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	Political information can and should inform public opinion. However, citizens’ prior attitudes and predispositions dictate how they process new information. Those with strong attitudes are likely to hold onto their prior beliefs. Therefore, they are more resistant to new information changing their opinions. Likewise, citizens are motivated to seek out information that aligns with their beliefs and dismiss opposing information (Lodge and Taber 2006). It is difficult for people to set aside personal biases and view new information through an objective lens in today’s political climate. Information can inform U.S. citizens, but facts come with interpretations that cater to prior beliefs and personal biases. 
	John Sides’s empirical study on public opinion of the estate tax shows that information can influence people. Most voters supported the repeal of the estate tax, even though the tax affected only the wealthiest individuals in the nation (Bartels 2004). In Sides’s 2007 study, he showed that only 40 percent of people supported the estate tax with no information (as a control). However, 51 percent of people supported the estate tax after receiving information about who pays the tax (Sides 2016, 398). Likewise, 62 percent of people supported the estate tax when presented with facts and rhetorical arguments for and against it. Therefore, facts can help people differentiate between less and more compelling arguments. Sides showed that facts could, theoretically, influence public opinion. 
	However, people’s prior attitudes and beliefs dictate whether information can influence their opinion. Lodge and Taber (2006) note that, “Ideally, one’s prior beliefs and attitudes… should ‘anchor’ the evaluation of new information and then, depending on how credible some piece of evidence is, impressions should be adjusted upwards or downwards” (755). Unfortunately, this idealized model is not the reality. Instead, people operate with disconfirmation and confirmation biases that lead to attitude polarization (Lodge and Taber 2006). For instance, people denigrate information and arguments that do not align with their prior attitudes (Lodge and Taber 2006). The stronger the prior attitudes, the less likely one is to evaluate new information objectively. Additionally, more people seek confirmatory information around their issue attitudes than opposing information (Lodge and Taber 2006). Lodge and Taber’s findings were most prominent among the politically sophisticated – those who have the strongest attitudes and motivation. 
	How can we reconcile both Sides and Lodge and Taber’s empirical studies? Sides showed that factual information could influence public opinion. However, Lodge and Taber find that preexisting attitudes – and subsequent biased information processing – limit the influence of new information. Sides’s empirical evidence is valid in an idealistic sense. The participants received information about who pays the estate tax, and many shifted their views. Sides reaches an optimistic conclusion that people can be influenced by facts, even above rhetorical arguments. I agree with the notion that information can influence public opinion, but the structure of this study does not represent the real-world conditions that lead to attitude polarization. People regularly seek information that aligns with their interests (Lodge and Taber 2006). Citizens rarely encounter isolated facts about an issue in today’s political world, as Sides presented them. Information readily available today is rarely given as straight facts. Most often, interpretations of the facts bolster disconfirmation and confirmation biases. Therefore, even if information (isolated facts) influences public opinion in a controlled, experimental sense, as in Sides’s study, predispositions outweigh factual influence in today’s political world.
	Today’s political environment caters to people’s prior attitudes and bolsters biased reasoning. Sides’s study dismisses the fact that most people seek out information that aligns with their prior attitudes (Lodge and Taber 2006). Consequently, people encounter information with interpretations that cater to their belief system. Lodge and Taber’s study better represents the “real-world” conditions that lead to attitude polarization (2006). They show that people operate with confirmation and disconfirmation biases that may reject new information. Sides’s findings are relevant in a theoretical sense; however, people do not receive isolated facts around an issue in today’s media environment. They dismiss challenging information and absorb information that aligns with their predispositions. As a result, people’s beliefs will stay fastened to prior attitudes, and their rigidity suppresses openness to new information. 
	People can be influenced by unbiased political information, but today’s political climate makes it difficult. Citizens are motivated to seek out information that confirms their prior beliefs. Additionally, people view opposing arguments and information through a biased lens (Lodge and Taber 2006). If people are influenced by information today, they must set aside prior beliefs and be open to new information. Today’s polarized political climate dampens the ability to be flexible in one’s beliefs. To summarize, information can persuade the U.S citizenry. However, it is up to the individual to set aside prior attitudes and be flexible in their beliefs to allow new information to inform them. Unfortunately, prior beliefs and attitudes influence people more than information in modern society. 
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