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Supplemental Materials
I. Additional Measures (affirmative action and implicit associations) and Results
II. Sample (Mturk versus students) Effects
III. Stein and Johnson Analyses
IV. Results of full factorial (including 3- and 4-way interactions) ANCOVAs for dependent
variables, controlling for conservatism
V. Results of full factorial (including 3- and 4-way interactions) ANOVAs (not controlling for
conservatism

I. Additional Measures
Support for Affirmative Action
Based on our original goal of examining the effects of the election of the first woman
U.S. President, we assessed attitudes toward affirmative action for women to determine whether
support for it increased after Clinton’s election (following Kaiser, Drury, Spalding, Cheryan, &
O’Brien, 2009’s finding that support for affirmative action decreased following Mr. Obama’s
election). Nine items adapted from prior research (Konrad & Spitz, 2003; Kravitz & Platania,
1993; Swim & Miller, 1999) were used (e.g., “Affirmative action programs that encourage the
hiring and promotion of women are a good idea”; α = .91). Ratings were made using a 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale.
Implicit Association Test and Reactions to Bias Feedback
Based on our original goal of examining the effects of Clinton’s election, participants
also completed a gender (men/women – career/family) Implicit Association Test and rated their
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reaction to feedback that the test showed they were gender biased (see Lybarger & Monteith,
2011, for a parallel examination of denying implicit race bias following Obama’s election). After
Clinton’s loss, this measure was no longer relevant to our hypotheses. However, to maintain
consistency across waves of data collection, we retained it in the procedure, and performed
purely exploratory analyses (see below).
Results
Support for Affirmative Action
As conservatism increased, support for gender-based affirmative action policies
decreased, F(1, 1283) = 141.74, p < .001, η2 = .099 (.075, .126). Not surprisingly, men (M =
4.20, SE = .05) supported the policies less than women (M = 4.62, SE = .04), F(1, 1283) = 48.96,
p < .001, η2 = .037 (.022, .055). The effect for candidate preference contributed additional
variance with less favorable attitudes among Trump than Clinton supporters, F(1, 1283) = 27.70,
p < .001, η2 = .021 (.010, .036).
Implicit Association Test (IAT)
IAT scores were computed following recommended procedures (Greenwald, Nosek, &
Banaji, 2003), with higher values indicating greater ease of pairing men with careers and women
with family than the reverse (M = .38, SD = .37). Participants also provided ratings on 7-point
scales for five items: The test is valid; my results on the test are accurate; whether I like my test
results or not, it captures something important about me; this test reflects something about my
automatic thoughts and feelings concerning men and women; this test does not reflect anything
about my thoughts or feelings, unconscious or otherwise (reverse-scored) (α = .90, M = 4.28, SD
= 1.39).
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Correlations between the IAT indexes and sexism measures are shown in Table 1.
Although some correlations were significant, the magnitudes were small.
Table 1: Correlations between IAT indexes and sexism measures.
IAT Score

IAT Feedback Reaction

Modern Sexism

-.07**

-.02

Benevolent Sexism

-.03

.19***

Hostile Sexism

-.06*

.08**

Note: Ns range from 1285 – 1301 due to missing data (e.g., too
errors when taking the IAT). * p < .05, ** p < .01, p < .001.
Following the analytic approach described for other dependent variables (see text of main
manuscript), the IAT variables were predicted using a 2 (candidate preference: Clinton vs.
Trump) x 2 (participant gender: men vs. women) x 2 (participant pool: undergraduate vs. MTurk)
x 3 (when data were collected: pre-election, post-election, post-inauguration) betweenparticipants ANCOVA, with conservatism as the covariate. No three- or four-way interactions
were obtained, so we trimmed the model to include only main effects and 2-way interactions.
Analysis of IAT scores revealed a main effect for gender, F(1, 1273) = 41.55, p < .001, η2
= .03 (.02, .05) with women (M = .43, SD = .34) scoring higher than men (M = .29, SD = .40).
No other effects were significant. Analysis of the IAT accuracy index revealed a main effect for
the covariate, conservatism, F(1, 1285) = 20.92, p < .001, η2 = .02 (.01, .030). IAT feedback was
evaluated as more accurate and valid as conservatism increased, although this was a weak
relation, r = .09. No other effects were significant.

II. Sample Effects (Mturk Versus Students)
Hostile Sexism
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A main effect for sample was obtained, F(1, 1282) = 13.97, p < .001, η2 = .011 (.003,
.002). The undergraduate participants (M = 2.71, se = .03) scored significantly higher on hostile
sexism than MTurk participants (M = 2.55, se = .03).
Modern Sexism
A small but significant interaction between candidate preference and sample was
obtained, F(1, 1283) = 9.49, p = .002, η2 = .007. Undergraduate Clinton supporters (M = 3.06, se
= .05) scored significantly higher on modern sexism than MTurk Clinton supporters (2.85, se =
.05), F(1, 1283) = 8.63, p = .003, η2 = .007 (.001, .016). In contrast, undergraduate Trump
supporters (M = 3.54, se = .07) and MTurk Trump supporters (3.68, se = .07) scored similarly,
F(1, 1283) = 2.51, p = .11, η2 = .002 (.000, 008).
Affirmative Action
As with modern sexism, we found a significant interaction between candidate preference
and sample, F(1, 1283) = 15.61, p < .001, η2 = .012 (.004, .024). Undergraduates Clinton
supporters (M = 4.51, se = .06) favored affirmative action less than Mturk participants (M = 4.75,
se = .05), F(1, 1283) = 9.87, p = .002, η2 = .008 (.002, .017). In contrast, undergraduate Trump
supporters (M = 4.31, se = .08) favored affirmative action more than MTurk participants (M =
4.07, se = .07), F(1, 1283) = 6.33, p = .012, η2 = .005 (.001, .013).
Personal Discrimination
We found a main effect for sample, F(1, 1283) = 14.20, p < .001, η2 = .011 (.003, .022),
with MTurk participants (M = 3.51, se = .08) reporting greater personal discrimination than
undergraduate participants (M = 3.09, se = .08).
Group Discrimination
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As with personal discrimination, MTurk participants (M = 4.97, SD = 2.39) reported
greater group discrimination than undergraduate participants (M = 4.16, SD = 2.24), F(1, 1283) =
16.68, p < .001, η2 = .013 (.005, .025).

III. Stein and Johnson Analyses
Although we did not have enough Jill Stein (Green Party; n = 75) and Gary Johnson
(Libertarian Party; n = 168) supporters to examine the effects of time along with gender and
candidate preference (e.g, one Stein cell in the 3-way factorial included only six participants), we
could compare scores on the dependent variables as a function of candidate preference and
gender, while controlling for conservatism. Thus, all dependent measures were predicted using 2
(candidate: Stein vs. Johnson) X 2 (gender: man vs. woman) ANCOVAs, controlling for
conservatism.
Benevolent Sexism
Conservatism was unrelated to benevolent sexism, F(1, 237) = 1.04, p = .15, η2 = .004
(.000, .028), as was candidate preference, F(1, 237) = 2.46, p = .12, η2 = .011 (.000, .042). Men
(M = 2.80, se = .08) scored higher on benevolent sexism than women (M = 2.54, se = .06), F(1,
237) = 6.49, p = .011, η2 = .027 (..003, .069).
Hostile Sexism
Conservatism was positively related to hostile sexism, F(1, 237) = 25.89, p < .001, η2 =
.098 (.046, .161). There was a weak trend for Johnson supporters (M = 2.80, se = .06) to score
higher on hostile sexism than Stein supporters (M = 2.55, se = .10), F(1, 237) = 4.65, p = .032, η2
= .019 (.001, .057). Finally, men (M = 2.97, se = .08) endorsed hostile sexism more than women
(M = 2.38, se = .07), F(1, 237) = 30.20, p < .001, η2 = .113 (.057, .178).
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Modern Sexism
Conservatism was positively related to modern sexism, F(1, 237) = 20.57, p < .001, η2 =
.080 (.033, .139), but candidate preference showed little relation, F(1, 237) = .70, p = .403, η2 =
.003 (.000, .025). Men (M = 3.63, se = .11) endorsed modern sexism more than women (M =
2.88, se = .09), F(1, 237) = 27.94, p < .001, η2 = .100 (.051, .169).
Affirmative Action
Conservatism was a significant covariate, F(1, 237) = 16.71, p < .001, η2 = .066 (.024,
.122). The relation between candidate preference and support for affirmative action was not
significant, F(1, 237) = 3.39, p = .07, η2 = .014 (.000, .048). Men (M = 3.96, se = .11) supported
affirmative action less than women (M = 4.65, se = .09), F(1, 237) = 23.28, p < .001, η2 = .089
(.039, .150).
Personal Discrimination
The only significant effect was for gender, with women (M = 4.29, se = .17) reporting
more personal discrimination than men (M = 2.43, se = .21), F(1, 237) = 48.41, p < .001, η2 =
.170 (.102, .240).
Group Discrimination
As with personal discrimination, the only significant effect was for gender, with women
(M = 5.92, se = .16) reporting more personal discrimination than men (M = 2.87, se = .20), F(1,
237) = 143.48, p < .001, η2 = .377 (.299, .445). Note that the magnitude of this effect was much
larger compared to personal discrimination, with patterns supporting the classic personal-group
discrimination discrepancy.
System-justifying Beliefs
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Higher conservatism associated with greater system justification, F(1, 237) = 12.64, p <
.001, η2 = .051 (.015, .102). In addition, Stein supporters (M = -.31, se = .11) endorsed system
justifying beliefs less than Johnson supporters (M = .13, se = .07), F(1, 237) = 11.56, p = .001, η2
= .046 (.012, .097).
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IV. Results of full factorial (including 3- and 4-way interactions) ANCOVAs for dependent variables, controlling for
conservatism

(Continued next page)
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V. Results of full factorial (including 3- and 4-way interactions) ANOVAs
(not controlling for conservatism)
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