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Limits of  the Bogus Pipeline Condition:
An Examination of  Null Findings in an 
Experimental Study

This study examined the impact of  three experimental conditions on antisemitism, right-wing 
authoritarianism (RWA), religious fundamentalism, and social desirability. Participants (N = 102) were 
university students (74.5% women; 49% non-Hispanic White/European American). Participants 
were randomly assigned to experimental conditions (i.e., control, bogus pipeline, altered bogus 
pipeline) and completed measures of  demographics, social desirability, antisemitism, RWA, and 
religious fundamentalism. Analyses were conducted to examine differences in study variables across 
experimental groups. Results revealed significant differences in social desirability across bogus pipeline 
and altered bogus pipeline conditions, with social desirability being significantly lower in the bogus 
pipeline condition. Results were nonsignificant for antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism. 
Findings highlight potential limits in the efficacy of  the bogus pipeline condition.
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Introduction

 It is critical to conduct research examining antisemitism and 
right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) given the overall increase in 
antisemitic incidents in the United States (ADL, 2021) and the 
number of  Americans who identify as right-wing authoritarians 
(Relman, 2021). Research examining antisemitism, RWA and 
the closely related construct of  religious fundamentalism is 
inherently complicated by social desirability bias, such that 
research participants tend to underreport socially undesirable 
beliefs (Bergen & Labonté, 2020; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960; 
Paulhus, 1984). Experimental methods, such as the altered bogus 
pipeline condition, have been utilized among university students 
to reduce social desirability and more accurately measure these 
constructs (Cohen et al., 2009). However, it remains unclear if  
bogus pipeline (Cohen, 2021; Jones & Sigall, 1971) and altered 
bogus pipeline conditions successfully reduce social desirability 
when assessing antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism. 
Experimental research is needed to clarify the impact of  the 
bogus pipeline and altered bogus pipeline conditions on outcomes 
such as antisemitism, RWA, religious fundamentalism and social 
desirability. 

Antisemitism, Right-Wing Authoritarianism, and 
Religious Fundamentalism

 In their 1950 book, authors Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, and 
Sanford coined the concept of  the “authoritarian personality.” 
Although the research proposed by these authors has been 
updated, the authors remain notable for their identification 
of  the relationship across antisemitism, RWA, and religious 
fundamentalism. Antisemitism is broadly defined as “prejudice 
and/or discrimination against Jews, individually or collectively, 
that can be based against Jews because of  their religion, ethnicity, 
ancestry, or group membership” (Kosmin & Keysar, 2015, p. 
1). In addition, RWA is defined as “submission to the perceived 
established authorities in society” and “the social norms these 
authorities endorse” (Altemeyer, 1998, pp. 85–86). Finally, 
religious fundamentalism is defined as “the belief  that there is one 
set of  religious teachings that clearly contains the fundamental…
truth about humanity…and that those who believe and follow 
these fundamental teachings have a special relationship with the 
divine” (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992, p. 118). While Adorno 
and colleagues (1950) first identified the co-occurrence of  
antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism as a personality 
type, recent research demonstrates that these constructs are closely 
related (Shepperd et al., 2019). 
 Although the exact mechanism(s) by which these constructs 
are related remain unclear (Feldman, 2003), these constructs are 
worthy of  scientific examination given that they often manifest 
concurrently. Indeed, a literature review of  antisemitism revealed 
associations with both RWA and religious fundamentalism 
(Kaufman et al., 2020). This finding is unsurprising given that 
religious fundamentalism and RWA are associated with prejudice 
(Conway et al., 2018; Rowatt et al., 2009). Given that these 

constructs may be susceptible to social desirability bias, there are 
major concerns regarding their measurement in research settings.

Social Desirability Bias

 Social desirability bias inherently complicated research 
examining prejudice and other beliefs, cognitions, or behaviors 
that may be considered socially undesirable or “taboo.” Broadly, 
social desirability bias refers to individuals’ tendency to present 
or report one’s beliefs, cognitions, or behaviors in a way that is 
socially acceptable or “culturally sanctioned” (Bergen & Labonté, 
2020; Crowne & Marlowe 1960, p. 354; Paulhus, 1984). In 
research settings, social desirability bias may lead participants to 
alter their response style to engage in impression management 
(Bergen et al., 2020; Paulhus, 1984, 2001). The impact of  social 
desirability bias may be particularly high in research studies 
examining topics generally thought to be socially impermissible 
(Chung & Moore, 2003). Given public discourse on antisemitism, 
RWA, and religious fundamentalism, it is highly plausible that 
some individuals may consider endorsing views associated with 
these constructs to be socially undesirable. Indeed, this is borne 
out by research examining antisemitism (Cohen et al., 2009) and 
religiosity (Jones & Elliot, 2016), which suggests that subjects may 
under- or overreport endorsement of  these constructs to avoid 
being perceived as antisemitic and/or as under-religious by study 
staff. 

Bogus Pipeline and Altered Bogus Pipeline Conditions

 Experimental conditions, including the bogus pipeline 
condition and altered versions of  the bogus pipeline, have been 
used to mitigate the potential impact of  social desirability bias 
(Jones & Sigall, 1971). The bogus pipeline condition utilizes 
physiological monitoring equipment to convince participants 
that their “true” attitudes, opinions, or thoughts will be revealed. 
The physiological monitoring device is “bogus” and cannot 
detect honest responding (Jones & Sigall, 1971). Prior research 
using the bogus pipeline condition has utilized a variety of  
physiological monitoring devices, including EMGs (Plant et al., 
2003), polygraphs (Strang & Peterson, 2016), and finger electrodes 
(Jones & Elliott, 2016) to convince subjects that hiding their 
“true” attitudes from experimenters is futile. In studies utilizing 
the bogus pipeline condition, participants report higher racial 
prejudice (Burum et al., 2016) and lower religiosity (Jones & Elliot, 
2016). Other research examining the bogus pipeline indicates 
that certain traits or behavior may not be amenable to the bogus 
pipeline condition, including narcissism (Myers & Zeigler-Hill, 
2012), religious coping (Jones & Elliott, 2015), and age of  first 
sexual intercourse (Fisher, 2013). As such, research must explore 
how the bogus pipeline condition may be a useful experimental 
condition to reduce social desirability. 
 Researchers have also utilized altered versions of  the bogus 
pipeline (Cohen, 2012; Cohen et al., 2009) to examine constructs 
likely impacted by social desirability that are not consistent with 
the original guidelines set by Jones and Sigall (1971). Specifically, 
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these studies did not incorporate physiological data/equipment 
as part of  their manipulation, but instead provided participants 
with a written statement indicating that researchers would be able 
to detect falsehoods (Cohen, 2012; Cohen et al., 2009). Although 
these studies did not examine differences in social desirability 
bias as assessed by a validated measure, participants in altered 
bogus pipeline conditions endorsed greater antisemitism. As 
such, altered bogus pipeline conditions may also impact social 
desirability. However, the altered version of  the bogus pipeline 
as conducted by Cohen (2012) and Cohen and colleagues (2012) 
has not been used to examine RWA or religious fundamentalism. 
More importantly, this study condition has not been used to 
examine social desirability as assessed by a validated measure. 
Research is needed to examine whether the utilization of  the 
bogus pipeline condition, in accordance with the guidelines set by 
Jones and Sigall (1971), and the altered bogus pipeline condition 
are effective methodologies for reducing social desirability and 
examining related constructs.

Current Study

Introduction

 The study goal is to examine the impact of  study condition 
across bogus pipeline (Jones & Sigall, 1971), altered bogus 
pipeline (Cohen, 2012; Cohen et al., 2009), and control groups 
on antisemitism, RWA, religious fundamentalism, and social 
desirability bias in a university sample. Given prior research, 
we hypothesized that social desirability would differ significantly 
across experimental group, such that social desirability bias will 
range from lowest to highest across the bogus pipeline, altered 
bogus pipeline, and control conditions, respectively. A second 
goal of  this study is to examine report of  antisemitism, RWA, and 
religious fundamentalism across experimental conditions. Despite 
limited research examining the impact of  experimental condition 
on antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism (Cohen, 
2012; Cohen et al., 2009), we hypothesized that significant 
differences in antisemitism, religious fundamentalism, and RWA 
would emerge across the conditions, such that endorsement of  
these constructs would range from highest to lowest across the 
bogus pipeline, altered bogus pipeline, and control conditions, 
respectively. Results of  a power analysis using the G*Power 
Software (Faul et al., 2009) indicated that 82 participants were 
needed to test the above research questions (F = 0.25, Power = 
.50).

Method

Participants
 
 Undergraduate students (N = 102; age range = 18–45, 
M = 20.02, SD = 4.01) from a public mid-size university in the Mid-
South of  the United States participated in the study. Participants 
had to be age 18 or older to participate in the study. The majority 
of  our sample self-identified as women (n = 76, 74.5%), with 
one fifth (n = 22, 21.6%) participants self-identifying as men 

and 4 (3.9%) participants self-identifying as transgender. Of  our 
sample, 49% (n = 50) almost half  self-identified as non-Hispanic 
White/European American. For more demographic information, 
including annual household income, spiritual/religious tradition, 
see Table 1. 

Procedures

 Following approval from the university’s institutional review 
board, students were recruited and enrolled into this in-person 
study conducted in a university research lab. Potential participants 
were told that the study examined personality, cognitions, and 
prejudice. After signing up for their study visit, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of  three conditions: bogus pipeline 
condition (n = 34), altered bogus pipeline condition (n = 33), and 
control condition (n = 35) using a block randomization generator 
created by Dallal (2008) (Bland, 2002; Fleiss, 1986; McLeod, 
1985). All participants provided informed consent and completed 
study questionnaires on a study computer. Following completion 
of  the study, all participants were asked about their familiarity with 
the bogus pipeline condition and prior knowledge of  the study. In 
addition, all participants were debriefed and provided with course 
credit as compensation. 

Table 1. Multilevel Models with Perceived Partner Responsiveness and Psychological 
Safety as Outcomes (Study 1)
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Table 1.  

Sample Demographics 

Variable % (n)

Race and Ethnicity

    Non-Hispanic White 49% (50)

    African American/Black 26.5% (27)

    Asian/Asian American 9.8% (10)

    Latinx/Hispanic 3.9% (4)

    Multiracial 8.8% (9)

    Other 2% (2)

Annual Household Income

    Less than $10,000 2 (2%)

    $10,001-$30,000 26.5% (27)

    $30,001-$60,000 26.5% (27)

    $90,000 and above 29.4% (30)

Political Party

    Democratic Party 59.8% (61)

    Republican Party 24.5% (25)

    Independent Party 13.7% (14)

    Libertarian Party 2% (2)

Religious/Spiritual Tradition

    Christianity 64.7% (66)

    None 12.7% (13)

    Agnostic 9.8% (10)

    Atheist 5.9% (6)

    Islam 3.9% (4)

    Buddhism 2.9% (3)
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 Bogus Pipeline Condition. This condition was designed 
using guidelines set by Jones and Sigall (1971). For these 
participants, the consent document indicated that the purpose 
of  the study was to examine “prejudice using lie detection 
software” and “how individuals are purposefully inaccurate about 
their prejudice towards others.” Study staff reiterated this point 
to participants by reading the same information from a study 
protocol script. This language is consistent with the guidelines 
set by Jones and Sigall (1971) for the bogus pipeline condition to 
make participants believe that any purposeful inaccuracies will be 
detected. Participants in the bogus pipeline condition were asked 
to wear an ear sensor from the emWave2® Portable Training 
Device (WorldWorks, Unlimited, Santa Rosa, CA), a portable 
biofeedback device. The emWave2® includes a feature that graphs 
participants’ heart rate variability (HRV) in real time. Participants’ 
HRV data was displayed on a second screen while they completed 
study questionnaires on another computer. Participants were 
informed that the emWave2® monitors accuracy of  responses 
based on physiological data and that researchers would be aware 
of  all purposefully inaccurate responses. Prior to starting study 
questionnaires, participants were asked two questions to “calibrate 
the device” with study staff (of  note, this is part of  the experimental 
manipulation to make participants believe that the device detects 
inaccurate responses, but no calibration actually occurred). As 
part of  the “calibration” procedure, participants were asked to 
accurately answer the question, “What city are we in?” and to 
inaccurately answer the question “What state are we in?” while 
the researcher watched the HRV data on the second computer 
screen. Following these questions, the study staff member deemed 
the device “calibrated” and the participant reported various 
demographics and completed study questionnaires. 
 Altered Bogus Pipeline Condition. The methodology for 
this condition was patterned on that of  Cohen et al. (2009). For 
participants in the altered bogus pipeline condition, the consent 
document indicated that the purpose of  the study was to examine 
“how personality is related to prejudice.” Study staff reiterated 
this point to participants by reading the same information from a 
study protocol script. Consistent with the study design of  Cohen 
et al. (2009), after providing consent, participants were asked the 
following question: “How often do you stop for stranded motorists? 
(never, rarely, sometimes, usually, always).” After answering this 
question, participants were told: “This question might appear 
innocent enough, but, in fact, it is one of  many tools psychologists 
use to detect people who lie to create a positive impression of  
themselves. With the possible exception of  policemen on patrol, 
NO ONE “usually” or “always” stops for stranded motorists. 
People who say they do are most likely lying.” Although Cohen et 
al. (2009) and other researchers who have used this condition (e.g., 
Walker & Jussim, 2002) describe it as the “bogus pipeline,” we 
described this condition as the “altered bogus pipeline condition” 
because it did not include a device or machine (Jones & Sigall, 
1971). After answering the above question, participants reported 
their demographics and completed study questionnaires. 
 Control Condition. For participants in the control condition, 
the consent document indicated that the purpose of  the study 
was to examine “prejudice and related attitudes and cognitions.” 

Study staff reiterated this point to participants by reading the same 
information from a study protocol script. After providing consent, 
participants reported various demographics and completed study 
questionnaires. 

Measures

 Demographics. The demographics questionnaire was 
designed to ascertain background information, including: age, 
gender, annual household income, spiritual/religious tradition, 
political party affiliation, race, and ethnicity. 
 Manipulation Check.  Consistent with a manipulation check 
protocol previously utilized by Jones and Elliot (2016), participants 
were asked about their familiarity with the bogus pipeline and if  
they had knowledge of  the study prior to participating.
 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS). 
The MCSDS (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) is a 33-item measure 
of  social desirability as defined by one’s need for approval. The 
MCSDS was designed to assess participants’ tendency to choose 
responses that would make them look like “good people” rather 
than providing accurate responses. Questions are posed in a true or 
false format and total scores ranged from 0 to 33 and higher scores 
indicate greater social desirability. Examples of  questions include: 
“I have never intensely disliked anyone” and “When I don’t know 
something I don’t mind at all admitting it.” As demonstrated in 
the original study, the MCSDS has adequate internal consistency 
reliability and test-retest reliability with alpha coefficients of  .88 
and .89, respectively (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). The MCSDS 
has demonstrated adequate internal consistency reliability among 
university samples (Gregus et al., 2014; Ventimiglia & MacDonald, 
2012). The reliability in the current study was acceptable (α = .83).
 Levinson and Sanford Anti-Semitism Scale (LSASS). 
The LSASS (Levinson & Sanford, 1944) is a 52-item measure 
of  explicit antisemitic prejudice in terms of  agreement with 
antisemitic statements and actions and has been validated in 
university samples (Askew & Jones-Wiley, 2008; Jones-Wiley et 
al., 2007). Participants respond to items (e.g., “The trouble with 
letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is that they gradually give 
it a typically Jewish atmosphere”) on a Likert scale from 1 (Strong 
Disagreement; An absolutely misconception; False) to 6 (Strong Agreement; 
Undeniably true in general). Scores range from 52–312 and higher 
scores indicate greater antisemitism. The LSASS has adequate 
internal consistency reliability with an alpha coefficient of  
.93 (Askew & Jones-Wiley, 2008; Jones-Wiley et al., 2007). The 
reliability in the current study was acceptable (α = .96). 
 Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWAS). The 
RWAS (Altemeyer, 1998) is a 32-item measure of  right-wing 
authoritarianism. Participants respond to items (e.g., “The ‘old-
fashioned ways’ and ‘old-fashioned values’ still show the best way 
to live”) on a Likert scale from 1 (Very Strongly Disagree) to 9 (Very 
Strongly Agree). Fifteen items on the RWAS are reverse-coded so 
that higher scores indicate greater RWA. Scores range from 30 to 
270. The RWAS has adequate internal consistency reliability with 
an alpha coefficient of  .92. The reliability in the current study is 
adequate (α = .85).
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Results1

Preliminary Analyses

 In the whole sample, all study variables were significantly 
correlated, apart from social desirability and antisemitism 
(p’s < .05, see Table 2). In addition, age, political conservatism, 
and socioeconomic status did not differ significantly across the 
study conditions (p’s > .05).

Results

 Results of  a one-way MANOVA revealed that social desirability 
significantly differed across study condition. Social desirability 
significantly differed between the bogus pipeline (M = 12.88, SD 
= 5.82) and the altered bogus pipeline conditions (M = 16.39, SD 
= 6.02, p < .05). Social desirability did not differ across the control 
condition (M = 14.00, SD = 5.04) and the bogus pipeline condition 
or the altered bogus pipeline condition. In addition, RWA, 
religious fundamentalism, and antisemitism did not significantly 
differ across study condition (see Table 3).

Discussion

 Given the potential impact of  social desirability bias, it is 
essential to conduct research examining the utility and effect of  
bogus pipeline conditions on outcomes potentially susceptible to 
social desirability bias. As such, this study examined the impact 
of  experimental conditions (i.e., bogus pipeline and altered bogus 
pipeline) on self-report measures of  social desirability, RWA, 
antisemitism, and religious fundamentalism among university 
students. This study adds to the research literature examining 
the role of  experimental design in the assessment of  socially 
undesirable beliefs and attitudes.
 Results revealed significant differences in social desirability 
bias across study conditions. Individuals in the altered bogus 
pipeline condition reported significantly higher social desirability 
bias compared to individuals in the bogus pipeline. Study findings 
did not indicate significant differences between the bogus pipeline 
condition and the control condition on social desirability bias. 

1  The manipulation check questions administered at the end of  the 
survey revealed that none of  the participants were familiar with the bogus 
pipeline condition or had spoken with other students about the study 
prior to participation.

Results were inconsistent with study hypotheses given that we 
hypothesized that social desirability would range from lowest to 
highest across the bogus pipeline, altered bogus pipeline, and 
control conditions, respectively. These results are particularly 
surprising given the large body of  work examining the efficacy 
of  the bogus pipeline on report of  constructs closely associated 
with social desirability (Burum et al., 2016; Jones & Elliot, 2016; 
Jones & Sigall, 1971; Plant et al., 2003). Results also diverge from 
other research indicating that participants in an altered bogus 
pipeline condition would present with significantly less social 
desirability bias as compared to individuals in a control condition 
(Cohen, 2012; Cohen et al., 2009; Walker & Jussim, 2002). Study 
findings were also inconsistent with prior research indicating that 
participants in a bogus pipeline condition (Jones & Sigall, 1971) 
report less social desirability as compared to individuals in a control 
condition. Finally, findings further diverge from prior research 
given that participants in the altered bogus pipeline condition in 
our study reported more social desirability than did participants 
in the control group (Cohen, 2012; Cohen et al., 2009; Walker & 
Jussim, 2002). However, this difference was non-significant. Study 
findings are consistent with research indicating lack of  differences 
in potentially socially undesirable constructs across bogus pipeline 
and control conditions (Fisher, 2013; Jones & Elliott, 2015; Myers 
& Zeigler-Hill, 2012).
 The discrepancy in our findings regarding the impact of  
experimental condition on social desirability bias could be 
due to several factors. The first being, that our participants, as 
university students, may have had familiarity with the concept 
of  social desirability bias and this potential familiarity impacted 
findings. The second being, that “modern” university students 
in the twenty-first century were not as convinced or impacted 
by either the bogus pipeline condition or altered bogus pipeline 
as were participants in the 1970s (Jones & Sigall, 1971). Perhaps 
these students are more familiar with the bogus pipeline and/or 
are more suspicious of  research deception, especially research 
deception that involves “personality tests.” In this case, participants 
may have felt comfortable expressing social desirability knowing 
that it would not be detected by the altered bogus condition. This 
supposition is supported by prior research indicating that the 
bogus pipeline is most effective when participants are aware of  
the outputs (i.e., can view the data indicating “false” responses). 
Perhaps participants in our study were not convinced by the 
altered bogus pipeline condition and, consequently, reported 
greater social desirability. Other research indicates that the effects 
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Table 2.  

Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations Across Study Sample  

*p < .05; **p < .01 

RWA RF AS SD

RWA 55.51 (27.83) .72** .29** .24**

RF 107.36 (45.37) .20* .36*

AS 75.92 (27.59) .06

SD 14.40 (5.83) 

Table 2. Correlations, Means and Standard Deviations Across Study Sample Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and MANOVA Results Across Study Condition

*p < .05; **p < .01
Note. *p < .05.
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Table 3. 

Means, Standard Deviations, and MANOVA Results Across Study Condition 

Note. *p < .05.  

Measure Control Bogus Pipeline Altered Bogus 
Pipeline

F(1, 101) (Λ)

M SD M SD M SD

Social Desirability 14.00 5.04 12.88 5.82 16.39 6.02 3.59* 0.07

Antisemitism 77.83 30.94 75.97 42.10 73.85 27.89 0.18

Right-Wing Authoritarianism 109.26 49.66 104.79 48.90 108.00 37.40 0.12

Religious Fundamentalism 54.17 29.99 53.48 28.50 58.94 23.60 0.39
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of  the altered bogus pipeline condition may “wear off” over the 
course of  the study (Beattie, 2016). As such, the effect of  the altered 
bogus pipeline on responding may have worn off by the time 
participants answered our measure assessing social desirability 
bias (Beattie, 2016) whereas the effects of  the bogus pipeline 
condition were maintained. Finally, time pressure has been shown 
to increase socially desirable responding in experimental settings 
(Protzko et al., 2019). As such, participants in the altered bogus 
pipeline condition may have perceived some type of  time pressure 
during the study, which led to significantly more socially desirable 
responses. As such, future research is needed to corroborate and 
replicate study findings. 
 Findings did not reveal significant differences in RWA, religious 
fundamentalism, and antisemitism across experimental conditions. 
These results differed from hypotheses given that we hypothesized 
that antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism would 
range from highest to lowest across the bogus pipeline condition, 
altered bogus pipeline, and control conditions, respectively. This 
hypothesis was corroborated by prior research indicating that 
social desirability bias impacts report of  socially undesirable 
cognitions and attitudes (Burum et al., 2016; Jones & Elliot, 2016; 
Jones & Sigall, 1971; Plant et al., 2003). In addition, study findings 
were also surprising given prior research indicating that the altered 
bogus pipeline is associated with report of  higher antisemitism 
and other socially undesirable attitudes (Cohen, 2012; Cohen et 
al., 2009; Walker & Jussim, 2002).
 Our results are in line with recent theoretical work proposing 
that antisemitism is not impacted by social desirability bias 
(Cohen, 2021). Although Cohen (2021) did not extend this 
argument to religious fundamentalism and RWA, future research 
should examine if  and why these concepts may not be amenable 
to social desirability bias. One such reason as to why our analyses 
did not reveal a significant effect is that our study diverged from 
prior research examining antisemitism and the bogus pipeline in 
that we utilized a validated, rather than unvalidated, measure of  
antisemitism (Cohen, 2012). In addition, we may have encountered 
a floor effect given the relatively low endorsement of  antisemitism 
as compared to another university sample using the same measure 
(Cohen et al., 2009).
 The lack of  significant differences in RWA and religious 
fundamentalism across conditions is difficult to place within the 
literature given the lack of  research in this area. The lack of  
significant differences could be due to the overall low level of  
RWA and religious fundamentalism in our sample.  Specifically, 
the mean score of  RWA in our sample was 107.36 (SD = 45.37), 
which is in the “middle” (Altemeyer, 2006). In addition, the mean 
score of  religious fundamentalism in our samples was 55.51 
(SD = 27.38), which is significantly lower than adults in the US 
(Altemeyer, 2006). Another reason for the lack of  significant 
results could be that our sample included an overrepresen

Limitations

 Despite many study strengths and contributions to the research 
literature, it is worth mentioning several limitations. First, while the 

study’s sample size was large enough to detect statistical differences 
as revealed by a power analysis, data collection was interrupted 
by the COVID-19 pandemic. As a result, the sample was not 
as large as originally planned and we were not able to balance 
our samples in areas where we had over or underrepresentation 
(e.g., women, racial/ethnic groups). Second, our study’s measure 
of  antisemitism was validated in college samples over a decade 
ago (Askew & Jones-Wiley, 2008; Jones-Wiley et al., 2008) but 
this measure was originally created prior to the Holocaust and 
may reflect an outdated conceptualization of  antisemitism. 
Future researchers should create more contemporary measures of  
antisemitism or conducting studies to ensure the validity of  this 
measure of  antisemitism (i.e., Generalized Antisemitism scale, 
Allington et al., 2021). Third, our almost 60% of  our sample 
self-identified as Democrats. Because political conservatism 
has been associated with RWA and religious fundamentalism, 
the overrepresentation of  Democrats in our sample may have 
impacted results. As such, future research should include more 
politically heterogenous samples. Fourth, as discussed above, 
our sample reported an overall low level of  antisemitism, even 
as compared to another university sample (Cohen et al., 2009). 
As such, our findings may have been impacted by a floor effect. 
Future research should include participants with a greater range 
of  antisemitic attitudes. Finally, our sample was conducted in the 
Mid-South. Thus, our results may have been impacted by the 
regional factors and culture of  the Mid-South, a more nationally 
representative and balanced sample with respect to gender and 
race/ethnicity is warranted in future studies.
 Given our findings regarding the impact of  the bogus and 
altered bogus pipelines, future research should examine forms of  
these conditions with different methods, including other forms of  
“collecting” physiological data. Such work may clarify current 
study findings and identify avenues for consistently and effectively 
reducing social desirability in experimental research settings.

Conclusion

 This study is novel in that it examines antisemitism, RWA, 
religious fundamentalism, and social desirability across bogus 
pipeline, altered bogus pipeline, and control conditions among 
university students. Findings revealed that social desirability 
significantly differed across experimental condition, such that 
social desirability was significantly lower in the bogus pipeline 
condition than the altered bogus pipeline condition. Our findings 
indicated antisemitism, RWA, and religious fundamentalism 
did not differ significantly across experimental condition. 
Study findings underscore the importance of  considering social 
desirability bias in experimental settings and suggest potential 
limitations to the efficacy of  the bogus and altered bogus pipeline 
conditions. Additional research examining social desirability, 
RWA, religious fundamentalism, and antisemitism is needed to 
better understand the impact of  experimental condition on the 
reporting of  these constructs as well as opportunities to intervene 
upon these constructs in research settings.



33BOGUS PIPELINE NULL FINDINGS

References

Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswick, E., Levinson, D. J., & Sanford, R. N. 
(1950). The authoritarian personality. The Norton Library. 

Allington, D., Hirsh, D., & Katz, L. (2021). The Generalised Antisemitism 
(GeAs) scale: A questionnaire instrument for measuring antisemitism 
as expressed in relation both to Jews and to Israel. Journal of  
Contemporary Antisemitism, 5(1). https://doi.org/10.26613/jca/5.1.99

Altemeyer, B. (1998). The other “authoritarian personality.” Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 30, 47–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(08)60382-2

Altemeyer, B. (2006). The authoritarians. Cherry Hill Publishing. 
Altemeyer, B., & Hunsberger, B. (2004). A Revised Religious 

Fundamentalism Scale: The short and sweet of  it. The International 
Journal for the Psychology of  Religion, 14(1), 47–54. https://doi.
org/10.1207/s15327582ijpr1401_4

Altemeyer, B. & Hunsberger, B. (1992). Authoritarianism, religious 
fundamentalism, quest, and prejudice. The International Journal for 
the Psychology of  Religion, 2(2), 113–133. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327582ijpr0202_5

Ansolabehere, S. (2010). CCES 2008 Guide v4.doc. In YouGov (Ed.), 
CCES, Common Content, 2008 (V6 ed.). Harvard Dataverse. https://
doi.org/10.7910/DVN/YUYIVB/ODKLI3

Anti-Defamation League. (2021). U.S. antisemitism incidents remained 
at historic high in 2020. ADL. https://www.adl.org/news/press-
releases/us-antisemitic-incidents-remained-at-historic-high-
in-2020

Askew, J., & Jones-Wiley, D. G. (2008). Evidence for the validity of  the 
revised Levinson and Sanford anti-Semitism Scale. Psychological 
Reports, 103(1), 604–606. https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.103.2.604-
606

Beattie, P. (2017). Anti-Semitism and opposition to Israeli government 
policies: The roles of  prejudice and information. Ethnic and Racial 
Studies, 40(15), 2749–2767. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01419870.
2016.1260751

Bergen, N., & Labonté, R. (2020). “Everything is perfect, and we have 
no problems:” Detecting social desirability bias in qualitative 
research. Qualitative Health Research, 30(5), 783–792. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1049732319889354

Bland, M. (2002). An Introduction to medical statistics (3rd ed.). Oxford 
University Press.

Boysen, G. A., Vogel, D. L., & Madon, S. (2006). A public versus private 
administration of  the implicit association test. European Journal of  
Social Psychology, 36(6), 845–856. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.318

Burum, B. A., Gilber, D. T., & Wilson, T. D. (2016). Caught red-
minded: Evidence-induced denial of  mental transgressions. Journal 
of  Experimental Psychology: General, 145(7), 844–852. https://doi.
org/10.1037/xge0000174

Chung, J., & Monroe, G. S. (2003). Exploring social desirability 
bias. Journal of  Business Ethics, 44(4), 291–302. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1023648703356

Cohen, F. (2012). Do political cartoons reflect antisemitism? Journal for 
the Study of  Antisemitism, 4(1), 141–164. 

Cohen, J. E. (2021). Survey mode, social desirability effects, and 
antisemitism: A survey experiment. Journal of  Contemporary 
Antisemitism, 4(1), 27–36. https://doi.org/10.26613/jca.4.1.71

Cohen, F., Jussim, L., Harber, K. D., & Bhasin, G. (2009). Modern anti-
Semitism and anti-Israeli attitudes. Journal of  Personality and Social 
Psychology, 97(2), 290–306. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015338

Conway L. G., III, Houck, S. C., Gornick, L. J., & Repke, M. A. (2018). 

Finding the Loch Ness monster: Left-wing authoritarianism in the 
United States. Political Psychology, 39(5), 1049–1067. https://doi.
org/10.1111/pops.12470

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of  social desirability 
independent of  psychopathology. Journal of  Consulting Psychology, 
24(4), 349–354. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047358

Dallal, G. E. (2008, July 15). Randomization.com help file: Assigning 
subjects to a single treatment. Randomization.com Help File. www.
jerrydallal.com/random/assigndoc.htm#num

Fasce, A., & Avendaño, D. (2020). Opening the can of  worms: A 
comprehensive examination of  authoritarianism. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 163, Article 110057. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2020.110057

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A. (2009). Statistical power analyses using 
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior 
Research Methods, 41(1), 1149–1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/
BRM.41.4.1149

Feldman, S. (2003). Enforcing social conformity: A theory of  
authoritarianism. Political Psychology, 24(1), 41–74. https://doi.
org/10.1111/0162-895X.00316

Fisher, T. D. (2013). Gender roles and pressure to be truthful: The bogus 
pipeline modifies gender differences in sexual but not non-sexual 
behavior. Sex Roles, 68(7), 401–414. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-013-0266-3

Fleiss, J. L. (1986). The design and analysis of  clinical experiments. John Wiley 
and Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/bimj.4710300308

Gregus, S. J., Rummell, C. M., Rankin, T. J., & Levant, R. F. (2104). 
Women’s experiences of  sexual attention: A cross-sectional study of  
U.S. university students. International Journal of  Sexual Health, 26(4), 
239–257. https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2014.885922

Jones, A. E., & Elliott, M. (2016). Examining social desirability in 
measures of  religion and spirituality using the bogus pipeline. Review 
of  Religious Research, 59(1), 47–64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13644-
016-0261-6

Jones-Wiley, D. G., Restori, A. F., Lee, H. B., & Ho, M. (2007). A research 
note on the Levinson and Sanford Anti-Semitism Scale. Perceptual 
and Motor Skills, 105, 1023–1026. 

Kaufman, C. C., Paladino, A. J., Porter, D. V., & Thurston, I. B. (2020). 
Psychological research examining Antisemitism in the United 
States: A Literature Review. Antisemitism Studies, 4(2), 237–269.

Kim, S. H., & Kim, S. (2016). Social desirability bias in measuring 
public service motivation. International Public Management Journal, 
19(3), 293–319. https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2015.1021497

Kosmin, B. A., & Keysar, A. (2015). National demographic survey of  
American Jewish college students 2014: Anti-Semitism report. Hartford, 
CT. Retrieved from https://digitalrepository.trincoll.edu/cgi/
viewcontent.cgi?article=1133&context=facpub

Levinson, D. J., & Sanford, R. N. (1944). A scale for the measurement of  
anti-Semitism. Journal of  Psychology, 17, 339–370. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/00223980.1944.9917200

McLeod, A. I. (1985). Remark AS R58: A remark on algorithm AS 183. 
An efficient and portable pseudo-random number generator. Journal 
of  the Royal Statistical Society. Series C (Applied Statistics), 34(2), 198–200. 

Myers, E. M., & Zeigler-Hill, V. (2012). How much do narcissists really like 
themselves? Using the bogus pipeline procedure to better understand 
the self-esteem of  narcissists. Journal of  Research in Personality, 46(1), 
102–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2011.09.006

Newcomb, T. M. (1961). The acquaintance process. Holt, Rinehart, & 
Wilson. 

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of  socially desirable 



Journal of  Articles in Support of  the Null Hypothesis. JASNH, 2022, Vol. 19, No. 234

responding. Journal of  Personality and Social Psychology, 46(3), 598–609. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.3.598

Paulhus, D. L. (2002). Socially desirable responding: The evolution of  a 
construct. In H. I. Braun, D. N. Jackson, & D. E. Wiley (Eds.), The 
role of  constructs in psychological and educational measurement (pp. 49–69). 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Plant, E. A., Devine, P. G., & Brazy, P. C. (2003). The bogus pipeline and 
motivations to respond without prejudice: Revisiting the fading and 
faking of  racial prejudice. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 6(2), 
187–200. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430203006002004

Protzko, J., Zedelius, C. M., & Schooler, J. W. (2019). Rushing to 
appear virtuous: Time pressure increases socially desirable 
responding. Psychological Science, 30(11), 1584–1591. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0956797619867939

Relman, E. (2021, June). 1/4 of  Americans are right-wing authoritarian 
new poll finds. Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/26-percent-
of-americans-are-right-wing-authoritarian-new-poll-2021-6

Rowatt, W. C., LaBouff, J., Johnson, M., Froese, P., & Tsang, J. A. (2009). 
Associations among religiousness, social attitudes, and prejudice in 
a national random sample of  American adults. Psychology of  Religion 
and Spirituality, 1(1), 14–24. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014989

Shepperd, J. A., Pogge, G., Lipsey, N. P., Smith, C. T., & Miller, W. 
A. (2021). The link between religiousness and prejudice: Testing 
competing explanations in an adolescent sample. Psychology of  
Religion and Spirituality, 13(3), 358–369. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
rel0000271

Strang, E., & Peterson, Z. D. (2016). Use of  a bogus pipeline to detect men’s 
underreporting of  sexually aggressive behavior. Journal of  Interpersonal 
Violence, 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516681157

Ventimiglia, M., & MacDonald, D. A. (2012). An examination of  the 
factorial dimensionality of  the Marlowe Crowne Social Desirability 
Scale. Personality and Individual Differences, 52(4), 487–491. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2011.11.016

Walker, R., & Jussim, L. (2002). Do people lie to appear unprejudiced. 
The Rutgers Scholar, 4(1), 1–19. 

Watson, P. J., Sawyers, P., Morris, R. J., Carpenter, M. L., Jimenez, 
R. S., Jonas, K. A., & Robinson, D. L. (2003). Reanalysis within a 
Christian ideological surround: Relationships of  intrinsic religious 
orientation with fundamentalism and right-wing authoritarianism. 
Journal of  Psychology and Theology, 31(4), 315–328. https://doi.
org/10.1177/009164710303100402

Wichmann, B. A., & Hill, I. D. (1982). Algorithm AS 183: An efficient 
and portable pseudo-random number generator. Journal of  the Royal 
Statistical Society. Series C (Applied Statistics), 31(2), 188–190.

Wilson, M. S., & Sibley, C. G. (2013). Social dominance orientation and 
right-wing authoritarianism: Additive and interactive effects on 
political conservatism. Political Psychology, 34(2), 277–284. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2012.00929.x

Yi, D., & Tsang, J. (2020). The relationship between individual 
differences in religion, religious primes, and the moral foundations. 
Archive for the Psychology of  Religion, 42(2), 161–193. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0084672420909459

Young, O. A., Willer, R., & Keltner, D. (2013). “Thou shalt not 
kill”: Religious fundamentalism, conservatism, and rule-
based moral processing. Psychology of  Religion and Spirituality, 
5(2), 110–115. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032262

Received: 7.29.2022
Revised: 1.20.2023

Accepted: 1.25.2023


