A test of vaccine endorsement by political in- versus out-group sources: Effect on vaccination likelihood and exploration of mediation through perceived bias and liking
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[bookmark: _Toc135124974]Exclusion Criteria
Consistent with our pre-registered criteria, participants were excluded for self-reporting that they had scheduled (81 participants) or received a vaccine (8 participants). Twelve additional participants were excluded for incorrectly responding to an open-ended text question (see below). No participants met our criteria for exclusion based on self-reports of inattention.

Open Text Exclusion Question
Participants were shown the following question and excluded if they did not answer, “I know the muffin man”.
Please read the statement below and type it into the text box below in reverse order. Please include any capitalization in the original text. 
 
For example, if you read "eggs green like I" you should type "I like green eggs". Please do not include any punctuation (commas, periods, etc.) and do not include any extra spaces after the last word. We will need to exclude your data if you do not answer this question correctly so please do your best to answer it.

man muffin the know I


[bookmark: _Toc135124975]Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations between variables of interest

Table S1 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for variables of interest.
	
	Range
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1. Perceived Bias
	1-9
	5.16
	2.71
	-
	
	
	
	

	2. Perceived Trustworthiness
	1-9
	5.89
	2.73
	-.54***
	-
	
	
	

	3. Perceived Expertise
	1-9
	4.71
	2.59
	-.36***
	.72***
	-
	
	

	4. Liking
	1-9
	5.26
	2.74
	-.50***
	.82***
	.74***
	-
	

	5. Vaccination Likelihood
	1-9
	5.91
	3.04
	-.38***
	.49***
	.44***
	.45***
	-

	6. Political Party Affiliation
	1-6
	3.44
	1.68
	.19***
	-.16***
	-.24***
	-.18***
	-.52***


*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001


[bookmark: _Toc135124976]Mediation model without adjusting for other perceptions in the a-path: Indices of moderated mediation and indirect effects 

When we examined mediation models in which the a paths did not control for alternative perceptions, the index of moderated mediation was significant for perceived bias, -.09 95% CI [-.16, -.02], trustworthiness, -.35 95% CI [-.51, -.20], and liking, -.24 95% CI [-.45, -.05], but not perceived expertise, -.04 95% CI [-.13, .06]. That is, among Democrats, perceived bias, .18 95% CI [.04, .34], trustworthiness, .95 95% CI [.56, 1.37], and liking, .64 95% CI [.13, 1.18] mediated the positive effect of Obama versus Trump on vaccination likelihood. Among Republicans, perceived bias, -.10 95% CI [-.21, -.02], trustworthiness, -.21 95% CI [-.41, -.05], and liking, -.17 95% CI [-.34, -.03], mediated the negative effect of Obama versus Trump on vaccination likelihood. 


[bookmark: _Toc135124977]Analyses breaking down ominbus source x party identification interaction with with all four source conditions

To break down the results of all four sources, we examined a model with Helmert coding. In this coding scheme, one variable compared Fauci (-.5) to the control condition (.5), with Trump and Obama equal to zero. The next variable compared Obama (-.67) to Fauci (.33) and control (.33) with Trump equal to zero. A final variable compared Trump (-.75) to each of the other three source conditions (.25). We chose to code the source factor in this manner because Trump was often perceived as most different, while the other three source conditions tended to be fairly similar to one another. 
In separate models, we regressed each of the perceptions on participant party identification, each of the source contrasts, and their two-way interactions with participant party identification (Table S2, first seven rows). As in the text, we also conducted a version of these analyses in which we controlled for the alternative perceptions (Table S2, last eleven rows). We present the entire output of these models for interested readers, but in our write up of the results, we will focus on effects of interest in the models controlling for other perceptions for the sake of digestability. 
First, when examining effects comparing Fauci to control (X3), Fauci was perceived as more expert, but less trustworthy than the control source, and these effects were not qualified by significant interactions with party identification. Next, when comparing Obama to Fauci and Control (X2), Obama was perceived as less biased and expert, but more trustworthy and likeable. Of these, only the effect on liking was qualified by an interaction with participant political party. This interaction reflected that Democrats liked Obama more than Fauci and the control condition, b = -1.18, 95% CI [-1.62, -.74], t(496) = -5.26, p < .001, but Republicans did not differ in their preference among the three, b = -.10, 95% CI [-.53, .32], t(496) =.47, p = .64,  Finally, when comparing Trump to the other three sources (X1), there were significant interactions with party affiliation when predicting perceived bias and liking. Similar to the analyses in text comparing Trump to Obama, these interactions reflected the Republicans perceived Trump as less biased, b = 1.60, 95% CI [.92, 2.28], t(496) = 4.63, p < .001, and more likable, b = -.87, 95% CI [-1.28, -.46], t(496) = -4.17, p < .001, than the other three sources. Democrats liked the other three sources more than Trump, b = 1.77, 95% CI [1.29, 2.26], t(496) = 7.13, p < .001, but did not perceive them as differently biased, b = -.12. 95% CI [-.98, .74], t(496) = -.27, p = .79. These results suggest that partisan differences in source perceptions are primarily driven by liking and perceived bias, for Republicans, at least.



Table S2

Effects of the Helmert-coded source factor, political party identification, and their interaction on perceived bias, trustworthiness, expertise, and liking (first seven rows), and same model controlling for the other source perceptions (last eleven rows)
	
	bias
	trust
	expert
	like

	
	b
	t
	p
	b
	t
	p
	b
	t
	p
	b
	t
	p

	Party Identification
	-.14
	-.58
	.561
	-.30
	-5.33
	< .001
	-.40
	-8.34
	< .001
	-.34
	-6.56
	< .001

	X1
	.80
	3.02
	.003
	1.73
	8.16
	< .001
	2.45
	13.35
	< .001
	1.99
	10.25
	< .001

	X2
	-.20
	-.65
	.515
	-.41
	-1.77
	.078
	1.54
	7.69
	< .001
	-.36
	-1.70
	.090

	X3
	.33
	5.14
	< .001
	.16
	.60
	.547
	-1.25
	-5.36
	< .001
	-.18
	-.75
	.455

	X1*Party Identification
	1.52
	10.41
	< .001
	-1.92
	-15.10
	< .001
	-1.39
	-
	< .001
	-2.13
	-18.34
	< .001

	X2*Party Identification
	-.08
	-.54
	.590
	.00
	-.03
	.978
	.01
	.10
	.917
	.33
	2.60
	.010

	X3*Party Identification
	-.19
	-1.05
	.290
	.68
	4.20
	< .001
	.53
	3.79
	< .001
	.63
	4.30
	< .001

	Party Identification
	.18
	2.83
	.005
	.06
	1.46
	.146
	-.19
	-5.17
	< .001
	-.06
	-1.59
	.112

	X1
	.74
	2.81
	.005
	-.14
	-.81
	.417
	1.20
	7.96
	< .001
	.46
	2.90
	.004

	X2
	.55
	1.96
	.051
	-.70
	-4.03
	< .001
	1.79
	12.04
	< .001
	-.64
	-3.87
	< .001

	X3
	-.13
	-.44
	.662
	.69
	3.69
	< .001
	-1.25
	-7.22
	< .001
	.14
	.78
	.435

	Bias
	-
	-
	-
	-.15
	-5.35
	< .001
	.01
	.41
	.679
	-.06
	-2.08
	.038

	Trust
	-.37
	-5.35
	< .001
	-
	-
	-
	.35
	8.53
	< .001
	.42
	10.94
	< .001

	Expert
	.03
	.41
	.679
	.38
	8.53
	< .001
	-
	-
	-
	.32
	7.64
	< .001

	Like
	-.16
	-2.08
	.038
	.47
	10.94
	< .001
	.33
	7.64
	< .001
	-
	-
	-

	X1*Party Identification
	.51
	2.93
	.004
	-.18
	-1.62
	.106
	-.04
	-.39
	.696
	-.79
	-7.90
	< .001

	X2*Party Identification
	-.04
	-.24
	.810
	-.17
	-1.88
	.060
	-.09
	-1.05
	.294
	.32
	3.69
	< .001

	X3*Party Identification
	.14
	.81
	.419
	.15
	1.41
	.159
	.09
	.84
	.401
	.17
	1.61
	.108


Note. The Helmert coding is conducted so that X1 compares Trump (-.75) to the other three sources (.25), X2 compares Obama (-.667) to Fauci and Control (.333) with Trump equal to zero, and X3 compares Fauci (-.5) to control (.5) with Obama and Trump equal to zero. 

Next, consistent with the analyses on source perceptions, we examined the same model with Helmert coding as above predicting vaccination likelihood (Table S3). The effect of note in this model was a significant interaction between the variable comparing Trump to the other three sources and party identification. This interaction reflected that Democrats were significantly more likely to get a vaccine when endorsed by any source other than Trump, b = 1.13. 95% CI [.42, 1.85], t(496) = 3.13, p = .002, but Republicans were more likely to get a vaccine when endorsed by Trump compared to the other three sources, b = -.77. 95% CI [-1.51, -.02], t(496) = -2.02, p = .044.
Table S3

Effects of the Helmert-coded source factor, political party identification, and their interaction on vaccination likelihood
	
	b
	t
	p

	Party Identification
	-.95
	-13.70
	<.001

	X1
	.19
	.71
	.478

	X2
	.36
	1.25
	.210

	X3
	.17
	.51
	.612

	X1*Party Identification
	-.57
	-3.62
	<.001

	X2*Party Identification
	.01
	.09
	.931

	X3*Party Identification
	.07
	.35
	.728










Note. The Helmert coding is conducted so that X1 compares Trump (-.75) to the other three sources (.25), X2 compares Obama (-.667) to Fauci and Control (.333) with Trump equal to zero, and X3 compares Fauci (-.5) to control (.5) with Obama and Trump equal to zero. 

	Finally, we examined mediation using the Helmert coded source variables. The b paths for this mediation analysis are in Table S4. Similarly to the results in text, the key interaction between the variable comparing Trump to the other sources and political party identification significantly reversed when controlling for the source perceptions. Additionally, perceived bias, trustworthiness, and liking each significantly predicted vaccination likelihood, but perceived expertise did not. 
When we examined indirect effects using the a path in which we did not control for other source perceptions, the index of moderated mediation was significant for perceived bias, -.17, 95% CI [-.31, -.04], trustworthiness, -.72, 95% CI [-1.06, -.41], and liking, -.50, 95% CI [-.83, -.16], but not expertise, -.15, 95% CI [-.37, .06]. That is, among Democrats, perceived bias, .30, 95% CI [.08, .56], trustworthiness, 1.85, 95% CI [1.08, 2.65], and liking, 1.30, 95% CI [.41, 2.17], mediated the positive effect of the other three conditions versus Trump on vaccination willingness, and among Republicans, perceived bias, -.27, 95% CI [-.52, -.07], trustworthiness, -.56, 95% CI [-.98, -.24], and liking, -.37, 95% CI [-.68, -.11], mediated the negative effect of Trump versus the other three conditions on vaccination willingness. 
When we examined indirect effects in which the a path controlled for alternative perceptions, the index of moderated mediation was only significant for perceived bias, -.06, 95% CI [-.12, -.01], and liking, -.18, 95% CI [-.32, -.06], not perceived trustworthiness, -.07, 95% CI [-.19, .02], or expertise, .00, 95% CI [-.05, .02]. Among Republicans, both perceived bias, -.18, 95% CI [-.35, -.04], and liking, -.20, 95% CI [-.40, -.04], mediated the negative effect of Trump versus the other three sources on vaccination likelihood, but among Democrats, only liking, .41, 95% CI [.13, .72], mediated the positive effect of Trump versus the other three sources on vaccination likelihood and perceived bias did not, .01, 95% CI [-.10, .12].

[bookmark: _GoBack]Table S4

Effects of the Helmert-coded source factor, political party identification, and their interaction, as well as perceived bias, trustworthiness, expertise, and liking on vaccination likelihood
	
	b
	t
	p

	Party Identification
	-.67
	-10.74
	<.001

	X1
	-1.22
	-4.67
	<.001

	X2
	.51
	1.86
	.063

	X3
	.27
	.91
	.364

	Bias
	-.11
	-2.52
	.012

	Trustworthiness
	.37
	5.30
	<.001

	Expertise
	.11
	1.52
	.130

	Liking
	.23
	3.15
	.002

	X1*Party Identification
	.97
	5.62
	<.001

	X2*Party Identification
	-.07
	-.49
	.623

	X3*Party Identification
	-.41
	-2.42
	.016








Note. The Helmert coding is conducted so that X1 compares Trump (-.75) to the other three sources (.25), X2 compares Obama (-.667) to Fauci and Control (.333) with Trump equal to zero, and X3 compares Fauci (-.5) to control (.5) with Obama and Trump equal to zero. 
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There is some debate about taking the COVID-19 vaccine. We’d like you to imagine [Former President Barack Obama/Former President Donald Trump/Chief medical advisor to the White House, Dr. Anthony Fauci] provided a message publicly calling for Americans to receive the COVID-19 vaccine. 

(In the control condition, it said, “We’d like you to imagine that you received a message calling for Americans to receive the COVID-19 vaccine.”)

The following questions ask about your reactions to receiving this message.

Perceived Bias
How much would you see [source] as biased in his opinion of whether Americans should get vaccinated? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)
To what extent would you perceive that [source]’s position on COVID-19 vaccination reflects a bias? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)

Perceived Trustworthiness
How much would you see [source] as trying to truthfully communicate information about the COVID-19 vaccine as he sees it? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)
To what extent would you perceive that [source] tried to honestly share his viewpoint about COVID-19 vaccination? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)

Perceived Expertise
To what extent would it seem like [source] is an expert on the COVID-19 vaccine? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)
To what extent would it seem like [source] is knowledgeable about COVID-19 vaccination? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)

Liking
How much would you like [source]? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)
How likeable would you think [source] is? (1 – not at all, 9 – very much)

Likelihood of Vaccination – named source conditions
If [source] publicly advocated for Americans to receive the vaccine, how likely would you be to get a COVID-19 vaccine? (1 – extremely unlikely, 9 – extremely likely)
If [source] publicly advocated for Americans to receive the vaccine, how willing would you be to get a COVID-19 vaccine? (1 – extremely unwilling, 9 – extremely willing)

Likelihood of Vaccination – anonymous source condition
How likely are you be to get a COVID-19 vaccine? (1 – extremely unlikely, 9 – extremely likely)
How willing are you be to get a COVID-19 vaccine? (1 – extremely unwilling, 9 – extremely willing)

Other vaccination questions
Have you already received at least one shot of the COVID-19 vaccine?
Are you currently eligible to receive the COVID-19 vaccine?
Are you currently scheduled to receive the COVID-19 vaccine?
How many people in your life have already received at least one shot of the COVID-19 vaccine?
Party Identification
How would you describe your political party affiliation? (1 – Strong Democrat, 2 – Democrat, 3 – Independent, leaning Democrat, 4 = Independent, leaning Republican, 5 = Republican, 6 = Strong Republican)

Which of the following best fits your political party? (1 – Strong Democrat, 2 – Democrat, 3 – Independent, leaning Democrat, 4 = Independent, leaning Republican, 5 = Republican, 6 = Strong Republican)

Demographics

What is your age in years? _____

What is your gender?
•	Man
•	Woman
•	I prefer another term _____

What is your ethnicity?
· Hispanic or Latino
· Not Hispanic or Latino

What is your race? (check all that apply)
•	Native American
•	Black
•	Asian
•	Pacific Islander
•	Mixed
•	White
•	Other ____

How would you describe your political ideology? (-3 extremely liberal, 3 – extremely conservative)

How would you describe your political ideology on social issues? (-3 extremely liberal, 3 – extremely conservative)

How would you describe your political ideology on economic issues? (-3 extremely liberal, 3 – extremely conservative)


We understand that most people take these studies seriously. How seriously did you take this study? (1 – not at all, 7 – very much)


Please read the statement below and type it into the text box below in reverse order. Please include any capitalization in the original text. 
 
For example, if you read "eggs green like I" you should type "I like green eggs". Please do not include any punctuation (commas, periods, etc.) and do not include any extra spaces after the last word. We will need to exclude your data if you do not answer this question correctly so please do your best to answer it.

man muffin the know I
