of miniscule effect sizes (and an OR of 1.11 or 1.13 would be included as such) in ways that misinform the public, given such effect sizes are likely to be statistical noise, not true effects (see Ferguson & Heene, 2021 for discussion and simulations).  This is all respectfully offered, of course.  

A few other comments by Reviewer 1 we did not find convincing (again, offered in the spirit of cordial debate!)  The reviewer’s comment about effects of racism not being uniform seems like a defense of nonconfirmatory results to us.  The statement itself is reasonable, but ultimately the burden is on supporters of systemic racism narratives to provide testable and falsifiable hypotheses, not merely to invoke this statement whenever results fail to confirm beliefs in systemic racism.  Without a clear framework, this can feel a bit like a (for lack of better way to explain) “nailing pudding to a wall” defense.  Similarly, we find the “model minority myth” to itself largely be a myth, given so much data support that certain ethnic groups (not just Asians, but Jews, Irish, etc.) have historically experienced significant prejudice, but currently are doing well across many metrics (not just economics), often outperforming whites as a group.  Most of this seemed like debates for another paper or forum, however, so we mostly just trimmed the literature review where we could.  We hope this is acceptable to the reviewer and would look forward to debating these topics with them in another forum (and perhaps another time, given the political concerns the reviewer expressed about making their views public).  

The reviewer asked whether there was evidence that proponents of DEI/CRT are often unconcerned about racism/violence in other parts of the world.  We’ve added some discussion of that on page 15 at the bottom of the first full paragraph.

The reviewer’s comment about a female heavy sample was added to the limitations on page 17.

As noted in the editorial comments, the issue of RWA was also added to the limitations.

Both reviewer 1 and reviewer 2 asked for more details regarding the RPI development.  To address this we did add an exploratory factor analysis to it’s section in the methods on page 11.  Generally, we felt that the factor analysis fit best with a single factor RPI.  This also generally fits with other observations about concept Balkanization in the manuscript.

Reviewer 2 (Dr. Yanovsky)

In addition to some issues noted above in the editorial comments and preceding paragraph, Reviewer 2 mentioned that some men/whites may feel hostile toward RPI due to resentment over no longer being the demographic top dog, as it were.  We suspect that’s probably true in some cases at least, though also believe that considerable opposition to DEI/CRT is principled (and often comes from women and non-whites).  Indeed, our understanding is that the most consistent supporters of DEI/CRT tend to be high-income whites, not racial minorities.

We didn’t end up reverse scoring the ATUS but we did remove the confusing language which we hope will help.

 We appreciated Reviewer 2’s comments about CRT and Communism, but in the interest of reducing our criticisms of CRT didn’t explore this further in the manuscript.

The technical details noted by Reviewer 2 have been corrected as requested.

Again, we note that other comments made by Reviewer 2 were addressed in other sections (the editorial comments and under reviewer 1).

We believe that these edits address the reviewer comments.  If further revisions are needed we are happy to undertake them.



           
