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Abstract

Previous research has identified importance differences in key life outcomes between political
conservatives and liberals (e.g., happiness, academic success, involvement in crime). Potential
mechanisms suggested in the literature have included self-control or personality traits that may
systematically differ by political ideology. We preregistered plans to test for “dark” personality
trait and self-control differences in political conservatives and liberals, with aims to replicate
previously reported findings. We also examined differences in cognitive reflection style and
emotion regulation. Three survey waves were obtained from an initial pool of U.S. participants
(n=650 initial respondents, n=498 in Wave 2, n=402 in Wave 3) split roughly equally across
political conservatives and liberals. We report a consistent null effect of political ideology on self-
control, and dark personality traits, in contrast to previous studies. Our data show higher cognitive
reflection tendencies among those who are more politically liberal, consistent with past research.
However, we report a previously unidentified difference emotional regulation styles, with
conservatives reporting a healthier approach to emotion regulation via cognitive reappraisal
strategies. Finally, a common mood elicitation in each of the three studies consistently reveals
significantly more negative mood states among political liberals. Together, these findings
suggest that mood and mood regulation may be a more important mechanism towards
understanding preferred outcome differences in conservatives compared to liberals.

Classification: Social Science, Psychological and Cognitive Sciences

Keywords: self-control, political ideology, individual differences, mood regulation, dark
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Introduction

Research has documented important differences in outcomes between political conservatives
and liberals. Among these, political conservatives may experience greater academic success [1],
higher levels of happiness [2], and lower levels of criminal conduct [3]. Systematic variations in
personality traits or individual attributes, which have also been reported between liberals and
conservatives, may be important determinants of such outcome differences. Conservatives
appear to favor a less deliberative thinking style [4] and may also have nuanced differences with
liberals in terms of cognitive ability [5]. Self-control is reportedly higher among political
conservatives compared to liberals, which may also provide a potential mechanism to explain
important life outcome differences [6]. Additionally, certain dimensions of political ideology may
predict classic dark personality traits [7], and such traits have been linked to fraud, cheating or
vandalism behaviors [8-10].

This paper aims to test several preregistered as well as exploratory hypotheses regarding
differences between political conservatives and liberals in key areas: thinking style, lower-level
cognitive self-control, dark vs. light personality traits, emotional regulation style. Some of these
represent a re-examination of previously published findings, where we intend to contribute new
evidence to complement or challenge results reported elsewhere. The novel hypothesis we
examine relates to mood and mood regulation style differences between conservatives and
liberals. Data from the validated Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) are examined, and
our survey-based data collection obtained mood reports from the same set of conservative and
liberal participants at three different points in time during the recent U.S. Presidential election
cycle: pre-election, post-election but pre-inauguration, and post-inauguration. Contrary to
previous findings, we report no ideology-based differences in self-control or dark vs. light
personality trait measures. However, we report results that support previously identified higher
levels of cognitive reflection in liberals compared to conservatives. Finally, our data indicate that
liberals report significantly less positive mood compared to conservatives at all points in time
(even post-election and post-inauguration of a liberal US President in early 2021). Confirming a
preregistered hypothesis, we find that political liberals report significantly lower levels of
(beneficial) cognitive reappraisal tactics to regulate mood, which suggests that mood regulation
may contribute to observed differences in key outcomes between conservatives and liberals.

Our data collection was spread out across three survey or “Study” waves administered to
participants on the Prolific participant platform [11,12]. The initial data collection (Study 1), along
with planned sample size, methods, and one of our hypotheses, were pre-registered on the Open
Science Framework [13]. The preregistered hypothesis from Study 1 was that conservatives
display mood regulation (ERQ) style generally considered healthier—more active cognitive
reappraisal of negative emotion states, and/or less suppression of affective state. A second
hypothesis, deemed as exploratory, was not preregistered but was testable using Study 1 data.
Separate plans were preregistered to conduct follow-up studies on the same set of initial study
participants (n=650). Study 2 (n=498) was preregistered to test the hypothesis that conservatives
have more self-control on the Stoop task, while Study 3 (n=402) tested the preregistered
hypothesis that political liberals display relatively more dark personality traits. Data from Studies
1-3 all contributed to mood assessment data that showed predictable mood responses to
democratic and republican presidential candidate references, but a significantly lower baseline
positive mood state at all time points in political liberals.

Our sample contained approximately equal numbers of self-identified conservatives and liberals,
which we accomplished by using Prolific’s custom screening feature that included an indicator
variable for political ideology. However, rather than a dichotomous indicator for ideology, we
elicited one’s strength of political ideology, Liberal Score € [1,9], in Study 1 (see end of the online
SI, Appendix B for the precise question and response scale), which serves as our key
independent variable for analysis. The data we collected comes from a more demographically



representative sample than used in some previous studies (e.g., [6] used only college student
sample to identify the key self-control effect), and our participants present a greater balance of
political conservatives and liberals than previously examined. Power analysis using G*Power
3.1.9.4 shows that across all tests we have power > .80 to identify small-sized effects using a
two-tailed test, with « =.05, on the Liberal Score coefficient estimate in a linear multiple
regression (power > .88 to identify small-sized effects using an appropriate 1-tailed test for
preregistered hypotheses).

Study 1—CRT scores

Study 1 Description

This first study generated the sample of participants used for the follow-up survey waves. The
initial study was preregistered on the OSR for methods, sample size, variables collected, and
hypotheses [13]. Participants were recruited on the Prolific platform and custom screening was
used to generate roughly equally sized samples of U.S. participants (n=650 total: n=613 (n=303
Conservatives) passed the comprehension check and were analyzed). The study was also used
to examine a distinct decision task involving information and political views, though results from
that task are not reported in this paper. Relevant to this paper was the preregistered plan to test
for mood regulation differences between conservatives and liberals using the validated ERQ
instrument. A 6-item Cognitive Reflection Task (CRT) was also administered in this first study,
although we did not preregister a hypothesis linking political ideology to CRT. The study was
administered between September 10 and 15, 2020 prior to the U.S. Presidential election.

Study 1 Results/Discussion

The results of Study 1 are summarized with the coefficient plots in Figure 1. Using the two-tailed
test we find robust evidence that one’s self-reported liberal ideology predicts a higher score on
the 6-item CRT [6], which is a task that identifies a more self-controlled and reflective thinking
style. The results are consistent across a simple regression of Liberal Score on CRT scores, a
multi-variate regression controlling for demographics and education level, and another regression
that included additional controls for political preferences and experiences. The full estimation
results can be seen in Table S2 (S| Appendix A). These results highlight a higher estimated level
of cognitive reflection among political liberals, which generally suggests an increased tendency to
override one’s more automatic initial response through a more deliberative process. Given
increased reflection is required in the CRT to override the salient but incorrect intuitive response,
Study 1 results suggest an enhanced higher-level cognitive self-control among political liberals
compared to conservatives.

Study 2—Self-control outcomes (Stroop task)

Study 2 Description

Participants from Study 1 were invited to complete a follow-up study on Prolific designed to test
for self-control differences between Conservatives and Liberals using the Stroop word-color task.
Study 2 was separately preregistered on the OSR [13], and preregistered hypotheses aimed to
test the findings [6] that Conservatives exhibit greater self-control in the Stroop task. A total of
n=498 participated in Study 2, with n=476 (n=241 Conservatives) passing the comprehension
check for analysis. This study was conducted post-election between November 18 and
December 15, 2020. A selection equation was estimated to identify the likelihood of the Study 1
participant also participating in Study 2 (see Table S1, SI Appendix A). We then conducted some
of the sensitivity analysis using the inverse probability weights to correct for potential sample
selection impacts on Study 2 results (indicated below as the “IPW correction” model results). To
address weaknesses in previous methodologies, we examined two versions of the Stroop task,
analyzed response latencies in incongruent Stroop trials as well as when assessing a proper



measure of the Stroop interference effect that includes the baseline latency on congruent trials,
and we also addressed task motivation with a monetary incentive (see Materials and Methods
below).

Study 2 Results/Discussion

Our Study 2 results are summarized in Figure 2, where we report that there was no significant
impact of political ideology on self-control—a precisely measured null effect that is robust to
Stroop task versions (Panel A: incongruent trial types, colored letters or background color task
versions ), robust to using a more classically defined Stroop Interference Effect ratio that uses
response latencies on congruent trials as one’s baseline (Panel B), and robust with respect to
covariates and a sample selection correction (see Fig 2 notes). In contrast to Study 1, political
ideology did not predict any significant differences in the type of self-control measured by Stroop
task response latencies (see Tables S3-S8, S| Appendix A for full estimation results). This is also
in contrast to recently published findings [6] and suggests there are no significant differences in
lower-level cognitive self-control between political conservatives and liberals.

Study 3—Dark vs light personality traits

Study 3 Description

Participants from Study 1 were again invited to complete another follow-up study that aimed to
examine personality trait differences between Conservatives and Liberals. Study 3 was
separately preregistered on the OSR [13], and preregistered hypotheses were detailed to test the
hypothesis that Conservatives would present lower scores on “dark” personality trait measures
(i.e., the so-called “dark tetrad” measures of Narcissism, Psychopathy, Machiavellianism, and
Sadism, which were presented in their validated short forms). A total of n=402 participated in
Study 3, with n=385 (n=215 Conservatives) passing the comprehension check for analysis.
Study 3 was conducted post-inauguration between February 15 and March 9, 2021.

Study 3 Results/Discussion

Figure 3 highlights the robustly estimated null effect of political ideology on the Dark Triad of
personality traits, a more recently developed Light Triad of positive personality, and a separate
measure of subclinical sadism. This result is robust to inclusion of additional control measures,
the IPW correction for sample selection, and robust across both light and dark personality
dimensions measured (see Tables S9-S11 in S| Appendix A for full results). A previous finding
regarding ideology impact on dark personality measures was more nuanced and separated
political ideology across the economic versus social issues dimensions [7]. We also assessed
ideology along these two distinct dimensions in Study 3 in order to conduct similar analysis
testing two preregistered hypotheses: high economic conservatism and high social liberalism
would predict higher levels of Machiavellianism; high economic liberalism and high social
conservatism will predict higher levels of Narcissism. Our findings suggest marginal support for
the hypothesis regarding Machiavellianism, but we fail to support the hypothesis regarding
Narcissism (see Sl Appendix A, Figure S2). Thus, our data indicate that liberal ideology may only
predict a darker Machiavellian personality when it is a liberal social-issues ideology coupled with
a more conservative economic-issues ideology.

Studies 1-3—Mood and mood regulation



Studies 1-3 Description (Mood)

As noted previously, baseline measures of positive and negative affect were elicited during
Studies 1-3, along with an additional elicitation of mood at the end of each survey after presenting
participant with a randomly order set of two images: Joe Biden and Donald Trump. The image
presentation was intended as a way to validate that each individual elicited an affective response
consistent with ideological expectations. We did not preregister this mood/mood response
hypothesis, but we anticipated that one’s mood state would be significantly more negative after
being presented an image of Donald Trump (Joe Biden) the more liberal (conservative) was the
participant. Additionally, Study 1 administered the Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ), and
we preregistered the hypothesis that political conservatives would report greater levels of
cognitive reappraisal and/or lower levels of expression suppression (both considered healthy
emotional regulation strategies).

Studies 1-3 Results/Discussion (Mood)

The exploratory hypothesis regarding mood and mood response was strongly supported (p <
.01), and those results are summarized Figure 4. The initial elicitation of mood at the beginning
of each study survey is used as a measure of the participant’'s mood (i.e., the “net positive mood
report”), and the timing of the Studies 1-3 surveys yields mood measures at 3 different points in
time in a 6-7 month span. The impact of one’s ideology on baseline mood ratings are also shown
in the far-left panel of Figure 4. Key events during the 2020 US Presidential election period are
also of importance, as our 3 studies capture mood pre- and post-election results, as well as pre-
post inauguration. The post-inauguration measure (Wave/Study 3) is perhaps more useful than
typical given the increased uncertainties that surrounded the US Presidential transition period in
early 2021. Figure 5 shows evidence that across all three points in time, a more liberal political
ideology predicts a relative less positive net mood report (p < .01). And, we report the expected
mood impact of viewing an image of one’s more or less preferred candidate across all three
studies as well. Regarding mood regulation style, we test this hypothesis using a series of
estimations designed to check the robustness of any finding (or null result) across a variety of
specifications. As we see in Figure 5, we find that liberal political ideology predicts a lesser level
of cognitive reappraisal in one’s approach to mood regulation, but no significant difference in
expressive suppression tendencies. This supports our preregistered hypothesis with respect to
cognitive reappraisal style. The analysis of mood and mood regulation using data from Studies 1-
3 support the conclusion that political liberals tend to have lower levels of positive mood, and
regulate mood using less cognitive reappraisal strategies, compared to political conservatives.

General Discussion

Political liberal ideology was found to predict higher intuitive-response self-control (i.e., cognitive
reflection) but, contrary to previous findings, conservative ideology did not predict higher Stroop
task self-control. While systematically higher levels of cognitive reflection would seem a desirable
trait, this would not seem to explain several life outcome measures that tend to be more favorable
among political conservatives. Dark versus Light personality traits were also not found to
significantly differ by political ideology, although a combination of higher economic conservatism
with higher social liberalism predicts a more Machiavellianism personality. In our sample, this
combination is only present in 26 of 402 participants (6.5%), which makes it unlikely that this
rather specific ideological combination is responsible for more broad-based outcomes differences
across main ideological groups.

A key finding of ours is that political liberals report systematically less positive mood, compared to
conservatives, and pursue mood regulation strategies associated with inferior outcomes on
several dimensions. Cognitive reappraisal strategies are related to greater interpersonal
functioning, higher self-esteem and life satisfaction, and lesser depressive symptoms [14]. The
reduced tendency for political liberals to reappraise implies a reduction in early-intervention



efforts that can shape how negative emotions impact down-stream experience and behaviors.
Though more research is needed to further examine this finding, a less healthy approach to mood
regulation may be a likely candidate to help explain life outcome differences that appear to
systematically differ by political ideology.

Materials and Methods

Self-identified political conservatives and liberals were recruited for Study 1 (n=650) from the
Prolific platform [11,12]. A total of n=498 participants completed the follow-up Study 2, and
n=402 participants completed the follow-up Study 3. The data and code used to run the analysis
for this study can be accessed on the Open Science framework along with preregistered study
design details [13]. The study met the ethical guidelines for the conduct of human subjects
research and was approved by the Institutional Review Board at Appalachian State University.
The informational survey front page required consent as a condition to continue the study.
Participants were compensated a flat fee that surpassed Prolific’'s minimal fair pay standards, in
addition to a performance incentive in Study 2 for the Stroop task. Extra details are given below
on measures for which we tested hypotheses, but the full survey instruments or task on each can
be found in the SI Materials.

6-ltem Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT)
The 6-item CRT [15] was developed to help limit the lower-end truncation of CRT scores in the
most commonly used original 3-item CRT [16].

Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ) details

The ERQ [14] elicits responses to 6 cognitive reappraisal and 4 expressive suppression factors
on a 1-7 Likert agreement scale (1="strongly disagree”, 7="strongly agree”). Factor questions are
worded such that greater agreement indicates a subscription to that style of emotion regulation
(reappraisal or suppression). The average of the multiple factors for each ERQ dimension were
used as the specific Cognitive Reappraisal and Expressive Suppression variables. The ERQ
measure was elicited in Study 1.

Stroop task details

The Stroop task [17] included 16 trials for each of two task versions. One version asked
participants to identify the color of the text in each trial. Our task used yellow, green, red, and
blue and contained all 16 possible combinations of word and text-colors (4 congruent and 12
incongruent trials). A second task version used a background color behind the word written in
black text. Participants were presented the entire block of a given version all together, but block
order and trial order within each block were randomized by the survey software. A performance
incentive was added by advertising an additional $5.00 bonus payment to each of the top 5
Stroop task performers—this implied a potential bonus payment that would have more than
quadrupled the participant’s fixed $1.30 compensation for the short task (< 10 min). Participants
were told that the task performance criteria were accuracy followed by average RT. Following the
administration of the Stroop task, participants self-rated their motivation, effort given, and
cognitive fatigue.

Dark vs Light personality measures

Light Triad personality combined measures of Kantianism, Humanism, and Faith in Humanity
[18]) into a singular 1-5 measure. The Dark Triad score combined measures of narcissism,
Machiavellianism, and psychopathy [19] into a singular 1-5 measure. Finally, the measure of
sadism also generates a 1-5 measure of this personality trait [20], which is sometimes combined
with the Dark Triad measures to create the Dark Tetrad of personality measures.
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Dependent Variable: CRT score
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O Binary + Demographics
< Binary + Demographics + Political controls

Figure 1: Liberal Score impact on 6-item CRT scores

Notes: n=613 observations. Coefficient plot shows the point estimate with 95% (thick line) and 99% (thin
line) confidence interval for a 2-tailed test (no pre-registered hypothesis made).
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PANEL A: Dependent Variable = log(RT)

Incongruent Stroop (pooled tasks) Incongruent Stroop (colored letters)
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PANEL B: Dependent Variable = Stroop Effect ratio
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Figure 2: Liberal Score impact on Stroop self-control measures.

Notes: Observations=476. Positive (negative) coefficient estimates indicate that more liberal ideology
increases (decreases) response latencies (Panel A) or Stroop interference effect (Panel B). Thick (thin)
bars show the 95% (99%) confidence intervals. The pre-registered hypothesis H2 suggests a positive
Liberal Score coefficient estimate. “Binary” models included only Liberal Score as an independent variable.
“Controls” models added age, gender, and minority status covariates. “Enhanced controls” included
additional measures of emotional regulation style (Gross and John, 2003), perceived political discrimination,
ideology strength, and self-reports of sleepiness [20], motivation, post-task cognitive fatigue, and mood
state. Models with IPW correction used the inverse probability weights (in a weighted regression) from a
selection model that predicted inclusion in the follow-up survey (Wave 2). The Probit selection model was
estimated on the entire set of Wave 1 participants (n=650). Significant selection predictors were Age
(positive impact on Wave 2 inclusion probability, p < .01) and Education Level (negative impact on Wave 2
inclusion probability, p <.01). See Sl Appendix A Table A1 for full selection equation estimation results.
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Impact of Liberal Score on Personality measures

Binary Controls for Big 5 measures
I I
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O Light Triad @ Light Triad (IPW correction)
O Dark Triad ™ Dark Triad (IPW correction)
< Sadism € Sadism (IPW correction)

Figure 3: Liberal Score impact on dark vs light personality traits

Notes: Observations=385. Positive (negative) coefficient estimates indicate that more liberal ideology
increases (decreases) personality measure score. Thick (thin) bars show the 95% (99%) confidence
intervals for the 1-tailed (pre-registered) hypothesis tests). The pre-registered hypotheses suggest a
positive Liberal Score coefficient estimate on the Dark Triad and Sadism measures, and a negative
coefficient estimate on the Light Triad measure. “Binary” models included only Liberal Score as an
independent variable. Models with additional controls for measures of the Big 5 personality traits are based
on the TIPI scale. Models with “additional controls” also included controls for demographics, mood
regulation (ERQ) components, and political measures. Models with IPW correction used the inverse
probability weights (in a weighted regression) from a selection model that predicted inclusion in the follow-up
survey (Wave 3). The Probit selection model was estimated on the entire set of Wave 1 participants
(n=650). Significant selection predictors were Age (positive impact on Wave 3 inclusion probability, p <.01)
and Female (positive impact on Wave 3 inclusion probability, p <.01). See S| Appendix A Table A1 for full
selection equation estimation results.
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Liberal Score impact on Mood reports
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(n=650) (n=498) (n=402) | (n=650) (n=498) (n=402) | (n=650) (n=498) (n=402)

Net Pos Mood Report

Trump Mood Effect

Biden Mood Effect

Figure 4: Liberal Score impact on mood (all studies)

Notes: Here, all respondents entered into the regression (either simple binary, or with demographic
controls), even if failing the attention check further along in the study survey (results are unaffected if

omitting those who failed the attention checks in the survey). Study 1 used n=650, Study 2 used n=498, and

Study 3 used n=402 participants. The thin (thick) lines show the 99% (95%) confidence intervals on the
coefficient estimate of the Liberal Score impact on the Relative Positive Mood measure constructed from

responses on 9 affective states (4 positive and 5 negative) using a 1-7 scale for each. The average of mood

reports from all negative states was subtracted from the average of all positive state reports for each

participant to create a singular Relative Positive Mood measure € [-6 , +6].
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Liberal Score impacts on Emotion Regulation tactics (ERQ)

Cognitive Reappraisal Expressive Suppression
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Figure 5: Liberal Score impact on mood regulation components

Notes: n=613 observations. Coefficient plot shows the point estimate with 95% (thick line) and 99% (thin
line) confidence interval for a 1-tailed test of the pre-registered hypothesis.
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Supplementary Information: Appendix A (full estimation results)

For all estimation results shown in this Appendix, the following applies:

Dependent Variable = Participation in Follow-up Wave (=1)

Wave 2 Follow-up Wave 3 Follow-up
Variable Coefficient (SE) Coefficient (SE)
Constant .819 (.322)* -.256 (.296)
Age .015 (.005)** .024 (.005)**
Female (=1) =121 (117) .332 (.110)**
Minority (=1) -.019 (.128) 113 (.120)
Education -.133 (.043)** -.043 (.039)
Conservative (=1) .015 (.124) .166 (.115)
Political Discrimination -.044 (.034) -.052 (.033)
ERQ-style .003 (.036) -.053 (.033)
Political ideology strength .001 (003) -.002 (.003)
Pseudo R-squared .0334 .0578
Log Likelihood -341.719 -407.158

Table S1: Sample Selection Probit Estimation Results
(used for IPW-corrected regression analysis)

Notes: Observations=650. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test. Predicted
probabilities for each participant were calculated using these estimation results and
the inverse of the predicted probability of being in the Wave 2 (n=498) or the Wave 3
(n=402) was used in a weighted regression for all estimations listed in the main text
as IPW.

Probit equation variable details

IPW indicates the inverse probability weight correction method for the estimation. Table S1
shows results from a selection Probit model predicting the probability of being in the follow-up
Wave 2 sample (n=498) or the follow-up Wave 3 sample (n=402) from our original data set. This
model is estimated on the larger data set of Wave 1 participants (n=650). The predicted
probabilities of inclusion in our sample for this study are then calculated based on the model
estimation results and the inverse of these predicted probabilities is used for that participant in a
weighted regression performed on the sample of only those participants in this study. This
method addressed the issue of sample selection into the follow-up survey wave data by giving
extra weight in the regression to those participants with characteristics that made them less likely
to have participated in Waves 2 or 3 (i.e., such subjects would tend to be underrepresented in the
follow-up samples).

Independent Variables descriptions

Age is given in years, and Female and Minority are indicator variables (Minority status is
considered to be Hispanic white, or non-Caucasian). Education measured the highest degree of
education completed as 1-7 for “Did not complete High School”, “High School”, “some college (<1
year)”, “>1 year of College (but no degree)”, “Bachelor’'s Degree”, “Master’s Degree”, and
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“Terminal Degree beyond Master’s level (e.g., Ph.D., J.D., Ed.D., etc)”, respectively.
Conservative was the indicator variable from the respondent’s Prolific profile (used to custom
screen the sample on political ideology for roughly equal numbers of political conservatives and
liberals). Political Discrimination was a 1-7 (1=Never, 7=All the time) response to the question
“Have you ever felt discriminated against this past year because of your political views? We
are not asking about whether others have expressed to you different political views from yours,
but whether you have felt unjust or unfair treatment as a result of your political
viewpoints.” ERQ-style is the difference in the two component measures of the Emotional
Regulation Questionnaire: cognitive reappraisal and expression suppression. A higher value
would indicate a relatively higher cognitive reappraisal ERQ style to dealing with one’s emotions
(generally considered healthy). Political Ideology Strength was a 0-100 (0= Not strongly at all,
100=Extremely strongly) response to the question “How strongly do you hold to your political
ideological position?”

Additional Independent Variables descriptions (variables used in reported reqgressions)

In addition to some of the variables used in the Table S1 Probit estimation, additional
independent variables that derived from the Study 1 survey and were used in various
specifications (not all available all estimations) included: Voted Before was an indicator variable
(=1 if responding yes to “Have you voted in a US Presidential election before?); Keep up News
(“In general, how much do you enjoy keeping up with the news?” was a 1-5 scale with 1="Not
at all” and 5="A lot”). Other variables used are described in the notes to the appropriate Table
below.

Political Ideology sample balance

The measure of political ideology we used for all our studies, Liberal Score, highlights the
concern regarding an undergraduate-only subject pool for a study focused on political ideology
differences, as was the case in [1]. Figure S1 compares the ideology distribution of the present
sample (n=476) with a previous undergraduate student sample collected by this author for an
unrelated study (n=192). This undergraduate sample likely approximates the samples used in
the prior research that reported the conservative-liberal Stroop effect difference [1], and it is clear
from Fig S1 that such a sample will be biased towards political liberals—a median-split approach
to differentiating ideology in such a sample will misconstrue as “conservative” some who are
rather neutral or even mildly liberal given the asymmetry in the ideology distribution.
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Figure S1. Sample Specific Ideology Distributions
College Students (n=192)  Prolific custom sample (n=476)

o~ ~
= I o -
7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6
1=Very Conservatlve, 5=Middle- of the- road, 9= Very Liberal 1=Very Conservative, 5=Middle-of-the-road, 9=Very Liberal

Notes: Left-panel shows ideology distribution of an undergraduate student sample (n=192),
collected for an unrelated study, which highlights the higher prevalence of liberal ideology in such
a sample. Right-panel shows the ideology distribution for the Prolific sample used in Study 2
(n=476), which derived from the initial Study 1 that was custom screened to yield roughly equal
numbers of political liberals and conservatives. Left-panel response interval was 1-5, which is
rescaled here for comparability. While the granularity of the liberal ideology scale differed across
surveys, but mid-point and end-points of the 1-5 (Left panel) and 1-9 (Right panel) scales used to
elicit self-reported political ideology were identically labeled.

Density
Density

(Next page starts full estimation results used to general the main text coefficient plots shown in
the main text Figures).
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Table S2: Liberal Score impact on CRT scores (see Fig 1 in main text)

Binary Controls | Additional

Variable Controls
constant 2.623 2.416 2.878
(.180)** (.393* (.524)**

Liberal Score .091 120 .098
€[0,9 (.030)** (.033)** (.033)**

Age - .004 .002

(.007) (.008)

Female (=1) - -.613 -.680
(A71)* (173

Minority (=1) - -.078 -.092
(.193) (.194)

Education - .060 .084
e[o0,7] (.063) (.067)

Voted Before (=1) .061
(.242)

Keep up News -.084
€[0, 5] (.075)
Political Discr - - -.160
€[0,7] (.053)™

Ideology Strength .006
€ [0, 100] (.005)
R-squared .0145 .0367 .0535

Notes: n=613 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test



Table S3: Incongruent Stroop task (pooled tasks)—(main text Figure 3, Panel A)
Dependent Variable = log Response Times on incongruent Stroop trials--Coefficient (SE)

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW
constant 1.078 1.066 .678 .679 .635 .615
(.029)** .032)** (.050)** (.059)** (.119)** (.140)**
Liberal Score -.022 -.021 -.007 -.008 -.009 -.009
.005** (.005)** (.005) (.005) (.005) (.006)
Age - - .009 .009 .009 .009
(.001)** (.001)** (.001)** (.001)**
Female (=1) - - -.001 .0002 .015 .017
(.026) (.025) (.027) (.027)
Minority (=1) - - .034 .030 .054 .052
(.029) (.029) (.029) (.030)
Education - - - - -.010 -.010
€[0,7] (.009) (.008)
ERQ-cogr - - - - .001 .002
(.011) (.010)
ERQ-exps - - - - .009 .010
(.010) (.010)
Political Discr - - - - .01 .012
€[0,7] (.008) (.008)
Ideology Strength - - - - .0014 .0015
€[0, 100] (.0007)* (.0007)*
Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- .010 .012
€0, 9] (.008) (.009)
Motivation - - - - -.028 -.029
(.008)** (.010)**
Cognitive fatigue - - - - .010 .011
(.006) (.006)*
Relative Positive - - - - .024 .026
mood (.008)** (.010)**
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0417 .0378 .1980 .1859 .2454 .2406

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test, except for the hypothesized Liberal Score
effect for which we conducted a 1-tailed test of the preregistered hypothesis that Liberal Score would predict
higher response latencies (response times). Liberal Score coefficient estimates shown in Figure 3 (main
text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Support for the preregistered hypothesis would require
statistically significant and positive coefficient estimates on Liberal Score. Motivation was a 1-9 scale
(1="Not at all motivated!”, 9="Highest level of motivation!”) and Cognitive fatigue was a 1-9 scale (1="Not at
all cognitively fatigued!”, 9="Totally cognitively fatigued” assessed after taking the Stroop task. ERQ-cogr
and ERQ-exps were separate 1-7 scale components of the Emotion Regulation Questionnaire measuring
cognitive reappraisal and expressive suppression tactics to regulating emotion. Higher ERQ-cogr and lower
ERQ-exps scores are generally preferred. Relative Positive mood is a composite measure from eliciting 1-7
scale (low-high) mood ratings on Happy, Excited, Surprised, Satisfied, Angry, Irritated, Confused, Regret,
and Disgust. The average of the first 4 positive mood measures € [1, 7] was first calculated and then the
average of the final 5 negative mood measures € [1, 7] was subtracted from this to create the composite
measure of one’s relative positive mood in the [-6 , +6] interval. IPW models include correction for sample
selection using the inverse probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S4: Incongruent Stroop task (colored letters task)—(main text Figure 3, Panel A)

Dependent Variable = log Response Times on incongruent Stroop trials
Coefficient (SE) shown

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW
constant 1.103 1.092 712 716 .668 .652
(.029)** | (.034)** (.051)* (.061)** (.122)** (.130)**
Liberal Score -.023 -.022 -.008 -.008 -.010 -.010
(.005)** | (.005)** (.005) (.006) (.005) (.006)
Age - - .009 .009 .009 .009
(.001)** (.001)** (.001)** (.001)**
Female (=1) - - -.005 -.004 .005 .007
(.026) (.026) (.028) (.029)
Minority (=1) - - .028 .023 .047 .043
(.029) (.028) (.030) (.028)
Education - - - - -.007 -.007
(.010) (.009)
ERQ-cogr - - - - -.004 -.004
(.012) (.011)
ERQ-exps - - - - .004 .005
(.010) (.011)
Political - - - - .012 .014
Discrimination (.008) (.009)
Political ideology - - - - .0013 .0013
strength (.0007) (.0007)
Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- .015 .017
(.008) (.010)
Motivation - - - - -.023 -.024
(.008)** (.009)**
Cognitive fatigue - - - - .008 .009
(.007) (.006)
Relative Positive - - - - .022 .024
mood (.009)* (.011)*
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0436 .0397 1899 A757 .2299 .2221

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test, except for the hypothesized
Liberal Score effect for which we conducted a 1-tailed test of the preregistered hypothesis that Lib
score would predict higher response latencies (response times). Liberal Score coefficient
estimates shown in Figure 3 (main text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Support for the
preregistered hypothesis would require statistically significant and positive coefficient estimates
on Liberal Score. IPW models include correction for sample selection using the inverse probability
weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).

20



Table S5: Incongruent Stroop task (background color task)—(main text Figure 3, Panel A)

Dependent Variable = log Response Times on incongruent Stroop trials
Coefficient (SE) shown

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW
constant 1.038 1.025 .635 .632 592 571
(.030)** | (.032)** (.053)** (.061)** (.128)** (.162)**
Liberal Score -.021 -.020 -.006 -.006 -.008 -.008
(.005)** | (.005)** (.005) (.006) (.005) (.006)
Age - - .009 .009 .009 .009
(.001)** (.001)** (.001)** (.001)**
Female (=1) - - .007 .008 .028 .030
(.027) (.027) (.029) (.028)
Minority (=1) - - .036 .034 .057 .058
(.031) (.031) (.031) (.033)
Education - - - - -.013 -.014
(.010) (.009)
ERQ-cogr - - - - .008 .008
(.012) (.010)
ERQ-exps --- --- --- --- .014 .014
(.011) (.009)
Political - - - - .008 .008
Discrimination (.009) (.008)
Political ideology - - - - .0016 .0017
strength (.0007)* (.0007)*
Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- .006 .008
(.008) (.009)
Motivation --- --- --- --- -.033 -.033
(.009)** (.011)*
Cognitive fatigue - - - - .011 .012
(.007) (.006)*
Relative Positive - - - - .024 .027
mood (.009)** (.010)**
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0327 .0293 1746 .1661 .2232 .2216

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test, except for the hypothesized Lib
score effect for which we conducted a 1-tailed test of the preregistered hypothesis that Liberal
Score would predict higher response latencies (response times). Liberal Score coefficient
estimates shown in Figure 3 (main text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Support for the
preregistered hypothesis would require statistically significant and positive coefficient estimates
on Liberal Score. IPW models include correction for sample using the inverse probability weights
from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S6: Incongruent Stroop task (pooled tasks)—(main text Figure 3, Panel B)

Dependent Variable = Stroop Effect Ratio (the Stroop interference effect)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW

constant .042 .041 .029 .029 .031 .028
(.008)** | (.009)** (.015)* (.016) (.036) (.046)
Liberal Score -.001 -.001 -.0007 -.0006 -.0007 -.0005
(.001) (.001) (.0015) (.0015) (.0016) (.0016)

Age - - .0004 .0003 .0004 .0004
(.0003) (.0003) (.0003) (.0003)

Female (=1) - - -.007 -.007 -.003 -.003
(.008) (.007) (.008) (.008)

Minority (=1) - - .004 .005 .002 .004
(.009) (.009) (.009) (.010)

Education - - - - .001 .001
(.003) (.003)

ERQ-cogr - - - - -.003 -.002
(.003) (.003)

ERQ-exps - - - - .003 .003
(.003) (.003)
Political - - - - -.0002 -.0002
Discrimination (.002) (.002)
Political ideology - - - - -.0002 -.0002
strength (.0002) (.0002)

Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- .001 .001
(.002) (.003)

Motivation - - - - .001 .0003
(.002) (.003)

Cognitive fatigue - - - - -.001 -.001
(.002) (.002)

Relative Positive - - - - .002 .002
mood (.003) (.003)

IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0022 .0019 .0062 .0060 .0137 .0133

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test. Liberal Score coefficient
estimates shown in Figure 3 (main text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Though
somewhat different than the explicit Hypothesis, which examined response times only in
congruent Stroop trials, general support for the notion that politically conservative participants do
better on the Stroop task would be supported by statistically significant and positive coefficient
estimates on Liberal Score. IPW models include correction for sample using the inverse
probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S7: Incongruent Stroop task (colored letters task)—(main text Figure 3, Panel B)

Dependent Variable = Stroop Effect Ratio (the Stroop interference effect)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW

constant .052 .053 .033 .036 .010 .009
(.010)** | (.O11)* (.019) (.021) (.046) (.053)

Liberal Score -.002 -.002 -.001 -.001 -.001 -.001
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)

Age - - .0006 .0005 .0007 .0006
(.0004) (.0003) (.0004) (.0004)

Female (=1) - - -.019 -.018 -.016 -.016
(.010) (.010) (.011) (.010)

Minority (=1) - - .002 .003 -.002 -.002
(.011) (.012) (.011) (.012)

Education - - - - .005 .006
(.004) (.003)

ERQ-cogr - - - - -.002 -.001
(.004) (.004)

ERQ-exps - - - - .003 (.003
(.004) (.004)

Political --- --- --- --- .0004 .001
Discrimination (.003) (.003)
Political ideology - - - - -.0005 -.0005
strength (.0003) (.0003)

Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- .005 .005
(.003) (.003)

Motivation - - - - .002 .002
(.003) (.003)

Cognitive fatigue - - - - -.002 -.002
(.002) (.002)

Relative Positive - - - - .001 .001
mood (.003) (.004)

IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0038 .0042 .0147 .0140 .0332 .0321

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test. Liberal Score coefficient
estimates shown in Figure 3 (main text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Though
somewhat different than the explicit Hypothesis, which examined response times only in
congruent Stroop trials, general support for the notion that politically conservative participants do
better on the Stroop task would be supported by statistically significant and positive coefficient
estimates on Liberal Score. IPW models include correction for sample using the inverse

probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S8: Incongruent Stroop task (background color task)—(main text Figure 3, Panel B)

Dependent Variable = Stroop Effect Ratio (the Stroop interference effect)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Additional
Binary | Binary + | Controls | Controls | Additional | Controls +
Variable IPW + IPW Controls IPW
constant .032 .030 .032 .027 .065 .063
(.010)** | (.011)** (.019) (.021) (.040) (.058)
Liberal Score -.0001 .0001 -.0006 -.0003 -.0004 -.0001
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Age - - -.0001 .0000 -.0000 .0000
(.0004) (.0003) (.0004) (.0003)
Female (=1) - - .006 .005 .011 .010
(.010) (.009) (.011) (.010)
Minority (=1) - - .006 .008 .007 .009
(.011) (.011) (.011) (.012)
Education - - - - -.004 -.004
(.004) (.003)
ERQ-cogr - - - - -.002 -.003
(.004) (.004)
ERQ-exps - - - - .003 .003
(.004) (.003)
Political - - - - -.001 -.002
Discrimination (.003) (.003)
Political ideology - - - - .0000 .0001
strength (.0003) (.0002)
Sleepiness - -—- -—- -—- -.003 -.003
(.003) (.003)
Motivation - - - - -.002 -.002
(.003) (.004)
Cognitive fatigue - - - - .0004 .0003
(.002) (.002)
Relative Positive - - - - .002 .002
mood (.003) (.004)
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0000 .0000 .0015 .0017 .0096 .0111

Notes: n=476 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test. Liberal Score coefficient
estimates shown in Figure 3 (main text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. Though
somewhat different than the explicit Hypothesis, which examined response times only in
congruent Stroop trials, general support for the notion that politically conservative participants do
better on the Stroop task would be supported by statistically significant and positive coefficient
estimates on Liberal Score. IPW models include correction for sample using the inverse

probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S9: Dark vs Light Personality Traits (main text Figure 4)
Binary Regressions

Dependent Variable = Personality trait measure (indicated)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Dependent Var = Dependent Var = Dependent Var =
Light Triad Dark Triad Personality | Subclinical Sadism
Variable Personality Measure Measure Personality Measure
constant 3.757 3.730 2.185 2.243 1.441 1.520
(.062)** (.073)** (.056)** (.048)** (.075)** (.077)
Liberal Score .0004 .004 .002 -.002 .014 .008
(.011) (.011) (.010) (.010) (.013) (.013)
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .0000 .0003 .0002 .0001 .0031 .0009

Notes: n=385 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test (1-tailed for preregistered
hypothesis of Liberal Score effect). Liberal Score coefficient estimates shown in Figure 4 (main
text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. IPW models include correction for sample selection
using the inverse probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table A1).

Table S10: Dark vs Light Personality Traits (main text Figure 4)
Multivariate Regressions to include Big 5 Personality measure controls

Dependent Variable = Personality trait measure (indicated)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Dependent Var = Dependent Var = Dependent Var =
Light Triad Dark Triad Subclinical Sadism
Variable Personality Measure | Personality Measure | Personality Measure
constant 2.410 2.428 2.557 2.556 3.051 3.105
(.159)** (173)* (.145)** (.160)** (.194)** (.237)**
Liberal Score .015 .015 .002 .002 -.009 -.012
(.010) (.011) (.009) (.010) (.013) (.014)
Extraversion .027 .030 .080 .081 .013 .015
(.017) (.018) (.016)** (.017)** (.021) (.022)
Agreeableness .201 .196 -.169 -.169 -.254 -.254
(.021)** (.022)** (.019)** (.019)** (.025)** (.033)**
Conscientious -.001 .002 -.050 -.048 -.089 -.091
(.021) (.021) (.020)* (.022)* (.026)** (.033)**
Emotional Stability -.001 -.006 .053 .059 .021 .034
(.019) (.021) (.018)** (.020)** (.024) (.028)
Openness to Exp .058 .058 .054 .052 -.004 -.007
(.020)** (.021)** (.019)** (.020)* (.025) (.030)
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared 2714 12653 .2600 .2553 .2697 .2555

Notes: n=385 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test (1-tailed for preregistered
hypothesis of Liberal Score effect). Liberal Score coefficient estimates shown in Figure 4 (main
text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. IPW models include correction for sample selection
using the inverse probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Table S11: Dark vs Light Personality Traits (main text Figure 4)
Multivariate Regressions to include Big 5 Personality measure and additional controls

Dependent Variable = Personality trait measure (indicated)
Coefficient (SE) shown

Dependent Var = Dependent Var = Dependent Var =
Light Triad Dark Triad Subclinical Sadism
Variable Personality Measure | Personality Measure | Personality Measure
constant 2.398 2.359 2.468 2.479 3.100 3.129
(.224)** (.249)** (.193)** (.203)** (.258)** (.337)*
Liberal Score .008 .011 .002 .001 -.006 -.009
(.012) (.012) (.010) (.010) (.013) (.015)
Extraversion .016 .020 .084 .084 .020 .021
(.018) (.018) (.015)** (.016)** (.020) (.021)
Agreeableness .183 A77 - 137 -.138 -.203 -.204
(.022)** (.023)** (.019)** (.019)** (.025)** (.033)**
Conscientious -.019 -.014 -.035 -.033 -.060 -.065
(.022) (.022) (.019) (.021) (.025)* (.032)*
Emotional Stability .015 .009 .031 .038 .008 .010
(.021) (.021) (.018) (.020) (.024) (.027)
Openness to Exp .045 .043 .061 .062 .014 .014
(.021)* (.022)* (.019)** (.019)** (.024) (.028)
Age -.001 -.001 -.006 -.007 -.006 -.007
(.002) (.002) (.002)** (.002)** (.002)** (.002)**
Female (=1) .079 .071 -.255 -.257 -.310 -.314
(.059) (.061) (.050)** (.056)** (.068)** (.082)**
Minority (=1) .009 .019 110 107 190 211
(.059) (.059) (.051)* (.054)* (.068)** (.079)*
Education .023 .021 -.002 .002 -.014 -.014
(.020) (.020) (.017) (.018) (.023) (.027)
ERQ-cogr .036 .049 .049 .047 .005 .007
(.023) (.026) (.020)* (.023)* (.026) (.020)
ERQ-exps -.039 -.039 .01 .008 .005 .006
(.021) (.023) (.018) (.019) (.024) (.028)
Political -.011 -.003 .008 .005 .038 .033
Discrimination (.017) (.020) (.015) (.015) (.020) (.022)
Political ideology .002 .002 -.001 -.001 -.002 -.002
strength (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.002)
IPW correction No Yes No Yes No Yes
R-squared .2986 .2929 3713 .3654 3731 .3539

Notes: n=385 observations. *p<.05, **p<.01 for the 2-tailed test (1-tailed for preregistered
hypothesis of Liberal Score effect). Liberal Score coefficient estimates shown in Figure 4 (main
text) coefficient plots have cells highlighted. IPW models include correction for sample selection
using the inverse probability weights from the selection equation estimation (Table S1).
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Figure S2: Machiavellianism and Narcissism—predictions by Economic versus Social
political ideology

Multivariate Regressions to include Big 5 Personality measure and additional controls
Test of Social and Econ Ideology impact on specific traits

Social Cons-->Machiavellianism Social Cons-->Narcissism
] ]
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O Binary ® Binary + IPW correction
O Big 5 Controls B Big 5 Controls + IPW correction
< Additional Controls 4 Additional Controls + IPW correction

Notes: High (low) Economic Conservatism regressions used n=186 (n=173) observations of the
specific subsample of participants high (low) in Economic Conservatism. Coefficient plots
represent tests of preregistered hypotheses to replicate findings from [2], with thick (thin) lines
representing the 95% (99%) confidence intervals for the 1-tailed test of the pre-registered
hypotheses). Left-side panel results replicate their finding that, for those with High Economic
Conservatism, higher (lower) levels of Social Liberalism (Conservative) predict higher levels of
Machiavellianism (p < .05 across all models with control variables included). That is, the
combination of higher Economic Conservatism + higher Social Liberalism ideologies is
associated with higher levels of Machiavellianism. However, we failed to replicate the second
hypothesis that predicted lower Economic Conservatism + higher Social Conservatism ideologies
would predicted higher narcissistic tendencies.
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Supplemental Information: Appendix B--Survey Waves 1, 2, and 3 details

[spacing condensed in places for presentation, dotted lines indicate page breaks in survey,
added commentary shaded in squared brackets]

WAVE 1 Survey—pre-election (generated the participant pool used in follow-up survey waves,
generated characteristics and political ideology measures on each participant.)

The Wave 1 Survey was conducted between September 10 and September 15, 2020. The survey
was administered on the Prolific platform (prolific.co) and custom screening was used to
generate an initial sample that was roughly equally represented by political liberal and political
conservative U.S. participants.

Information on participants used as control variables in the analysis was obtained in this initial
survey Wave 1, and Wave 1 also provided baseline mood measures, the political ideology
variable used in the analysis (Liberal Score), and administered the Emotion Regulation
Questionnaire (ERQ) and 6-item Cognitive Reflection Task (CRT). The additional control
measures are defined and described in the probit equation variable details section of Appendix
A. After initial demographic measures were elicited in the Wave 1 survey, the remainder of the
Wave 1 survey administered a confirmation bias task, the results from which are reported in a
separate paper. The demographic measures, mood reports, political ideology measure, ERQ and
CRT instruments are shown below.

SURVEY QUESTIONS (WAVE 1)

The following questions are screener validation questions to make sure we get the desired
sample we advertised for this survey
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What is your current age (in years)?

18 23 29 34 40 45 50 56 61 67 72

Years of age i

What is your sex?

Female

Male

What is your ethnicity?

Hispanic or Latino

Not Hispanic or Latino

What is your racial category?

American Indian/Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Black or African American

White (Caucasian)

Mixed

Other (please specify in text box
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What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Did not complete High School
High School

some College

>1 year of College (but no degree)
Bachelor's Degree

Master's Degree

Terminal Degree beyond Master's level (e.g., Ph.D., J.D., Ed.D, etc)

Have you voted in a US Presidential election before?

Yes

No

Where would you place yourself along the political spectrum?

Conservative
Liberal

Other

Before you start, please switch off phone/ e-mail/ music so that you can focus on this
study. Thank youl!

Please carefully enter your Prolific ID (or double check if it has auto-filled)
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How closely do you pay attention to information about what's going on in government and
politics?

Not closely at all

Slightly closely

Moderately closely

Very closely

Extremely closely

In general, how much do you enjoy keeping up with the news?

Not at all
Not much
Neutral
Some

Alot
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[LIBERAL SCORE measure (the key independent variable in the analysis)]

In terms of politics, do you consider yourself conservative, liberal, or middle-of-the-road?

VERY CONSERVATIVE
Quite conservative
Conservative
Somewhat conservative
MIDDLE OF THE ROAD
Somewhat liberal
Liberal

Quite liberal

VERY LIBERAL

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an
Independent, or what?

Republican
Democrat
Independent

Something else (please specify in the text box)

Have you ever felt discriminated against this past year because of your political views? We are
not asking about whether others have expressed to you different political views from yours, but
whether you have felt unjust or unfair treatment as a result of your political viewpoints.
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Please respond on the point system below that ranks the perceived political views
discrimination you have felt from low (1) to high (7).

(1) Never

(2) Rarely

(3) Occasionally (more than "rarely")

(4) Somewhat regularly

(5) Quite regularly (more than "somewhat regularly")
(6) Frequently

(7) All the time

How often do you choose not to share your political views as a direct result of fear of
discrimination or unjust treatment because of your political views?

(1) Never

(2) Rarely

(3) Occasionally (more than "rarely")

(4) Somewhat regularly

(5) Quite regularly (more than "somewhat regularly")
(6) Frequently

(7) All the time

[This set of questions is the Emotion Response Questionnaire (ERQ) instrument]

How do you deal with your emotions?

We would like to ask you some questions about your emotional life, in particular, how you
control (that is, regulate and manage) your emotions. The questions below involve two distinct
aspects of your emotional life. One is your emotional experience, or what you feel like inside.
The other is your emotional expression, or how you show your emotions in the way you talk,
gesture, or behave. Although some of the following questions may seem similar to one another,
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they differ in important ways. For each item, please answer using 7-point scale given (i.e., the
slider bar):

Please indicate how much you disagree or agree with each of the following statements below.

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Strongly Disagree”, 4="Neutral”, and
7="Strongly Agree”]

-- When | want to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), | change what I’'m
thinking about.

-- | keep my emotions to myself

-- When | want to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), | change what I’'m
thinking about.

-- When | am feeling positive emotions, | am careful not to express them.

-- When I'm faced with a stressful situation, | make myself think about it in a way that helps me
stay calm.

-- | control my emotions by not expressing them.

-- When | want to feel more positive emotion, | change the way I’m thinking about the
situation.

-- | control my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I'm in.
-- When | am feeling negative emotions, | make sure not to express them.

-- When | want to feel less negative emotion, | change the way I’'m thinking about the situation

[Comprehension check]

As described earlier, we are interested in factors that influence the decisions you might make. In
order for the results of this survey to be valid, it is essential that you read all the instructions
and questions carefully. So we know that you have read these instructions, please place the
slider below on the number corresponding to the sum of 34 and 25. Thank you for taking the
time to read these instructions.

(note: this will not be the only "attention check" in this survey, so please stay attentive)

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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My response '

How strongly do you hold to your political ideological positions?

Not strongly at Not really weak  Extremely
all or strong strongly
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Strength with which I hold to my political
ideological positions

We'd like to get your feelings toward some of our political leaders and other people/groups who
are in the news these days. We'll do this using something we call the feeling thermometer.
Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward
the person. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorable
toward the person and that you don't care too much for that person. You would rate the person
at the 50 degree mark if you don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the person.

How would you rate your feelings towards the following political leaders and people/groups?

Not
favorable/cold
feelings Favorable/warm
(I don't care feelings towards
much for | don't feel this
this person or particularly person or these
these people)  warm or cold people

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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Donald Trump +

Joe Biden +
Conservatives +
Liberals +

Wealthy People +
Midde Class People +
Poor People +

People on Welfare +

Here's a few short questions about sleep and sleepiness.
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[This is the Karolinska Sleepiness Score measure]

Please mark the number that best corresponds to how sleepy you feel right now. You may mark
any number, but mark only one number.

=

. Extremely alert

3. Alert

5. Neither alert nor sleepy

6.

~N

. Sleepy--but no difficulty remaining awake

o

. Extremely sleepy--fighting sleep

Over the last 7 nights, what is the average amount of sleep you obtained each night?

0 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Average nightly sleep over the LAST WEEK i

What do you consider the optimal amount of nightly sleep for you personally? (optimal in
terms of performance, alertness, and mood).

0 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Nightly hours of sleep | personally need for
optimal performance, alertness, and mood.
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[This is the Epworth Sleepiness Scale measure]

How likely are you to doze off or fall asleep in the following situations, in contrast to just feeling
tired? This refers to your usual way of life in recent times. Even if you have not done some of
these things recently, try to work out how they would have affected you.

would NEVER SLIGHT chance of MODERATE HIGH chance of
doze or fall dozing or falling chance of dozing dozing or falling
asleep asleep or falling asleep asleep

Sitting and reading

Watching TV

Sitting, inactive in
a public place (e.g.,
a theater or a
meeting)

As a passenger in a
car for an hour

Lying down to rest
in the afternoon
when
circumstances
permit

Sitting and talking
to someone

Sitting quietly after
lunch without
alcohol

In a car, while
stopped for a few
minutes in traffic
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Now, we'd like to get your baseline ratings on some mood/emotion states.

Please rate how strongly you feel each of these emotions right now.
Right now I feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied

--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]
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[images that follow (Trump and Biden) were presented in random order to participants at the
end of the survey. Several pages of a distinct decision task were administered in between the
initial and the post-image mood elicitation. Mood responses were compared to baseline
mood elicited earlier in the survey to generate measures of the Trump Mood Effect and the
Biden Mood Effect]

Take a look at this image of Donald Trump and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood
states below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]

Take a look at this image of Joe Biden and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood tates
below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]
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[This set of questions is the 6-Item CRT instrument]

A bat and a ball cost $1.10 in total. The bat costs $1.00 more than the ball. How much does the
ball cost?

(please indicate your numeric answer in cents. For example, 30 cents would be "30", not ".30",
1 cents would be "1" and not ".01", etc)

If it takes 5 minutes for 5 machines to make 5 widgets, how long would it take for 100 machines
to make 100 widgets?
(please indicate your numeric answer in minutes)

In a lake, there is a patch of lily pads. Every day, the patch doubles in size. If it takes 48 days for
the patch to cover the entire lake, how long would it take for the patch to cover half of the lake?
(please indicate your numeric answer in days)

If 3 elves can wrap 3 toys in 1 hour, how many elves are needed to wrap 6 toys in 2 hours?
(please give your numeric answer in # of elves)

Jerry received both the 15th highest and the 15th lowest mark in the class. How many students
are there in the class?
(please give your numeric answer in # of students)

In an athletics team, tall members are three times more likely to win a medal than short
members. This year the team has won 60 medals so far. How many of these have been won by
short athletes?

(please give your numeric answer in # of medals)
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WAVE 2 Survey (administered the Stroop task)

(The Wave 2 survey was administered post-election from November 18 to December 15, 2020).

Before you start, please switch off phone/ e-mail/ music so that you can focus on this
study. Thank you!

Please carefully enter your Prolific ID (or double check if it has auto-filled)

Here's a few short questions about sleep and sleepiness.
Please mark the number that best corresponds to how sleepy you feel right now. You may mark
any number, but mark only one number.

=

. Extremely alert

3. Alert)

5. Neither alert nor sleepy

6.

~N

. Sleepy--but no difficulty remaining awake)

o

. Extremely sleepy--fighting sleep

Over the last 7 nights, what is the average amount of sleep you obtained each night?

01 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Average nightly sleep over the LAST WEEK i

What do you consider the optimal amount of nightly sleep for you personally? (optimal in
terms of performance, alertness, and mood).

0 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Nightly hours of sleep | personally need for
optimal performance, alertness, and mood. ()
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How likely are you to doze off or fall asleep in the following situations, in contrast to just feeling
tired? This refers to your usual way of life in recent times. Even if you have not done some of
these things recently, try to work out how they would have affected you.

would NEVER SLIGHT chance of MODERATE HIGH chance of
doze or fall dozing or falling chance of dozing dozing or falling
asleep asleep or falling asleep asleep

Sitting and reading

Watching TV

Sitting, inactive in
a public place (e.g.,
a theater or a
meeting)

As a passenger in a
car for an hour

Lying down to rest
in the afternoon
when
circumstances
permit

Sitting and talking
to someone

Sitting quietly after
lunch without
alcohol

In a car, while
stopped for a few
minutes in traffic
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Now, we'd like to get your baseline ratings on some mood/emotion states.

Please rate how strongly you feel each of these emotions right now.
Right now I feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied

--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]

Please answer the following question regarding your voting in the recent (November 2020) U.S.
presidential election.

Yes, | voted in person on election day

Yes, | voted_in person prior to election day (i.e., "early voting")

Yes, | voted by mail-in ballot (where a ballot was automatically sent to you.....not the
same as an absentee ballot that you requested)

Yes, | voted by absentee ballot (i.e., you requested the ballot to be sent to you that you
then mailed in)

No, | did not vote in this election

If you cast a vote for President, for whom did you vote?
(keep in mind that your personal identifying information is only known by Prolific and not
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shared with me as the researcher, and only | have access to your survey responses (not
Prolific). As such, you can be assured of the confidentiality of your response)

Joe Biden (Democratic Party candidate)
Donald Trump (Republican Party candidate)
Jo Jorgensen (Libertarian Party candidate)
Howie Hawkins (Green Party candidate)

Other (please specify)

| did not vote

Prior to the election, how vocal were you with others about who you preferred for President, or
did you hide your views from others about who you preferred for President?

Sometimes
| shared with my | shared, | shared my
views with no sometimes views
one | did not share with everyone
(or hid my true (I did not hide
preferences) my

preferences for
President at all)

Open with others on my preference for
President?

Do you think the results of the U.S. Presidential election were fair and valid?
(here, we are not asking if you like the outcome of the election. Rather, we want your opinion
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on whether or not the outcome is valid and resulted from a fairly conducted democratic election
process )

Process not fair Somewhat Process entirely

and results fair process fair
not valid at all and and results
Somewhat completely

valid results valid

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
How | perceived the fairness of the
Presidential election process

How | perceived the validity of the
Presidential election process

How many friends do you have of opposing political ideologies?

Virtually None of my friends have an opposing political ideology

Just a few

Some

About half of my friends have an opposing political ideology
Quite a few

Alot

Almost all my friends have an opposing political ideology

[Comprehension check]

As described earlier, we are interested in factors that influence the decisions you might make. In
order for the results of this survey to be valid, it is essential that you read all the instructions
and questions carefully. So we know that you have read these instructions, please place the

slider below on the answer to (95-20) = ?. Thank you for taking the time to read these
instructions.

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

My response '
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[STROOP TASK instructions]

This next task asks you to provide a response in each of several trials. There is an incentive to be
as accurate and fast as possible on this task. Five separate $5 bonus payments will be made
through Prolific to the top 5 performers on this task from among all respondents. This bonus
payment would be in addition to your $1.30 task payment.

Top performers are evaluated on two criteria. The first and primary criterion is one's accuracy
on the task (i.e., the number of correct responses you give across all trials). Then, in the event
there are ties among respondents regarding accuracy, the secondary criterion used will be
response time (i.e., those who arrive at a given overall accuracy the quickest will be given the
bonus payments). We will thus be keeping track of both your response accuracy as well as the
response time it takes you to get through a total of 32 trials of this task. Remember, accuracy
matters most, but then response time will be considered if there are more than 5 top
respondents who tie for accuracy in their performance.

[Colored letters Stroop version instructions]

One version of the task asks you to identify the color of the text, and not the word itself. There
will be a total of 16 trials of this version and some trials may be more challenging than
others. Here's a few examples of how these trials will look:

(you have to make selections for each example to move forward in the survey, but your
answers to these practice trials to not count towards your score).

Example #1

Orange

Please identify the color of the text amongst the options below

(answer: in this version, you should select the option "purple" below because the text is
written in purple color)
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Yellow
Orange

Purple

Example #2

Please identify the color of the text amongst the options below

(answer: in this version, you should select the option "yellow" below because the text is
written in yellow color)

Yellow
Orange

Purple

Example #3

Please identify the color of the text amongst the options below
(answer: in this version, you should select the option "orange" below because the text is
written in orange color)

Yellow
Orange

Purple

[Background color version instructions]

Another version of the task asks you to identify the color of the background behind the text,
and not the word written on the background. There will be a total of 16 trials of this version and
some trials may be more challenging than others. Here's a few examples of how these trials will
look:
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(you have to make selections for each example to move forward in the survey, but your
answers to these practice trials to not count towards your score).

Example #1

Please identify the color of the background amongst the options below
(answer: in this version, you should select the option "purple" below because the background
color is purple)
Yellow

Orange

Purple

Example #2
Orange

Please identify the color of the background amongst the options below
(answer: in this version, you should select the option "orange" below because the background

color is orange)

Yellow)
Orange

Purple)
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Example #3
Orange

Please identify the color of the background amongst the options below
(answer: in this version, you should select the option "yellow" below because the background
color is yellow)

Yellow
Orange

Purple

Now you are ready for the main trials of this task (16 trials of each version of the task). Each
trial will be shown on a separate screen. Trials for each version of the task will all be grouped
together, but it is randomly determined which version you see first.

Please click below when you are ready, and remember that for bonus payment $5 consideration
you are rated first on accuracy and then on speed of response.
Ready to start main trials

[Stroop task pages follow]

[The order in which the participant saw the Colored Letter versus the Background Color block
of trials was randomized across participants]
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[Example of one real trial of the Colored Letter version of the task. The participant was
administered 16 trials of this version of the Stroop task, with each trial on a separate and
timed page. The 16 trials represented all unique combinations of text color for each of the 4
words below. Trials within this block were presented to the participant in randomized order]

GREEN

Please identify the color of the text amongst the options below

Green
Red
Blue

Yellow

[Example of one real trial of the Background Color version of the task. The participant was
administered 16 trials of this version of the Stroop task, with each trial on a separate and
timed page. The 16 trials represented all unique combinations of text color for each of the 4
words below. Trials within this block were presented to the participant in randomized order]

Please identify the color of the background amongst the options below

Green

Red

Blue

Yellow
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How motivated were you on the word/color task you just completed?

Not at all Mid-range Highest
Motivated! amount of level of
Motivation Motivation!

Level of Motivation on word/color task '

How much effort did you put forth on the word/color task you just completed?

No effort Mid-range Highest possible
at all! amount of level of effort!
effort

Level of effort on word/color task i

How cognitively (or "mentally") fatigued are you after having just completed the word/color
task?

Not at all Mid-range Totally
Cognitively amount of Cognitively
Fatigued! Cognitive Fatigued!
Fatigue

Perceived Cognitive Fatigue level after r
word/color task

Take a deep breath.....last couple of quick questions.

52



[images that follow (Trump and Biden) were presented in random order to participants.
Mood responses were compared to baseline mood elicited earlier in the survey]

Take a look at this image of Donald Trump and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood
states below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --lrritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]

Take a look at this image of Joe Biden and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood
states below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --lrritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]
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To finalize this survey, please click "FINISH SURVEY" below and advance the page (otherwise,
Prolific completion code may not register properly).

FINISH SURVEY
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WAVE 3 Survey (administered the personality trait instruments)

(The Wave 3 survey was administered post-inauguration from February 15 to March 9, 2021).

Now, we'd like to get your baseline ratings on some mood/emotion states.

Please rate how strongly you feel each of these emotions right now.
Right now I feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied

--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]

Do you think the results of the U.S. Presidential election were fair and valid?

(here, we are not asking if you like the outcome of the election. Rather, we want your opinion
on whether or not the outcome is valid and resulted from a fairly conducted democratic election
process)

Process not fair Somewhat Process entirely

and results fair process fair
not valid at all and and results
Somewhat completely

valid results valid

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Presidential election process

How | perceived the validity of the
Presidential election process

How | perceived the fairness of the i
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[Separate dimensions of political ideology (economic versus social issues]

In terms of Economic Issues such as taxation, welfare, and privatization of social security, where

would you place yourself on the following scale?

VERY CONSERVATIVE
Quite conservative
Conservative
Somewhat conservative
MIDDLE OF THE ROAD
Somewhat liberal
Liberal

Quite liberal

VERY LIBERAL
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In terms of Social and Cultural Issues, such as abortion, separation of church and state, and
affirmative action, where would you place yourself on the following scale?

VERY CONSERVATIVE
Quite conservative
Conservative
Somewhat conservative
MIDDLE OF THE ROAD
Somewhat liberal
Liberal

Quite liberal

VERY LIBERAL

[This is the 10-item personality inventory, or short version of the Big 5 personality measures]

Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please write a

number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that

statement. You should rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to you, even if one
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characteristic applies more strongly than the other.
| see myself as:

. . . Neith
Disagree Disagree Disagree etther Agree Agree
Strongl Moderatel a Agreenor  Agreea Moderatel Strongl
gl v little Disagree little ¥ gly

Extraverted,
enthusiastic

Critical,
quarrelsome

Dependable,
self-disciplined

Anxious, easily
upset

Open to new
experiences,
complex

Reserved, quiet

Sympathetic,
warm

Disorganized,
careless

Calm,
emotionally
stable

Conventional,
uncreative

[Comprehension check]

As described earlier, we are interested in factors that influence the decisions you might make. In
order for the results of this survey to be valid, it is essential that you read all the instructions
and questions carefully. So we know that you have read these instructions, please place the
slider below on the answer to (33+12)=? Thank you for taking the time to read these
instructions.

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
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My response '

The next pages involve more questions about your personality type. For each of several
statements on each page, you are asked to indicate how much you agree with each
statement. Please answer these honestly, and remember that your data remain confidential.

And, please take the time needed to answer each as accurately as possible (this survey is still
short, and the compensation rate is good, so please do not rush through so that | can obtain
data from carefully considered responses).
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[Sadism instrument]

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements

Disagree Disagree Neither Agree

Strongly nor Disagree Agree Agree Strongly

| have made fun
of people so

that they know |
am in control

| never get tired
of pushing
people around

I would hurt
somebody if it
meant that |
would be in
control

When | mock
someone, it is
funny to see
them get upset

Being mean to
others can be
exciting

| get pleasure
from mocking
people in front
of their friends

Watching
people get into
fights excites
me

| think about
hurting people
who irritate me

| would not
purposely hurt
anybody, even if
I didn't like
them
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[Light Triad personality measure instrument]

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements

| tend to see the
best in people

| tend to trust
that other
people will deal
fairly with me

I think people
are mostly good

I'm quick to
forgive people
who have hurt

me

| tend to admire
others

| tend to applaud
the successes of
other people

| tend to treat
others as
valuable

| enjoy listening
to people from
all walks of life

| prefer honesty
over charm

I don't feel
comfortable
overtly
manipulating
people to do
something | want

I would like to be
authentic even if
it may damage
my reputation

When | talk to
people, | am
rarely thinking
about what |
want from them

Disagree
Strongly

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Agree Strongly
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[Short Dark Triad personality measure instrument]

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements

It's not wise to
tell your secrets

| like to use
clever
manipulation to
get my way

Whatever it
takes, you must
get the
important
people on your
side

Avoid direct
conflict with
others because
they may be
useful in the
future

It's wise to keep
track of
information that
you can use
against people
later

You should wait
for the right time
to get back at
people

There are things
you should hide
from other
people to
preserve your
reputation

Make sure your
plans benefit
yourself, not

others

Most people can
be manipulated

Disagree
Strongly

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Agree Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements

People see me
as a natural
leader

| hate being the
center of
attention

Many group
activities tend
to be dull
without me

| know that |
am special
because
everyone keeps
telling me so

| like to get
acquainted
with important
people

| feel
embarrassed if
someone
compliments
me

| have been

compared to
famous
people

| am an average
person

| insist on
getting the

respect |

deserve

Disagree
Strongly

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Agree Strongly
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements

Disagree
Strongly

| like to get
revenge on
authorities

| avoid
dangerous
situations

Payback needs
to be quick and
nasty

People often
say I'm out of
control

It's true that |
can be mean to
others

People who
mess with me
always regret

it

| have never

gotten into

trouble with
the law

| enjoy having
sex with
people I hardly
know

I'll say anything
to get what |
want

Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Agree

Agree Strongly
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[images that follow (Trump and Biden) were presented in random order to participants at the
end of the survey. Several pages of a distinct decision task were administered in between the
initial and the post-image mood elicitation. Mood responses were compared to baseline
mood elicited earlier in the survey to generate measures of the Trump Mood Effect and the
Biden Mood Effect]

Take a look at this image of Donald Trump and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood
states below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]

Take a look at this image of Joe Biden and tell us how you would rate your emotion/mood
states below.
Right now (after looking at the image above) | feel.......

--Happy --Excited --Surprised --Satisfied
--Angry  --Irritated --Confused --Regret --Disgust

[each item response was given on a 1-7 scale with 1="Zero level of this emotion”, 4="Mid-
Range level of this emotion”, and 7="Maximum level of this emotion”]
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