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Abstract

Do emotional appeals of politicians affect voting? Despite deep historical concerns that

they do, the evidence for this is limited. Therefore we ask: what are the effects of

different forms of emotional appeals on vote choice, also taking into account different

(political) contexts and preferences? To answer this question, we integrate perspectives

from political science, psychology and communication science and propose a wide range of

preregistered hypotheses. To test them we introduce an innovative Leader Choice Task,

i.e., a visual conjoint experiment displaying two election posters simultaneously. Each

election poster shows a political candidate with a manipulated emotional expression,

a statement regarding different political issues with different positions on that issue,

varying emotional tone. we embedded this task in 9 online survey experiments and

one lab experiment (total N = 12,108) conducted in the Netherlands, Poland, Greece

and the United States. Across the 10 studies, we find consistent evidence that people

are attracted by positive emotional appeals (in tone and expression) and disapprove of

negative emotional appeals. These effects hold across different manipulations of issue

congruence, issue salience, threat-related issues, slogans, politicians’ facial dominance,

intuitive vs deliberative contexts, government versus opposition politicians and countries.

The only strong moderator we find is ideology: among right-wing participant candidates

with negative tone are more popular than among left-wing and centrist participants.

Taken together, our findings demonstrate the persuasive power of positive emotional

appeals, an important message in a time of increasing negativity in politics.
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Introduction

Woven through reflections on politics throughout the ages is a worry that politi-

cians sway the masses with emotional appeals, for their own personal gain (Habermas

1970; Holmes 1995; Le Bon 2017; Nussbaum 2013, 2018; Plato 2000; Popper 1947). In its

extremest form, these worries predict that emotional appeals ultimately lead to violence

and the collapse of society. Contemporary political science has a more positive view,

acknowledging that emotions can be beneficial to democracy (Marcus 2002; Nussbaum

2013). It is also recognized that to win elections politicians need to appeal to the hearts

and minds of voters (Brader 2005; Westen 2007). Despite these deep historical concerns

we lack systematic knowledge regarding the effects of emotional appeals on vote choice.

For example, while every campaign professional would advice politicians running

for office to smile (more!), the evidence for this is at best based on observational data

(Boussalis and Coan 2021; Horiuchi, Komatsu, and Nakaya 2012; Masch, Gassner, and

Rosar 2021). Also, anecdotally the advice to smile seems at odds with recent increases in

negativity in politics (Frimer et al. 2023; Gennaro and Ash 2022; Klinger, Koc-Michalska,

and Russmann 2023; Külz et al. 2023; Pipal et al. 2024b; Rhodes and Vayo 2019) and

the electoral success of highly negative electoral campaigns.

A sizable literature has emerged in political science that theorizes and tests the

effect of emotions on political decisions (for reviews see Groenendyk 2011; Marcus 2000;

Webster and Albertson 2022). Yet, this literature does not provide a full answer to our

research question. First, a substantial part of it is devoted to analyzing the effects of emo-

tions on turnout, knowledge, engagement and information search and acquisition. The

focus is less on analyzing the persuasiveness of different types of communication (Blume-

nau and Lauderdale 2024) such as emotional appeals (for a major exception see Brader

2005). Also, the scope of the literature is geographically limited. Second, emotional ap-

peals are conceptually different than emotions. Emotional appeals “are communications

intended to elicit an emotional response from some or all who receive them” (p.390).

Most of the literature links emotions directly to decisions and does not analyze whether

these emotions were influenced by the emotional appeals politicians communicate to cit-

izens. Third, emotional appeals do not necessarily elicit the intended emotion in those
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that receive the appeal. Appeals to enthusiasm may be contagious, but may also be

appraised differently and elicit anger or contempt. Such appraisals are likely influenced

by the relation between the politician and the listener (Hess 2021; Hess and Fischer 2013;

Homan, Schumacher, and Bakker 2023). Fourth, politicians make emotional appeals -

consciously or unconsciously - using their facial expressions (e.g. smiling or frowning) or

using specific language (e.g. striking positive tone or a negative one). While making such

appeals, politicians also discuss substance: an issue, a position, a reflection. To identify

the effects of emotional appeals research designs need to independently manipulate these

different features.

How do these different - substantive and emotional - components of politician’s

appeals influence voters? Are voting decisions solely based on agreement with the politi-

cian? Or do emotional appeals affect our decisions? In this paper we bring together

hypotheses from isolated research areas in psychology and political science and propose a

comprehensive experimental research design to address the overarching research question:

what are the effects of different forms of emotional appeals on vote choice, also taking

into account different (political) contexts and preferences?

We answer the research question by first combining insights from several disci-

plines: the psychology literature on emotions and interpersonal communication (e.g.,

Fischer, Becker, and Veenstra 2012; Parkinson 2011; Van Kleef 2009, 2010), first impres-

sions and leadership (e.g., Laustsen and Petersen 2016; Todorov et al. 2005; Van Kleef

2010), communication science work on the emotional appeals communicated by politi-

cians (e.g., Boussalis and Coan 2021; Gabriel and Masch 2017; Gong and Bucy 2016), and

the political science literature on emotions (e.g., Brader 2005; Groenendyk 2011; Marcus

2000; Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen 2000; Webster and Albertson 2022). Second, we

experimentally analyze the effects of the different emotional (facial expressions such as

happy, angry or neutral displays, and tone of message in neutral, negative or positive

form) and substantive components of appeals on vote choice.

In the next sections we present preregistered hypotheses about how facial expres-

sions, emotional tone, issue congruence and issue salience predict vote choice. We use

the aforementioned literature to formulate hypotheses about the effects of positive and

negative tone, and happy and angry facial displays, and how congruence with the candi-

4



date moderates these effects. To test these hypotheses, we developed the Leader Choice

Task, a visual conjoint experimental design, in which participants are asked to choose

between two (unknown) candidates, presented side-by-side on separate election posters.

Election posters are particularly important in elections in which the candidates are less

familiar. Elections that involve less familiar politicians are widespread and can concern

local, national or European elections. The posters give voters a first impression of these

candidates which can be used as an information short-cut when casting a vote (Lau and

Redlawsk 2001). Within our Leader Choice Task, we manipulate the expression, the

emotional tone, the issue and the position on that issue on the election poster, see Figure

1 for an example. Because of the experimental randomization, this design allows us to

independently estimate the effect of each component.

Across 10 studies in 4 countries (US, the Netherlands, Greece and Poland for

overview of the studies see Table 1), we find robust evidence for the power of positive

emotions (positive tone, and happy displays) as opposed to negative emotions (negative

tone, and angry displays) on vote choice. This finding is robust to country differences,

different political issues, and different experimental setups. In other words, we find

that politicians who use positive emotions on an election posters, have more chance of

getting votes, compared to politicians who use neutral or negative emotional appeals.

Moreover, we find that politicians who use negative emotions, are less likely to receive

a vote. Yet, we also find suggestive evidence that right-wing people appreciate negative

emotions more than left-wing people do. In all, based on our findings, we conclude that

politicians’ emotional appeals influence vote choice. This has important implications for

both research and practice.

Emotional Appeals

The main aim of the current article is to analyze the effects of emotional appeals

of politicians. Politicians can appeal to our emotions with their facial displays (Homan,

Schumacher, and Bakker 2023; Stewart et al. 2023; Sullivan 1996; Sullivan and Masters

1988) or the language they use (Crabtree et al. 2020; Pipal et al. 2024a; Widmann 2021).

To develop predictions regarding the effect of emotional appeals delivered by politicians,
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we take inspiration from the field of interpersonal communication, because it is most

directly concerned with the transfer of emotion from one person to the other (Parkinson

2011; Van Kleef, Berg, and Heerdink 2014). There are two dominant modes of how

emotions transfer: emotion contagion and social appraisal. Emotion contagion is the

direct and unconscious transfer of emotions from person A to person B (Chartrand and

Lakin 2013; Hess and Fischer 2013). If we see an angry politician, we become angry

too. We may mimic the expressions of the politician, or neural representations of the

emotion expression may form in our brain (Homan et al. 2025). Although this process

is mostly unconscious, the social context does play a role here. Namely, the affiliative

intent between persons A and B determines whether emotional displays are met with

congruent emotional responses, such as mimicry, or reactive responses (Hess and Fischer

2013). Hence, the emotions of an out-party politician has a different effect on emotional

contagion compared to the emotions of an in-party politician (Homan, Schumacher, and

Bakker 2023). Moreover, especially when the emotions between person A and B are

congruent, more affiliation, empathy and understanding emerges. The social appraisal

model offers a different pathway. Namely, the model suggests that person A first makes

inferences about Person A and the situation in order to produce the appropriate emotional

response (Hareli and Hess 2010; Van Kleef 2009, 2010). Hence, the model places emphasis

on the role of the context. Taking voting as a form of affiliation, we analyze the direct

effects of emotional appeals on voting and how these are moderated by the political

context in which they are presented.

First, we start with the persuasive effects of politicians’ facial displays. The com-

mon wisdom is that “smiling works”. This is not just an election campaign mantra, but

supported by observational studies showing that politicians who smile receive more votes

(Horiuchi, Komatsu, and Nakaya 2012; Masch, Gassner, and Rosar 2021), and more posi-

tive evaluations (Boussalis and Coan 2021; Gabriel and Masch 2017; Sullivan and Masters

1988). Therefore, in most cultures, smiles are more prevalent on election posters than

angry faces (Horiuchi, Komatsu, and Nakaya 2012; Masch, Gassner, and Rosar 2021).

Why can a smile win a crowd, while a frown cannot? First, emotional conta-

gion is more likely to happen for positive emotional expressions than for negative emo-

tional expressions(Homan, Schumacher, and Bakker 2023; Sullivan and Masters 1988).
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In addition, smiling may unconsciously produce a halo effect, increasing perceptions of

attractiveness, competence and trustworthiness (Montepare and Dobish 2003; Oosterhof

and Todorov 2008; Todorov et al. 2008; Zebrowitz 2017). These perceptions have been

found to predict election outcomes (Jaeger, Evans, and Van Beest 2020; Laustsen and

Petersen 2016; Little et al. 2012; Mattes and Milazzo 2014; Todorov et al. 2005). Second,

through social appraisal people deduce important social information from leaders’ emo-

tional expressions, such as their goals and intentions (Hareli and Hess 2010; Van Kleef

2009, 2010). Smiles can be interpreted as an intention to affiliate, and thereby increase

the bond between a smiling leader with their followers (Stewart, Salter, and Mehu 2009;

Sullivan and Masters 1988). Smiling may also signal that the situation is congruent with

one’s goals. For politicians, smiling could signal that their argument or issue stance is

positive or successful. Anger in contrast, can be inferred as an attempt at goal obstruc-

tion, or that harm is done. Observers use these inferences to adjust their attitudes and

behaviors accordingly (Kleef, Berg, and Heerdink 2015).

While a smile generally works, what about the effect of angry expressions? In the

political domain, angry citizens are more likely to act on the basis of their dispositions,

and are more likely to mobilize to vote (Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen 2000; Valentino,

Groenendyk, and Hutchings 2011). This, however, is reasoned from the emotion of anger,

not from the appeal of angry expressions. Moving to the literature on interpersonal com-

munication, angry expressions may work well under some conditions, (Knippenberg and

Kleef 2016). Recent experimental research, for example, suggests that anger expressions

of politicians during debates engage citizens and increases support and political participa-

tion (Boussalis and Coan 2021; Stapleton and Dawkins 2022; Weber 2012). Context may

be critical here. Namely, the consequences of politicians’ emotional expressions can vary

for partisans compared to out-partisans (Homan, Schumacher, and Bakker 2023; Staple-

ton and Dawkins 2022). Furthermore, dominant-looking politicians are preferred during

times of war, compared to times of peace (Laustsen and Petersen 2017; Little et al. 2007).

In addition, there may be ideological asymmetries about preferences for emotional ex-

pressions, because of differences in preferences for facial features (Berinsky, Chatfield,

and Lenz 2019; Laustsen and Petersen 2015, 2016). Yet, taken together, the overall ef-

fect of facial expressions of politicians on vote choice seem to favor positive emotional
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expressions. Therefore, we preregistered that positive emotional expressions predict vote

choice compared to neutral expressions (H1a) and negative expressions (H1b).

Emotional tone is a second aspect of the emotional appeals politicians make. Re-

markably, for tone, most research focuses on negative tone than positive tone. Yet, there

is little agreement on the general effect of tone. For one, meta-analytic assessments re-

port that negative campaigning on average has no effect on persuading voters to support

a candidate (Lau, Sigelman, and Brown Rovner 2007; Lau et al. 1999).1 Instead, tone

seems to have a conditional effect dependent on where you stand in the debate (Bakker,

Schumacher, and Rooduijn 2021a; Van ’t Riet et al. 2019), on preferences rooted in per-

sonality (Bakker, Schumacher, and Rooduijn 2021b; Nai and Maier 2021), on whether

the politician is the incumbent or a challenger (Hopmann, Vliegenthart, and Maier 2018),

whether the message is person-focused or policy-focused (Brooks and Geer 2007; Fridkin

and Kenney 2008; Hopmann, Vliegenthart, and Maier 2018), or on even more specific

country, campaign or message characteristics (Gerstlé and Nai 2019; Hopmann, Vliegen-

thart, and Maier 2018; Krupnikov 2011; Nai 2020; Nai and Maier 2021).

Problematically, most work on tone uses observational research designs in which

it is difficult to disentangle the effects of different components of campaign messages.

In addition, experimental studies do not fully disentangle issue positions from tone. As

such, existing studies do not provide a clear test for the effects of tone. Yet, we believe

it is unlikely that tone and facial expression have different effects. They both contribute

to the emotional appeal a politician makes, and it is plausible that the arguments that

apply to facial expressions apply to tone too. Therefore we preregistered that positive

tone has a positive effect on vote choice compared to neutral tone (H2a) and negative

tone (H2b). We also expect both positive and negative emotional appeals to resonate

more with voters than neutral emotional appeals. Hence, we preregistered that emotional

expressions (H3) and emotional tone (H4) positively predict vote choice compared to a

neutral face or a neutral tone.

An important aspect of the current study is that our research design allows us

to assess the independent effect of expressions and tone, that is the two components of

1. Note that negative campaigning initially was defined as a campaign focusing on the other candidate
instead of focusing on one’s own accomplishments and ideas.

8



emotional appeals (such as Nagel, Maurer, and Reinemann 2012). It also allows us to

examine whether it matters if tone and expression are congruent (happy expression and

positive tone or angry expression and negative tone versus happy expression and negative

tone or angry expression and positive tone). Gong and Bucy (2016) show that when the

nonverbal communication of an appeal is incongruent with the tone of the appeal, this

elicits negative evaluations. Hence, we preregistered that people prefer candidates with

an emotional expression congruent with the emotional tone compared to candidates with

an incongruent tone (H5).

Congruence and Salience

The “fleeting” effects of emotions are often disregarded in political science, in

which vote choice is of course one of the core objects of study. A basic explanation of

vote choice is that people vote for candidates they agree with. Different social-structural

(Lipset and Rokkan 1967), social-psychological (Campbell et al. 1960) or instrumental

accounts (Brug, Eijck, and Franklin 2007; Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier 2003) theorize about

how this congruence arises. People may agree with a candidate because they identify with

the candidate or because their position on an issue matches with that of the candidate.

Alternatively, people may disagree with a candidate and the issue position taken, because

they dislike or distrust the candidate due to poor (expected) performance in some policy

domain. In these accounts, however, short-term factors such as campaign dynamics, or

more specifically the effect of emotional appeals in campaigns, are investigated less often.

Emotional appeals are considered at best a fleeting, short-term effect. In this paper we

are not concerned with why issue congruence with candidates emerges. Instead, we ask

whether different emotional appeals can shift vote preferences even when agreeing or

disagreeing with a candidate. On this basis we preregistered that we expect that issue

congruence with a candidate should have a positive effect on vote choice (H6). But we

also expect that emotional appeals remain to have an effect on vote choice while agreeing

or disagreeing with the candidate. In other words, we expect that the effect of emotional

appeals versus neutral appeals (H7: expressions, H8: tone) on vote choice does not differ

when agreeing versus disagreeing with the issue position.
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A second important contribution from political science is that voters attach differ-

ent weights to different issues (Bélanger and Meguid 2008). People differ how personally

relevant a certain issue is to them. This may change how relevant other factors than

issue stance of a candidate become. Since most literature shows that appearance is

most influential in low information contexts (Laustsen and Petersen 2016; Lev-On and

Waismel-Manor 2016), we expect the effect of emotions to be strongest for low salience

issues compared to high salience issues (H9: expressions, H10: tone). For high salience

issues, voters are likely aware of all relevant information regarding this issue and less

likely to be persuaded by emotional appeals.

The role of context

As previously mentioned, the role of context is an important factor in how emo-

tional appeals are received by the observer. There are many aspects within the social

context that could potentially alter the way we receive and evaluate the emotional appeals

of politicians. Hence, in this study, we test the robustness of the effect of politicians’ emo-

tional appeals by including several contextual factors. First, in study 4 (US), we added

a threatening political issue (the war in Ukraine) and manipulated the facial features of

the politicians to look either more or less dominant. As mentioned before, research shows

that dominant-looking politicians are preferred during times of war, compared to times

of peace (Laustsen and Petersen 2017; Little et al. 2007). Angry expressions are gen-

erally considered as a signal of dominance (Cabral, Souza Tavares, and Almeida 2016).

Hence, we expected that angry expressions could be preferred when the context is threat-

ening (H11). Even further, we expect the preference for angry expressions to be most

pronounced among candidates with dominant facial features (H12).

Second, in study 6 (US), we added a statement in the election posters indicating

the politician is from the government or from the opposition. In recent years, a systematic

finding is that politicians from government parties are more likely to use positive emotions

compared to politicians from opposition parties, who are more likely to use negative

emotional appeals (Crabtree et al. 2020; Pipal et al. 2024a; Widmann 2021). Following

this line of literature, we expected that expressions of anger (H13) and negative tone
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(H14) are more likely to have a stronger effect when the politician is from the opposition

compared to government candidates.

Third, a specific decision-making context may motivate more intuitive versus delib-

erative modes of processing information. Intuitive thinking may lead to entirely different

decision than deliberative thinking. Specifically, in the context of elections, Ballew and

Todorov (2007) demonstrate that more intuitive decision-making leads to better predic-

tions about who won American gubernatorial elections. This results follows from a more

general body of research that shows that people are adept at choosing winners in two-

candidate elections based on facial features such as facial competence and attractiveness

(Alexander Todorov et al. 2005; Todorov et al. 2005; Todorov et al. 2008). Changing

the time candidates were shown, and motivating participants to deliberate, Ballew and

Todorov (2007) induced more intuitive or more deliberative modes of thinking. In the

intuitive mode, features of the election posters that we can process quickly could matter

more than those features that require more deliberation. Therefore, we expected stronger

effects of emotional expressions, such that angry-looking candidates are preferred even

less (H15) and smiling candidates even more (H16) in the intuitive condition than in

the deliberative condition. For tone we have the same expectations (H17-H18). By the

same logic we expect a weaker effect of issue congruence with the candidate (H19) in the

intuitive condition versus the deliberative condition.

Finally, we explored a few more contextual factors. More specifically, we explored

the difference between slogans and issue statements, the difference between unknown

versus known politicians, and whether individual characteristics such as age, gender and

ideology moderate the treatment effects. We will now turn to the details of the method

and sample.

Methods

Design

We designed an innovative Leader Choice task using a visual conjoint design (see

Fig. 1 for an example). We collected data with the Leader Choice task in ten separate
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survey experiments in which participants play several rounds of the task. We preregis-

tered 8 of 10 data collections separately on OSF (see https://osf.io/vhdc3/?view_only=

0bc83117a4f84ef99a5f0fe57a1a53a0; only study 7 and 8 are not preregistered but follow

preregistration of study 5). In the task, participants are presented with two candidates

side-by-side, and they are asked to choose which of the two candidates they would vote

for. The candidates are presented on posters, including a portrait picture of a politi-

cian and a statement. Both candidate statements are about the same issue, with each

round showing a different issue (e.g. immigration, climate change, health care, see table 1

for an overview of all issues). The posters also show three experimental attributes: (1)

an issue position (with levels neutral, pro, or against), (2) emotional tone (with levels

neutral, positive, or negative) and (3) emotional expressions (with levels neutral, happy,

or angry). The level of each attribute is randomly selected. The politicians shown are

unknown to the participant (see Stimuli for details on the manipulation of the emotional

expressions).

Figure 1: Example of the Leader Choice Task

Note:This shows one round of the Leader Choice Task. Experimental attributes are the
(1) issue position in the statement, (2) the tone of the statement and (3) the emotional
expression of the face. Each round shows a different issue. Both candidate statements
are about the same issue.
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The attributes as presented in Figure 1, represents the ‘standard’ task of the

Leader Chocie Task. The standard task was used to hypotheses 1 to 5. We also asked

participants about their stances to the issues, and how salient they found the issues. This

is to test H6-H10.

In studies 1 and 2 we ran the standard task only. In studies 3 to 10, we used

varieties of the standard task. In study 4, we also included a threatening issue statement

(regarding the war in Ukraine) and manipulated the faces of the politicians to look more

or less dominant (H11-H12). In study 5 and 6, we included a statement indicating that

the politician is from the government or from the opposition on the poster (H13-H14).

In study 9, we changed the maximum amount of time to complete the task, leading to a

longer (deliberative) and shorter (intuitive) version of the task (H15-H19). In addition, we

explored the difference between general slogans and issue statements in studies 3-8, and

in study 6 we contrasted posters with familiar politicians to posters with the standard,

unfamiliar faces. Table 1 for an overview of the different studies, samples, and conditions.

Samples

In total, we collected data in 10 studies, in four different countries (the Nether-

lands, the United States, Greece and Poland). All samples are representative of the

country’s population (in terms of age, education and gender), using survey companies

like Kantar (NL), Dynata (NL), Prolific (US), Flycatcher (Poland) and QED (Greece).

The countries have been selected because they are democracies, and represent a mix of

different cultures and electoral systems. For Poland and Greece we worked with country

experts to recruit the sample and translate and adapt the stimuli.

Each sample had at least 1,200 participants, leading to a total of N = 12,108. This

sample size is based on a power analysis for a conjoint design with 5 rounds with a small

effect size of 0.03 (AMCE) Stefanelli and Lukac (2020). Based on this design, we aimed

to collect a sample size of minimal N = 1,200, giving us 80% statistical power (see pre-

analysis plans for detailed power analyses). All studies except two have approximately

this sample size. Study 8 has more participants, because it was part of an omnibus

study that required this sample size. Study 10 was conducted at a University lab in the
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Netherlands, consisting of a student sample (N = 104; see pre-analysis plan for specific

power analysis). There we doubled the number of rounds, however, our ability to detect

very small treatment effects is limited here.

Table 1 provides for an overview of the different study samples, and see Table S7

in Supplementary Materials for descriptive statistics of the samples.

Procedure

After signing informed consent, participants first answered demographic questions

(age, gender, education) and questions to measure ideology, political knowledge and inter-

est (and other exploratory items). Then, participants were presented with an attention

check. If participants did not answer the attention check correctly, they would get a

warning and another attempt to answer the question correctly. When participants failed

the second attempt of the attention check, they were excluded from the rest of the survey.

Next, participants were asked about their position and salience of the issues used

in the experiment (see Measures). After these questionnaires, participants were told that

they would be presented with two fictitious candidates for an election, such as the “Tweede

Kamer verkiezing” (for the Dutch samples) or a federal election (for the US samples).

We furthermore emphasized to the participants that it would be possible that the same

candidate or the same text is visible, and that in that case, they have to choose the one

they think is best.

The experiments consist of several rounds (see Samples), each round concerning

a specific issue (or slogan). Table 1 shows the issues per study. In Study 1, most issues

were rated by participants as salient. To test the effect of issue salience we therefore

added a couple of less salient issues: 1) the noise disturbance with padel tennis courts,

2) the power of provinces, and 3) the discussion around gentech) in Study 2. However,

since the effect of issue salience seemed to be limited, we focused on mostly salient issues

in the remaining studies. Furthermore, in Study 3-8 we added 3 rounds with slogans (see

Stimuli).
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Table 1: Overview of Studies

Study Sample Description Issues

1

Netherlands (Kantar)
N = 1.203
Obs = 12.030
December 2021

H1-10
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Inequality,
Infrastructure

2

Netherlands (Kantar)
N = 1.263
Obs = 15.156
March 2021

H1-10
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Gentech,
Padel tennis, Province

3

United States (Prolific)
N = 1.237
Obs = 14.844
December 2022

H1-10 Climate, Health care,
Immigration, Slogans

4

United States (Prolific)
N = 1.251
Obs = 15.012
December 2022

H1-12 Climate, Immigration,
War in Ukraine, Slogans

5

Netherlands (Dynata)
N = 1.238
Obs = 12.379
Nov - Dec 2023

H1-10, H13-14
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Gender equality,
Slogans

6

United States (Prolific)
N = 1.206
Obs = 19.282
December 2023

H1-10, H13-14
Familiar politicians

Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Inequality,
Gender equality

7

Greece (QED)
N = 1.263
Obs = 12.630
January 2023

H1-10
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Gender equality,
Slogans

8

Poland (Flycatcher)
N = 2.232
Obs = 22.320
October 2023

H1-10
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Gender equality,
Slogans

9

United States (Prolific)
N = 1.111
Obs = 32.966
January 2024

H1-10, H15-19
Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Inequality,
Gender equality

10

Netherlands
(University lab)
N = 104
Obs = 2.080
Oct 2022 - Apr. 2023

H1-10
15 rounds

Climate change, Health care,
Immigration, Inequality,
Infrastructure
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Stimuli

For each of the issues we created 7 statements: three statements were against

the issue (one with a neutral, one with a negative, and one with a positive tone), three

pro-statements (with a neutral, negative, and positive tone), and one statement with

a centered issue position and neutral tone (see Tables S2-6 in Supplementary Mate-

rial for all the different statements). For example, Figure 1 shows an anti-immigration

statement with a negative tone (“Deport all immigrants now”), and a pro-immigration

statement with a positive tone (“A warm welcome to refugees”). But we have also

an anti-immigration statement with a positive tone (“Tradition before immigrants”),

and a pro-immigration statement with a negative tone (“Stop the poor treatment of

refugees”).Furthermore, we added slogans (Table S3, Supplementary Material) with a

positive (e.g. “Make dreams come true”), neutral (e.g. “Join us”), and negative (e.g.“Beat

the system”) tone in Study 3 and 4. We pretested all the statements and slogans to ensure

they conveyed the expected tone and position (see pre-analysis plans).

For the different emotional expressions, we manipulated official portrait pictures

of politicians unknown to the participants. To this end, we selected politicians from

countries different from those of the participants. For the US and Netherlands we used

Members of Parliament from the United Kingdom, for Greece we used Members of Par-

liament from Cyprus2, for Poland we used Members of Parliament from Slovakia. Within

each country, the portrait pictures are similar in angle and background. All photos are

available under the Creative Commons License (CC BY 3.0). The emotional expressions

of the selected politicians were manipulated using FaceGen Modeller (Roesch et al. 2011),

WebMorph (DeBruine 2017) and FaceApp, similar to Homan, Schumacher, and Bakker

(2023). We pretested whether the emotional expressions were successfully manipulated

in each image. Also we selected politicians with similar levels of rated attractiveness

(all 8 politicians score between 3.7-4.6 on a 7 point scale) and rated competence (all 8

score between 4.5-5 on a 7 point scale). Election posters were created by combining the

manipulated portrait pictures with the different statements using the R package magick

(Ooms 2021).

2. We also included a few AI-generated images here.
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For Study 4 we were interested in the effect of facial dominance and anger expres-

sions. To test this, we manipulated the faces of the politicians (i.e., the angry, happy, and

neutral expressions) into a facial dominant and non-dominant version. This manipulation

was done using WebMorph (DeBruine 2017). Similar to Laustsen and Petersen (2016),

we use an extremely dominant face avatar and an extremely agreeable face avatar from

Oosterhof and Todorov (2008) face database and use these as anchors. We pretested

all the manipulated faces to test whether the dominant faces were perceived as more

dominant than the non-dominant faces. Interestingly, only for male politicians did the

dominance manipulation work. Since the manipulation for female politicians was less

successful, and politicians’ gender probably plays a role in the effect of threat (Laustsen

and Petersen 2016), we only used the male politicians with the best pretest scores in

Study 4.

In study 6 we included three rounds with familiar politicians. Participants iden-

tifying as Democrat were shown faces of candidates who had run - or were mentioned as

potential candidate - in recent Democratic primaries to nominate as candidate for the

presidency. We selected Amy Klobuchar, Elizabeth Warren, Gavin Newsom, Gretchen

Whitmer, Joe Biden, Kamala Harris, Pete Buttigieg, and Wes Moore. On the Republi-

can side we selected Asa Hutchison, Chris Christie, Donald Trump, Doug Burgum, Mike

Pence, Nikki Haley, Ron DeSantis, and Vivek Ramaswamy.

In studies 5 and 6 we randomly added the words “Vote for the Government” or

“Vote for the Opposition” on the top part of the election posters. This way we aimed to

manipulate participants’ perception of the politician’s status as an incumbent or opposi-

tion politician.

Finally, in study 9 our aims was to motivate participants to make more intuitive or

deliberative decisions. To that end, participants played three blocks of five rounds: one

block with the standard task, one block with a fast version in which the election posters

were only shown for 3 seconds, and one block in which participants were motivated to

deliberate about their choice and write down their thoughts.
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Measures

Attention checks. The attention checks are taken from Berinsky, Margolis, and

Sances (2014), in which the respondents are presented with several news outlets. The

question is adapted to the national context. The question is formulated as follows: “When

a big news story breaks, people often go online to quickly get details on what is going

on. We want to know which websites people trust to get this information. We also want

to know if people are paying attention to the question. To show that you’ve read this

much, please ignore the question below and select [name of news medium] and [name of

news medium] as your two answers. [] When there is a big news story, which is the one

news website you would visit first? (Select only one)”. If participants do not answer the

attention check correctly, they will get a warning message and are asked to carefully read

and again answer the question. If participants fail to answer the attention check a second

time, they are forwarded to the end of the survey and do not receive their monetary

reward.

Congruence. To assess issue stance, participants are asked to indicate to what

extent they agree with several statements, on a scale from 1 = completely disagree to

7 = completely agree. For each of the included issue there are two statements that

participants have to respond to. For example, for the issue climate, we ask participants

how much they agree with the statement “Preserve the climate” and the statement “More

investment in sustainable energy”. The statements are presented in randomized order.

Based on the scores on these items, we create a variable that matches the participants’

average position (left wing = <3, center = 3 to <5, right wing = 5-7) on each issue with

the position of the presented candidates, resulting in two categories: agree and disagree.

Issue salience. For each issue included in the experiment, participants are asked

to indicate how important the political issue is for them on a scale from 1 = completely

unimportant, to 5 = very important. The scores are transformed into 2 categories: scores

below 4 are coded as non-salient, scores of 4 to 5 are coded as salient.

Vote choice. During the Leader Choice Task, in each round participants are

presented with two election posters and asked on which of the two candidates they would

vote for: Candidate 1 or Candidate 2.
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Deviations from Preregistration

Before each data collection, we preregistered our survey experiments on Open

Science Framework. Only study 7 (Greece) and 8 (Poland) are not preregistered, but

follow the exact preregistration of study 5. After data collection, we deviated from our

pre-analysis plans in couple of ways. First, we simplified the wording of hypothesis

7. Namely, we previously specified the effects of emotions on issue position separately,

while these separate hypotheses could be simply defined as one hypothesis concerning

the interaction effect. Second, to calculate the AMCE (see Analytic Strategy below) we

preregistered a multilevel analysis with random intercepts for issues and participant IDs.

This model turned out to be too complex and produced over fit. We compared different

multilevel models to a basic non-nested regression model, and the latter produced a lower

AIC. Therefore we opted for a non-nested OLS with robust standard errors for participant

IDs using the R cregg package (Leeper 2020). Note that this is a deviation from our first

preregistration (see pre-analysis of Study 1). It has no consequences for our results

because both models discussed return highly similar parameter estimates. We report the

AMCEs regarding each hypothesis in the text and in figures. Third, instead of testing

congruent versus incongruent emotions (in tone and expression), we created “congruent

positive emotions” and “congruent on negative emotions” categories, since positive and

negative emotions have such big opposite effects. Finally, we preregistered to additionally

test our hypotheses using a feeling thermometer (0 = negative feelings, 100 = positive

feelings towards each candidate), besides vote choice. However, due to the amount of

hypotheses and studies and due to the similarity in results, we decided not to report the

results of the feeling thermometer in the manuscript (the data can be found at our OSF

project page).

Analytic Strategy

Conjoint surveys are an increasingly common tool for studying political preferences

in complex settings (Bansak et al. 2021, 2022). In a conjoint design, participants are

presented with two candidate or policy profiles and are asked to choose one. These

profiles comprise multiple attributes, of which each attribute consists of several levels
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which are randomly presented. Unlike traditional survey experiments, conjoint designs

allow researchers to isolate the effects of a single attribute among multiple others. This

enables analysis of the Average Marginal Component Effect (AMCE), which measures

the effect of an attribute level compared to a reference category, while averaging over the

remaining attributes (Bansak et al. 2022). In our analysis, we use the reference categories

as specified in our preregistered hypotheses. Besides the AMCEs, we also visualize the

marginal means, since these give insights into the contribution of each level separately

(i.e., without reference category; Leeper, Hobolt, and Tilley 2020). Finally, to test the

interaction between the emotion attribute levels and respondents’ issue position and issue

salience, we calculate conditional AMCEs (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014).

To test the first ten hypotheses (H1-10), we use data from all ten studies. For

the other hypotheses (H11-19) we use data from the specific study or studies. See Table

1 for the specific conditions included in each study. For each hypothesis, we report the

pooled the effect of the ten studies and indicate in how many of the studies the effect is

statistically significant.

Results

Positive expressions and tone predict vote choice

Figure 2 presents the hypotheses tests of H1 and H2. More specifically, the table

shows the marginal means of the probability to vote for a candidate with a specific expres-

sion (happy, neutral or anger) and a specific tone (positive, neutral and negative). First,

we examine how emotional expressions affect vote choice. As in line with H1a, we find

in ten out of nine studies, that a happy expression significantly increases the probability

of choosing a candidate compared to a neutral expression (see Figure 2). The pooled

effect (combining all studies) indicates a 5 percentage point increase in the popularity

of candidates with a happy expression compared to a neutral one (pooled effect: AMCE

= 0.050, 95%CI = 0.043, 0.057). In contrast, an angry expression decreases support

for a candidate with 4 percentage points compared to a neutral expression (AMCE =

-0.039, 95%CI = -0.046, -0.033), and 9 percentage points compared to a happy expression
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(H1b; pooled effect: AMCE = 0.089, 95%CI = 0.082, 0.096). This last finding is statis-

tically significant in all our 10 studies (see Tables S8-9 in Supplementary Materials). We

therefore find evidence in favor H1a and H1b; positive expressions positively predict vote

choice compared to both neutral and angry expressions.

Second, we find similar effects of emotional tone (H2). Across nine out of ten stud-

ies, a positive tone increases support for a candidate, with a pooled effect of 7 percentage

points (pooled effect: AMCE = 0.069, 95%CI = 0.063,0.076), compared to a neutral tone

(H2a). A negative tone decreases support in all our studies with 5 percentage points com-

pared to a neutral tone (see Figure 2, pooled effect: AMCE = -0.051, 95%CI = -0.058,

-0.045) and with 12 percentage points compared to a positive tone (H2b; pooled effect:

AMCE = 0.121, 95%CI = 0.114, 0.128). See Tables S10-11 in Supplementary Materials

for more details. Based on these findings, we find evidence in favor of H2a and H2b. In

other words, positive tone predicts vote choice compared to both neutral and negative

tone.

Third, we hypothesized that people prefer politicians who make emotional appeals

versus politicians with neutral appeals (H3-4). To test this, we merge happy and angry

expressions into one category and do the same for positive and negative tones. Then,

we compare these combined categories to the neutral conditions. We also find some

evidence for these hypotheses (H3: pooled effect: AMCE = .005, 95%CI = -0.0004,

.011; H4: pooled effect: AMCE = 0.008, 95%CI = 0.002, 0.013, see Figure S1 and

Tables S12-13 in Supplementary Material). Yet figure 2a illustrates that angry expressions

and negative tone have lower marginal means than neutral expressions and tone have.

Thus, the evidence for H3-4 is generated by the appeal of happy expressions and positive

tone. Therefore, we reject H3-4 and conclude that the two emotion categories should be

examined separately.

Fourth, we examine the importance of congruence between politicians’ expression

and tone (H5). We test this by using an independent variable consisting of four levels: (1)

congruent happy expression with positive tone, (2) congruent angry expression with neg-

ative tone, (3) congruent neutral expression and neutral tone, (4) incongruent expression

and tone. Across the ten studies, the probability of choosing a candidate with congruent

positive displays over a candidate with incongruent displays is 11.7 percentage points
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higher (pooled effect: amce = 0.117, 95%CI = 0.108, 0.126). For congruent negative

emotions, the probability of choosing that candidate over a candidate with incongruent

displays decreases with 9.8 percentage points (pooled effect: AMCE = -0.098, 95%CI =

-0.107, -0.089, see Tables S14-15 in Supplementary Materials). Overall, we find evidence

for hypothesis 5 in case of positive emotions, but it can be rejected for the negative emo-

tions. In other words, a politician can better be incongruent in tone and expression than

completely negative in both emotion modalities.

Figure 2: Feature effects per study (A) and pooled (B)
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Effect of emotional appeals remain regardless of congruence with

candidate statements

Having established the main effect of the study, we now consider the effect of

tone and expressions under different conditions. Figure 3 summarizes these results. Do

emotional appeals still have an effect beyond the congruence or incongruence between

the participant’s policy preference and the issue position presented by the candidate

(H7-8)? To test this, we first created a variable that matches the participants’ position

(left wing, center, right wing) on each issue with the position of the presented candidates,

resulting in two categories: congruent and incongruent. As expected, we find a main effect

of issue position (H6). Namely, across all studies, congruence with the issue statement

increases the probability to vote for a candidate with 11.9 percentage points (pooled effect:

AMCE = 0.119, 95%CI = 0.108, 0.127, significant in 10 out of 10 studies) compared to

incongruence with the issue statement (see Table S16, Supplementary Materials). This

is evidence in favor of H6.

Second, we examine the effect of politicians’ emotional appeals while controlling

for individuals’ issue position. Overall, the positive effect of happy expressions and the

negative effect of angry expressions (compared to neutral expressions) remains statisti-

cally significant while controlling for issue congruence (pooled effect happy expressions:

AMCE = 0.055, 95%CI = 0.047, 0.062, significant in 9 out of 10 studies; pooled effect

angry expressions: AMCE = -0.041, 95%CI = -0.048, -0.033, significant in 8 out of 10

studies). Also the effect of positive tone and negative tone (compared to neutral tone)

remains intact (pooled effect positive tone: AMCE = 0.075, 95%CI = 0.067, 0.083, sig-

nificant in 9 out of 10 studies; pooled effect negative tone: AMCE = -0.047, 95%CI =

-0.054, -0.039, significant in 7 out of 10 studies).

More importantly, Figure 3 shows the interaction between issue position congru-

ence and tone and expressions, by using conditional AMCEs (difference in AMCEs, see

Table S18-19, Supplementary Materials). Panel A shows the AMCEs of angry and happy

displays (compared to neutral displays) and negative and positive tone (compared to

neutral tone) for those cases in which participants have congruent or incongruent prefer-

ences with the candidate’s statement. Regarding angry displays (pooled effect: AMCE
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difference = .008, 95%CI = -.008,.024, significant in 1 out of 10 studies) and happy dis-

plays (pooled effect: AMCE difference = -.015, 95%CI = -.001, .031, significant in 0 out

of 10 studies) we find no significant differences between the congruent and incongruent

conditions. Panel C shows that differences in the AMCEs (congruent vs incongruent)

are highly stable and robust across all 10 studies. Taken together, the emotional expres-

sions of politicians have a similar effect on vote choice for candidates with congruent and

incongruent statements. This is evidence in favor of H7.

Regarding tone, the effect of negative tone and positive tone significantly increases

in the congruent condition compared to the incongruent condition. For the interaction

between issue position and tone, the pooled effect of positive versus neutral tone is sta-

tistically significant (pooled effect: AMCE difference = 0.019, 95%CI = 0.003, 0.35,

significant in 4 out of 10 times). Thus, the effect of positive tone slightly increases if the

participant agrees with a candidate. For negative tone (compared to neutral) the pooled

effect is statistically significant (pooled effect: AMCE difference = .058, 95%CI = .043,

.074). Yet, here we find significant deviations across studies as Figure 3C illustrates. The

Dutch studies 1, 2 and 10 (but not 5) show a significant negative effect, the American

studies 3, 6 and 9 (but not 4) show a significant positive effect. This indicates a coun-

try difference in the processing of negative tone. In all, there is mixed evidence for H8

regarding the interaction between tone and participant-candidate congruence.

Limited effects of issue salience on vote choice

Next, we examine whether the effect of emotions differs for personally more rele-

vant issues compared to issues of less personal relevance (H9-10). To test this, we created

a variable in which we match the salience score of each issue rated by each participant

with the issue presented by the candidate in the task, creating two categories: (1) not

salient and (2) salient. We examine the interaction between issue salience and emotions,

by using conditional AMCEs (see Figure S2 and Tables S19-20, Supplementary Materi-

als). As is shown in Figure 3B, we find no significant differences in the effect of happy

expression in salient versus not salient conditions (pooled effect: AMCE difference -.001,

95%CI = -.019 - .158, significant 0 out of 10 times). Second, we do find a tiny significant
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pooled effect in the effect of anger (pooled effect : AMCE difference = .0235, 95%CI =

.007, .040). This effect is only significant in the pooled analysis, and not in any of the

other studies. This suggests that angry expression become slightly more persuasive in

salient versus non-salient issues.

Second, the pooled effect of positive tone (versus neutral) is also slightly stronger

for salient issues than for non-salient issues (pooled effect: AMCE difference = .024,

95%CI = .006, .042, significant in 3 out of 10 studies). Similarly, the pooled effect of

negative tone versus neutral is slightly stronger for salient issues than for non-salient

issues (pooled effect: AMCE difference = .017, 95%CI = .0003, .034, significant in 3 out

of 10 studies).

These effects are tiny, but also in the reversed direction of H9 and H10, which

stated for low salience issues tone and expressions would have more impact. In fact, it is

for high salience issues that tone makes more impact.

The effect of emotional appeals on vote choice is robust across

different contexts

In our current design, we find that negative emotions have a strong negative effect

on support for a candidate. However, in some cases, politicians have successfully used

negative emotions to persuade voters. Hence, negativity may be preferred in certain con-

texts. Hence, we examined several contextual factors that may explain why negativity is

sometimes preferred. First, we examined whether the effect of anger might be stronger

when discussing a threatening issue. We do not find strong evidence for this. We find

that angry expressions still negatively predict vote choice (compared to neutral) when

examining threatening issues (climate change, immigration, war in Ukraine; AMCE dif-

ference = -0.03, 95%CI = -0.06, -0.00). However, when specifically looking at the war in

Ukraine issue, the negative effect of anger is no longer statistically significant (although

this might be due to the low statistical power). Furthermore, the effect of anger (com-

pared to neutral) did not differ for more dominant (versus non-dominant) faces, in the

threatening issues (all threatening issues: AMCE difference = -0.051, 95%CI = -0.093,

-0.013; war in Ukraine issue: AMCE difference = -0.047, 95%CI = -0.008, 0.102).
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Furthermore, are angry expressions (H13) and negative tone (H14) more persuasive

if they come from opposition politicians as compared to government politicians? We do

not find much evidence for these hypotheses. All differences are statistically insignificant

(pooled effect H13: AMCE difference = 0.018 95%CI = -0.015, 0.052; pooled effect H14:

AMCE difference = -0.003 95%CI = -0.037, 0.030).

In our final set of hypotheses (H15-19) participants did the election task at different

speeds, by either encouraging them to think actively about the reason why they voted

for a candidate, or by showing the candidates for only 2 seconds, and stimulating them

to make a choice quickly. We do not find any difference between these two alternative

election poster tasks and the standard task. Therefore, we conclude our findings are

robust to different decision-making situations. See an overview of all hypotheses and

finding in Table 2.

Finally, in study 6 we also tested whether the effect of emotional appeals is differ-

ent for familiar versus unfamiliar politicians. We split our sample between participants

identifying as Democrat or Republican. The fictitious election was now framed as a pri-

mary election to select a candidate for the party. We showed the participants election

posters with two known politicians from the party they identify with. Figure 4 shows the

results of this experiment. Specifically, we show the difference in effect (e.g. the effect

of Anger vs Neutral displays) between known and unknown candidates. We split these

results by party. For the Republican subsample we find significant differences. First, for

known politicians there is an increase in the effect of an angry expression (as opposed to a

neutral expression difference in AMCE difference = 0.067, 95%CI: 0.005-0.128) compared

to unknown politicians. This increase bridges the gap between anger and neutral displays

we found for unknown politicians. Therefore, regarding known Republican candidates,

the participants equally favored neutral and anger displays. For tone, we find the reversed

result. For negative tone (as opposed to neutral tone, difference in AMCE difference =

-0.101, 95%CI: -0.042, -0.160) and positive tone (as opposed to neutral tone, difference

in AMCE difference = 0.075, 95%CI: 0.013, 0.136)), we find a negative effect compared

to unknown candidates. The interpretation here is that neutral statements by known

candidates become more unpopular.
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Table 2: Overview hypotheses and conclusions

Conditions Hypothesis Finding

Main emotion
conditions

H1: Positive emotional expressions predict vote choice (a)
compared to neutral expressions, and (b) compared to
negative expressions

Accept

H2: Positive tone predicts vote choice (a) compared
to neutral tone, and (b) compared to negative tone Accept

H3: Emotional expressions predict vote choice
compared to neutral expressions Reject

H4: Emotional tone predicts vote choice compared
to neutral tone Reject

H5: Congruent emotions predict vote choice compared
to incongruent emotions Mixed

Individual level
issue position
agreement

H6: Individual level issue position predicts vote choice Accept
H7: The effect of emotional expressions does not differ
when agreeing versus disagreeing with the issue position Accept

H8: The effect of emotional tone does not differ when
agreeing versus disagreeing with the issue position Mixed

Individual level
issue salience

H9: Emotional expressions – versus neutral expressions -
predict vote choice more strongly with low salience issues
compared to high salience issues

Reject

H10: Emotional tone – versus neutral tone - predicts vote
choice more strongly with low salience compared to
high salience issues

Reject

Threat &
dominance
conditions

H11: In the context of threat, anger expressions positively
predict vote choice Reject

H12: In the context of threat, anger expressions positively
predict vote choice only for dominant faces Reject

Opposition versus
government
conditions

H13: Angry expressions – versus happy and neutral ones –
have a stronger effect on vote choice when candidates are
labelled as opposition instead of government candidates

Reject

H14: Negative tone – versus positive and neutral tone –
has a stronger effect on vote choice when candidates are
labelled as opposition instead of government candidates

Reject

Intuitive versus
deliberative task

H15: The effect of angry expressions is lower in the
intuitive versus the (a) deliberative task and (b) standard
task.

Reject

H16: The effect of smiling expressions is higher in the
intuitive task versus the (a) the deliberative task and
(b) the standard task

Reject

H17: The effect of negative tone is lower in the
deliberative task than in the intuitive task Reject

H18: The effect of positive tone is higher in the
deliberative task than in the intuitive task Reject

H19: Agreement has a higher effect in the deliberative
task than in the (a) intuitive task and (b) the standard task Reject
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Effect tone is stronger in slogans than in issue statements

Often times, politicians do not address a specific issue, but rather use simple slo-

gans to persuade voters (e.g. think about Obama’s “yes we can!”). Hence, in addition

to issue statements, we therefore added slogans (see Stimuli) with a positive (e.g. “Make

dreams come true”), neutral (e.g. “Join us”), and negative (e.g.“Beat the system”) tone.

Overall, the effects of emotional appeals is stronger for election posters with slogans com-

pared to issue statements (see Figure S3 and Tables S37-39, Supplementary Materials).

Positive tone increases candidate support with 4 percentage points (pooled effect: AMCE

difference = 0.059, 95%CI = 0.041-0.077) more with slogans than with issues. Negative

tone decreases candidate support with 7 percentage points (pooled effect: AMCE differ-

ence = -0.074, 95%CI = -0.092, -0.056) more with slogans than with issues.

Ideology affects the persuasive power of emotional appeals

Finally, we examined whether different participant characteristics moderates the

effect of politicians’ emotional appeals on vote choice. We tested a range of different

characteristics (see Table 23 in Supplementary Materials). Here, we report only the most

substantive effects. Note, that not all measures are included in all studies and that our

analyses are exploratory. We used linear regression models with robust standard errors.

First, we find that women participants (compared to men participants), are less

likely to choose politicians with angry expressions. However, this effect is only statistically

significant in study 8 and in the pooled dataset (β = -.014, SE = .007, p = .004; see

Table S24 in Supplementary Materials).

Second, in seven out of ten studies and in the pooled dataset, we find a positive

effect of left-right ideology for message with a negative tone (β = .041, SE = .004, p <

.001) or threat tone (β = .014, SE = .003, p < .001; see Table S25 in Supplementary

Materials) compared to a neutral tone. The interpretation of this effect is as follows: on

average participants prefer neutral messages over negative messages. The more left-wing

the participant the stronger this preference. For right-wing participants this preference

disappears, they are equally likely to choose candidates with a negative or a neutral tone.
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Interestingly, we find that social dominance orientation (SDO) has a similar effect3.

More specifically, the higher participants score on SDO, the more likely they are to choose

a politician using a negative (pooled effect: β = .038, SE = .006, p = .024) or threat tone

(pooled effect: β = .016, SE = .006, p = .001; see Table S26 in Supplementary Material)

compared to a neutral tone. Interestingly, we do not find that right-wing participants

favor angry expressions more, and so our findings regarding ideological asymmetry are

limited to tone only.

Finally, we find some effects within the big five personality dimensions. First, the

higher the participants score on neuroticism, the more likely they are to choose neutral

expressions compared to angry (β = -.029, SE = .009, p = .002) and happy (β = -.021,

SE = .010, p = .034) expressions. Lastly, we find that higher scores on openness to

experience, is associated with higher preference for negative tone compared to neutral (β

= .040, SE = .008, p < .001; see Table S28 in Supplementary Material).

In conclusion, there is relatively little heterogeneity in our treatment effects, except

for ideology.

Conclusion

Do voters choose candidates because they share the same position on issues and

find these issues important? Or do, arguably less rational factors, such as the emotional

appeals of candidates impact vote choice too? Politicians always convey more than just

their issue position. They appeal to our emotions, whether intentionally or not, with their

emotional expressions or tone. In this paper we aim to bridge different bodies of research

by investigating how the effects of emotional appeals interplay with other predictors of

vote choice. First and foremost, we find that positive emotions increase support for a can-

didate compared to a candidate that shows no emotions. In contrast, negative emotions

strongly decrease support for a candidate compared to candidates with neutral appeals.

This finding is robust. We find this same pattern (1) for both tone and facial expressions,

(2) across 10 different studies in four different countries, and (3) across different potential

moderating contextual factors (threatening political issues, dominant political candidates,

3. The Pearson’s correlation between SDO and left-right ideology in our sample is 0.46.
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government versus opposition candidates, and different decision times). These effects of

valence are amplified when both the emotional expression and tone are congruent with

each other and when using general slogans (instead of political issue).

Importantly, we find that emotional appeals influence vote choice beyond tradi-

tional predictors. First, we demonstrate that the effect of politicians’ emotional appeals

is largely independent from individuals’ congruence with the politicians’ issue position.

In addition, we show that the effect of politicians’ emotions is not amplified when it con-

cerns low salience issues. If anything, the effect of emotions is stronger with high salience

issues. Interestingly, the effects for expression and tone slightly differ here, e.g., the effect

of tone is slightly more affected by congruence and salience than expressions. Finally,

we ran several exploratory analysis to test whether the effect of politicians’ emotional

appeals is conditional upon different individual characteristics. The only characteristic

that we found to substantially condition the effect, is ideology. In the remaining part of

this section, we present the contributions and implications of these findings. The next

section discusses the implications for the broader literature on the role of emotions in

politics.

First, our main finding is that positive emotions work and negative emotions

backfire. With these findings, we contribute to the body of literature that suggests

that smiling is effective (Gabriel and Masch 2017; Horiuchi, Komatsu, and Nakaya 2012;

Masch, Gassner, and Rosar 2021). Namely, while previous literature is mostly based

on observational data, our study shows the isolated effect of positive emotions both in

expressions and tone, while taking into account several contextual variables within our

experimental design. For negative emotions, our findings add to the existing literature by

demonstrating that negativity is strongly disliked, whereas previous findings have been

more mixed (Boussalis and Coan 2021; Laustsen and Petersen 2017; Little et al. 2007).

Second, the largest contribution of the current paper is that the effect of emotional

appeals is independent from individuals’ congruency with the politician. More specifically,

after establishing the effect of emotional appeals on vote choice, we tested how the effect

of emotional appeals uphold when taking into account individuals’ congruency with the

politicians’ issue position on the election poster. We demonstrate that the positive effect

of positive emotions and the negative effect of negative emotions remains the same while
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taking into account congruency. This finding in important in two ways. First, within

political science research, emotions are often viewed as ’fleeting’ and should therefore not

play a role in important (rational) voting decisions. We demonstrate that emotions do pre-

dict vote choice, even besides important traditional predictors such as issue congruence.

Secondly, our finding highlights the importance of context. Namely, previous research

suggests that individuals’ congruency affects how the individual responds to the emotions

of politicians. For example, Van ’t Riet et al. (2019) find that individual perceives the

anger used by a politician as more appropriate when they agree with the advocated issue

position, compared to when they disagree. Furthermore, other research suggests that

politicians’ emotions are only transferred among co-partisans (Homan, Schumacher, and

Bakker 2023; Stapleton and Dawkins 2022). Our study shows that during elections with

more unfamiliar politicians, emotional appeals work more independently of the context.

Second, the largest contribution of the current paper is that the effect of emotional

appeals is independent of individuals’ congruence with the politician. More specifically,

after establishing that emotional appeals influence vote choice, we examined whether this

effect persists when accounting for individuals’ congruence with the politician’s issue po-

sition on the election poster. We find that the positive effect of positive emotions and the

negative effect of negative emotions remain robust, even after controlling for congruence.

This finding is important in two ways. First, within political science, emotions are often

portrayed as “fleeting” and therefore unlikely to matter in consequential (rational) voting

decisions. Our results challenge this view by showing that emotions predict vote choice

alongside core predictors such as issue congruence. Second, our findings highlight the im-

portance of context. Prior studies suggest that individuals’ congruence shapes how they

interpret politicians’ emotions. For instance, Van ’t Riet et al. (2019) show that anger is

judged as more appropriate when expressed by a politician advocating a congruent posi-

tion, and other work finds that emotional contagion occurs primarily among co-partisans

(Homan, Schumacher, and Bakker 2023; Stapleton and Dawkins 2022). By contrast, our

study suggests that in electoral contexts with relatively unfamiliar politicians, emotional

appeals operate more independently of such contextual filters. In doing so, we demon-

strate that emotions are not merely secondary to issue alignment but instead represent

a distinct and consequential force in shaping citizens’ electoral behavior.
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Third, based on previous literature, we expected the effect of emotional appeals

to be stronger when participants evaluated low salience issues. Our findings did not sup-

port this hypothesis. If anything, we found that the effect of emotions was stronger in

the experimental condition with high salience issues. This contradicts previous research

suggesting that emotions work as heuristics when other information is limited (such as

with low salience issues)(Laustsen and Petersen 2016; Lev-On and Waismel-Manor 2016).

However, one could also reason that when a political issue is personally important, this

often means that individuals tend to associate certain emotions with this political is-

sue, more so compared to issues they do not deem important. Hence, citizen’s might

appreciate the use of emotions by politicians more when it comes to high salient issues.

Moreover, some research indeed shows that politicians use more emotional rhetoric during

for example high-profile debates (Osnabrügge, Hobolt, and Rodon 2021). Our findings

are in line with this reasoning, although we have to note that the effects in our study are

small. Hence, more research is needed to better understand the interplay between issue

salience and emotions.

Fourth, we demonstrate that the predictive power of politicians’ emotional appeals

is robust across different contexts. The only consistent moderating factor we identify is

ideology. Specifically, we find that right-leaning participants do not favor neutral tone

over negative tone. Here it is interesting to bring in the work on ideological asym-

metry which has argued that conservatives exhibit stronger physiological responses to

threat or negativity compared to liberals (Hibbing, Smith, and Alford 2014; Oxley et

al. 2008)(though see e.g., Bakker et al. (2020) and Osmundsen et al. (2022) for critiques).

However, our research suggests that right-wing people are more likely to accept or even

favor politicians using a negative tone compared to left-wing participants. One possible

explanation may be right-wing individuals’ stronger preference for social dominance. For

example, some studies find that conservatives prefer more dominant facial features com-

pared to liberals (Berinsky, Chatfield, and Lenz 2019; Laustsen and Petersen 2015, 2016).

Furthermore, work on social dominance orientation (SDO), finds that conservatives, on

average, tend to place higher value on hierarchical structures of power and dominance

compared to liberals (Hiel and Mervielde 2002; Jost et al. 2018; Kleppestø et al. 2019).

Moreover, according to emotion literature, expressions of anger are often interpreted as
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signals of social dominance (Hareli, Shomrat, and Hess 2009; Hess, Adams, and Kleck

2004). Taken together, conservatives might be more open to displays of anger since they

are more acceptable of hierarchy and dominance within society. However, more research is

needed to understand how and why ideology can alter the effects of politicians’ negativity

on vote choice.

Fifth, our innovative Leader Choice task proves to be a useful tool when studying

multi-modal emotional appeals together with a range of contextual factors of vote choice

simultaneously. This method can be applied in many ways in future research. First of all,

the design as used in this paper, can be used to test important moderators of the effect of

emotions in politics, such as ideology, political sophistication, and identification. More-

over, the task can for example be used to study how politicians’ characteristics such as

the gender, age, ethnicity of the politician interplay with emotional appeals. Second, the

strength of the Leader Choice Task is the conjoint nature of the task, that allows us to ex-

amine the predictive value of emotions among multiple other predictors, which resembles

real voting decisions more closely compared to traditionally more simplistic experimental

designs or observational research. Namely, our task is similar to elections in which the

politicians are mostly unfamiliar, such as local or municipal level elections. Although

party cues were not included, the issues statements signal ideology and especially in the

US also party affiliation (e.g., the statement "stop immigrants now" would probably be

assigned to a Republican candidate). However, we encourage future research to further

examine how familiarity of the politicians and party affiliations affect the influence of

emotional appeals on vote choice.

Discussion

How does our paper speak to the broader literature on the role of emotions in

politics (Brader 2005; Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen 2000; Valentino, Groenendyk,

and Hutchings 2011)? First and foremost, despite deep historical concerns about the

impact of emotional appeals on persuasion, research on this is limited in scope. Most

political science work on emotions is not about persuasion but rather about mobilization

and information search. Second, we provide a richer theoretical grounding by bringing in
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contributions from communication science and psychology regarding the multimodality of

emotional appeals, theories of interpersonal communication and first impressions. Third,

our research design provides a clean and robust identification of the different aspects of

emotional appeals. Thereby, in total, our paper adds a richer description of how emotional

appeals impact democracy.

Zooming out, we see three different questions about the role of emotions in politics.

First, what is the effect of emotions on political behavior? Second, what is the effect of

emotional appeals on emotions? And third, what is the effect of emotional appeals on

political behavior? Our paper concerns the last question, yet, most of the literature

is concerned with the first question. For example, AIT predicts that while enthusiasm

strengthens people’s existing predispositions, thereby reducing persuasion, anxiety has

the opposite effect (Marcus, Neuman, and Mackuen 2000). But what emotional appeal

elicited this enthusiasm or anxiety? With the exception of the study of Brader (2005),

this question remains largely unanswered. To be fair, our critics can easily turn this

around, and point to the fact that we do not answer the first two questions. This is the

obvious next step to take: to analyze how emotions mediate the effect of the emotional

appeals on behavior, and whether there are potential moderators.

How emotions mediate emotional appeals is however not a trivial matter. For

one, a recent meta study of the predictions of AIT shows that across study emotions

such as anger, anxiety and enthusiasm have a variety of different effects (Funck and Lau

2024). To move instead to physiological or neural activity as indicators of emotions is

not a quick fix to the social desirability bias and attribution issues of discrete emotions

(Arceneaux, Bakker, and Schumacher 2024; Bakker, Schumacher, and Rooduijn 2021a;

Rebasso, Schumacher, and Rooduijn 2025). There are ongoing discussions about the

interpretation of these measures individually, and in relation to self-reported emotions.

What is an important starting point, however, is that models of interpersonal commu-

nication theorize that through appraisal of the appeals (Fischer, Becker, and Veenstra

2012; Parkinson 2019; Van Kleef 2009), the intended emotional effect gets lost. Appeals

to anger may elicit enthusiasm, because of how participants appraise the message and its

sender. This approach needs to be exploited more in political science.

Our findings have practical implications for democracy. Namely, if emotions are
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so persuasive, does this create an incentive for politicians to become increasingly emo-

tional and shift away from substantive policy debates? We do not suggest that voters

are passive victims of politicians’ emotional appeals. In fact, our results show that vote

choice is still largely driven by issue positions (explaining roughly 12 percent of the vari-

ance), whereas politicians’ emotions account for a smaller, but meaningful, 4–5 percent.

Nevertheless, even a modest effect of emotions can shape political engagement and per-

ceptions, highlighting the potential for emotional appeals to influence not only individual

voting decisions but also broader patterns of political participation and discourse. These

findings suggest the importance of promoting media literacy and critical engagement, so

that citizens can respond thoughtfully to emotional messaging rather than being guided

solely by affective cues.

This is especially important in the current political context in which negative

emotional appeals become normalized in political exchanges and go viral over social

media (Bossetta and Schmøkel 2023; Enli and Skogerbø 2013; Zulli and Towner 2021).

Yet, with our findings highlighting the power of positive emotional appeals, we hope our

paper also contributes to a more positive, and less toxic, political environment (Frimer

et al. 2023; Gennaro and Ash 2022; Klinger, Koc-Michalska, and Russmann 2023; Külz

et al. 2023; Pipal et al. 2024b; Rhodes and Vayo 2019).
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Figure 3: AMCEs of expressions and tone under different conditions
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Figure 4: AMCEs differences of expressions and tone under different conditions
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1 Stimuli

Table S3: Overview of the statements used for each issue, issue position, and tone

issue position tone statement translation Dutch
climate against neutral There is no climate change Klimaatverandering bestaat niet
climate against positive Relax, climate change is a joke Relax, klimaatverandering is een grap
climate against negative Climate change is a hoax Klimaatverandering is, een complot
climate center neutral I am the climate candidate Ik ben de klimaat kandidaat
climate pro neutral We should halt climate change Stop klimaatverandering

climate pro positive For a bright future, halt
climate change

Voor een zonnige toekomst,
Stop klimaatverandering

climate pro negative Our kids have no future, halt
climate change

Geen toekomst voor onze kids,
Stop klimaatverandering

health care against neutral Contain health care costs Bespaar op de zorg
health care against positive For more efficient health care Voor een meer efficiënte zorg
health care against negative Health care costs are out of control Zorgkosten lopen uit de hand
health care center neutral I am the health care candidate Ik ben de zorg kandidaat
health care pro neutral For good health care Voor goede zorg
health care pro positive For top quality health care Voor top kwaliteit zorg
health care pro negative Fix our failing health care Herstel de falende zorg
immigration against neutral Stop immigrants at the borders Stop immigranten aan de grens
immigration against positive Tradition before immigrants Liever traditie dan immigratie
immigration against negative Deport all immigrants now Deporteer alle immigranten nu
immigration center neutral I am the immigration candidate Ik ben de immigratie kandidaat
immigration pro neutral Let’s shelter refugees Vang vluchtelingen op

immigration pro positive A warm welcome to refugees Een warm welkom, voor
vluchtelingen

immigration pro negative Stop the poor treatment of
refugees

Stop de slechte behandeling, van
vluchtelingen

inequality against neutral Let’s cut welfare Bekort uitkeringen
inequality against positive Let’s be fair and cut welfare Een eerlijker systeem. Bekort uitkeringen
inequality against negative Stop the parasites and cut welfare Stop de profiteurs. Bekort uitkeringen
inequality center neutral I am the equality candidate Ik ben de kandidaat, voor gelijkheid
inequality pro neutral Let’s reduce inequality Verminder de ongelijkheid

inequality pro positive Let’s be fair and reduce
inequality

Een eerlijker systeem. Verminder
ongelijkheid

inequality pro negative Stop the super rich, reduce
inequality

Stop de superrijken. Verminder
ongelijkheid

infrastructure against neutral More highways Meer snelwegen
infrastructure against positive For super highways Voor super snelwegen
infrastructure against negative Fix our crumbling highways Herstel onze, hopeloze snelwegen
infrastructure center neutral I am the infrastructure candidate Ik ben de, infrastructuur kandidaat
infrastructure pro neutral For better public transport Voor beter openbaar vervoer
infrastructure pro positive For top quality public transport Voor openbaar vervoer, van top kwaliteit
infrastructure pro negative Fix our crumbling public transport Herstel ons hopeloze, openbaar vervoer
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Table S4: Overview of the statements of the other issues included in Study 2

issue position tone statement translation Dutch
GMO against neutral No gentech in our food Geen gentech in ons eten

GMO against positive For pure nature. No gentech in our
food.

Voor puur natuur. Geen gentech in
ons eten

GMO against negative Don’t mess with nature. No gentech
in our food.

Rommel niet met de natuur. Geen
gentech in ons eten

GMO pro neutral For gentech in our food. Voor gentech in ons eten
GMO pro positive For healthier food. For gentech Voor gezonder eten. Voor gentech
GMO pro negative No poison in our food. For gentech Geen vergif in ons eten. Voor gentech
Padel against neutral Against new padel courts Tegen nieuwe padelbanen

Padel against positive Enjoy the silence. Against new
padel courts

Geniet van de stilte. Tegen nieuwe
padelbanen

Padel against negative Stop the noise. Against new
padel courts

Stop de herrie. Tegen nieuwe
padelbanen

Padel pro neutral For new padel courts Voor nieuwe padelbanen

Padel pro positive Doing sports is health. For new
padel courts

Sporten is gezond. Voor nieuwe
padelbanen

Padel pro negative Don’t squeak, but swoop. For new
padel courts.

Niet miepen maar meppen. Voor
nieuwe padelbanen.

Provincie against neutral Less influence from provinces Geef de provincies minder invloed

Provincie against positive Make the government more decisive.
Less influence from provinces

Maak de overheid slagvaardiger.
Minder invloed van provincies

Provincie against negative Stop the meddling from rule
sick provinces

Stop bemoeienis van regelzieke
provincies

Provincie pro neutral Give provinces more influence Geef de provincies, meer invloed

Provincie pro positive For a decisive province with
more influence

Voor een slagvaardige provincie,
met meer invloed

Provincie pro negative Stop the meddling from The Hague,
more influence for the provinces

Stop Haagse bemoeienis, meer
invloed voor de provincies

Table S5: Overview of the slogans per tone, used in Study 3, 4, 5, 7, 8

tone slogan
positive Make dreams come true
positive People first
positive Vote for a better tomorrow
negative Take back control
negative Join our fight
negative Beat the system
neutral Join us
neutral Forwards
neutral Fight for change

Table S6: Overview of the statements for the war in Ukraine issue used in Study 4, per
issue position

issue position statement
ukraine pro Declare War on Russia
ukraine pro Defeat Russian Aggression
ukraine pro Send more Tanks to Kyiv
ukraine against No War with Russia
ukraine against For a Diplomatic Solution, with Moscow
ukraine against Start talks, stop the war in Ukraine
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Table S7: Statements for the gender equality issue included in Study 5-9

issue position tone statement
gender equality against neutral For the protection of family values
gender equality against neutral Let’s preserve traditional values
gender equality against positive Preserving Traditional Values, Strengthening Communities
gender equality against positive Upholding Family Values for a Brighter Future
gender equality against negative Defending family values against foreign ideas
gender equality against negative Stop foreign ideas and uphold tradition
gender equality center neutral I am the gender equality candidate
gender equality pro neutral Towards Gender Equality
gender equality pro neutral Inclusivity for All Genders
gender equality pro positive Empower Women, Enrich Society!
gender equality pro positive Fighting for Her Rights, Building a Better World
gender equality pro negative Resisting the Norms, Striving for Gender Parity
gender equality pro negative Breaking Down Barriers, Building an Inclusive Society
gender equality pro negative Confronting Bias, Paving the Way to Equality
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2 Sample Characteristics

Table S8: Demographic Summary by Study

Study Age Gender Education Ideology

study1 48.326 (17.162) 52.8% Women 3.505 (0.754) 5.111 (1.806)
study2 46.494 (17.083) 54.1% Women 3.692 (0.700) 4.985 (1.793)
study3 45.597 (15.898) 51.4% Women 2.735 (1.809) 4.022 (2.854)
study4 44.779 (15.543) 50.4% Women 2.776 (1.837) 3.678 (2.849)
study5 54.985 (15.580) 51.9% Women 3.313 (0.541) 5.593 (2.139)
study6 45.033 (16.101) 49.1% Women 3.756 (0.811) 4.058 (2.789)
study7 39.132 (13.157) 34.1% Women 3.884 (0.723) 4.392 (2.106)
study8 41.252 (16.479) 53.2% Women NA 4.946 (2.417)
study9 38.281 (11.794) 49.5% Women 3.808 (0.781) 4.062 (2.860)
study10 23.631 (8.586) 79.6% Women 3.394 (0.489) 3.077 (1.663)

Note:
Education is measured on a scale from 1 to 5. Ideology is measured on
a scale from 0 (left wing) to 10 (right wing).

55



3 Preregistered Hypotheses

Table S9: AMCE results of H1a (happy/angry > neutral expression on vote choice) of
the 10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

anger -0.0498 0.0109 -4.5770 0.0000 -0.0711 -0.0285 study1
happy 0.0383 0.0111 3.4409 0.0006 0.0165 0.0601 study1
anger -0.0619 0.0099 -6.2608 0.0000 -0.0812 -0.0425 study2
happy 0.0483 0.0101 4.7728 0.0000 0.0285 0.0682 study2
anger -0.0443 0.0098 -4.5149 0.0000 -0.0635 -0.0251 study3
happy 0.0808 0.0099 8.1601 0.0000 0.0614 0.1002 study3
anger -0.0498 0.0100 -4.9748 0.0000 -0.0694 -0.0302 study4
happy 0.0697 0.0103 6.7733 0.0000 0.0495 0.0898 study4
anger -0.0379 0.0124 -3.0518 0.0023 -0.0622 -0.0136 study5
happy 0.0537 0.0123 4.3456 0.0000 0.0295 0.0779 study5
anger -0.0261 0.0092 -2.8391 0.0045 -0.0441 -0.0081 study6
happy 0.0375 0.0097 3.8816 0.0001 0.0186 0.0564 study6
anger -0.0136 0.0137 -0.9913 0.3215 -0.0405 0.0133 study7
happy 0.0479 0.0143 3.3586 0.0008 0.0199 0.0758 study7
anger -0.0296 0.0107 -2.7618 0.0057 -0.0506 -0.0086 study8
happy 0.0293 0.0107 2.7237 0.0065 0.0082 0.0503 study8
anger -0.0323 0.0076 -4.2469 0.0000 -0.0472 -0.0174 study9
happy 0.0458 0.0077 5.9331 0.0000 0.0307 0.0609 study9
anger -0.0634 0.0249 -2.5452 0.0109 -0.1122 -0.0146 study10
happy 0.0302 0.0234 1.2923 0.1963 -0.0156 0.0760 study10
anger -0.0393 0.0033 -11.7728 0.0000 -0.0458 -0.0328 Pooled
happy 0.0498 0.0034 14.6208 0.0000 0.0432 0.0565 Pooled
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Table S10: AMCE results of H1b (happy > angry expression on vote choice) of the 10
studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

happy (vs angry) 0.0881 0.0109 8.1145 0e+00 0.0668 0.1094 study1
happy (vs angry) 0.1102 0.0102 10.7728 0e+00 0.0902 0.1303 study2
happy (vs angry) 0.1251 0.0102 12.2549 0e+00 0.1051 0.1451 study3
happy (vs angry) 0.1194 0.0105 11.3661 0e+00 0.0988 0.1400 study4
happy (vs angry) 0.0916 0.0127 7.2015 0e+00 0.0666 0.1165 study5
happy (vs angry) 0.0636 0.0094 6.7993 0e+00 0.0453 0.0819 study6
happy (vs angry) 0.0615 0.0139 4.4310 0e+00 0.0343 0.0887 study7
happy (vs angry) 0.0588 0.0111 5.3166 0e+00 0.0371 0.0805 study8
happy (vs angry) 0.0781 0.0082 9.4755 0e+00 0.0619 0.0942 study9
happy (vs angry) 0.0936 0.0233 4.0213 1e-04 0.0480 0.1392 study10
happy (vs angry) 0.0891 0.0035 25.7188 0e+00 0.0824 0.0959 Pooled

Table S11: AMCE results of H1a (positive/negative tone > neutral tone on vote choice)
of the 10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

negative -0.0381 0.0117 -3.2702 0.0011 -0.0610 -0.0153 study1
positive 0.0635 0.0112 5.6721 0.0000 0.0416 0.0854 study1
negative -0.0100 0.0097 -1.0348 0.3008 -0.0290 0.0090 study2
positive 0.1049 0.0098 10.6766 0.0000 0.0856 0.1241 study2
negative -0.0710 0.0101 -6.9975 0.0000 -0.0909 -0.0511 study3
positive 0.0780 0.0096 8.1239 0.0000 0.0592 0.0968 study3
negative -0.1044 0.0092 -11.3877 0.0000 -0.1224 -0.0864 study4
positive 0.0553 0.0108 5.1332 0.0000 0.0342 0.0764 study4
negative 0.0328 0.0123 2.6639 0.0077 0.0087 0.0568 study5
positive 0.0910 0.0119 7.6646 0.0000 0.0677 0.1143 study5
negative -0.0720 0.0094 -7.6327 0.0000 -0.0905 -0.0535 study6
positive 0.0666 0.0091 7.3398 0.0000 0.0488 0.0844 study6
negative -0.1113 0.0131 -8.4935 0.0000 -0.1370 -0.0856 study7
positive 0.0079 0.0141 0.5635 0.5731 -0.0196 0.0355 study7
negative -0.0222 0.0107 -2.0833 0.0372 -0.0431 -0.0013 study8
positive 0.1050 0.0103 10.1609 0.0000 0.0848 0.1253 study8
negative -0.0413 0.0086 -4.7977 0.0000 -0.0582 -0.0245 study9
positive 0.0589 0.0084 6.9788 0.0000 0.0423 0.0754 study9
negative -0.0549 0.0250 -2.1993 0.0279 -0.1039 -0.0060 study10
positive 0.0851 0.0233 3.6598 0.0003 0.0395 0.1307 study10
negative -0.0517 0.0033 -15.7058 0.0000 -0.0582 -0.0453 Pooled
positive 0.0691 0.0033 20.9085 0.0000 0.0626 0.0755 Pooled
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Table S12: AMCE results of H2b (positive tone > negative tone on vote choice) of the
10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

positive tone (vs negative) 0.1016 0.0120 8.4403 0 0.0780 0.1252 study1
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1149 0.0100 11.4760 0 0.0953 0.1345 study2
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1490 0.0110 13.6025 0 0.1275 0.1704 study3
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1597 0.0098 16.2781 0 0.1405 0.1789 study4
positive tone (vs negative) 0.0582 0.0138 4.2200 0 0.0312 0.0853 study5
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1386 0.0096 14.4206 0 0.1198 0.1575 study6
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1192 0.0147 8.0981 0 0.0904 0.1481 study7
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1272 0.0117 10.8895 0 0.1043 0.1501 study8
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1002 0.0085 11.7380 0 0.0835 0.1169 study9
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1401 0.0260 5.3942 0 0.0892 0.1910 study10
positive tone (vs negative) 0.1208 0.0035 34.1565 0 0.1139 0.1277 Pooled

Table S13: AMCE results of H3 (emotional > neutral expression on vote choice) of the
10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) -0.0058 0.0096 -0.6034 0.5463 -0.0247 0.0131 study1

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) -0.0061 0.0087 -0.7016 0.4829 -0.0231 0.0109 study2

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0184 0.0086 2.1513 0.0314 0.0016 0.0352 study3

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0099 0.0087 1.1366 0.2557 -0.0072 0.0271 study4

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0077 0.0106 0.7250 0.4685 -0.0131 0.0286 study5

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0056 0.0082 0.6858 0.4928 -0.0105 0.0218 study6

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0154 0.0122 1.2590 0.2080 -0.0086 0.0394 study7

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0015 0.0093 0.1654 0.8687 -0.0166 0.0197 study8

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0064 0.0065 0.9918 0.3213 -0.0063 0.0191 study9

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) -0.0187 0.0210 -0.8883 0.3744 -0.0599 0.0225 study10

Emotion expression
(vs neutral) 0.0053 0.0029 1.8066 0.0708 -0.0004 0.0110 Pooled

58



Table S14: AMCE results of H4 (emotional > neutral tone on vote choice) of the 10
studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0122 0.0097 1.2517 0.2107 -0.0069 0.0313 study1

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0471 0.0084 5.5989 0.0000 0.0306 0.0636 study2

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0039 0.0084 0.4623 0.6439 -0.0125 0.0202 study3

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) -0.0377 0.0087 -4.3620 0.0000 -0.0547 -0.0208 study4

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0623 0.0099 6.2757 0.0000 0.0428 0.0817 study5

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0002 0.0080 0.0271 0.9783 -0.0154 0.0158 study6

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) -0.0513 0.0115 -4.4700 0.0000 -0.0738 -0.0288 study7

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0418 0.0088 4.7679 0.0000 0.0246 0.0590 study8

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0082 0.0074 1.1146 0.2650 -0.0062 0.0227 study9

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0143 0.0201 0.7135 0.4755 -0.0251 0.0538 study10

Emotion tone
(vs neutral) 0.0076 0.0028 2.7082 0.0068 0.0021 0.0131 Pooled

59



Table S15: AMCE results of H5a (congruent negative versus incongruent on vote choice)
of the 10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1071 0.0156 -6.8671 0.0000 -0.1377 -0.0766 study1

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.0885 0.0126 -7.0462 0.0000 -0.1132 -0.0639 study2

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1043 0.0131 -7.9720 0.0000 -0.1300 -0.0787 study3

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1755 0.0136 -12.9403 0.0000 -0.2020 -0.1489 study4

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.0404 0.0171 -2.3611 0.0182 -0.0740 -0.0069 study5

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1014 0.0123 -8.2733 0.0000 -0.1254 -0.0774 study6

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1044 0.0183 -5.7042 0.0000 -0.1402 -0.0685 study7

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.0702 0.0151 -4.6556 0.0000 -0.0998 -0.0407 study8

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.0793 0.0107 -7.3902 0.0000 -0.1003 -0.0582 study9

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.1405 0.0322 -4.3608 0.0000 -0.2037 -0.0774 study10

Congruent negative
(vs incongruent) -0.0983 0.0045 -21.6780 0.0000 -0.1072 -0.0894 Pooled
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Table S16: AMCE results of H5b (congruent positive versus incongruent on vote choice)
of the 10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1094 0.0155 7.0626 0e+00 0.0790 0.1397 study1

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1410 0.0128 10.9879 0e+00 0.1158 0.1661 study2

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1483 0.0131 11.3126 0e+00 0.1226 0.1740 study3

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1593 0.0144 11.0787 0e+00 0.1311 0.1875 study4

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1195 0.0163 7.3323 0e+00 0.0876 0.1515 study5

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.0993 0.0118 8.4361 0e+00 0.0762 0.1223 study6

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.0737 0.0190 3.8771 1e-04 0.0364 0.1109 study7

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1145 0.0148 7.7279 0e+00 0.0855 0.1436 study8

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.0907 0.0107 8.4410 0e+00 0.0697 0.1118 study9

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1480 0.0311 4.7531 0e+00 0.0870 0.2090 study10

Congruent positive
(vs incongruent) 0.1167 0.0045 25.7773 0e+00 0.1078 0.1255 Pooled

Table S17: AMCE results of H6 (agree > disagree with issue position on vote choice) of
the 10 studies plus the pooled effect

level estimate std.error z p lower upper study

agree (vs disagree) 0.0369 0.0097 3.8059 0.0001 0.0179 0.0559 study1
agree (vs disagree) 0.1474 0.0074 19.8990 0.0000 0.1329 0.1619 study2
agree (vs disagree) 0.1561 0.0126 12.4046 0.0000 0.1314 0.1808 study3
agree (vs disagree) 0.2022 0.0116 17.4001 0.0000 0.1794 0.2250 study4
agree (vs disagree) 0.0426 0.0168 2.5327 0.0113 0.0096 0.0756 study5
agree (vs disagree) 0.1574 0.0157 9.9955 0.0000 0.1265 0.1883 study6
agree (vs disagree) 0.1209 0.0220 5.5006 0.0000 0.0778 0.1640 study7
agree (vs disagree) 0.0733 0.0116 6.3275 0.0000 0.0506 0.0960 study8
agree (vs disagree) 0.1476 0.0109 13.5977 0.0000 0.1263 0.1689 study9
agree (vs disagree) 0.0861 0.0252 3.4118 0.0006 0.0366 0.1355 study10
agree (vs disagree) 0.1196 0.0037 32.0105 0.0000 0.1123 0.1269 Pooled
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Table S18: Conditional AMCE results of H7 (effect of anger and happy expressions vs
neutral between agree vs disagree with issue position on vote choice) of the 10 studies
plus the pooled effect

level agreement estimate std.error z p lower upper study

anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0150 0.0261 0.5760 0.5646 -0.0361 0.0662 study1
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0209 0.0257 -0.8138 0.4157 -0.0713 0.0294 study1
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0173 0.0214 0.8075 0.4194 -0.0247 0.0594 study2
happy agree (vs disagree) 0.0095 0.0206 0.4613 0.6446 -0.0309 0.0499 study2
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0429 0.0251 1.7084 0.0876 -0.0063 0.0921 study3
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0239 0.0248 -0.9650 0.3345 -0.0726 0.0247 study3
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0311 0.0255 1.2187 0.2230 -0.0189 0.0812 study4
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0395 0.0255 -1.5474 0.1218 -0.0896 0.0105 study4
anger agree (vs disagree) -0.0223 0.0368 -0.6051 0.5451 -0.0945 0.0499 study5
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0010 0.0366 -0.0267 0.9787 -0.0727 0.0708 study5
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0135 0.0289 0.4671 0.6404 -0.0432 0.0702 study6
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0272 0.0292 -0.9346 0.3500 -0.0844 0.0299 study6
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0870 0.0378 2.3025 0.0213 0.0129 0.1610 study7
happy agree (vs disagree) 0.0670 0.0378 1.7745 0.0760 -0.0070 0.1410 study7
anger agree (vs disagree) -0.0255 0.0258 -0.9869 0.3237 -0.0761 0.0251 study8
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0482 0.0260 -1.8531 0.0639 -0.0993 0.0028 study8
anger agree (vs disagree) -0.0253 0.0178 -1.4214 0.1552 -0.0602 0.0096 study9
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0005 0.0178 -0.0302 0.9759 -0.0355 0.0344 study9
anger agree (vs disagree) -0.0654 0.0525 -1.2455 0.2129 -0.1683 0.0375 study10
happy agree (vs disagree) 0.0383 0.0567 0.6759 0.4991 -0.0728 0.1494 study10
anger agree (vs disagree) 0.0082 0.0083 0.9901 0.3221 -0.0080 0.0244 Pooled
happy agree (vs disagree) -0.0153 0.0082 -1.8671 0.0619 -0.0314 0.0008 Pooled
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Table S19: Conditional AMCE results of H8 (effect of positive and negative tone vs
neutral between agree vs disagree with issue position on vote choice) of the 10 studies
plus the pooled effect

level agreement estimate std.error z p lower upper study

negative agree (vs disagree) -0.1983 0.0277 -7.1679 0.0000 -0.2526 -0.1441 study1
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0936 0.0287 -3.2543 0.0011 -0.1499 -0.0372 study1
negative agree (vs disagree) -0.0921 0.0205 -4.5031 0.0000 -0.1322 -0.0520 study2
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0765 0.0206 -3.7088 0.0002 -0.1169 -0.0361 study2
negative agree (vs disagree) 0.1526 0.0268 5.7032 0.0000 0.1002 0.2051 study3
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0105 0.0258 -0.4076 0.6836 -0.0610 0.0400 study3
negative agree (vs disagree) -0.0432 0.0252 -1.7159 0.0862 -0.0925 0.0061 study4
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0149 0.0294 -0.5050 0.6135 -0.0725 0.0428 study4
negative agree (vs disagree) -0.0380 0.0390 -0.9740 0.3301 -0.1144 0.0384 study5
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.1110 0.0394 -2.8136 0.0049 -0.1883 -0.0337 study5
negative agree (vs disagree) 0.0380 0.0304 1.2513 0.2108 -0.0215 0.0976 study6
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0127 0.0307 -0.4137 0.6791 -0.0729 0.0475 study6
negative agree (vs disagree) 0.0225 0.0394 0.5693 0.5692 -0.0548 0.0997 study7
positive agree (vs disagree) 0.0213 0.0401 0.5309 0.5955 -0.0573 0.0999 study7
negative agree (vs disagree) -0.0077 0.0291 -0.2633 0.7923 -0.0648 0.0494 study8
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0397 0.0282 -1.4084 0.1590 -0.0949 0.0155 study8
negative agree (vs disagree) 0.0623 0.0192 3.2422 0.0012 0.0246 0.0999 study9
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0022 0.0191 -0.1169 0.9069 -0.0397 0.0353 study9
negative agree (vs disagree) -0.1062 0.0551 -1.9288 0.0538 -0.2141 0.0017 study10
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.2134 0.0564 -3.7819 0.0002 -0.3240 -0.1028 study10
negative agree (vs disagree) 0.0066 0.0084 0.7857 0.4321 -0.0099 0.0231 Pooled
positive agree (vs disagree) -0.0335 0.0085 -3.9362 0.0001 -0.0502 -0.0168 Pooled
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Table S20: Conditional AMCE results of H9 (effect of happy and angry expressions vs
neutral between high vs low issue salience on vote choice) of the 10 studies plus the pooled
effect

level salience estimate std.error z p lower upper study

anger high vs low salience 0.0262 0.0255 1.0268 0.3045 -0.0238 0.0762 study1
happy high vs low salience 0.0043 0.0257 0.1683 0.8664 -0.0461 0.0548 study1
anger high vs low salience 0.0217 0.0192 1.1259 0.2602 -0.0160 0.0593 study2
happy high vs low salience -0.0054 0.0194 -0.2793 0.7800 -0.0434 0.0326 study2
anger high vs low salience -0.0176 0.0298 -0.5923 0.5536 -0.0760 0.0407 study3
happy high vs low salience -0.0484 0.0299 -1.6184 0.1056 -0.1070 0.0102 study3
anger high vs low salience 0.0532 0.0287 1.8543 0.0637 -0.0030 0.1094 study4
happy high vs low salience 0.0570 0.0294 1.9429 0.0520 -0.0005 0.1146 study4
anger high vs low salience -0.0119 0.0330 -0.3597 0.7191 -0.0766 0.0528 study5
happy high vs low salience -0.0492 0.0331 -1.4863 0.1372 -0.1141 0.0157 study5
anger high vs low salience 0.0350 0.0332 1.0524 0.2926 -0.0302 0.1001 study6
happy high vs low salience -0.0302 0.0321 -0.9408 0.3468 -0.0932 0.0327 study6
anger high vs low salience 0.0071 0.0485 0.1464 0.8836 -0.0880 0.1023 study7
happy high vs low salience 0.0662 0.0528 1.2525 0.2104 -0.0374 0.1697 study7
anger high vs low salience -0.0096 0.0267 -0.3610 0.7181 -0.0619 0.0426 study8
happy high vs low salience -0.0300 0.0268 -1.1185 0.2633 -0.0825 0.0226 study8
anger high vs low salience 0.0177 0.0205 0.8605 0.3895 -0.0226 0.0579 study9
happy high vs low salience 0.0207 0.0206 1.0083 0.3133 -0.0196 0.0610 study9
anger high vs low salience 0.0509 0.0580 0.8776 0.3802 -0.0627 0.1645 study10
happy high vs low salience 0.0027 0.0592 0.0464 0.9630 -0.1133 0.1188 study10
anger high vs low salience 0.0235 0.0084 2.7964 0.0052 0.0070 0.0400 Pooled
happy high vs low salience -0.0014 0.0088 -0.1575 0.8748 -0.0186 0.0158 Pooled
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Table S21: Conditional AMCE results of H10 (effect of positive and negative tone vs
neutral between high vs low issue salience on vote choice) of the 10 studies plus the
pooled effect

level salience estimate std.error z p lower upper study

negative high vs low salience 0.0260 0.0286 0.9082 0.3638 -0.0301 0.0821 study1
positive high vs low salience 0.0507 0.0286 1.7757 0.0758 -0.0053 0.1067 study1
negative high vs low salience -0.0337 0.0198 -1.7060 0.0880 -0.0725 0.0050 study2
positive high vs low salience -0.0359 0.0191 -1.8846 0.0595 -0.0733 0.0014 study2
negative high vs low salience 0.0721 0.0319 2.2576 0.0240 0.0095 0.1347 study3
positive high vs low salience 0.0660 0.0321 2.0554 0.0398 0.0031 0.1290 study3
negative high vs low salience 0.0707 0.0287 2.4669 0.0136 0.0145 0.1270 study4
positive high vs low salience 0.0443 0.0405 1.0947 0.2737 -0.0350 0.1236 study4
negative high vs low salience 0.0915 0.0350 2.6127 0.0090 0.0229 0.1602 study5
positive high vs low salience 0.1227 0.0352 3.4872 0.0005 0.0537 0.1916 study5
negative high vs low salience -0.0007 0.0339 -0.0198 0.9842 -0.0672 0.0658 study6
positive high vs low salience 0.0458 0.0349 1.3136 0.1890 -0.0225 0.1142 study6
negative high vs low salience 0.0234 0.0549 0.4265 0.6698 -0.0842 0.1311 study7
positive high vs low salience 0.0521 0.0539 0.9667 0.3337 -0.0535 0.1577 study7
negative high vs low salience 0.0087 0.0292 0.2992 0.7648 -0.0484 0.0659 study8
positive high vs low salience 0.0742 0.0301 2.4632 0.0138 0.0152 0.1332 study8
negative high vs low salience 0.0375 0.0228 1.6422 0.1006 -0.0073 0.0823 study9
positive high vs low salience 0.0422 0.0230 1.8388 0.0659 -0.0028 0.0873 study9
negative high vs low salience 0.0914 0.0471 1.9413 0.0522 -0.0009 0.1836 study10
positive high vs low salience 0.0373 0.0496 0.7525 0.4517 -0.0599 0.1345 study10
negative high vs low salience 0.0170 0.0085 1.9964 0.0459 0.0003 0.0338 Pooled
positive high vs low salience 0.0237 0.0092 2.5700 0.0102 0.0056 0.0418 Pooled

Table S22: AMCE results of H11 of politicians’ facial dominance and emotional expres-
sions of Study 4 (Issue: war in Ukraine) and Study 4 (Issue: climate change, immigration,
war in Ukraine) on vote choice

War in Ukraine All threat issues
feature level AMCE ci.low ci.high AMCE ci.low ci.high
dominance non-dominant ref. ref.
dominance dominant 0.01 -0.03 0.04 0.00 -0.02 0.02
expression neutral ref. ref.

anger -0.03 -0.08 0.01 -0.03 -0.06 -0.00
happy 0.00 -0.05 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.06

position center ref.
against ref. -0.14 -0.18 -0.10
pro -0.18 -0.22 -0.15 -0.02 -0.06 0.02
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Table S23: Conditional AMCE results of facial dominance of Study 4 (Issue: war in
Ukraine) and Study 4 (Issue: climate change, immigration, war in Ukraine) on vote
choice

War in Ukraine All threat issues
dominance level AMCE ci.low ci.high AMCE ci.low ci.high
dominant anger (ref.neutral) -0.04 -0.14 0.05 -0.05 -0.10 0.01
(ref. non- happy (ref.neutral) 0.02 -0.08 0.11 -0.01 -0.07 0.05
dominant) against (ref.center) -0.04 -0.12 0.04

pro (ref.against/center) 0.02 -0.06 0.10 -0.01 -0.09 0.07
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4 Moderators

Table S24: Overview of which moderators were included in which studies

Moderator: Included in Studies:
Age 1-10
Education 1-7, 9-10
Ideology (left-right) 1-10
Political interest 1-3, 5-7, 9-10
Political knowledge 1, 3, 4, 6
Political engagement 3-4
Social dominance orientation (SDO) 5-7
Need for Affect (NfA) 5-7
Need for Cognition (NfC) 5-7
Big 5 personality 5-6

Political ideology. Participants were asked about their political ideology with

the following instructions: “In politics, people often talk about "left" and "right." What

is your position? Please indicate your position using a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means

“extremely left wing” and 10 means “extremely right wing” Which number best describes

your position?”. The participants were presented with a slider scale from 0 to 10.

Political knowledge. In the Dutch sample, we measure political knowledge with

5 questions: (1) “Which party currently has the most seats in the [Dutch] House of Repre-

sentatives (Tweede Kamer)?”, (2) “Who is currently the President of France?”, (3) “Who is

currently the director of the International Monetary Fund (IMF)?”, (4) “How many signa-

tures does a citizens’ initiative need to be be considered by the House of Representatives

(Tweede Kamer)?”, (5) “What is the current political position of this person?” [Respon-

dents see the Dutch Minister of Education, Culture & Sciences, Ingrid van Engelshoven].

In the American sample, we measure political knowledge with 7 questions: (1) “Off the

top of your head, would you say there are more, less or about the same percentage of

woman serving in the U.S. Congress than in in the past legislative period?”, (2) “What job

or political office did Kamala Harris hold before she was the Vice President?”, (3) “Who is

the current Prime Minister of Great Britain?”, (4) “As of today, do you happen to know

which party holds a majority of the seats in the U.S. House of Representatives?”, (5)

“What is the government position or office that John Roberts currently holds?”, (6) “How

many Justices does the Supreme Court have?”, (7) “What is the government position or

67



office that Nancy Pelosi currently holds?”. All questions are multiple choice, consisting

of 3-5 answer categories. Scores were computed as the proportion of questions answered

correctly, ranging from 0 to 1.

Political interest. To measure political interest, participants were asked: “Some

people are very, others less interested in politics. Where would you place yourself on this

scale from not at all to very interested in politics?” and are provided with a Likert scale.

The exact Likert scale differed per study, so we concatenated the different categories into

three categories from 0 = not interested, 1 = somewhat interested, 3 = very interested.
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Table S25: OLS Regression Analysis of Age, Gender, and Education
as moderators

Age Gender Education

(Intercept) 0.394*** 0.392*** 0.390***
(0.008) (0.004) (0.009)

Age 0.000
(0.000)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Age 0.000
(0.000)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Age 0.000
(0.000)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Age 0.000
(0.000)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Age 0.000
(0.000)

Threat tone: Age 0.000
(0.000)

Gender 0.008
(0.006)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Gender −0.014*
(0.007)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Gender 0.003
(0.007)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Gender −0.010
(0.007)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Gender −0.006
(0.007)

Threat tone: Gender −0.008
(0.005)

Education 0.001
(0.002)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Education 0.001
(0.003)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Education −0.003
(0.003)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Education 0.000
(0.003)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Education −0.002
(0.003)

Threat tone: Education 0.000
(0.002)

Num.Obs. 130 612 128 293 117 720
R2 0.038 0.038 0.040
R2 Adj. 0.038 0.038 0.040

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Standard errors
clustered at the individual level.
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Table S26: OLS Regression Analysis of possible moderators: Ideology, Political interest,
Political Knowledge

Ideology Political Interest Political Knowledge

(Intercept) 0.395*** 0.387*** 0.399***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.006)

Ideology −0.015***
(0.003)

Angry expression (vs Neutral):Ideology 0.006
(0.003)

Happy expression (vs Neutral):Ideology −0.004
(0.003)

Negative tone (vs Neutral):Ideology 0.041***
(0.004)

Positive tone (vs Neutral):Ideology 0.006
(0.003)

Threat tone:Ideology 0.014***
(0.003)

Interest 0.001
(0.003)

Angry expression (vs Neutral):Interest 0.008*
(0.004)

Happy expression (vs Neutral):Interest −0.004
(0.004)

Negative tone (vs Neutral):Interest −0.004
(0.004)

Positive tone (vs Neutral):Interest −0.003
(0.004)

Knowledge −0.002
(0.005)

Angry expression (vs Neutral):Knowledge 0.003
(0.006)

Happy expression (vs Neutral):Knowledge 0.016*
(0.006)

Negative tone (vs Neutral):Knowledge −0.019**
(0.006)

Positive tone (vs Neutral):Knowledge 0.005
(0.006)

Threat tone:Knowledge 0.007
(0.006)

Num.Obs. 130 108 102 162 38 376
R2 0.040 0.041 0.043
R2 Adj. 0.039 0.041 0.042

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Standardized effects. Standard errors clustered
at the individual level.
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Table S27: OLS Regression Analysis of possible moderators: Political engage-
ment and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO)

Political Engagement SDO

(Intercept) 0.411*** 0.405***
(0.008) (0.007)

Engagement 0.011*
(0.006)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Engagement −0.001
(0.007)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Engagement −0.010
(0.007)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Engagement −0.021**
(0.007)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Engagement −0.005
(0.007)

Threat tone: Engagement −0.008+
(0.004)

SDO −0.017***
(0.005)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): SDO 0.001
(0.007)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): SDO 0.001
(0.007)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): SDO 0.037***
(0.006)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): SDO 0.016*
(0.006)

Num.Obs. 29 852 32 611
R2 0.040 0.025
R2 Adj. 0.039 0.025

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Standardized effects. Standard
errors clustered at the individual level.
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Table S28: OLS Regression Analysis of Need for Cognition (NfC) and Need for Affect
(NfA) as possible moderators

Need for Cognition (NfC) Need for Affect (NfA)

(Intercept) 0.403*** 0.429***
(0.007) (0.017)

NfC 0.004
(0.005)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): NfC 0.001
(0.007)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): NfC −0.003
(0.007)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): NfC −0.018**
(0.006)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): NfC 0.006
(0.006)

NfA −0.005
(0.003)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): NfA −0.001
(0.004)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): NfA 0.002
(0.004)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): NfA −0.001
(0.004)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): NfA 0.012**
(0.004)

Num.Obs. 33 775 33 775
R2 0.026 0.026
R2 Adj. 0.026 0.026

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. Standardized effects. Standard errors
clustered at the individual level.
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Table S29: OLS Regression Analysis of Big Five
Personality Traits as possible moderators

Personality

(Intercept) 0.407***
(0.007)

Extraversion 0.001
(0.008)

Openness −0.017**
(0.006)

Agreeableness −0.001
(0.008)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Neuroticism −0.029**
(0.009)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Neuroticism −0.021*
(0.010)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Neuroticism −0.001
(0.010)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Neuroticism 0.011
(0.009)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Conscientiousness −0.009
(0.009)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Conscientiousness −0.020
(0.010)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Conscientiousness −0.008
(0.010)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Conscientiousness −0.009
(0.009)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Extraversion −0.003
(0.010)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Extraversion −0.004
(0.011)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Extraversion −0.008
(0.011)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Extraversion 0.010
(0.010)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Openness −0.001
(0.008)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Openness 0.010
(0.009)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Openness 0.040***
(0.008)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Openness 0.009
(0.008)

Angry expression (vs Neutral): Agreeableness 0.003
(0.010)

Happy expression (vs Neutral): Agreeableness 0.007
(0.011)

Negative tone (vs Neutral): Agreeableness −0.007
(0.011)

Positive tone (vs Neutral): Agreeableness 0.000
(0.010)

Num.Obs. 26 587
R2 0.025
R2 Adj. 0.023

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
Standardized effects. Standard errors clustered
at the individual level.
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