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Abstract:
A comprehensive literature relates voters’ electoral decisions to their perceptions of candidates’
personalities. Yet the mechanisms through which voters are attracted to certain candidates and not
to others remain largely unresolved. To answer this question, this article integrates two recent
interdisciplinary insights. First, leader and candidate preferences are found to be strongly dependent
on levels of contextual conflict. Second, individual differences in political ideology are shown to be
rooted in fundamental psychological orientations leading conservatives and liberals to perceive
society in fundamentally different ways: Conservatives tend to perceive the social world as
dangerous and threatening, whereas liberals to a larger degree see society as a safe place
characterized by cooperation. Based on this, it is predicted that conservatives and liberals will also
prefer different candidate personalities. Specifically, conservatives are predicted to value candidate
power and “strong leadership” more than liberals, whereas liberals are predicted to value candidate
warmth more than conservatives. The prediction is supported observationally using the 1984-2008
American National Election Studies and experimentally in two original experiments conducted in
the United States and Denmark. Consequences and scope conditions for trait-based voting are
discussed.

Key words: Candidate traits, political ideology, candidate evaluation, vote choice, electoral
behavior.
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Who should be granted decision-making authority? What kinds of personalities do voters want as
leaders of their country? These questions are at the very heart of modern democratic elections. A
comprehensive body of research concludes that candidates’ personalities and voters’ trait
evaluations of candidates play important roles for electoral decisions (e.g., Campbell et al., 1960;
Miller & Miller, 1976; Kinder et al., 1980; Kinder, 1986; Popkin, 1994, Funk, 1996, 1997, 1999;
Hayes, 2005, 2009, 2010; Clarke et al., 2004; Bishin et al., 2006). This idea is also prevalent among
candidates themselves as recently exemplified by Donald Trump’s tweet and appeal to the
Republican constituency during the 2016 primary election: “The world is a dangerous place. We
need a tough, strong leader” (see for instance Gass, 2015).
Despite widespread scholarly attention to candidate personality and trait ratings, little is
known about the processes through which voters draw on personality impressions and trait
evaluations when making up their minds on Election Day. In this article, I argue that the sparse
knowledge in this area is largely due to prior research most often having focused on candidates’
personal characteristics along one dimension of general liking or disliking (cf. Funk, 1999).
Departing from this tendency, I integrate recent insights from leadership research and social
psychology to generate the prediction that conservatives and liberals will prefer different kinds of
candidate personalities and value different candidate traits. Specifically, because conservatives tend
to see the social world as dangerous and threatening they will prefer powerful and strong
candidates, while liberals will prefer warm candidates due to their tendency to perceive society as a
peaceful and cooperative place (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Hibbing et al., 2013; Jost et al., 2009).
The prediction is tested and supported using a combination of large scale election surveys—
the 1984-2008 American National Election Study—and original survey experiments conducted
cross-nationally in Denmark and the United States. Importantly, the ideologically different
candidate personality preferences uncovered in the analyses remain robust and significant when
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taking alternative explanations into account—for instance party affiliation and stereotypic
associations of the Democratic and Republican parties with certain candidate traits. That is, the
analyses provided in this article support the conclusion that voters due to differences in ideological
orientations and predispositions hold different candidate personality preferences. This suggests that
voters base their candidate choices on trait impressions of candidates in order to align themselves
with the candidate best suited for leading given the voters’ ideologically guided perceptions of
society.

Heterogeneous candidate personality preferences
With the words of Popkin, we can expect voters to be “projecting from a personal assessment of a
candidate to an assessment of what kind of leader he was in previous offices or to what kind of
president he will be in the future” (Popkin, 1994: p. 74). Likewise, political observers often stress
the importance of personality for presidential elections and even suggest that “just as they use
[personality] to choose their friends […] so voters use their impressions of a candidate’s personality
to choose a president” (Quindlen, 2000). That is, both political behavior scholars and political
commentators assign significant influential power to voters’ perceptions of candidates’ personalities
in explaining electoral outcomes; a claim which is heavily supported in a stream of political
behavioral research (e.g., Campbell et al., 1960; Miller and Miller, 1976; Kinder et al., 1980;
Kinder, 1986; Popkin, 1994; Funk, 1996, 1997, 1999; Hayes, 2005, 2009, 2010; Clarke et al., 2004;
Bishin et al., 2006). Yet existing work on candidate personality and trait-based voting rarely
touches upon the processes through which voters are attracted to certain candidate personalities and
not to others. In this light, the above quotes also illustrate that candidate personality and trait
assessments are most often thought of and investigated as a one-dimensional construct of general
valence towards the candidates; that is, most studies treat candidate personality “as a lump sum that
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(…) ultimately sum together as an impact on vote choice” (Funk, 1999: p.701; see also Markus,
1982; Kinder, 1986; and Goren, 2002, 2007 for studies taking a multidimensional approach to
candidate trait evaluations). This article seeks to meet Funk’s (1999) call for the application of a
more fine-grained framework when studying candidate traits. In doing so, I take my departure in
recent interdisciplinary insights that leader and candidate preferences vary with contextual
differences of war and intergroup conflict versus peace and intergroup cooperation.

Contextually dependent candidate personality preferences
A growing interest in the facial appearance of political candidates and leaders has revealed that
masculine, dominant, and powerful faces are preferred in experimental conditions of war and
intergroup conflict. Likewise, warm, kind, and feminine faces are seen as better leaders in
contextual conditions characterized by peace and intergroup cooperation (Little et al., 2007; Spisak,
et al., 2012; Laustsen & Petersen, 2015, 2016, forthcoming; for candidate preferences dependent on
intragroup contexts see Bøggild & Laustsen, 2016). A parallel line of work in political science
suggests that these contextually dependent preferences for leader personality do not merely exist in
relation to subtle preferences for candidate faces. Instead, voters also weight character traits such as
“provision of strong leadership” more under conditions of terror compared to good times conditions
(Merolla & Zechmeister, 2009a, 2009b).1 Thus, voters regulate their leader preferences and the
weight assigned to different traits depending on levels of contextual conflict and the problems
currently confronting society.

Ideology and candidate personality preferences

1

Whereas the studies cited here all stress how conflict contexts cause homogenous changes in leader preferences across
the electorate, recent work on “audience costs” suggests that liberal leaders—because they need to cater to liberal
audiences who are more conflict averse and concerned about the use of force—will potentially pay a larger price for
conflicts than will conservative leaders (Kertzer & Brutger, 2016).
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Context dependent candidate and leader preferences are typically explored in experimental studies
that assign subjects to clear contextual conditions of war or intergroup conflict versus peace and
intergroup cooperation. However, clear contextual cues are not necessarily present to guide voters’
candidate preferences at all times. Under such circumstances research finds that individuals’
attitudes and decisions are instead guided by prior beliefs and predispositions (e.g., Petersen &
Aarøe, 2013; Peffley, Hurwitz, & Sniderman, 1997). Based on this, I expect that voters’ candidate
personality preferences will depend on their prior beliefs about the social world when they are not
given direct contextual information. A vast number of studies show that such default perceptions of
social reality are linked to individual differences in political ideology (for an overview see Hibbing,
Smith and Alford 2014; see also Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Oxley et al. 2008; Jost et al. 2009). The
key finding from this literature is that conservatives and liberals are fundamentally different in the
way they see the social world: Conservatives view the social world as threatening and as more
competitive than liberals, and particularly, they tend to fear out-groups and norm violators much
more than their liberal counterparts. In contrast, liberals view society as a safe and secure place
characterized by cooperation and altruism (Jost et al., 2009; Duckitt and Sibley, 2010; Hibbing et
al., 2014). This deep-seated fundamental difference is found to make liberals and conservatives
“experience and process different worlds” (Hibbing et al. 2013: p.114), resulting in different tastes
in food, music, and interior design as well as different patterns of nonverbal behavior, physiological
reactions to threat-provoking stimuli and preferences for authority (e.g., Carney et al., 2008; Oxley
et al., 2008; Hibbing et al. 2013). Finally, a series of studies show that these differences between
conservatives and liberals are even rooted in genetics (e.g., Alford et al. 2005).2
Based on this broad range of psychological, biological, and behavioral differences between

2

Related to the literature cited in this paragraph scholars argue that ideology is composed of (at least) two subcomponents of economic and social ideology (or economic and social conservatism) (for two recent accounts see for
instance Feldman & Johnston, 2014, and Carmines & D’Amico, 2015). Here I follow the one dimensional
understanding of political ideology employed by Hibbing et al. (2013).
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conservatives and liberals, I predict that they will also hold different candidate personality
preferences. In parallel to the heterogeneous candidate personality preferences across different
contexts, voters will also prefer different candidate personalities and put different weights on
specific character traits depending on their ideological predispositions. Specifically, I predict that in
order to protect society against external threats and internal norm violators, conservatives will hold
stronger preferences for powerful candidate personalities than will liberals. On the other hand,
liberals will have stronger preferences for warm candidate personalities than will conservatives.

Alternative explanations: Party affiliation, stereotypes and policy inferences
Before the prediction is tested, three alternative explanations about the way voters evaluate
candidates’ personalities and integrate these evaluations in their electoral decisions are worth
mentioning. The first two alternatives are based in party affiliation, while the latter relates to a
potential link between trait impressions of candidates and inferences about their policy positions.
First, some scholars remain skeptical about the effect of trait ratings on electoral decisions
suggesting that trait ratings first and foremost reflect “a strong tendency for each party’s partisans to
think highly of their own candidate and less highly of his opponent” (Bartels, 2002: p. 5; see also
Kilburn, 2005). Therefore, trait ratings are more likely to represent reflections of partisanship than
to exert decisive effects on vote choice. Importantly, in this article I do not aim to show that trait
evaluations outperform key explanatory factors of electoral behavior such as party identification.
Instead, I seek to show that voters can be attracted to candidates as a consequence of their
perceptions of candidates’ personalities and that such a process is likely to be driven by
predispositions in political ideology. Therefore, in the analyses I control for respondents’ party
affiliation to take into account the coloring of candidate evaluations by respondents’ partisanship.3
3

Moreover, the experimental studies constitute a direct test of whether subjects are attracted differently to a candidate
described as powerful or warm depending on their ideological predispositions. Importantly, in this test the candidate’s
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Second, recent work on candidate perceptions shows that American voters stereotypically
associate Republicans with power and masculinity and Democrats with empathy and femininity
(Hayes, 2005; Winter, 2010; Eriksson & Funcke, 2013). In addition, party affiliations are
increasingly knitted to ideological divisions between conservative Republicans and liberal
Democrats (Levendusky, 2009). Related to this, Barker et al. (2006) find that Democratic primary
voters place greatest emphasis on perceived candidate compassion, whereas Republican primary
voters rely on perceived candidate virtue.4 Together these findings comprise a rival explanation to
the ideology prediction outlined above: Voters could possibly be inferring the party of a fictitious
candidate based on stereotypic associations of Republicans and Democrats with powerful and warm
personalities, respectively. This suggests that ideologically and party-based roots of heterogeneous
candidate personality preferences will be strongly entangled. In the analyses, several tests are
applied to disentangle the ideology explanation from the partisan stereotype alternative. First, in
both the observational and the experimental data it is tested whether participants’ ideology or party
affiliation constitutes the stronger driver of preferences for powerful and warm candidate
personalities, respectively. Additionally, a comparison of similar experiments conducted in
Denmark and the United States comprises a second test of the ideology prediction. Due to the larger
number of parties in Denmark than in the United States, stereotypic associations between parties
and specific character traits do not make the same sense in Denmark as in the United States.
Therefore, the Danish experiment tests if ideological differences still cause conservatives and
liberals to prefer powerful and warm candidate personalities, respectively, in a setting where
stereotypic associations between parties and candidates are less clear and pronounced.

party affiliation remains unknown to subjects. This eliminates the effects of partisanship on overall candidate evaluation
and permits the key test of my prediction: Whether mere personality descriptions of a fictitious candidate as either
powerful or warm evoke different reactions among conservatives and liberals.
4
Barker et al. (2006) build their hypotheses on different value priorities among Democrats and Republicans,
respectively. Consequently, their study does not distinguish between whether the heterogeneous candidate personality
preferences are driven by ideological predispositions or by processes of partisanship and stereotypes.
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Finally, it could be argued that voters might not only infer a candidate’s party but also his
issue positions from trait impressions (for links between traits, policy positions and party see
Kalmoe, 2013; Hirsch et al. 2010; and Hayes, 2005). A candidate appearing strong and powerful or
compassionate and agreeable could evoke very different voter expectations regarding policy
positions. Whereas such inferences could possibly happen across a range of policy domains, two
domains seem particularly relevant. Based on prior research linking aggressive personality
dispositions to support for violent state policies (Kalmoe, 2013), a seemingly powerful candidate
personality might be expected to hold “hawkish” foreign policy positions. Likewise, a candidate
who appears compassionate and warm could be expected to pursue liberal policies protecting
vulnerable groups in society (cf. Hirsch et al. 2010). Consequently, voters who share either of these
policy positions could exert a preference for the corresponding candidate personality not because of
their psychological predispositions but because of inferred issue agreement with the candidate. In
the analyses of the observational data, this alternative explanation is taken into account through the
use of relevant policy preference questions in the American National Election Studies.
In sum, the combination of observational and experimental data and the described tests are
applied to conduct the most thorough possible test of the prediction that differences in political
ideology cause heterogeneous preferences for powerful and warm candidate personalities.

Study 1: American National Election Studies
Data
Study 1 uses the American National Election Studies (ANES) 1984-2008 to test if trait assessments
of warmth and power carry different weights in global candidate evaluations and vote choice
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decisions for liberals and conservatives, respectively.5 Existing studies have already used these data
to investigate related yet different research questions. To name a few, Bartels (2002) uses the ANES
data to show the impact of party affiliation in coloring candidate evaluations on global as well as on
more specific trait evaluations. Hayes (2005) finds that the Democratic and the Republican parties,
respectively, hold trait ownerships of certain character traits in the minds of the voters, and he
further investigates how candidates might strategically use these trait ownerships to successfully
improve their chances of electoral victory. Finally, Goren (2002, 2007) uses the ANES data to
explore the existence of partisan biases in perceptions of character weaknesses and how this bias
affects overall candidate evaluations. The analyses presented here build on and extend these
findings from the cumulative ANES dataset by exploring if liberals and conservatives assign
different weights to character traits related to power and warmth, respectively. Warmth and power
build on and refer to the different labels used in existing work from the trait evaluation literature
about political candidates (e.g. Kinder et al., 1980; Hayes, 2005; Goren, 2007) or in the
psychological literature on social perceptions (e.g. Fiske et al. 2007; Oosterhof & Todorov, 2008;
Rule et al., 2010). Specifically, warmth captures character traits such as empathy, compassion and
agreeableness, whereas power captures characteristics and traits referred to as (strong) leadership,
tough-mindedness and dominance.
That is, Study 1 uses the ANES observational data from across three decades of presidential
elections to explore if the prediction is supported in contests for the world’s most prominent
political position when candidates’ party affiliations, policy positions, and personal reputations are
well-known to voters and when a wide range of voter characteristics are controlled for.

Measures
5

The ANES cumulative data file is used for all reported analyses. The 1980 election is not included in the analyses
since it did not contain warmth-related trait ratings, and prior to 1980 the ANES did not include any trait rating
measures.
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The ANES includes a whole range of specific character assessments of the candidates, and these
trait ratings comprise the primary independent variables of interest in the below analyses. To
measure perceptions of candidate warmth, I use respondents’ evaluations of how much a candidate
“really cares about people like you” (referred to as “empathy”; included 1984-2008) and how
“compassionate” (included 1984-1992) a candidate is perceived to be. In the analyses, empathy and
compassion are used to form a scale measuring candidate warmth for the 1984-1992 elections while
empathy comprises the only trait capturing warmth for the 1996-2008 elections. To measure
perceptions of candidate power, I rely on respondents’ ratings of candidates’ “provision of strong
leadership” which is included across all presidential elections from 1984 to 2008. Furthermore, the
ANES includes two trait ratings related to candidate competence: Knowledgeable (included 19842008), and intelligent (included 1984-1992; 2000-2008). These two traits are used to create a
common competence scale (except for 1996 in which only knowledgeable comprises the
competence variable), which is used as a control in the presented analyses. Finally, the analyses also
control for ratings of candidate moral (included 1984-2008).6
All personality trait measures follow the same standard format (original ANES coding in
parentheses): “Think about Barack Obama. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he provides strong
leadership’ describe Barack Obama ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not
well at all’” (4). Keeping the four categories I recode these variables to 0-1 scales on which “0” and
“1” indicate that a respondent perceives a candidate as low and high, respectively, on a given trait.
Across the 1984-2008 elections this yield trait measures for perceptions of candidates’ strong
leadership (mean=0.555; std.dev.=0.289), warmth (mean=0.526; std.dev.=0.282), competence
(mean=0.671; std.dev.=0.227), and moral (mean=0.614; std.dev.=0.278), respectively.

6

The ANES furthermore includes ratings of candidate decency (included 1984-1988), and inspiration (included 19841996). Because the purpose of Study 1 is to investigate interactive relationships between trait ratings of warmth and
strong leadership, respectively, with respondents’ ideology across elections, ratings of decency and inspiration are left
out of the analyses to avoid restricting the analyses to a subset of the available election years.
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Respondents’ political ideology is measured with a seven-category variable and recoded to a
0-1 scale, where “0” constitutes the most liberal position and “1” the most conservative position
(mean=0.542; std.dev.=0.238).
The main dependent variables in Study 1 are respondents’ global evaluations of the two
candidates competing in any given election and their vote choices. For global candidate evaluations,
the ANES includes feeling thermometer ratings on 0-100 scales for the two main candidates.
Following the coding procedures for the specific trait evaluations above, the feeling thermometer
ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” reflects the most negative global evaluation, while
“1” indicates the most positive global evaluation (mean=0.563; std.dev.=0.268). When analyzing
vote choice, respondents voting for a candidate are coded “1” while respondents not voting for the
candidate are coded “0”.7
In sum, the 1984-2008 ANES dataset consists of two candidate evaluations per respondent
with respect to key independent variables, strong leadership and warmth, and dependent variables,
feeling thermometer ratings and vote choices. As a consequence, respondent specific factors—that
could potentially bias the estimated interactive relationship between trait evaluations and
respondents’ political ideology—are controlled for through inclusion of respondent fixed effects in
the regression models employed for the main analyses across the 1984-2008 elections. Note that in
this analytical framework no main effect of respondents’ political ideology is estimated because
values on this variable are invariant within the respondent. Importantly, the key interactive
relationships between trait ratings (i.e. ratings of power and warmth for each of the two competing
candidates) and respondents’ ideological positions can still validly be estimated within this
framework for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice decisions (see Allison
(2009) for further details on interactions between a within subject invariant variable and a within
7

Following Bartels (2002) among others, I exclude respondents who report voting for another candidate than the
Republican or the Democrat in the vote-choice analyses. Moreover, only Democratic and Republican candidates are
included in the analyses since the ANES does not include trait ratings of other candidates (e.g. Ross Perot in 1992).
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subject variant variable). In addition, main analyses include candidate dummies to cancel out
candidate-specific and election-specific factors. Finally, main analyses control for respondents’
evaluations of candidate competence and moral (cf. above) and to account for partisan-colored
candidate evaluations and vote choices the interaction between candidate party and respondents’
party identification is controlled for (for more details on the coding procedures in Study 1 see
Supplementary Material S.1).8 Predictions are tested using linear regression when predicting
respondents’ feeling thermometer ratings, while logistic regression is applied for vote choice
analyses. All reported P-values are from two-sided tests of significance.9

Results
Based on the outlined prediction, we should expect the predictive power of strong leadership on
feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice to increase with growing levels of respondent
conservatism. On the contrary, the predictive power of warmth on feeling thermometer ratings and
vote choice should decrease with respondent conservatism (increase with liberalism). Thus, in the
context of Study 1, the key test of the prediction is whether the two-way interactions between
respondents’ ideology and strong leadership and warmth, respectively, are statistically significant.

Do liberals and conservatives assign different weights to warmth and power, respectively, in global
candidate evaluations? Yes. Predicting feelings towards the candidates from trait ratings of strong
leadership and warmth and their separate interactions with ideology reveals that both interactions

8

Candidates representing the Republican and Democratic parties are coded “0” and “1”, respectively. Respondents’
party identification is measured using the standard ANES seven category variable (variable “VCF0301” in the
cumulative ANES data-file) for party identification, which is recoded to a 0-1 scale with “0” representing “Strong
Democrats” and “1” representing “Strong Republicans”. As for ideology, the main effect of party affiliation is not
estimated as it is respondent invariant and, thus, controlled for through the respondent fixed effects procedure.
9
Replication data and command files for both Study 1 and Study 2 (the US and the Danish versions) are available at
Dataverse Network (https://dataverse.harvard.edu/): doi:10.7910/DVN/KJOH74
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are statistically significant (strong leadership and ideology: b=0.230, p<0.001; warmth and
ideology: b=-0.250, p<0.001) (see Model A in Table 1).

(Table 1 about here)

To investigate the relationships more in-depth, panel a) in Figure 1 shows the marginal effects of
strong leadership (the black line) and warmth (the grey line) across the ideological spectrum when
predicting feeling thermometer ratings of the candidates:

(Figure 1 about here)

Panel a) in Figure 1 shows that significant and positive effects of both strong leadership and warmth
are found all across the ideological spectrum. More importantly, the figure also shows that the
effect of strong leadership on feeling thermometer ratings increase when moving closer to the
conservative end of the ideology scale. On the contrary, the predictive power of warmth is strongest
among the most liberal respondents and decreases with growing conservatism. In short, these results
support the prediction and show that when conservative voters evaluate two competing presidential
candidates, provision of strong leadership is more important than for liberal voters. On the contrary,
liberals value warmth more than conservatives. In terms of relative effect sizes, Panel a in Figure 1
shows that warmth has generally stronger predictive power than strong leadership but that the two
traits are more equally weighted among the more conservative voters.

Do liberals and conservatives assign different weights to warmth and power, respectively, in vote
choice decisions? Yes. Predicting respondents’ vote choices from trait ratings of strong leadership
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and warmth and their separate interactions with respondent ideology again reveals two significant
interactions (strong leadership and ideology: b=2.726, odds ratio=15.267, p=0.002; warmth and
ideology: b=-2.619, odds ratio=0.073, p=0.009) (see Model B in Table 1). Panel b) in Figure 1
presents marginal effects of strong leadership (the black line) and warmth (the grey line) on vote
choice across respondents’ ideology.10 Panel a) and b) show very similar patterns across the
ideological spectrum for both candidate traits: Strong leadership becomes significantly more
important to respondents’ vote choice moving towards the more conservative respondents. On the
contrary, warmth becomes less important moving from the most liberal to the most conservative
respondents. That is, the prediction finds support in the aggregate when analyzing all available data
on evaluations of American presidential candidates from 1984 to 2008 in the ANES: Strong
leadership increases and warmth decreases in predictive power with growing respondent
conservatism when predicting feeling thermometer ratings and vote choices. In addition, both
panels in Figure 1 show that warmth generally exerts a stronger effect on candidate evaluations and
vote choice decisions than strong leadership (the grey line is positioned above the black line), but
that the two traits are assigned more equal weights among the more conservative respondents.

Are these results robust to alternative specifications? Yes. Substantially identical results are
reached across four different alternative specifications. First, it is tested if the interactions between
strong leadership and warmth, respective, with ideology hold when the competing hypothesis about
partisan stereotypes in trait inferences is taken into account. That is, three-way interactions between
candidate party, respondents’ party identification and ratings of strong leadership and warmth,
respectively, are added to the models. However, results remain unchanged with two significant
interactions for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings (strong leadership and ideology:
10

Figure 1b is based on average marginal effects in which the respective effects of strong leadership and warmth on
vote choice are estimated across the ideological spectrum using the observed values on control variables (see Hanmer &
Kalkan, 2013).
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b=0.237, p<0.001; warmth and ideology: b=-0.241, p<0.001) and vote choice (strong leadership and
ideology: b=3.009, odds ratio=20.272, p=0.002; warmth and ideology: b=-3.198, odds ratio=0.041,
p=0.002) (Supplementary Material S.2 presents full models).
Second, the alternative explanation based on possible policy inferences from trait impressions
about the candidates is taken into account. Specifically, to take into consideration that candidates
who appear as strong leaders might be expected to hold “hawkish” foreign policy attitudes and that
this inference drives the larger weight assigned to strong leadership evaluations among
conservatives, three different questions about respondents’ foreign policy attitudes were selected:
“Defense spending” (included 1984-2008), “use of US military force” (included 1992-1996), and
“US cooperation with the USSR” (included 1984-1988). Likewise, liberals’ stronger preference for
warmth in candidates might be driven by the inference that warm candidates hold more
compassionate policies towards vulnerable groups in society. For this reason the following three
items were selected: “Government help to minority groups/blacks”, “equal roles for women and
men”, and “government spending on services” (all included 1984-2008). To test the alternative
explanation based on inferred policy positions from trait impressions interactions between
respondents’ policy positions and trait evaluations of strong leadership and warmth, respectively,
are added to the model. If the alternative explanation is correct, the key interactions between
respondent ideology and strong leadership and warmth, respectively, should diminish in these
models. This is not the case. Generally neither the substantial size nor the statistical significance of
the two key interactions is reduced when any of the rival interactions are added to the model (see
Supplementary Materials S.1 for coding procedures and S.3 for full models).
Third, it is tested if the interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with
ideology hold when also adding to the model interactions between trait ratings of moral and
competence, respectively, with ideology. Again, the two key interactions are found to survive in the
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alternative model when predicting both feeling thermometer ratings (strong leadership and
ideology: b=0.216, p<0.001; warmth and ideology: b=-0.283, p<0.001) and vote choice (strong
leadership and ideology: b=2.650, odds ratio=14.149, p=0.005; warmth and ideology: b=-2.863,
odds ratio=0.057, p=0.006) (see Supplementary Material S.4 for full models).11
Finally, main conclusions also hold when the model is estimated based on difference scores in
respondents’ trait ratings of two competing candidates instead of the respondent fixed effects
procedure applied in Table 1. In this alternative specification, ratings of the Republican candidate
are subtracted from ratings of the Democratic candidate. This difference score is used to predict the
difference in feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice while also adding a battery of different
control variables.12 Based on these analyses two significant interactions are found when predicting
feeling thermometer ratings (strong leadership and ideology: b=0.131, p<0.001; warmth and
ideology: b=-0.085, p=0.015). However, only the interaction between strong leadership and
ideology is significant when predicting vote choice (strong leadership and ideology: b=1.902, odds
ratio=6.699, p=0.062; warmth and ideology: b=-0.177, odds ratio=0.838, p=0.886) (see
Supplementary Material S.5 for full models). That is, this alternative specification indicates that the
interaction between strong leadership and ideology might be slightly more robust than the
interaction between warmth and ideology.
In sum, the prediction is supported across four alternative specifications that, in turn, take
account of rival explanations based in partisan stereotypes and possible policy inferences from trait

11

Interestingly, trait impressions of moral also interact positively with respondent ideology for predictions of feelings
and vote choice. That is, the more conservative the respondent the larger the weight assigned to ratings of candidates’
moral (for specific tests see Supplementary Material S.4). Different explanations for this finding could be given. In line
with the perspective promoted in this article, conservatives might find it more important for their leaders to be morally
right based in psychological needs (for order; cf. Jost et al. 2009). Another explanation would build on trait ownerships
(cf. Hayes (2005) and stress that the political right (conservatives and Republicans alike) hold trait ownership of moral.
For this article, the main conclusion remains that interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with
ideology still hold under this alternative specification, and—as a consequence—it is left for future work to explore the
interaction between ratings of candidate moral and respondent ideology further.
12
Specifically, difference score models control for trait ratings of competence and moral, respondents’ gender, age,
party identification, income, race and religiosity (for detailed coding procedures see Supplementary Material S.1)

17

ratings, add other interactions between respondents’ ideology and trait ratings to the analyses, and
specify the model based on differences in trait ratings of competing candidates (instead of the
respondent fixed effects procedure applied in the main analyses). However, all of these analyses are
based on aggregate data from 1984 to 2008, which could potentially mask important year-to-year
differences such as specific candidates’ character weaknesses in any election in particular (cf.
Goren, 2002, 2007). Below, I explore the persistence of the interactive relationships between trait
ratings of power and warmth, respectively, with respondent ideology in candidate-specific analyses
across elections.

Do liberals and conservatives assign different weights to warmth and power, respectively, within
elections from 1984 to 2008? Yes, but most clearly for power. To test the prediction based on the
most disaggregated data available, candidate-specific analyses for each of the fourteen presidential
candidates running 1984-2008 were conducted. Consequently, I depart from the respondent fixed
effects specification applied in the above analyses. Instead, predictions of feeling thermometer
ratings and vote choice are tested using OLS regression and logistic regression, respectively, with
the following control variables: Trait ratings of competence and moral, respondents’ gender, age,
party identification, income, race and religiosity (for detailed coding procedures see Supplementary
Material S.1). In parallel to the aggregate results, the weight assigned to strong leadership generally
increases with respondent conservatism. For predictions of feeling thermometer ratings the
interaction between strong leadership and ideology is positive in eleven out of fourteen candidateseparate analyses with four being significant. For predictions of vote choice, ten analyses yield
positive interactions between strong leadership and ideology with three being significant.
Importantly, none of the negative interactions (running counter to the prediction) are significant for
predictions of feeling thermometers or vote choice. Results are slightly less consistent for warmth.
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Only in eight of the fourteen candidate-specific analyses does the effect of warmth decrease with
respondent conservatism for predictions of feelings. Four of these interactions are significant, but
the pattern also reveals one positive and significant interaction between warmth and ideology
(Clinton in 1996), which runs counter to the prediction. For predictions of vote choice, eight
analyses reveal negative interactions with only one of these being significant (all positive
interactions are insignificant) (see Supplementary Material S.6 for full models and illustrations
across candidates and elections). In short, these candidate-specific analyses illuminate that the
interaction between strong leadership evaluations and respondent ideology is more persistently
supported than the interaction between warmth and ideology.

Discussion
The analyses of the 1984-2008 ANES data support the prediction that voters depending on their
ideological predispositions assign different weights to ratings of candidate power and warmth in
their global candidate evaluations and vote choices. Power increases in importance with respondent
conservatism while warmth in contrast decreases. Robustness tests show that these results are
consistently reached across four alternative specifications. Finally, candidate-specific analyses
reveals that the prediction was generally more consistently supported for power (strong leadership)
than for warmth, which suggests power to be a stronger ideological divider than warmth.
Study 1 is based entirely on observational data. To provide further and more direct causal
support for the claim that ideologically different voters prefer different candidate personalities,
Study 2 tests the prediction experimentally and adds support for it in several ways. First, the key
finding—that liberals and conservatives prefer different candidate personalities—is tested
experimentally by assigning subjects randomly to read about either a powerful and dominant or a
warm and agreeable fictitious candidate. In this way, Study 2 explores if conservatives and liberals
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immediate and spontaneous impressions of a given candidate described as warm or powerful
parallels the results from Study 1. Second, Study 2 is conducted in the United States as well as in
Denmark in order to explore the universality of the suggested heterogeneous candidate personality
preferences for liberals and conservatives. Moreover, the comparison between the Danish and the
American version of Study 2 also relates to testing if subjects’ ideological predispositions drive
candidate personality preferences over-and-above what can be accounted for by party affiliation and
stereotypic associations of Republican and Democratic candidates with certain character traits in the
American society. Besides being culturally different in many respects, Denmark departs from the
United States with a range of parties on both ideological wings and—as a consequence—less clear
stereotypic associations between specific parties and certain character traits.13 Unlike the
Republican and Democratic parties in the United States, no single Danish party is stereotypically
associated with masculinity/femininity or holds ownerships of certain personality traits. Therefore,
if ideology plays parallel roles for candidate personality preferences in the United States and
Denmark, it will suggest that heterogeneous preferences for candidate warmth and power stems (at
least partially) from different ideological predispositions among the voters.

Study 2: Cross-national experiment
In Study 2, subjects were randomly assigned to read one of two descriptions of a fictitious male
candidate. The descriptions varied whether warm or powerful personality attributes about the
candidate were emphasized. No party label or policy positions were present in the descriptions since

13

Besides, Denmark and the United States also differ with respect to more general culture and institutional set-up of
potential relevance to political preferences and behavior. The United States embodies federalism, presidentialism, firstpast-the-post elections, and a two-party system. Denmark embodies corporatism, parlamentarism, proportional
elections, and a multi-party system. These differences also extend into broader culture with the United States being
markedly more individualistic and Denmark more collectivistic (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002).
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the very idea of Study 2 is to investigate subjects’ candidate personality preferences in the absence
of other types of information.

Materials and measures
In Study 2, subjects were instructed to read a text about a fictitious politician—in the US version,
Congressman Thomas Johnson, and in the Danish version, Member of Parliament Christian
Mortensen. Importantly, subjects were randomly assigned to read a description that highlighted
personality attributes linked to either power (“0”) or warmth (“1”). The powerful personality
description emphasized characteristics such as dominance, intransigence, taking control of
negotiations, uncompromisingly sticking to policy positions, and being a person that others fear
offending. The warm personality description highlighted characteristics such as agreeableness,
cooperativeness, willingness to do compromises, empathy, and being a person that others
comfortably contacts (see Supplementary Material S.7 for the full descriptions).14 In this way, the
experimental conditions operationalize the key components of candidate character—power and
warmth—by simultaneously manipulating different core aspects based on the fictitious candidate’s
private as well as professional behaviors that unavoidably go together.15
After reading about the fictitious politician, subjects rated him on relevant personality traits as
a manipulation check before stating their general feelings towards Thomas Johnson/Christian
14

The construct validity of these personality descriptions were tested in relation to the applied personality traits used in
Study 1. With respect to warmth, the two candidate personality descriptions were rated on “friendliness,”
“agreeableness,” and “if the candidate cares about you”—traits linked closely to the warmth dimension and with the
latter trait also included in the ANES data—and these ratings correlate positively and significantly: Danish sample:
ragreeableness, friendliness=0.67, p<0.001; ragreeableness, care=0.60, p<0.001; rcare, friendliness=0.63, p<0.001. US sample: ragreeableness,
friendliness=0.72, p<0.001; ragreeableness, care=0.64, p < 0.001; rcare, friendliness=0.73, p<0.001. With respect to power, the two
candidate personality descriptions were rated on “dominance,” “competitiveness,” and “strong leadership”— traits
linked closely to the power dimension and with the latter trait also included in the ANES data—and these ratings
correlate positively and significantly: Danish sample: rdominance, competitiveness=0.49, p<0.001; rdominance, strong leadership=0.23,
p<0.001; rstrong leadership, competitiveness=0.15, p=0.016; US sample: rdominance, competitiveness=0.62, p<0.001; rdominance, strong
leadership=0.30, p<0.001; rstrong leadership, competitiveness=0.41, p<0.001.
15
This study is the first to experimentally investigate ideological differences in preferences for candidate power and
warmth for which reason several related aspects of power and warmth were simultaneously manipulated. Future studies
might potentially look into whether different sub-aspects or sub-indicators of power and warmth constitute the primary
drivers of the results.
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Mortensen on a 0-100 feeling thermometer. In the American version of Study 2, subjects also
indicated their likelihood of voting for Thomas Johnson from 0 to 100. In the analyses, all measures
are recoded to 0-1 scales with “1” indicating the most positive evaluation of the fictitious candidate.
The US version of Study 2 was designed as a web-survey experiment distributed among a
representative sample (with regards to gender, age and geographic region) of the American
population with respondents recruited and paid by the YouGov survey agency (conducted May
2013). Subjects first answered a set of background questions before they were assigned to one of
the two experimental conditions and no other experiments were built into the survey. Altogether,
408 subjects (212 females) completed the survey in which subjects’ ideological self-placement were
measured among the background questions using the same seven-category scale as in Study 1. In
the analyses, this variable is recoded to a 0-1 scale such that “0” and “1” constitute the most liberal
and conservatives positions, respectively (mean=0.548; std. dev.=0.303). The US version of Study 2
also measured subjects’ party affiliation using the same variable as in Study 1.16
The Danish version of Study 2 was designed as a paper-and-pencil style survey experiment
built into a freshman survey distributed among undergraduate political science students at a major
European research university (conducted September 2012). The participants did not receive any
kind of compensation. Students first answered a comprehensive set of background questions
including self-reported ideology before they were assigned to one of the experimental conditions
about the fictitious candidate. Altogether, 263 (132 females) subjects completed the survey. Due to
different connotations of the terms “liberal” and “conservative” in the Danish compared to the
American context, the Danish version of Study 2 implements the standard scale for measuring
voters’ ideological self-placements in most European election studies (cf. van der Eijk et al., 2005);
16

Party affiliation was measured using the standard ANES seven category measure, which was subsequently recoded to
a 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively. Moreover, due
to inclusion of a “don’t know” option for the feeling thermometer rating and not for “likelihood to vote for Thomas
Johnson”, the feeling thermometer analysis is based on 340 subjects, while the analysis of “likelihood voting for”
involves all 408 subjects.
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that is, it asks subjects to position themselves on a scale from “0” (most leftwing) to “10” (most
rightwing). In the following, this measure is recoded to the same 0-1 scale format with “1”
reflecting the most conservative position (mean=0.487; std. dev.=0.232).
The prediction is tested using OLS regression, and all reported P-values are from two-sided
tests of significance.

Results
A manipulation check of the two descriptions of Thomas Johnson/Christian Mortensen shows that
the manipulation of perceived personality worked as intended: The warm description is perceived as
more agreeable (a key characteristic related to the warmth dimension) than the powerful description
(US sample: t=12.56, p<0.001; Danish sample: t=21.91, p<0.001), and the powerful description is
seen as more dominant (a key characteristic related to the power dimension) than the warm
description (US sample: t=10.60, p<0.001; Danish sample: t=21.74, p<0.001) (see Supplementary
Material S.8 for more details about the manipulation check).
For the prediction to be supported in the experimental context of Study 2, evaluations of
Thomas Johnson/Christian Mortensen should vary as a function of subjects’ ideological
predispositions: When the fictitious candidate is described as powerful, subjects’ evaluations should
become more positive with growing conservatism. On the contrary, evaluations of the fictitious
candidate should become less positive with growing conservatism when he is described as a warm
person. That is, the key test of the prediction in Study 2 is whether a two-way interaction between
description of candidate personality and subjects’ political ideology is significant when predicting
global evaluations of the candidate.
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Do conservatives evaluate a powerful candidate more positively than liberals, and do liberals
evaluate a warm candidate more positively than conservatives? Yes. In the American sample, a
significant interaction between personality description and subjects’ ideology is found when
predicting subjects’ overall feelings towards Thomas Johnson (b=-0.382, p<0.001). Furthermore,
this result replicates when predicting subjects’ likelihood to vote for Thomas Johnson (b=-0.376,
p<0.001). Almost identical results are found for the Danish sample with a significant interaction
between personality description and subjects’ ideology (b=-0.216, p=0.007). Table 2 presents full
regression models with American results in Model A and B and Danish results in Model C.

(Table 2 about here)

To ease in-depth interpretations of these results, Figure 2 illustrates the marginal effect of ideology
on evaluations of Thomas Johnson/Christian Mortensen for the powerful and the warm personality
description, respectively. That is, grey bars in Figure 2 are unstandardized regression coefficients
when predicting evaluations of a given candidate description by subjects’ political ideology.

(Figure 2 about here)

Panel a) in Figure 2 shows the results for the American subjects when predicting feeling
thermometer ratings. Political ideology positively predicts feelings towards the powerful description
of Thomas Johnson (b=0.262, p<0.001), while it negatively predicts feelings towards the warm
personality description (b=-0.120, p=0.011). That is, the more conservative the subject the more
positive the evaluation of the powerful candidate description and the more negative the evaluation
of the warm candidate description. This pattern replicates for predictions of the likelihood to vote
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for Thomas Johnson as depicted in panel b). The more conservative the subject the more likely
he/she is to vote for the powerful personality description (b=0.244, p<0.001), whereas conservatism
negatively predicts the likelihood to vote for the warm personality description (b=-0.133, p=0.010).
The results from the Danish sample—shown in panel c)—are almost identical to the American
pattern: Subject conservatism positively predicts feelings towards the powerful description of
Christian Mortensen (b=0.133, p=0.019). Likewise, conservatism is negatively related—although
not reaching conventional levels of statistical significance—to feeling thermometer ratings of the
warm description (b=-0.084, p=0.137).
In short, these results replicate the pattern from Study 1: Conservative subjects like a powerful
candidate personality more than liberals, whereas liberals like a warm candidate personality more
than conservatives. As for the candidate-specific analyses in Study 1, the ideological division with
respect to candidate personality preferences is larger for the powerful than for the warm candidate
personality. This is perhaps most clearly illustrated in Figure 2 with the bars (the regression
coefficients) for the relationship between ideology and the powerful candidate description being
almost twice as large—in terms of absolute value—than the size of the relationship between
ideology and the warm candidate description. In the conclusion I return to this interesting pattern.
Importantly, the main result—that candidate preferences vary as a function of subject
ideology—is found in both the American and the Danish context. The replication of the American
results in Denmark is important because party stereotypes are less pronounced in Denmark than in
the American society. This suggests that preferences for powerful and warm candidate personalities
are (at least partly) driven by deep-seated ideological differences among subjects. This
interpretation is further supported when controlling for the rival interaction between the assigned
personality description and subjects’ party affiliation in the US version of Study 2 which replicates
the key interaction between personality description and subject ideology (feeling thermometer
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ratings: b=-0.463, p<0.001; likelihood voting for: b=-0.460, p<0.001) (see Supplementary Material
S.9 for full models).

Discussion
Based on the analyses presented so far, ideological differences among the subjects are found to
cause differences in evaluations of a fictitious candidate described as either powerful or warm.
Moreover, the results from both Study 1 and 2 support this conclusion even when different rival
explanations are taken into account. In the theory section I built on recent research in political
psychology to predict that deep-seated psychological differences between liberals and conservatives
cause them to prefer different candidate personalities and traits. The analyses presented above have
not provided a direct test of this proposed mechanism grounded in psychological differences.
However, the American version of Study 2 permits such a test as it also measured subjects’
authoritarianism—a psychological construct known to be closely linked to conservatism (Feldman,
2013) and, importantly for the mechanism I am proposing, is theorized and shown to be causally
prior to subjects’ ideological positions. Consequently, authoritarianism is found to constitute one of
the fundamental drivers of a conservative ideology (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010).17 If my proposed
mechanism is correct, we should see that the ideological difference in subjects’ evaluations of the
powerful and warm candidate descriptions in Study 2 is driven by authoritarianism.
Specifically, the American version of Study 2 measured authoritarianism based on four
questions about “child rearing values” answered by the subjects before they were assigned to the
treatment (see e.g. Feldman & Stenner, 1997) (see Supplementary Material S.10 for wordings of the
17

In their study Duckitt and Sibley (2010) show that political ideology stem from two different paths linking
conservatism to two different types of fundamental world views. One world view is characterized by perceiving the
social world as dangerous and threatening which relates to conservatism through authoritarianism. The other path
relates conservatism to a fundamental perception of society as a competitive jungle with the concept of social
dominance orientation (SDO) constituting the intermediate link between world view and conservatism. Since only
authoritarianism was included in the American version of Study 2, only authoritarianism can be investigated in the
current analyses. However, future research should try to link preferences for candidate personalities to SDO as well as
to direct measures of the two different world views.
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items). The questions comprise a fairly reliable authoritarianism scale from “0” (least authoritarian)
to “1” (most authoritarian) (α=0.673; mean=0.527; std. dev.=0.203). As expected authoritarianism
correlated positively with ideology (r=0.310, p<0.001) suggesting that ideology and
authoritarianism constitute related yet distinct constructs. Next, it was tested if authoritarianism
interacted with the assigned candidate personality description following the same pattern as
ideology, which turned out to be the case (feeling therm.: b=-0.287, p=0.008; likelihood voting for:
b=-0.289, p=0.010). Specifically, authoritarianism related positively to evaluations of the powerful
description and negatively to evaluations of the warm description. This is consistent with the
theorized mechanism that subjects’ candidate personality preferences are affected by ideology
because ideology (among other things) taps deeper-seated psychological differences in
authoritarianism. Finally, to provide a direct test of this mechanism, structural equation modeling
was employed to test the significance of a path from authoritarianism through ideology on
evaluations of the powerful and the warm descriptions of Thomas Johnson, respectively. These
analyses strongly support the prediction: For the powerful description a positive and significant
indirect path from authoritarianism through ideology on candidate evaluation was found (feeling
therm.: b=0.081, p=0.014; likelihood voting for: b=0.087, p=0.004). In contrast, for the warm
description a negative and significant indirect path from authoritarianism through ideology was
found (feeling therm.: b=-0.060, p=0.030; likelihood voting for: b=-0.061, p=0.053) (see
Supplementary Material S.10 for full models and path diagrams).
In short, based on experimental data Study 2 supports the conclusions from Study 1. Powerful
candidate personalities are more positively evaluated among conservatives, while warm candidate
personalities are liked more among liberal voters. However, ideology is found to be a stronger
predictor of evaluations of the powerful than of the warm candidate description suggesting that
candidate power is a stronger ideological divider than candidate warmth. Finally, the American

27

version of Study 2 provides evidence for the theorized mechanism with liberals’ and conservatives’
different candidate preferences being driven by psychological differences in authoritarianism.

Conclusion
Extensive research links candidate personalities to electoral decisions and speculate about the ways
through which voters draw on impressions of candidates’ personalities when making up their minds
on Election Day (e.g. Campbell et al., 1960; Kinder, 1986; Popkin, 1994, Funk, 1999; Hayes,
2005). Likewise, political pundits, commentators as well as lay-people often think of candidates’
personal characteristics and attributes as important and potentially decisive factors for electoral
success (see e.g. Quindlen, 2000). However, scholarly work about the mechanisms through which
voters’ perceptions of candidates’ personalities affect vote choices remain sparse, most often
treating candidate personality as a one-dimensional phenomenon about general liking or disliking
(cf. Funk, 1999). This article has addressed this shortcoming by integrating two distinct literatures.
The first literature shows that leader preferences are highly sensitive to levels of contextual conflict
with more powerful and dominant leaders being preferred in times of war (Merolla & Zechmeister,
2009a; Little et al., 2007; Spisak et al., 2012; Laustsen & Petersen, 2015, 2016, forthcoming). The
second literature finds that conservatives and liberals hold very different perceptions of the social
world with conservatives focusing more on societal threat, conflict and insecurity (e.g. Hibbing et
al., 2013; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Jost et al. 2009). Based on these insights, it was predicted that
conservatives would hold stronger preferences for powerful candidate personalities than liberals;
and liberals would hold stronger preferences for warm candidate personalities than conservatives.
The prediction was supported across observational and experimental data from two different
countries characterized by very different political systems. First, based on the 1984-2008 ANES
data, conservatives were found to weight candidate power and provision of strong leadership in
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global candidate evaluations and vote choice decisions more than liberals. In contrast, liberals
(although less robust in candidate-specific analyses) assigned greater weights to warmth than did
conservatives. Second, these ideological differences replicated experimentally with conservative
and liberal American and Danish subjects holding similarly different candidate trait preferences.
Interestingly, both the observational and experimental results found power to be a more robust
and stronger ideological divider than warmth. That is, conservatives and liberals vary almost twice
as much in their evaluations of the powerful candidate personality than they do when evaluating the
warm candidate personality (see bar sizes in Figure 2). This asymmetry was not predicted and, thus,
any explanations remain speculative. However, one might explain the asymmetry by drawing on
research on social perceptions in general (i.e. of non-candidates) in which warmth evaluations are
found to be primary, more fundamental and to take place before evaluations of power (and
competence, see Fiske et al., 2007). Based on this, the smaller and less robust ideological difference
in preferences for candidate warmth might be caused by perceptions on this trait being more
fundamental and—consequently—more equally important for voters regardless of their ideological
leanings. However, it is left for future research to investigate the mechanism behind this asymmetric
ideology difference in preferences for power and warmth.
Throughout the paper I have argued that differences in candidate personality preferences are
driven by voters’ political ideology. Alternative explanations depart in party cue effects and
stereotypic associations of parties with certain candidate traits, or that voters might infer a
candidate’s policy positions based on trait perceptions (Bartels, 2002; Hayes, 2005; Goren, 2007;
Kalmoe, 2013). Across the presented analyses the ideology-oriented explanation promoted here is
robustly supported even when these alternatives are taken into consideration. Importantly, across
these analyses the main purpose is not to prove the alternative explanations wrong. Rather, I have
aimed at showing how deep-seated ideological differences among the voters relate to heterogeneous
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preferences for candidate power and warmth even when taking well-established explanations such
as party stereotypes into account. Different parts of the results relate to this. First, the key
interactions between political ideology and candidate traits replicate across observational and
experimental data. Second, the key interactions remain statistically significant when controlling for
the alternative explanations. Third, the interactive relationship between candidate personality and
subject ideology replicates in very different countries. Finally, in support of the proposed
mechanism authoritarianism was found to drive preferences for candidate power and warmth
through ideology in the American version of Study 2. In short, this empirical evidence supports the
notion that liberals and conservatives do in fact prefer different candidate personalities and that this
(at least to some degree) is caused by deep-seated psychological differences.
The distinction between the ideology and the party-stereotyping bases for the heterogeneous
candidate personality preferences might seem trivial, but it holds important consequences for the
way one interprets candidate evaluations and their potential for affecting electoral outcomes. The
party-stereotyping perspective holds that voters evaluate certain candidates more positively than
others because of shared partisanship and, consequently, stresses group identification as the main
driver of both candidate evaluations and vote choice (e.g., Bartels, 2002). Consequently, this
perspective downplays the role possibly played by trait perceptions in explaining electoral behavior
since such perceptions are first and foremost colored by partisanship. The ideology perspective,
offers a substantially different take on trait perceptions since voters are theorized to also evaluate
political candidates by drawing on their psychological predispositions. These predispositions cause
voters to opt for the candidate that they see as best suited for solving salient problems facing society
which during the 2016 primaries was exemplified with the Trump campaign’s attempt to link
American citizens’ perceptions of the world as dangerous to the needs for a strong leader (see
introduction and Gass, 2015). Recent analyses further suggest that authoritarians were the most
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likely supporters of Trump in the 2016 primaries (e.g. MacWilliams, 2016), which also corresponds
with the perspective on candidate evaluations offered in this paper. However, primary and national
elections are two very different contests with partisanship playing a much clearer role in the latter.
Based on this logic, one might still expect that ideologically guided trait preferences will have the
largest impact in primaries, local non-partisan elections or in times characterized by less partisan
disagreement than the current situation in the American society (cf. Levendusky, 2009). In any case,
based on recent interdisciplinary insights about political ideology this article offers a novel
interpretation of voters’ trait perceptions of candidates and future research should consider how and
when this perspective relative to partisan stereotyping can be expected to exert greatest influence.
In sum, this article offers an ideology-oriented perspective on candidate evaluations
suggesting that voters draw on specific candidate traits depending on their ideological
predispositions. Importantly, this process affects candidate evaluations and vote choice decisions
over-and-above what a party-stereotype perspective accounts for. However, one should not
conclude that partisanship does not affect candidate evaluations. Rather, one should conclude that
along with well-established effects of party identification and party stereotypes, liberals and
conservatives weight specific trait impressions of power and warmth differently in their global
candidate evaluations and vote choice decisions.
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Tables
Table 1: American National Election Study 1984-2008 - respondent fixed effects (Study 1)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings (Model A) and vote choice (Model B)
from respondents’ perceptions of candidates’ strong leadership and warmth, and the interactions
between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ political ideology.
Unstandardized regressions coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice (Logit)

Strong Lead

0.119*** (0.019)

0.755 (0.522)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.230*** (0.031)

2.726** (0.898)

Warmth

0.494*** (0.019)

4.590*** (0.600)

Warmth*ideology

-0.250** (0.031)

-2.619** (0.998)

Competence

0.121*** (0.011)

1.142*** (0.280)

Moral

0.149*** (0.009)

1.599*** (0.224)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

0.138*** (0.010)

2.181*** (0.219)

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID

-0.344*** (0.010)

-4.201*** (0.203)

Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004

-0.009 (0.010)
-0.050*** (0.011)
0.040*** (0.010)
0.085*** (0.011)
0.006 (0.013)
0.009 (0.012)

-0.949*** (0.235)
-0.693** (0.236)
0.392 (0.244)
0.635* (0.256)
-0.322 (0.282)
-0.190 (0.284)

Constant

0.071*** (0.007)

-

15,504/8,231

9,872/4,936

N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on a 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
are based on respondent fixed effect estimation. Note that for Model A N observations does not equal two times Nrespondents, because some
respondents only rated one candidate. However, regression coefficients remain the same when respondents only rating one candidate
are excluded. †p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table 2: Experiments United States and Denmark – (Study 2)
Full models for predictions from the American (Model A and B) and the Danish (Model C) versions
of Study 2. Models report unstandardized coefficients from OLS regressions with standard errors in
parentheses.
Model A
Model B
Model C
DV: Overall feelings
(United States)

DV: Likelihood voting for
(United States)

DV: Overall feelings
(Denmark)

0.373***
(0.044)

0.348***
(0.046)

0.256***
(0.043)

0.262***
(0.053)

0.244***
(0.057)

0.133*
(0.056)

-0.382***
(0.071)

-0.376***
(0.073)

-0.216**
(0.079)

N

0.417***
(0.033)
340

0.395***
(0.033)
408

0.564***
(0.031)
258

R2

0.209

0.145

0.228

Description
- Warm

Ideology
Description*ideology
- Warm*ideology

Constant

Note: Overall feelings towards Christian Mortensen/Thomas Johnson and likelihood of voting for Thomas Johnson are measured on
0-1 scales with “1” indicating most positive feelings and strongest likelihood. For Description the powerful personality description
constitutes the reference category (coded “0”). Political Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “1” being most conservative.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests.
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Figures
Figure 1: Marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth, respectively, across respondent
political ideology, ANES 1984-2008 (Study 1). Panel a) illustrates marginal effects of strong
leadership and warmth across respondents’ political ideology for predictions of feeling thermometer
ratings, while panel b) shows the similar analysis when predicting vote choice. Dashed lines are 95
percent confidence intervals.
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Figure 2: Marginal effect of subjects’ political ideology (0-1 scale) on evaluations of the
powerful and the warm personality description, respectively. American and Danish
experiment (Study 2). Panels show the marginal effect of subjects’ political ideology on a) feeling
thermometer ratings, US; b) likelihood voting, US; c) feeling thermometer ratings, Denmark. Bars
are unstandardized reg. coefficients; dashed lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Note: Respondents were randomly assigned to either the powerful or the warm personality
description.
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S.1. Coding procedure for variables in Study 1 (ANES analyses)
Below, all variable names refer to the ANES Time Series Cumulative Data File (1948-2012) which
can be accessed from the ANES website: http://electionstudies.org/index.htm.

Variables applied in main analyses:
Strong leadership
Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he provides strong leadership’ describe
[candidate name] ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at all’” (4). In
the analyses ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a respondent
perceives a candidate as low and high in “strong leadership”, respectively. Variables are:
“VCF0356” (Democrats) and “VCF0368” (Republicans).

Warmth: Consists of ratings of ‘empathy’ and ‘compassion’ for 1984-1992 elections and only of
ratings of empathy for 1996-2008 elections.
Empathy
Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he really cares about people like you’
describe [candidate name] ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at
all’” (4). In the analyses ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a
respondent perceives a candidate as low and high in “empathy”, respectively. Variables are:
“VCF0357” (Democrats) and “VCF0369” (Republicans).
Compassion
Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he is compassionate’ describe [candidate
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name] ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at all’” (4). In the
analyses ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a respondent perceives
a candidate as low and high in “compassion”, respectively. Variables are: “VCF0351” (Democrats)
and “VCF0363” (Republicans).

Competence: Consists of ratings of ‘knowledge’ and ‘intelligence’ for all elections except for 1996
in which only knowledge was measured.
Knowledge
Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he is knowledgeable’ describe [candidate
name] ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at all’” (4). In the
analyses ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a respondent perceives
a candidate as low and high in “knowledge”, respectively. Variables are: “VCF0354” (Democrats)
and “VCF0366” (Republicans).
Intelligence
Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he is intelligent’ describe [candidate
name] ‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at all’” (4). In the
analyses ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a respondent perceives
a candidate as low and high in “intelligence”, respectively. Variables are: “VCF0350” (Democrats)
and “VCF0362” (Republicans).

Moral
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Scale with four categories for the Republican and the Democratic candidate, respectively: “Think
about [candidate name]. In your opinion, does the phrase ‘he is moral’ describe [candidate name]
‘extremely well’ (1), ‘quite well’ (2), ‘not too well’ (3), or ‘not well at all’” (4). In the analyses
ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” and “1” indicate that a respondent perceives a
candidate as low and high in “moral”, respectively. Variables are: “VCF0355” (Democrats) and
“VCF0367” (Republicans).

Ideology
Seven point scale used as continuous measure based on the variable “VCF0803”.
Original categories—ranging from most liberal to most conservative category—are: “Extremely
liberal”, ”Liberal”, “Slightly liberal”, “Moderate; middle of the road”, “slightly conservative”,
“conservative”, and “extremely conservative”. In the analyses the variables is recoded to a 0-1
scale, where “0” constitutes the most liberal position and “1” the most conservative position.

Feeling thermometer ratings of candidates
0-100 point scales for the Republicans’ and the Democrats’ candidate, respectively. In the analyses,
feeling thermometer ratings are recoded to 0-1 scales on which “0” reflects the most negative global
evaluation, while “1” indicates the most positive global evaluation Variables are: “VCF0424”
(Democrats) and “VCF0426” (Republicans).

Candidate Party
Candidates representing the Republican and Democratic parties are coded “0” and “1”, respectively.
In the analyses, Republicans serve as reference category.
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Party identification
Respondents’ party identification is measured based on variable “VCF0301” with the following
categories: “Strong Democrats”, “Weak Democrats”, “Leaning Democrats”, “Independents”,
“Leaning Republicans”, “Weak Republicans”, and “Strong Republicans”. In the analyses the
variable is recoded to a 0-1 scale with “0” representing “Strong Democrats” and “1” representing
“Strong Republicans”.

Election year
Cathegorical variable including a category for each election in the applied data: “VCF0004”
(“2008” coded as the reference category).

Variables applied for testing alternative explanations:
Respondents’ policy attitudes (all measured on seven-category scales)
“Hawkish” foreign policy attitudes: Coded to 0-1 scales on which “1” represents the most
conservative and “hawkish” position
“Defense spending” (included 1984-2008): “VCF0843”
“Use of US military force” (included 1992-1996): “VCF0844”
“US cooperation with the USSR” (included 1984-1988): “VCF0841”

“Compassionate” and protective policy attitudes: Coded to 0-1 scales on which “1” represents the
most “compassionate” position
“Government help to minority groups/blacks” (included 1984-2008): “VCF0830”
“Equal roles for women and men” (included 1984-2008): “VCF0834”
“Government spending on services” (included 1984-2008): “VCF0839”
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Variables applied in the candidate specific models:
Respondent gender
Dichotomous measure based on variable: “VCF0104” (0 = female; 1 = male)

Respondents’ Age
Used as continuous measure based on variable: “VCF0101” (min. age = 17, max. age = 99)

Income
Measured using variable “VCF0114”. The variable consists of five categories reflecting percentiles
of the income distribution: 0 = “0 to 16 percentile”; 1 = “17 to 33 percentile”; 2 = “34 to 67
percentile”; 3 = “68 to 95 percentile”; and 4 = “96 to 100 percentile”.

Race
Dichotomous measure based on variable “VCF0106”: 0 = “non-whites” (based on original
categories “black” and “other”); 1 = “whites”.

Religiosity
Measured based on reported church attendance in variable “VCF0130” (following Hayes, 2005): 0
= “never/no religious preference”; 1 = “A few times a year”; 2 = “Once or twice a month”; 3 =
“Almost every week”; 4 = “Every week”.
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S.2. Study 1 (1984-2008 ANES) - robustness analyses controlling for interaction
between trait (warmth or strong leadership), candidate party and party identification
This part of the supplementary materials replicates key findings—the interactions between strong
leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology—controlling for the simultaneous
three-way interactions between trait ratings (strong leadership and warmth), candidate party and
respondent party identification. That is, the analyses presented here—and referred to in the main
text—investigate whether the different weights assigned to strong leadership and warmth are driven
primarily by respondents’ ideological positions or their party identification in tandem with partisan
stereotypic trait inferences (cf. Hayes 2005, Winter, 2010).
Predicting feelings towards the candidates, both interactions remains statistically significant (strong
leadership and ideology: b=0.237, p<0.001; warmth and ideology: b=-0.241, p<0.001). Figure S.2.1
below illustrates the interactive relationships between strong leadership and warmth, respectively,
with ideology based on this alternative specification.

0

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

Figure S.2.1: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on feeling
thermometer ratings across respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence
intervals.
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Note that the three-way interaction for power is marginally significant (p=0.074) suggesting that for
ratings of Republicans power slightly decreases with growing identification with the Republican
Party. For Democratic candidates, there is a trend such that power relates stronger to feeling
thermometer ratings the stronger identification with the Republican Party. The three-way interaction
between warmth, candidate party and respondent party identification is significant (p=0.007):
Warmth becomes slightly more important with growing respondent Republican identification when
predicting feelings towards Republican candidates. However, for predictions of feelings towards
Democratic candidates warmth is reduced in explanatory power for growing respondent
identification with the Republican Party. In sum, this pattern is somewhat mixed with respect to
rival explanation based on stereotypic trait expectations to Republican and Democratic candidates
and most importantly the key interactions between ideology and power and warmth, respectively,
remain highly significant when these three-way interactions are added to the model.
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Next, vote choice is predicted from a similar model also controlling for the simultaneous three-way
interactions between respondents’ trait ratings (strong leadership and warmth), candidate and
respondent party identification. Importantly, and in line with the results presented in Table 1 in the
main text, significant interactions between strong leadership and ideology (strong leadership and
ideology: b=3.009, odds ratio=20.272, p=0.002) and for warmth and ideology (b=-3.198, odds
ratio=0.041, p=0.002) remain robust to this alternative specification. Figure S.2.2 below illustrates
the interactive relationships between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with ideology
based on this alternative specification.

0

.1

.2

.3

Figure S.2.2: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on vote choice across
respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Furthermore, none of the three-way interactions are significant for predictions of vote choice.
Table S.2.1. on the following page presents the full regression models for the results presented
above. As in the main text OLS regression is applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings
and logistic regression is applied when predicting vote choice. Models are similar to the model in
the main analyses but further control for three-way interactions between respondents’ trait ratings
(strong leadership and warmth), candidate and respondent party identification.
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Table S.2.1: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings (Model A) and vote choice (Model B)
from respondents’ perceptions of candidates’ strong leadership and warmth, and the interactions
between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents political ideology. Models
control for three-way interactions between traits (warmth or strong leadership), candidate party and
respondent party affiliation. Unstandardized reg. coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice (Logit)

Strong Lead

0.148*** (0.022)

0.565 (0.606)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.237*** (0.036)

3.009** (0.970)

Warmth

0.488*** (0.024)

4.526*** (0.688)

Warmth*ideology

-0.241** (0.035)

-3.198** (1.031)

Competence

0.119*** (0.012)

1.140*** (0.280)

Moral

0.151*** (0.009)

1.615*** (0.225)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

0.161*** (0.022)

2.422*** (0.475)

Cand. Party*Party ID
- Democrat*Resp. Party ID

-0.314*** (0.033)

-5.167*** (0.807)

Strong Lead*Party ID

-0.057 (0.035)

-0.553 (0.909)

Strong Lead*Cand. Party
- Strong Lead*Democrat

-0.062* (0.029)

0.935 (0.687)

Strong Lead*Cand. Party*Party ID
- Strong Lead*Democrat*Party ID

0.090† (0.050)

-0.606 (1.268)

†

Warmth*Party ID

0.064 (0.037)

1.191 (0.951)

Warmth*Cand. Party
- Warmth*Democrat

0.017 (0.033)

-1.282† (0.717)

Warmth*Cand. Party*Party ID
- Warmth*Democrat*Party ID

-0.142** (0.053)

1.929 (1.269)

Cand. Party*Election year
- Democrat*1984
- Democrat*1988
- Democrat*1992
- Democrat*1996
- Democrat*2000
- Democrat*2004

-0.007 (0.011)
-0.049*** (0.011)
0.040*** (0.010)
0.083*** (0.011)
0.002 (0.013)
0.006 (0.012)

-0.863*** (0.237)
-0.606* (0.241)
0.467† (0.248)
0.727** (0.261)
-0.288 (0.286)
-0.159 (0.289)

Constant

0.053*** (0.009)

-

15,504/8,231

9,872/4,936

N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
are based on respondent fixed effect estimation. Note that for Model A N observations does not equal two times Nrespondents, because some
respondents only rated one candidate. However, regression coefficients remain the same when respondents only rating one candidate
are excluded. †p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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S.3. Study 1 (1984-2008 ANES) – robustness analyses controlling for interactions
between trait ratings and respondents’ policy positions
This part of the supplementary materials replicates key findings presented in the main text and in
Table 1 when also taking into account that respondents could be inferring candidates’ policy
positions from trait impressions. Specifically, conservative respondents might infer that candidates
appearing as strong leaders hold conservative and “hawkish” foreign policy positions for which
reason they like these candidates. Likewise, liberals could be inferring that candidates who appear
as warm hold liberal and compassionate policy positions with respect to protection of vulnerable
groups in society and that tis cause liberals to like and vote for warm candidates. In order to test this
alternative explanation, interactions between respondents’ policy positions and trait evaluations of
strong leadership and warmth, respectively were added to the model. If the alternative explanation
is correct, the key interactions between respondent ideology and strong leadership and warmth,
respectively, should diminish in these models. First, results related to strong leadership and
“hawkish” policy positions are reported in Figure S.3.1.a. and S.3.1.b. and Table S.3.1.a and
S.3.1.b. Next, similar results for warmth and “compassionate” policy positions are reported in
Figure S.3.2.a. and S.3.2.b. and Table S.3.2.a. and S.3.2.b.
Strong leadership and “hawkish” policy positons
Three political questions on which respondents could possibly hold “hawkish” foreign policy
positions were selected: “Defense spending” (included 1984-2008), “use of US military force”
(included 1992-1996), and “US cooperation with the USSR” (included 1984-1988), These were all
coded to 0-1 scales on which “1” represents the most conservative and “hawkish” position. Results
show that—with one exception—when any of the policy questions and its interaction with ratings
of strong leadership is added to the model, neither the substantial size nor the statistical significance
of the two key interactions between trait rating and ideology are affected. The exception relates to
the policy question “US cooperation with the USSR”, which was only asked in two consecutive
elections, and the prediction of vote choice. For this analysis the two key interactions remain of the
same size as in the main analyses but fall short on conventional levels of statistical significance
(with p=0.147 for warmth, and p=0.109 for strong leadership). Based on the unchanged size of the
coefficients, this deviation from the main results seems more likely driven by the smaller sample
size in this analysis than a substantial departure from the general pattern. This interpretation is
further underlines by the insignificant interaction between the policy position (on cooperation with
USSR) and strong leadership (p=0.187) and the result from the similar prediction of feeling
thermometer ratings, which completely replicate the pattern in the main analyses.
Figure 3.1.a. and 3.1.b. on the below pages illustrate the key relationships between strong leadership
and warmth, respectively, and ideology when each of the three policy positions and its interaction is
added to the model. On the following pages Figure S.3.1.a shows results for predictions of feelings
thermometer ratings, and Figure S.3.1.b. shows results for predictions of vote choice. Tables S.3.1.a
and S.3.1.b. report the corresponding models.
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Figure S.3.1.a.: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on feeling
thermometer ratings across respondents’ political ideology. Illustrations are based on different
specifications controlling for different policy positions*strong leadership interactions. Dashed lines
are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.3.1a: Study 1 – ANES 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings from strong leadership and warmth,
and interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology.
Models control for alternative interactions between relevant policy positions and strong leadership.
Unstandardized reg. coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
Model C
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

Strong Lead

0.141*** (0.022)

0.121** (0.039)

0.167*** (0.034)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.274*** (0.034)

0.232*** (0.056)

0.208*** (0.053)

Warmth

0.519*** (0.021)

0.489*** (0.032)

0.633*** (0.037)

Warmth*ideology

-0.260*** (0.034)

-0.186** (0.052)

-0.327*** (0.060)

Competence

0.126*** (0.012)

0.092*** (0.019)

0.138*** (0.022)

Moral

0.148*** (0.010)

0.156*** (0.013)

0.131*** (0.019)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

0.118*** (0.014)

0.226*** (0.011)

0.074** (0.012)

Strong Lead.*Defense Spending

-0.088*** (0.024)

-

-

Strong Lead.*US Military Force

-

-0.051 (0.048)

-

Strong Lead.*US
with USSR

-

-

0.001 (0.034)

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID

-0.338*** (0.011)

-0.343*** (0.016)

-0.343*** (0.017)

Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004

0.005 (0.014)
-0.037** (0.014)
0.056*** (0.014)
0.102*** (0.014)
0.012 (0.018)
0.018 (0.015)

0.392 (0.244)
-

0.049*** (0.010)
-

Constant

0.060*** (0.076)

0.050*** (0.012)

0.038** (0.014)

13,423/7,105

5,821/3,087

4,943/2,632

cooperation

N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions,
respectively. Models are based on respondent fixed effect estimation. Note that Nobservations does not equal two times Nrespondents,
because some respondents only rated one candidate. However, regression coefficients remain the same when respondents only rating
one candidate are excluded.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Figure S.3.1.b.: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on vote choice
across respondents’ political ideology. Illustrations are based on different specifications controlling
for different policy positions*strong leadership interactions. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence
intervals.
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Table S.3.1.b: Study 1 – ANES 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of vote choice from strong leadership and warmth, and interactions
between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology. Models control for
alternative interactions between relevant policy positions and strong leadership. Unstandardized reg.
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
Model C
DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.587 (0.670)

0.692 (1.313)

0.537 (0.956)

Strong Lead*ideology

3.610*** (1.011)

4.166* (1.799)

2.542 (1.586)

Warmth

4.899*** (0.658)

5.686*** (1.228)

5.653*** (1.063)

-2.764* (1.086)

-4.006* (2.000)

-2.636 (1.820)

Competence

1.253*** (0.301)

1.735** (0.566)

1.367** (0.498)

Moral

1.584*** (0.241)

2.104*** (0.350)

1.660*** (0.468)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

1.827*** (0.312)

3.032*** (0.301)

1.135*** (0.217)

Strong Lead.*Defense Spending

-0.852 (0.844)

-

-

Strong Lead.*US Military Force

-

-1.924 (1.881)

-

Strong Lead.*US
with USSR

-

-

1.516 (1.149)

-4.063*** (0.217)

-4.365*** (0.353)

-3.786*** (0.346)

-0.705* (0.325)
-0.417 (0.324)
0.655* (0.331)
0.867* (0.342)
-0.105 (0.401)
0.068 (0.362)

-0.234 (0.213)
-

-0.081 (0.217)
-

8,566/4,283

3,442/1,721

3,246/1,623

Strong Lead

Warmth*ideology

cooperation

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID
Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004
N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and positive rating, respectively. For vote
choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale
with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models are based on respondent fixed effect estimation.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Warmth and “compassionate” policy positons
Three political questions on which respondents could possibly hold “compassionate” policy
positions related to treatment of vulnerable groups in society were selected: “Government help to
minority groups/blacks”, “equal roles for women and men”, and “government spending on services”
(all included 1984-2008). These were all coded to 0-1 scales on which “1” represents the most
liberal and therefore most “compassionate” position. Results show that when any of the policy
questions and its interaction with ratings of warmth is added to the model, neither the substantial
size nor the statistical significance of the two key interactions between trait rating (of warmth and
strong leadership, respectively) and ideology are affected. That is, results from the main analyses
hold across these different alternative specifications taking possible policy inferences from trait
ratings into account.
Figures S.3.2.a. and S.3.2.b. on below pages illustrate the key relationships between strong
leadership and warmth, respectively, and ideology when each of the three “compassion” related
policy positions and its interaction are added to the model. On the following pages Figure S.3.2.a
shows results for predictions of feelings thermometer ratings, and Figure S.3.2.b. shows results for
predictions of vote choice. Tables S.3.2.a and S.3.2.b. report the corresponding models.
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Figure S.3.2.a.: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on feeling
thermometer ratings across respondents’ political ideology. Illustrations are based on different
specifications controlling for different policy positions*warmth interactions. Dashed lines are 95
percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.3.2a: Study 1 – ANES 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings from strong leadership and warmth, and
interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology.
Models control for alternative interactions between relevant policy positions and warmth.
Unstandardized reg. coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
Model C
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

Strong Lead

0.118*** (0.020)

0.125*** (0.020)

0.115*** (0.021)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.242*** (0.033)

0.223*** (0.033)

0.245*** (0.034)

Warmth

0.512*** (0.025)

0.472*** (0.031)

0.568*** (0.027)

Warmth*ideology

-0.266** (0.034)

-0.232*** (0.034)

-0.292*** (0.035)

Competence

0.118*** (0.012)

0.127*** (0.012)

0.123*** (0.012)

Moral

0.147*** (0.010)

0.144*** (0.010)

0.147*** (0.010)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

0.137*** (0.011)

0.121*** (0.013)

0.126*** (0.014)

-0.005 (0.021)

-

-

Warmth*Equal roles for women
and men

-

0.032 (0.024)

-

Warmth*Government spending

-

-

-0.070** (0.025)

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID

-0.345*** (0.010)

-0.343*** (0.010)

-0.348*** (0.011)

Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004

-0.007 (0.011)
-0.050*** (0.011)
0.038*** (0.011)
0.086*** (0.011)
0.001 (0.016)
0.010 (0.012)

0.007*** (0.014)
-0.035* (0.014)
0.053*** (0.013)
0.097*** (0.014)
0.012 (0.018)
0.020 (0.014)

0.006 (0.014)
-0.039** (0.014)
0.053*** (0.014)
0.098*** (0.014)
0.010 (0.018)
0.024 (0.015)

Constant

0.068*** (0.007)

Warmth*Government
minority group/blacks

help

to

on services

N (Observations/respondents)

14,023/7,424

0.064*** (0.007)

0.061*** (0.008)

13,846/7,351

13,074/6,930

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions,
respectively. Models are based on respondent fixed effect estimation. Note that Nobservations does not equal two times Nrespondents,
because some respondents only rated one candidate. However, regression coefficients remain the same when respondents only rating
one candidate are excluded.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Figure S.3.2.b.: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on vote choice
across respondents’ political ideology. Illustrations are based on different specifications controlling
for different policy positions*warmth interactions. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.3.2.b: Study 1 – ANES 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of vote choice from strong leadership and warmth, and interactions
between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology. Models control for
alternative interactions between relevant policy positions and warmth. Unstandardized reg.
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
Model C
DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.462 (0.555)

0.189 (0.573)

0.613 (0.604)

Strong Lead*ideology

3.279** (0.960)

3.574*** (0.997)

2.893** (1.047)

Warmth

4.501*** (0.790)

5.751*** (1.094)

4.756*** (0.953)

-2.573* (1.076)

-3.132** (1.125)

-2.518* (1.152)

Competence

1.209*** (0.297)

1.335*** (0.299)

1.378*** (0.311)

Moral

1.615*** (0.237)

1.599*** (0.238)

1.561*** (0.247)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

2.165*** (0.240)

1.865*** (0.219)

1.767*** (0.327)

0.195 (0.858)

-

-

Warmth*Equal roles for women
and men

-

-0.856 (0.889)

-

Warmth*Government spending

-

-

0.331 (1.051)

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID

-4.173*** (0.214)

-4.056*** (0.214)

-4.122*** (0.223)

Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004

-0.916*** (0.253)
-0.689** (0.253)
0.418 (0.261)
0.631* (0.274)
-0.390 (0.340)
-0.160 (0.302)

-0.755* (0.317)
-0.442 (0.316)
0.640* (0.323)
0.838* (0.333)
-0.197 (0.387)
-0.046 (0.354)

-0.708* (0.339)
-0.327 (0.340)
0.753* (0.347)
0.885* (0.356)
-0.085 (0.408)
0.171 (0.376)

8,988/4,494

8,764/4,382

8,370/4,185

Strong Lead

Warmth*ideology

Warmth*Government
minority group/blacks

help

to

on services

N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and positive rating, respectively. For vote
choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale
with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models are based on respondent fixed effect estimation.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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S.4. Study 1 (1984-2008 ANES) – robustness analyses controlling for interaction
between trait ratings of moral and competence, respectively, with ideology
This part of the supplementary materials replicates key findings presented in the main text and in
Table 1. Specifically, the interactions between respondents’ trait ratings of strong leadership and
warmth, respectively, with respondents’ ideology are controlled for the simultaneous interactions
between trait ratings of competence and moral, respectively, with ideology.
In support of the robustness of the key findings in the main text, significant interactions between
perceptions of strong leadership and ideology (b=0.216, p<0.001) and between perceptions of
warmth and ideology (b=-0.283, p<0.001) are found when the additional interactions are added to a
model predicting feeling thermometer ratings. Figure S.4.1 below displays these results:

0

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

.6

Figure S.4.1: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on feeling
thermometer ratings across respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence
intervals.
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Likewise, when predicting vote choice from a similar model also controlling for the interactions
between trait ratings of competence and moral, respectively, with ideology the findings presented in
the main text replicate. That is, significant interactions between strong leadership and ideology
(b=2.650 odds ratio=14.149, p=0.005) and warmth and ideology (b=-2.863 odds ratio=0.057,
p=0.006) are found. Below, Figure S.4.2 illustrates these interactive relationships for ratings of
strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with ideology:
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Figure S.4.2: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on vote choice across
respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.4.1. on the following page presents the full regression models for the results presented
above. The same model specification based on respondent fixed effects as in the main text is
applied. Note that trait impressions of moral also interact positively with respondent ideology for
predictions of feelings and vote choice. That is, the more conservative the respondent the larger the
weight assigned to ratings of candidates’ moral. Different explanations for this finding could be
given. In line with the perspective promoted in this article, conservatives might find it more
important for their leaders to be morally right based in psychological needs (for order; cf. Jost et al.
2009). Another explanation would build on trait ownerships (cf. Hayes (2005) and stress that the
political right (conservatives and Republicans alike) hold trait ownership of moral. For this article,
the main conclusion remains that interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively,
with ideology still hold under this alternative specification, and—as a consequence—it is left for
future work to explore the interaction between ratings of candidate moral and respondent ideology
further.
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Table S.4.1: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1984-2008 (respondent fixed effects)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings (Model A) and vote choice (Model B)
from respondents’ perceptions of candidates’ strong leadership and warmth, and the interactions
between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with respondents political ideology. Models
further control for interactions between competence and moral, respectively, and ideology.
Unstandardized regressions coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice (Logit)

Strong Lead

0.126*** (0.020)

0.805 (0.544)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.216*** (0.034)

2.650** (0.946)

Warmth

0.504*** (0.021)

4.635*** (0.618)

Warmth*ideology

-0.283*** (0.035)

-2.863** (1.039)

Competence

0.218*** (0.026)

2.251** (0.733)

Competence*ideology

-0.175*** (0.044)

-2.084 (1.272)

0.021 (0.020)

-0.0878 (0.559)

Moral*ideology

0.233*** (0.033)

3.080** (0.950)

Candidate Party
- Democrat

0.137*** (0.010)

2.167*** (0.219)

Cand. Party X Resp. Party ID
- Democrat X Resp. Party ID

-0.332*** (0.010)

-4.108*** (0.204)

Cand. Party X Election year
- Democrat X 1984
- Democrat X 1988
- Democrat X 1992
- Democrat X 1996
- Democrat X 2000
- Democrat X 2004

-0.013 (0.010)
-0.054*** (0.011)
0.037*** (0.010)
0.086*** (0.011)
0.003 (0.013)
0.006 (0.012)

-0.960*** (0.234)
-0.711** (0.235)
0.370 (0.244)
0.656* (0.258)
-0.313 (0.280)
-0.204 (0.285)

Constant

0.074*** (0.007)

-

15,504/8,231

9,872/4,936

Moral

N (Observations/respondents)

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
are based on respondent fixed effect estimation. Note that for Model A N observations does not equal two times Nrespondents, because some
respondents only rated one candidate. However, regression coefficients remain the same when respondents only rating one candidate
are excluded.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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S.5. Study 1 (1984-2008 ANES) – robustness analyses with alternative specification
based on difference scores
This part of the supplementary materials replicates key findings presented in the main text and in
Table 1. Specifically, an alternative modelling strategy based on difference scores for respondents’
ratings of candidates is applied instead of the respondent fixed effects procedure applied in Table 1
in the main text and in the above robustness tests (S.2 – S.4). Specifically, for trait ratings as well as
for feeling thermometer ratings for the Republican candidate are subtracted from the corresponding
ratings of his Democratic competitor. These difference scores are recoded to scales from “-1” (most
favorable relative rating of Rep. candidate) to “+1” (most favorable relative rating of Dem
candidate). Next, difference scores in trait ratings are used to predict the difference in feeling
thermometer ratings and vote choice (coded “0” for Republican vote and “1” for Democratic vote)
while also controlling for trait ratings of competence and moral, respondents’ gender, age, party
identification, income, race and religiosity (see Supplementary Materials S.1 for detailed coding
information).
Based on these analyses two significant interactions are found when predicting feeling thermometer
ratings (strong leadership and ideology: b=0.131, p<0.001; warmth and ideology: b=-0.085,
p=0.015). Figure S.5.1 illustrates these interactions from the alternative difference score
specification and shows that very similar substantial results are reached in comparison to
respondent the fixed effects procedure applied in the main analyses:
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Figure S.5.1: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on feeling
thermometer ratings across respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence
intervals.
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Warmth diff.
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Next, when predicting vote based on the difference score procedure a positive and significant
interaction between ratings of strong leadership and ideology is found (strong leadership and
ideology: b=1.902, odds ratio=6.699, p=0.062). However, the interaction between warmth and
ideology is insignificant (b=-0.177, odds ratio=0.838, p=0.886). Figure S.5.2 below illustrates these
relationships.
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Figure S.5.2: Lines show marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth on vote choice across
respondents’ political ideology. Dashed lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.5.1. on the following page presents the full regression models for the results presented
above for feeling thermometer ratings as well as vote choice as the dependent variable. As is
already clear from Figures S.5.1 and S.5.2 the main pattern replicate with respect to strong
leadership: The more conservative the respondent the larger the weight assigned to strong
leadership in global candidate evaluations an vote choice decisions. However, the prediction is only
supported for warmth when predicting feeling thermometer ratings. As also noted in the main text,
this (together with the asymmetric ideological effects for the powerful and the warm candidate
descriptions in Study 2) suggests that power as a candidate trait is a stronger and more robust
ideological divider than is warmth (see the conclusion in the main text for more ideas about
potential reasons for this asymmetry).
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Table S.5.1: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1984-2008 (diff. score analyses)
Full models for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings (Model A) and vote choice (Model B)
from respondents’ perceptions of candidates’ strong leadership and warmth, ideology, and the
interactions between strong leadership and warmth, respectively, with ideology. Models are based
on difference scores between respondents’ ratings of two competing candidates. Unstandardized
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice (Logit)

Strong Lead-diff.

0.163*** (0.020)

1.210* (0.589)

Strong Lead-diff.*ideology

0.131*** (0.033)

1.902† (1.019)

Warmth-diff.

0.399*** (0.022)

3.245*** (0.715)

-0.085* (0.035)

-0.177 (1.228)

Competence-diff.

0.127*** (0.012)

1.000** (0.300)

Moral-diff.

0.132*** (0.010)

1.612*** (0.244)

Ideology

-0.157*** (0.015)

-1.975*** (0.378)

Gender
- Male

-0.011* (0.006)

0.044 (0.129)

Age

0.001** (0.000)

-0.003 (0.004)

Party Identification

-0.311*** (0.011)

-3.934*** (0.225)

Income

-0.008** (0.003)

-0.117† (0.063)

Race
- White

0.008 (0.007)

-0.575** (0.177)

Religiosity

-0.009*** (0.002)

-0.152*** (0.043)

Election year
- 1984
- 1988
- 1992
- 1996
- 2000
- 2004

-0.009 (0.011)
-0.048*** (0.011)
0.036* (0.011)
0.080*** (0.011)
0.009 (0.014)
0.008 (0.012)

-0.926*** (0.261)
-0.539* (0.264)
0.514† (0.271)
0.891** (0.284)
-0.186 (0.310)
-0.187 (0.314)

0.221** (0.016)

4.203*** (0.391)

6,656

4,538

Warmth-diff.*ideology

Constant
N

Note: Trait ratings and Feelings towards candidates are measured on scales from “-1” (most favorable relative rating of Rep.
candidate) to “+1” (most favorable relative rating of Dem candidate). For vote choice “0” indicate Rep. vote and “1” Dem. vote.
Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “1” being most conservative. Models control for perceptions of candidate competence and
moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong
Republicans”, respectively. Moreover the following variables are controlled for (ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for
categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Non-white”), religiosity and election year (“2008”).
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.

66

S.6. Study 1 (1984-2008 ANES) – robustness analyses, candidate specific models
This part of the supplementary materials investigates the key prediction (that power and strong
leadership will grow in importance with respondent conservatism, and that warmth on the other
hand will decrease in importance) based on candidate specific analyses instead of aggregating the
ANES data from 1984 to 2008 as in the main analyses (and in the robustness analyses above, S.2 –
S.5. Since such a candidate separate analytical strategy does not permit specifications based on
respondent fixed effects this section departs from this approach. Instead, predictions of feeling
thermometer ratings and vote choice are tested using OLS regression and logistic regression,
respectively, with the following control variables: Trait ratings of competence and moral,
respondents’ gender, age, party identification, income, race and religiosity (for detailed coding
procedures see Supplementary Material S.1).
Strong Leadership*ideology interactions
For predictions of feeling thermometer ratings the interaction between strong leadership and
ideology is positive in eleven out of fourteen candidate-separate analyses with four being
significant. For predictions of vote choice, ten analyses yield positive interactions between strong
leadership and ideology with three being individually significant. Importantly, none of the negative
interactions (running counter to the prediction) are significant for predictions of feelings or vote
choice.
Warmth*ideology interactions
Results are slightly less consistent for warmth. Only in eight of the fourteen candidate-specific
analyses does the effect of warmth decrease with respondent conservatism for predictions of feeling
thermometer ratings. Four of these interactions are significant, but the pattern also reveals one
positive and significant interaction between warmth and ideology (Clinton in 1996), which runs
counter to the prediction. For predictions of vote choice, eight analyses reveal negative interactions
with only one of these being significant (all positive interactions are insignificant).
In sum, these candidate-specific analyses from 1984 to 2008 illuminate that the interaction between
strong leadership evaluations and respondent ideology is more persistently supported than the
interaction between warmth and ideology. In the conclusion of the main text a possible explanation
for this pattern (and the asymmetric ideological effects for the powerful and the warm candidate
descriptions in Study 2) is presented.
The following pages present illustrations as well as tables for the candidate specific analyses. First,
Figure S.6.1 (starting on the next page) shows the interactive relationships for each of the dependent
measures (feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice) for all fourteen candidates running for the
US presidency between 1984 and 2008. Subsequently Tables S.6.1 – S.6.7 presents the candidate
specific models for each election separately.
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Figure S.6.1: Marginal effects of Strong Leadership and Warmth, respectively, across
respondent political ideology, candidate separate analyses (ANES 1984-2008, Study 1). Lefthand column shows results for feeling thermometer ratings, while right-hand column shows vote
choice results. Thick black lines are Strong Leadership, while thick grey lines are warmth. Dashed
lines are 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table S.6.1: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1984 (Mondale and Reagan)
Results for Walter Mondale (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice),
and results for Ronald Reagan in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic
regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Walter Mondale (Dem.)
Ronald Reagan (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.238*** (0.050)

0.295 (1.307)

0.143** (0.045)

2.408 (1.496)

0.092 (0.083)

5.163* (2.446)

0.007 (0.081)

-2.037 (2.759)

0.298*** (0.065)

4.565** (1.751)

0.624*** (0.048)

4.071* (1.689)

Warmth*ideology

-0.101 (0.106)

-3.493 (3.235)

-0.422*** (0.082)

1.474 (3.222)

Competence

0.069* (0.030)

0.692 (0.800)

0.113*** (0.021)

0.595 (0.614)

Moral

0.077** (0.027)

-0.985 (0.721)

0.070** (0.021)

1.181† (0.609)

Ideology

-0.108† (0.015)

-3.197 (1.971)

0.325*** (0.046)

2.213 (1.996)

Gender
- Male

-0.018† (0.009)

0.055 (0.232)

0.003 (0.009)

0.018 (0.247)

0.000 (0.000)

0.001 (0.008)

0.000 (0.000)

0.004 (0.009)

-0.231*** (0.016)

-4.994*** (0.422)

0.171*** (0.016)

4.216*** (0.458)

Income

-0.010* (0.005)

-0.321** (0.117)

0.016*** (0.004)

0.337** (0.119)

Race
- White

0.038** (0.013)

-0.826* (0.342)

0.016 (0.012)

0.710* (0.333)

Religiosity

0.000 (0.003)

-0.179* (0.081)

0.007* (0.003)

-0.075 (0.086)

Constant

0.400*** (0.043)

2.086† (1.211)

-0.124*** (0.029)

-8.276*** (1.252)

1,218

863

1,343

934

Strong Lead
Strong Lead*ideology
Warmth

Age
Party Identification

N

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”) and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table S.6.2: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1988 (Dukakis and Bush Sr.)
Results for Michael Dukakis (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice),
and results for George H. W. Bush in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and
logistic regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice,
respectively. Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Michael Dukakis (Dem.)
George H. W. Bush (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
Strong Lead

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.128* (0.061)

-0.238 (1.600)

0.350*** (0.054)

0.716 (1.742)

†

Strong Lead*ideology

0.282** (0.095)

6.387* (2.721)

-0.168 (0.092)

2.513 (3.072)

Warmth

0.231** (0.077)

6.119** (2.213)

0.358*** (0.059)

2.114 (1.835)

Warmth*ideology

0.081 (0.118)

-7.138* (3.420)

-0.032 (0.098)

3.457 (3.260)

Competence

0.055 (0.035)

-2.231* (0.862)

0.078* (0.031)

1.256 (0.891)

Moral

0.106*** (0.030)

1.812* (0.763)

0.082** (0.025)

0.367 (0.637)

Ideology

-0.321*** (0.068)

-1.778 (2.036)

0.175** (0.050)

-0.435 (2.041)

Gender
- Male

-0.002 (0.011)

-0.141 (0.250)

0.016 (0.010)

0.064 (0.261)

†

0.001 (0.000)

-0.014 (0.008)

-0.000 (0.000)

0.007 (0.009)

-0.230*** (0.018)

-4.957*** (0.428)

0.193*** (0.018)

4.252*** (0.444)

Income

0.007 (0.005)

-0.093 (0.135)

0.013** (0.005)

0.078 (0.142)

Race
- White

-0.023 (0.014)

-1.077** (0.367)

-0.020 (0.013)

1.434*** (0.407)

Religiosity

-0.004 (0.004)

-0.071 (0.085)

0.003 (0.003)

-0.036 (0.091)

Constant

0.427*** (0.050)

2.457† (1.436)

0.002 (0.034)

-7.489*** (1.380)

1,130

766

1,179

796

Age
Party Identification

N

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.

73

Table S.6.3: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1992 (Clinton and Bush Sr.)
Results for Bill Clinton (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice), and
results for George H. W. Bush in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic
regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Bill Clinton (Dem.)
George H. W. Bush (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
Strong Lead
Strong Lead*ideology
Warmth
Warmth*ideology

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.188*** (0.053)

2.081 (1.977)

0.108* (0.044)

0.636 (1.841)

0.037 (0.085)

2.796* (3.511)

0.216** (0.078)

2.573 (3.004)

0.239*** (0.060)

-0.687 (2.464)

0.519*** (0.048)

1.151 (1.964)

0.117 (0.097)

5.821 (4.376)

-0.276** (0.080)

3.511 (3.330)

-0.032 (0.027)

0.139 (0.904)

0.046 (0.025)

1.523† (0.887)

Moral

0.162*** (0.020)

2.749*** (0.674)

0.072** (0.021)

1.826* (0.729)

Ideology

-0.202*** (0.056)

-8.342** (3.047)

0.108** (0.038)

0.363 (1.910)

Gender
- Male

0.004 (0.008)

0.306 (0.286)

-0.016† (0.008)

-0.125 (0.266)

Age

0.001*** (0.000)

-0.001 (0.009)

-0.000 (0.000)

-0.008 (0.008)

Party Identification

-0.196*** (0.015)

-5.491*** (0.503)

0.169*** (0.015)

5.357*** (0.477)

Income

-0.000 (0.004)

0.060 (0.134)

0.003 (0.004)

0.004 (0.122)

Race
- White

-0.023* (0.011)

-0.548 (0.390)

-0.024* (0.011)

0.357 (0.367)

Religiosity

-0.004 (0.003)

-0.370*** (0.093)

0.009** (0.003)

0.320*** (0.087)

Constant

0.384*** (0.040)

3.808* (1.754)

0.017 (0.028)

-8.721*** (1.340)

1,452

873

1,639

983

Competence

N

†

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table S.6.4: Study 1 – American National Election Study 1996 (Clinton and Dole)
Results for Bill Clinton (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice), and
results for Bob Dole in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic regressions
are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Bill Clinton (Dem.)
Bob Dole (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.131* (0.060)

4.271 (3.025)

0.032 (0.052)

-0.782 (2.291)

0.159 (0.095)

-1.376 (4.922)

0.213* (0.088)

4.124 (3.680)

Warmth

0.156** (0.060)

3.651 (2.638)

0.338*** (0.050)

3.914† (2.188)

Warmth*ideology

0.266** (0.093)

0.901 (4.398)

-0.155† (0.084)

-0.740 (3.545)

Competence

0.081** (0.024)

0.435 (0.914)

0.057* (0.027)

0.172 (0.888)

Moral

0.178*** (0.021)

1.731* (0.737)

0.114*** (0.025)

1.062 (0.822)

Ideology

-0.338*** (0.050)

-2.205 (3.259)

0.041 (0.051)

1.997 (2.477)

Gender
- Male

0.005 (0.009)

0.152 (0.321)

0.002 (0.009)

0.059 (0.286)

Strong Lead
Strong Lead*ideology

†

†

-0.001 (0.000)

-0.016 (0.010)

0.000 (0.000)

0.001 (0.009)

-0.183*** (0.018)

-4.327*** (0.535)

0.172*** (0.018)

4.910*** (0.480)

Income

-0.002 (0.004)

0.152 (0.321)

-0.000 (0.004)

0.175 (0.149)

Race
- White

-0.013* (0.011)

-0.541 (0.486)

-0.037* (0.012)

1.476** (0.444)

Religiosity

-0.005 (0.003)

-0.368** (0.108)

0.013*** (0.003)

0.334** (0.099)

Constant

0.480*** (0.038)

1.066 (2.067)

0.095** (0.033)

-9.984*** (1.833)

1,197

775

1,125

747

Age
Party Identification

N

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table S.6.5: Study 1 – American National Election Study 2000 (Gore and Bush Jr.)
Results for Al Gore (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice), and
results for George W. Bush in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic
regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Al Gore (Dem.)
George W. Bush (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

Strong Lead

0.121 (0.082)

1.879 (2.777)

0.183* (0.073)

3.690 (2.632)

Strong Lead*ideology

0.100 (0.128)

3.570 (4.615)

-0.112 (0.125)

-2.205 (4.355)

Warmth

0.124 (0.080)

2.517 (2.867)

0.172* (0.070)

-2.982 (2.614)

Warmth*ideology

0.130 (0.127)

-1.628 (4.703)

-0.016 (0.116)

7.249 (4.662)

Competence

-0.017 (0.042)

0.326 (1.129)

0.170*** (0.040)

3.213** (1.234)

Moral

0.201*** (0.034)

0.888 (0.951)

0.161*** (0.035)

1.585 (1.038)

Ideology

-0.214** (0.070)

-4.147 (3.065)

0.179** (0.068)

1.086 (2.788)

Gender
- Male

-0.020 (0.015)

0.180 (0.420)

0.013 (0.015)

-0.188 (0.453)

0.001 (0.000)

-0.008 (0.014)

0.000 (0.000)

0.003 (0.013)

-0.155*** (0.029)

-5.168*** (0.823)

0.152*** (0.026)

6.919*** (0.965)

Income

0.004 (0.007)

0.203 (0.194)

0.003 (0.007)

-0.242 (0.213)

Race
- White

0.014 (0.019)

0.528 (0.528)

0.011 (0.019)

0.199 (0.556)

Religiosity

0.002 (0.005)

-0.184 (0.134)

0.011* (0.005)

0.050 (0.149)

Constant

0.402*** (0.056)

1.195 (1.959)

-0.004 (0.044)

-8.643*** (2.072)

495

348

479

337

Age
Party Identification

N

†

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table S.6.6: Study 1 – American National Election Study 2004 (Kerry and Bush Jr.)
Results for John Kerry (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice), and
results for George W. Bush in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic
regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
John Kerry (Dem.)
George W. Bush (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
DV: Feelings (OLS)

Strong Lead

0.110† (0.064)

Strong Lead*ideology

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

1.623 (2.867)

0.096† (0.055)

0.161 (0.104)

1.508 (4.785)

0.221* (0.099)

6.529 (4.548)

0.172** (0.064)

3.071 (2.442)

0.464*** (0.055)

5.591* (2.462)

Warmth*ideology

0.094 (0.102)

-1.081 (3.995)

-0.410*** (0.092)

-4.030 (4.124)

Competence

0.052 (0.033)

0.122 (1.143)

0.223*** (0.028)

1.823* (0.853)

Moral

0.111*** (0.029)

1.848* (0.937)

0.113*** (0.026)

-0.036 (0.886)

Ideology

-0.206*** (0.056)

-3.169 (2.512)

0.169** (0.051)

0.972 (2.532)

Gender
- Male

-0.010 (0.011)

0.458 (0.375)

0.011 (0.012)

-0.290 (0.390)

0.001** (0.000)

-0.000 (0.012)

-0.000 (0.000)

-0.016 (0.013)

-0.206*** (0.023)

-5.004*** (0.667)

0.217*** (0.026)

4.543*** (0.736)

Income

-0.007 (0.005)

-0.106 (0.156)

-0.000 (0.005)

0.220 (0.169)

Race
- White

-0.023† (0.013)

-1.117* (0.433)

-0.037** (0.014)

0.975* (0.475)

Religiosity

-0.003 (0.004)

0.016 (0.124)

-0.004 (0.004)

-0.058 (0.127)

Constant

0.435*** (0.045)

1.374 (1.646)

-0.048 (0.032)

-6.663*** (1.540)

734

544

795

582

Warmth

Age
Party Identification

N

-1.559 (2.593)

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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Table S.6.7: Study 1 – American National Election Study 2004 (Obama and McCain)
Results for Barack Obama (Dem) are reported in Models A (feeling therm.) and B (vote choice),
and results for John McCain in Models C (feeling therm.) and D (vote choice). OLS and logistic
regressions are applied for predictions of feeling thermometer ratings and vote choice, respectively.
Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Barack Obama (Dem.)
John McCain (Rep.)
Model A
Model B
Model C
Model D
DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

DV: Feelings (OLS)

DV: vote choice
(Logit)

0.194** (0.069)

2.907 (2.361)

0.064 (0.061)

-3.045 (1.990)

-0.027 (0.109)

-0.475 (3.848)

0.164 (0.105)

11.249** (3.593)

0.175** (0.065)

0.841 (2.177)

0.380*** (0.065)

3.528† (1.948)

0.149 (0.104)

-0.151 (3.529)

-0.268* (0.107)

-3.596 (3.231)

Competence

0.153*** (0.039)

0.587 (1.212)

0.102** (0.038)

-0.603 (1.043)

Moral

0.145*** (0.032)

3.179** (1.019)

0.122*** (0.033)

-0.171 (0.896)

Ideology

-0.179** (0.068)

-2.066 (2.377)

0.098† (0.055)

-2.951 (2.053)

Gender
- Male

-0.004 (0.013)

-0.400 (0.424)

0.007 (0.013)

0.458 (0.361)

Age

0.000 (0.000)

0.002 (0.013)

0.000 (0.000)

-0.002 (0.015)

-0.192*** (0.025)

-5.353*** (0.762)

0.192*** (0.026)

5.069*** (0.672)

Income

-0.010 (0.006)

-0.620** (0.204)

0.002 (0.006)

0.224 (0.170)

Race
- White

-0.002 (0.015)

-0.674 (0.525)

-0.024 (0.015)

1.067* (0.436)

Religiosity

-0.003 (0.004)

-0.297* (0.144)

0.000 (0.004)

0.196 (0.121)

Constant

0.332*** (0.052)

2.034 (1.552)

0.057 (0.036)

-4.962*** (1.198)

671

500

670

505

Strong Lead
Strong Lead*ideology
Warmth
Warmth*ideology

Party Identification

N

Note: Trait ratings and feeling thermometer ratings are measured on 0-1 scales with “0” and “1” indicating most negative and
positive rating, respectively. For vote choice “0” indicates not having voted for a candidate, and “1” indicates voting for the
candidate. Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” being most liberal and conservative positions, respectively. Models
control for perceptions of candidate competence and moral and respondents’ party identification (measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and
“1” representing “Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively). Moreover the following variables are controlled for
(ref. categories mentioned in parentheses for categorical variables): Gender (“Female”), age, party affiliation, income, race (“Nonwhite”), and religiosity.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-tailed tests of significance.
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S.7. Full texts for the personality descriptions in study 2
Below are first the vignettes used for the American version of study 2. Next, English versions of the
two vignettes from the Danish version of study 2 are shown. The Danish vignettes were originally
written in Danish, since all respondents were Danes, and subsequently translated into the English.

Vignettes from the American version of study 2
Warm description
Thomas Johnson is known as a hard-working and result-oriented Congressman. All the way through
his political career he has initiated legislative proposals and seen these through in his work within
the standing committees of the House of Representatives.
Among his political allies Thomas Johnson is known as an empathetic negotiator who sensibly
controls the game of politics and manages to reach agreements and form coalitions. Likewise,
among his political opponents he is known as a person who never steamrolls others during neither
negotiations nor committee work. Recently, Thomas Johnson has even turned into a prominent
figure whom almost everybody comfortably contacts.

Powerful description
Thomas Johnson is known as a hard-working and result-oriented Congressman. All the way through
his political career he has initiated legislative proposals and seen these through in his work within
the standing committees of the House of Representatives.
Among his political allies Thomas Johnson is known as a tough negotiator who immovably sticks to
his own political principles to create political results. Likewise, among his political opponents he is
known as a tough guy who will take firm control of negotiations and committee work. Recently,
Thomas Johnson has even turned into a prominent figure whom nobody wants to offend.
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Vignettes from the Danish version of study 2
Warm description
Christian Mortensen is known as a hard-working and result-oriented Member of Parliament. All the
way through his political career he has initiated legislative proposals and seen these through in the
work within the standing committees of the Danish Parliament, Folketinget.
Among his political allies Christian Mortensen is known as an empathetic negotiator who sensibly
controls the game of politics and manages to reach agreements and enter cooperations. Likewise,
among his political opponents he is known as a person who never steamrolls others during neither
negotiations nor committee work. Recently, Christian Mortensen has even turned into a prominent
figure within his party group that almost everybody comfortably contacts.

Powerful description
Christian Mortensen is known as a hard-working and result-oriented Member of Parliament. All the
way through his political career he has initiated legislative proposals and seen these through in the
work within the standing committees of the Danish Parliament, Folketinget.
Among his political allies Christian Mortensen is known as a tough negotiator who immovably
sticks to the policy of his party to create political results. Likewise, among his political opponents
he is known as a tough guy who will take control of negotiations and committee work. Recently,
Christian Mortensen has even turned into a prominent figure within his party group that nobody
wants to offend.
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S.8. Manipulation check of experimental conditions in study 2
Figure S.8.1. below displays results of a manipulation check of the candidate personality
descriptions used in Study 2. Bars indicate the average ratings on 0-1 scales of dominance and
agreeableness (1 is maximum value), respectively. Panels to the left show ratings from the Danish
sample and panels to the right show ratings from the US sample. Within these panels bars to the left
indicate ratings for the powerful personality description and bars to the right relate to the warm
personality description.
Figure S.8.1: Average dominance and agreeableness ratings of the powerful and the warm
candidate personality descriptions.
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S.9. Study 2 American version – robustness analyses controlling for interaction
between personality description and party affiliation
In the American version of Study 2, one alternative explanation of the finding that liberals and
conservatives evaluate a powerful and a warm description of the fictitious candidate (Thomas
Johnson) differently is that they rely on established partisan stereotypes about candidates when
evaluating candidates. That is, because Republicans are stereotypically associated with being strong
leaders and because Democrats are associated with being empathetic and compassionate (cf. Hayes,
2005) subjects in Study 2 use these stereotypes as guidance for their evaluations. In this way,
because being Republican is correlated with being conservative (and being Democrat correlates
with being liberal), what looks like an effect of ideology on candidate evaluation could also be
driven by partisanship.
To account for this alternative explanation, robustness analyses were conducted. Specifically, these
models add the simultaneous interaction between the assigned candidate personality and subjects’
partisanship when investigating the key interaction between subject ideology and the assigned
candidate personality. Importantly, the interaction between ideology and assigned description of
Thomas Johnson is significant in the expected direction when predicting overall feelings towards
Thomas Johnson (b=-0.463, p<0.001) and likelihood voting for him (b=-0.460, p<0.001).
Moreover, the results presented in the main text and in Figure 2 are also substantially paralleled in
these robustness analyses since ideology remains positively related to evaluations of the powerful
personality description (feelings: b=0.304, p<0.001; likelihood to vote for: b=0.303, p<0.001) and
negatively related to the warm description (feelings: b=-0.158, p=0.023; likelihood to vote for: b=0.158, p=0.034) when controlling for the interaction between personality description and subjects’
party affiliation.
Table S.9.1. on the following page shows the full models for these results:
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Table S.9.1: Study 2 – American Version
Predictions of feelings (Model A) and likelihood voting for (Model B) the fictitious candidate
Thomas Johnson from personality description, ideology and their interaction controlling for party
affiliation and the interaction between personality description and party affiliation. Unstandardized
coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A

Model B

DV: Overall feelings
United States

DV: Likelihood voting for
United States

Description
- Warm

0.371*** (0.045)

0.343*** (0.046)

Ideology

0.304*** (0.074)

0.303*** (0.073)

Description*Ideology
- Warm*Ideology

-0.463*** (0.101)

-0.460*** (0.104)

Party Identification

-0.056 (0.067)

-0.079 (0.068)

Description*Party Identification
- Warm*Party Identification

0.103 (0.092)

0.110 (0.095)

0.418*** (0.033)

0.399 (0.033)

N

340

408

R2

0.212

0.138

Constant

Note: Overall feelings towards Christian Mortensen/Thomas Johnson and “likelihood of voting for Thomas Johnson”
are measured on 0-1 scales with 1 indicating most positive feelings and strongest likelihood. For Description the
powerful personality description constitutes the reference category (coded “0”). Political Ideology is measured on 0-1
scale with 1 being most conservative. Party identification is measured on 0-1 scale with “0” and “1” representing
“Strong Democrats” and “Strong Republicans”, respectively.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-sided tests.
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S.10. Study 2 American version – interaction between authoritarianism and
personality description
In the discussion section for Study 2 it is suggested that the effect of ideology on evaluations of and
preferences for powerful and warm candidate personalities, respectively, are driven by
authoritarianism. That is, authoritarianism is theorized to be seated more deeply in the human
psychology and therefore (partly) cause differences between liberals and conservatives (see for
instance Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). This suggests that authoritarianism should predict evaluations of
the powerful and the warm candidate description, respectively, through ideology. This section
provides the different analyses relevant to test this mediational relationship.
To measure individual differences in authoritarianism four questions related to child rearing values
from Feldman & Stenner (1997) were included in the American version of Study 2 prior to being
assigned to one of the two experimental conditions. Specifically, subjects were asked to indicate
which of two qualities (independence vs. respect for elders; curiosity vs. good manners; selfreliance vs. obedience; being considerate vs. well-behaved) is more important for children to have.
Subjects could answer: One of the qualities is more important than the other (coded as “nonauthoritarian” if the quality mentioned first in the parenthesis was chosen and as “authoritarian” if
the second quality was chosen); the two qualities are equally important (coded as “neither nonauthoritarian nor authoritarian”); neither of the qualities are important (coded as missing; n = 7 in
this “neither category”). The questions comprise a fairly reliable authoritarianism scale from “0”
(least authoritarian) to “1” (most authoritarian) (α=0.660; mean=0.527; std. dev.=0.203). As
expected authoritarianism correlated positively with ideology (r=0.310, p<0.001) suggesting that
ideology and authoritarianism constitute related yet distinct constructs.
First, it is tested if substituting ideology with authoritarianism and interacting authoritarianism with
personality description of Thomas Johnson give rise to similar findings as for ideology.
Specifically, we should see a significant interaction such that evaluations of the powerful
description becomes more positive the more authoritarian the subject, and—on the contrary—that
the evaluations of the warm description becomes more negative with growing authoritarianism.
This is also what is found. The interaction between authoritarianism and personality description is
significant (feelings: b=-0.287, p=0.008; likelihood to vote for: b=-0.289, p=0.010), and
authoritarianism positively predicts evaluations of the powerful candidate personality (feelings:
b=0.164, p=0.032; likelihood to vote for: b=0.102, p=0.189) and negatively predicts evaluations of
the warm candidate personality (feelings: b=-0.123, p=0.103; likelihood to vote for: b=-0.187,
p=0.021). Table S.10.1. on the following pages displays the full models for these results:
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Table S.10.1: Study 2 – American Version
Predictions of feelings (Model A) and likelihood voting for (Model B) the fictitious candidate
Thomas Johnson from personality description, authoritarianism and their interaction. Models report
unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Overall feelings
United States

DV: Likelihood voting for
United States

0.314*** (0.060)

0.292*** (0.063)

0.164* (0.076)

0.102 (0.077)

Description*Authoritarianism

-0.287** (0.107)

-0.289* (0.112)

Constant

0.477*** (0.043)

0.482*** (0.044)

N

337

400

R2

0.158

0.103

Description (warm)
Authoritarianism

Note: Overall feelings towards Christian Mortensen/Thomas Johnson and “likelihood of voting for Thomas Johnson”
are measured on 0-1 scales with 1 indicating most positive feelings and strongest likelihood. For Description the
powerful personality description constitutes the reference category. Authoritarianism is measured on 0-1 scale with 1
being most authoritarian.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-sided tests.

Second, a model consisting of two simultaneous interactions between authoritarianism and
ideology, respectively, with the personality description of Thomas Johnson is tested. Based on the
mediation argument, we should expect the interaction between authoritarianism and personality
description to be reduced and become insignificant, because authoritarianism is expected to (partly)
cause variation in ideology thereby making ideology causally closer to candidate personality
preferences. In line with the general prediction throughout the paper, the interaction between
ideology and personality description should, however, still be significant (the more conservative the
subjects the more positive the evaluations of the powerful candidate description and more negative
the evaluations of the warm candidate description). The results support the expected pattern. The
interaction between authoritarianism and candidate description is insignificant (feelings: b=-0.146,
p=0.177; likelihood to vote for: b=-0.140, p=0.224), and a highly significant interaction between
ideology and candidate description is found (feelings: b=-0.363, p<0.001; likelihood to vote for: b=0.341, p<0.001). This latter interaction further supports the prediction: Evaluations of the powerful
candidate description are positively predicted by (conservative) ideology (feelings: b=0.253,
p<0.001; likelihood to vote for: b=0.231, p<0.001), whereas evaluations of the warm candidate
description are negatively predicted by ideology (feelings: b=-0.111, p=0.029; likelihood to vote
for: b=-0.110, p=0.041). These results are displayed in Table S.10.2. on the following page:
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Table S.10.2: Study 2 – American Version
Predictions of feelings (Model A) and likelihood voting for (Model B) the fictitious candidate
Thomas Johnson from personality description, authoritarianism, ideology and the simultaneous
interactions between authoritarianism and personality description AND ideology and personality
description. Unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
Model A
Model B
DV: Overall feelings
United States

DV: Likelihood voting for
United States

0.441*** (0.063)

0.402*** (0.066)

Authoritarianism

0.084 (0.076)

0.014 (0.078)

Description*Authoritarianism

-0.146 (0.108)

-0.140 (0.115)

Ideology

0.253*** (0.055)

0.231*** (0.055)

Description*ideology

-0.363 *** (0.075)

-0.341*** (0.077)

Constant

0.379*** (0.047)

0.400*** (0.047)

337

400

0.220

0.150

Description (warm)

N
2

R

Note: Overall feelings towards Christian Mortensen/Thomas Johnson and “likelihood of voting for Thomas Johnson”
are measured on 0-1 scales with 1 indicating most positive feelings and strongest likelihood. For Description the
powerful personality description constitutes the reference category. Authoritarianism is measured on 0-1 scale with 1
being most authoritarian. Political Ideology is measured on 0-1 scale with 1 being most conservative.
†
p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. All p-values are reported for two-sided tests.

Finally, the mediation is formally tested using structural equation modelling. Specifically, the
indirect path from authoritarianism on candidate evaluation through ideology is tested for the
powerful and the warm candidate description, separately.
For the powerful candidate description a positive effect of authoritarianism on ideology is found
(b=0.318, p=0.003). Moreover, (repeating the main analyses of this study) a positive effect of
ideology on evaluation of the powerful candidate description is found (b=0.253, p<0.001). Together
this produces a significant indirect path from authoritarianism to candidate evaluation through
ideology (b=0.081, p=0.014). Finally, there is no simultaneous significant direct effect of
authoritarianism on candidate evaluation (b=0.084, p=0.305). In short, the powerful candidate
description is evaluated more positively by conservatives than by liberals and this is to a significant
extent caused by conservatives being more authoritarian than liberals. Figure S.10.1 displays this
result:
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Figure S.10.1: Effects of authoritarianism and ideology on evaluations of the powerful candidate
description in Study 2 (American sample). All paths in the model are displayed. P-values are from
two-sided tests of significance.
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Importantly, the indirect and positive path from authoritarianism through ideology replicates when
the likelihood to vote for (as opposed to feelings towards) the powerful description of Thomas
Johnson is used as the dependent variable (b=0.087, p=0.004).
Next, a similar model was tested for the warm candidate description. Again, a positive effect of
authoritarianism on ideology is found (b=0.541, p<0.001). However, now a negative effect of
ideology on evaluation of the warm candidate description is found (b=-0.111, p=0.016). Together
this produces a significant indirect path from authoritarianism to candidate evaluation through
ideology (b=-0.060, p=0.030). Finally—like for the powerful candidate description—no
simultaneous significant direct path from authoritarianism to candidate evaluation is found (b=0.063, p=0.372). That is, the warm candidate personality description is evaluated more positively by
liberals than by conservatives and this is to a significant extent caused by liberals being less
authoritarian than conservatives. Figure S.10.2 on the following page depicts the reported results:
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Figure S.10.2: Effects of authoritarianism and ideology on evaluations of the warm candidate
description in Study 2 (American sample). All paths in the model are displayed. P-values are from
two-sided tests of significance.
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Importantly, the indirect and negative path from authoritarianism through ideology replicates when
the likelihood to vote for (as opposed to feelings towards) the warm description of Thomas Johnson
is used as the dependent variable (b=-0.061, p=0.053).
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