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APPENDIX A
CANDIDATES INCLUDED AND EXPERT SAMPLES




Table A1. Elections and candidates covered
	
	
	
	

	Country
	Election a
	Leader
	# ratings

	
	
	
	

	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	Lulzim Basha
	4

	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Scott Morrison
	5

	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Bill Shorten
	4

	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	Pauline Hanson
	10

	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Sebastian Kurz 
	5

	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Christian Kern 
	4

	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	Heinz-Christian Strache 
	8

	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Jair Bolsonaro
	9

	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	Fernando Haddad
	6

	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	Andrew Scheer
	6

	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	Sebastián Piñera
	7

	Czechia
	CZE_L_20171020
	Andrej Babiš 
	8

	Czechia
	CZE_L_20171020
	Tomio Okamura 
	5

	Czechia
	CZE_L_20171020
	Lubomír Zaorálek 
	4

	Czechia
	CZE_L_20211009
	Petr Fiala 
	7

	Czechia
	CZE_L_20211009
	Andrej Babiš 
	3

	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Mette Frederiksen 
	4

	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	Lars Løkke Rasmussen 
	3

	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Antti Rinne 
	3

	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Petteri Orpo 
	4

	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	Juha Sipilä 
	3

	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Emmanuel Macron
	9

	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Marine Le Pen
	7

	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	Jean-Luc Mélenchon
	3

	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Angela Merkel 
	13

	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Martin Schulz 
	13

	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	Alexander Gauland 
	6

	Germany
	DEU_L_20210926
	Olaf Scholz 
	7

	Germany
	DEU_L_20210926
	Armin Laschet 
	10

	Germany
	DEU_L_20210926
	Annalena Baerbock 
	14

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20170608
	Theresa May
	13

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20170608
	Jeremy Corbyn
	6

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20170608
	Tim Farron 
	3

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20170608
	Paul Nuttall 
	4

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20191212
	Boris Johnson
	8

	Great Britain
	GBR_L_20191212
	Nicola Sturgeon
	4

	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Kyriakos Mitsotakis 
	10

	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	Alexis Tsipras 
	4

	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Viktor Orbán 
	4

	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	Gábor Vona 
	5

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Katrín Jakobsdóttir 
	3

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	Birgitta Jónsdóttir 
	3

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	O. Guðbjörg Harðardóttir 
	4

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Bjarni Benediktsson 
	3

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	Katrín Jakobsdóttir 
	3

	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Narendra Modi 
	8

	India
	IND_L_20190519
	Rahul Gandhi 
	7

	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Luigi Di Maio 
	7

	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Matteo Renzi 
	5

	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Matteo Salvini 
	6

	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	Silvio Berlusconi 
	9

	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Shinzō Abe 
	6

	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Yuriko Koike 
	3

	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	Natsuo Yamaguchi 
	7

	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	Vjačeslavs Dombrovskis 
	3

	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Gabrielius Landsbergis 
	5

	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Ramūnas Karbauskis 
	5

	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	Algirdas Butkevičius 
	5

	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	A. Manuel López Obrador
	11

	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Milo Đukanović 
	5

	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	Miodrag Lekić 
	5

	Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Mark Rutte 
	3

	Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Geert Wilders 
	13

	Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	Sybrand van Haersma Buma 
	5

	Netherlands
	NLD_L_20210317
	Sigrid Kaag 
	3

	Netherlands
	NLD_L_20210317
	Geert Wilder 
	6

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	Bill English 
	5

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	Winston Peters 
	3

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20201017
	Jacinda Ardern 
	9

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20201017
	Judith Collins 
	6

	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Jonas Gahr Støre 
	3

	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Erna Solberg 
	4

	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	Siv Jensen 
	4

	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Jarosław Kaczyński 
	6

	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	Grzegorz Schetyna 
	6

	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	António Costa 
	7

	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Rui Rio 
	5

	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	Catarina Martins 
	9

	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Liviu Dragnea 
	6

	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	Alina Gorghiu 
	11

	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Peter Pellegrini 
	4

	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	Marian Kotleba
	5

	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Stefan Löfven 
	6

	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	Jimmie Åkesson 
	7

	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	Recep Tayyip Erdoğan
	12

	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Hillary Clinton 
	25

	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	Donald Trump 
	33

	USA
	USA_P_20201103
	Joe Biden
	35

	USA
	USA_P_20201103
	Donald Trump
	43

	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Daniel Martínez
	4

	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	Luis Lacalle Pou
	7


a The election unique identifier indicates the country code (e.g., USA), the type of election (L for legislative election, P for presidential), and the date of the election in format yyyymmdd (e.g., 20201103 indicates that the election took place on 3 November, 2020).







Table A2. Candidates’ personality profiles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate last name
	Election a
	N
	P
	M
	Dark core
b
	Plast
c
	Stab
d

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Abe 
	JAP_L_20171022
	3.4
	2.4
	1.9
	2.6
	2.1
	1.8

	Åkesson 
	SWE_L_20180909
	2.1
	2.6
	1.9
	2.2
	1.8
	1.6

	Ardern 
	NZL_L_20201017
	2.4
	0.2
	1.2
	1.3
	3.0
	3.5

	Babiš 
	CZE_L_20171020
	3.4
	2.8
	2.9
	3.1
	2.7
	1.9

	Babiš 
	CZE_L_20211009
	3.8
	3.1
	2.3
	3.1
	2.4
	1.0

	Baerbock 
	DEU_L_20210926
	2.6
	1.2
	1.6
	1.8
	3.2
	2.6

	Basha 
	ALB_L_20170625
	2.3
	1.9
	2.0
	2.0
	1.8
	2.3

	Benediktsson 
	ICE_L_20171028
	3.3
	2.3
	3.1
	2.9
	2.1
	2.9

	Berlusconi 
	ITA_L_20180304
	3.6
	2.9
	3.4
	3.3
	2.9
	2.3

	Biden 
	USA_P_20201103
	2.4
	0.5
	1.5
	1.5
	2.5
	3.2

	Bolsonaro 
	BRA_P_20181007
	3.5
	3.2
	3.3
	3.3
	2.2
	1.3

	Butkevičius 
	LTH_L_20161009
	3.0
	1.5
	2.1
	2.2
	1.1
	2.1

	Clinton 
	USA_P_20161108
	2.9
	1.7
	2.2
	2.3
	2.1
	2.9

	Collins 
	NZL_L_20201017
	3.0
	3.6
	2.9
	3.1
	2.5
	1.4

	Corbyn 
	GBR_L_20170608
	1.9
	2.2
	1.4
	1.8
	1.9
	2.1

	Costa 
	PRT_L_20191006
	3.7
	2.1
	2.7
	2.8
	2.6
	2.4

	Di Maio 
	ITA_L_20180304
	2.8
	1.8
	2.3
	2.3
	2.1
	1.9

	Dombrovskis 
	LVA_L_20181006
	3.2
	2.5
	3.3
	3.0
	2.3
	2.9

	Dragnea 
	ROU_L_20161211
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	3.3
	1.5
	2.1

	Đukanović 
	MTN_L_20161016
	3.4
	2.8
	2.9
	3.0
	2.0
	2.0

	English 
	NZL_L_20170923
	2.7
	2.5
	2.1
	2.4
	1.0
	2.5

	Erdoğan 
	TUR_P_20180624
	3.6
	3.5
	2.9
	3.3
	2.6
	1.4

	Farron 
	GBR_L_20170608
	3.0
	1.8
	1.4
	2.1
	2.5
	2.8

	Fiala 
	CZE_L_20211009
	2.5
	1.5
	0.9
	1.6
	0.5
	3.3

	Frederiksen 
	DNK_L_20190605
	2.2
	1.6
	1.2
	1.7
	2.4
	2.8

	Gandhi 
	IND_L_20190519
	2.4
	0.9
	0.8
	1.3
	2.3
	2.8

	Gauland 
	DEU_L_20170924
	3.1
	3.6
	2.6
	3.1
	1.7
	1.6

	Gorghiu 
	ROU_L_20161211
	3.1
	2.5
	2.3
	2.6
	2.3
	1.8

	Haddad 
	BRA_P_20181007
	2.3
	1.5
	1.2
	1.7
	2.3
	2.8

	Hanson 
	AUS_L_20190518
	3.5
	3.2
	2.3
	3.0
	1.6
	0.9

	Harðardóttir 
	ICE_L_20161029
	2.9
	2.6
	2.0
	2.5
	3.4
	2.0

	Jakobsdóttir 
	ICE_L_20161029
	0.7
	0.8
	1.0
	0.8
	3.2
	3.3

	Jakobsdóttir 
	ICE_L_20171028
	0.7
	0.2
	0.3
	0.4
	2.9
	3.4

	Jensen 
	NOR_L_20170911
	2.4
	2.6
	1.7
	2.2
	2.4
	2.0

	Johnson 
	GBR_L_20191212
	3.8
	3.5
	3.5
	3.6
	3.3
	1.2

	Jónsdóttir 
	ICE_L_20161029
	2.4
	2.4
	2.2
	2.3
	2.3
	2.7

	Kaag 
	NLD_L_20210317
	2.0
	0.5
	1.0
	1.2
	2.4
	3.2

	Kaczyński 
	POL_L_20191013
	2.7
	3.2
	2.1
	2.7
	1.5
	1.7

	Karbauskis 
	LTH_L_20161009
	2.6
	1.7
	3.0
	2.4
	2.2
	3.0

	Kern 
	AUT_L_20171015
	2.4
	1.1
	1.4
	1.6
	2.4
	2.7

	Koike 
	JAP_L_20171022
	2.8
	2.0
	2.7
	2.5
	3.0
	1.5

	Kotleba 
	SVK_L_20200229
	3.5
	3.0
	3.1
	3.2
	1.5
	1.5

	Kurz 
	AUT_L_20171015
	3.7
	1.9
	2.9
	2.9
	2.3
	2.7

	Lacalle Pou 
	URY_P_20191027
	3.6
	1.1
	2.1
	2.3
	3.0
	2.6

	Landsbergis 
	LTH_L_20161009
	3.3
	1.9
	2.4
	2.5
	3.2
	2.7

	Laschet 
	DEU_L_20210926
	2.7
	1.9
	1.8
	2.1
	1.3
	2.0

	Le Pen 
	FRA_P_20170423
	3.0
	3.3
	3.3
	3.2
	2.5
	1.9

	Lekić 
	MTN_L_20161016
	2.6
	0.9
	1.0
	1.5
	1.5
	2.7

	Löfven 
	SWE_L_20180909
	1.6
	1.1
	1.3
	1.3
	0.9
	2.9

	López Obrador 
	MEX_P_20180701
	3.3
	2.2
	2.1
	2.5
	2.3
	1.8

	Macron 
	FRA_P_20170423
	3.5
	2.0
	2.7
	2.7
	2.9
	2.8

	Martínez 
	URY_P_20191027
	2.6
	1.3
	0.6
	1.5
	2.8
	1.8

	Martins 
	PRT_L_20191006
	2.7
	1.9
	1.9
	2.2
	2.6
	2.6

	May 
	GBR_L_20170608
	2.5
	3.2
	2.3
	2.7
	0.7
	1.6

	Mélenchon 
	FRA_P_20170423
	3.3
	2.0
	2.7
	2.6
	3.2
	1.5

	Merkel 
	DEU_L_20170924
	1.8
	1.9
	1.5
	1.7
	1.1
	3.3

	Mitsotakis 
	GRC_L_20190707
	2.8
	2.2
	1.6
	2.2
	1.7
	2.5

	Modi 
	IND_L_20190519
	3.5
	3.4
	3.1
	3.3
	2.5
	2.2

	Morrison 
	AUS_L_20190518
	3.3
	2.5
	3.5
	3.1
	2.0
	2.0

	Nuttall 
	GBR_L_20170608
	3.3
	3.0
	2.1
	2.8
	1.8
	1.2

	Okamura 
	CZE_L_20171020
	3.7
	3.2
	2.9
	3.3
	2.3
	1.3

	Orbán 
	HUN_L_20180408
	3.5
	3.3
	2.9
	3.2
	2.6
	2.0

	Orpo 
	FIN_L_20190414
	3.1
	1.8
	2.3
	2.4
	1.4
	2.8

	Pellegrini 
	SVK_L_20200229
	2.9
	1.5
	2.5
	2.3
	2.4
	3.0

	Peters 
	NZL_L_20170923
	3.7
	2.3
	2.5
	2.8
	3.0
	0.8

	Piñera 
	CHL_P_20171119
	3.3
	2.9
	2.8
	3.0
	2.1
	2.4

	Rasmussen 
	DNK_L_20190605
	2.5
	2.6
	2.6
	2.6
	3.3
	2.8

	Renzi 
	ITA_L_20180304
	3.5
	3.2
	2.6
	3.1
	2.5
	1.9

	Rinne 
	FIN_L_20190414
	1.6
	1.2
	1.5
	1.4
	1.6
	2.3

	Rio 
	PRT_L_20191006
	2.3
	1.3
	1.8
	1.8
	1.9
	2.4

	Rutte 
	NLD_L_20170315
	2.7
	2.0
	2.8
	2.5
	2.8
	2.9

	Salvini 
	ITA_L_20180304
	2.8
	2.4
	2.3
	2.5
	2.7
	1.5

	Scheer 
	CAN_L_20191021
	2.5
	1.5
	1.6
	1.9
	0.5
	2.2

	Schetyna 
	POL_L_20191013
	3.1
	2.6
	2.9
	2.9
	1.6
	1.8

	Scholz 
	DEU_L_20210926
	1.9
	1.8
	1.4
	1.7
	1.0
	3.2

	Schulz 
	DEU_L_20170924
	2.3
	1.6
	1.5
	1.8
	2.2
	2.3

	Shorten 
	AUS_L_20190518
	2.9
	1.5
	2.3
	2.2
	1.8
	2.6

	Sipilä 
	FIN_L_20190414
	2.7
	2.2
	1.8
	2.2
	1.5
	2.2

	Solberg 
	NOR_L_20170911
	1.5
	2.1
	1.8
	1.8
	1.9
	3.0

	Støre 
	NOR_L_20170911
	2.3
	0.8
	1.1
	1.4
	1.9
	2.9

	Strache 
	AUT_L_20171015
	3.3
	2.4
	2.1
	2.6
	2.2
	2.3

	Sturgeon 
	GBR_L_20191212
	1.8
	1.4
	1.5
	1.6
	2.2
	3.3

	Trump 
	USA_P_20161108
	3.9
	3.7
	3.4
	3.7
	2.7
	0.4

	Trump 
	USA_P_20201103
	3.9
	3.8
	3.2
	3.6
	2.6
	0.4

	Tsipras 
	GRC_L_20190707
	3.2
	1.7
	2.1
	2.3
	2.5
	2.1

	van Haersma Buma 
	NLD_L_20170315
	2.0
	1.8
	1.5
	1.8
	1.4
	2.4

	Vona 
	HUN_L_20180408
	3.1
	2.8
	2.8
	2.9
	1.8
	2.3

	Wilder 
	NLD_L_20210317
	2.3
	3.1
	1.4
	2.3
	2.0
	1.8

	Wilders 
	NLD_L_20170315
	3.1
	3.6
	1.9
	2.8
	2.0
	1.6

	Yamaguchi 
	JAP_L_20171022
	2.2
	1.6
	1.8
	1.9
	1.6
	2.6

	Zaorálek 
	CZE_L_20171020
	1.6
	1.6
	1.1
	1.4
	1.9
	1.9


Note. All personality scores vary between 0 (very low) and 4 (very high).
a The election unique identifier indicates the country code (e.g., USA), the type of election (L for legislative election, P for presidential), and the date of the election in format yyyymmdd (e.g., 20201103 indicates that the election took place on 3 November, 2020).
b Average score of narcissism (N), psychopathy (P), and Machiavellianism (M).
c Plasticity: Average score of extraversion and openness.
d Stability: Average score of agreeableness, conscientiousness, and emotional stability.

Table A3. Expert samples per country
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Country
	Election a
	Gender b
	Domestic c
	Left-Right d
	Familiar
e
	Easy
f

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Albania
	ALB_L_20170625
	0.6
	0.7
	4.6
	7.2
	6.6

	Australia
	AUS_L_20190518
	0.3
	1.0
	3.4
	8.7
	6.2

	Austria
	AUT_L_20171015
	0.4
	0.9
	3.7
	8.4
	6.0

	Brazil
	BRA_P_20181007
	0.3
	0.7
	3.9
	7.9
	6.5

	Canada
	CAN_L_20191021
	0.3
	0.9
	4.2
	8.7
	6.4

	Chile
	CHL_P_20171119
	0.1
	0.7
	4.6
	8.9
	7.8

	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20171020
	0.1
	0.9
	6.4
	7.3
	5.0

	Czech Republic
	CZE_L_20211009
	0.1
	0.9
	5.2
	8.5
	5.5

	Denmark
	DNK_L_20190605
	0.3
	1.0
	4.1
	8.4
	4.6

	Finland
	FIN_L_20190414
	0.0
	0.9
	3.7
	7.9
	5.4

	France
	FRA_P_20170423
	0.2
	0.6
	4.3
	8.4
	5.9

	Germany
	DEU_L_20170924
	0.2
	0.7
	4.2
	7.5
	5.4

	Germany
	DEU_L_20210926
	0.1
	0.8
	4.1
	8.1
	4.7

	Greece
	GRC_L_20190707
	0.2
	0.8
	4.0
	8.5
	7.0

	Hungary
	HUN_L_20180408
	0.4
	0.7
	3.9
	7.9
	6.4

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20161029
	0.5
	0.7
	3.9
	8.1
	6.3

	Iceland
	ICE_L_20171028
	0.6
	1.0
	4.3
	8.4
	5.7

	India
	IND_L_20190519
	0.3
	0.8
	4.6
	8.7
	8.5

	Italy
	ITA_L_20180304
	0.3
	0.7
	3.8
	8.3
	6.2

	Japan
	JAP_L_20171022
	0.3
	0.8
	4.5
	6.4
	5.9

	Latvia
	LVA_L_20181006
	0.7
	0.9
	5.2
	7.4
	4.6

	Lithuania
	LTH_L_20161009
	0.4
	1.0
	6.6
	7.7
	5.9

	Mexico
	MEX_P_20180701
	0.2
	0.6
	3.4
	8.6
	7.7

	Montenegro
	MTN_L_20161016
	0.3
	0.8
	3.3
	8.7
	6.5

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20170923
	0.4
	0.9
	2.6
	8.7
	7.1

	New Zealand
	NZL_L_20201017
	0.4
	0.9
	3.4
	8.8
	6.7

	Norway
	NOR_L_20170911
	0.3
	1.0
	3.8
	7.4
	7.1

	Poland
	POL_L_20191013
	0.1
	0.5
	4.6
	7.9
	6.3

	Portugal
	PRT_L_20191006
	0.3
	0.9
	4.2
	8.3
	6.9

	Romania
	ROU_L_20161211
	0.4
	0.9
	5.7
	8.4
	7.0

	Slovakia
	SVK_L_20200229
	0.1
	0.7
	5.3
	6.7
	5.3

	Sweden
	SWE_L_20180909
	0.3
	0.9
	4.5
	8.7
	3.9

	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20170315
	0.3
	0.9
	3.7
	7.7
	4.4

	The Netherlands
	NLD_L_20210317
	0.4
	1.0
	3.2
	8.1
	4.7

	Turkey
	TUR_P_20180624
	0.5
	0.6
	3.6
	8.5
	6.6

	UK
	GBR_L_20170608
	0.4
	0.7
	4.1
	7.6
	6.6

	UK
	GBR_L_20191212
	0.2
	0.7
	4.0
	7.8
	6.3

	Uruguay
	URY_P_20191027
	0.2
	1.0
	3.3
	9.3
	8.1

	USA
	USA_P_20161108
	0.3
	0.8
	3.6
	9.0
	7.4

	USA
	USA_P_20201103
	0.3
	0.8
	3.5
	9.1
	7.6


a The election unique identifier indicates the country code (e.g., USA), the type of election (L for legislative election, P for presidential), and the date of the election in format yyyymmdd (e.g., 20201103 indicates that the election took place on 3 November, 2020).
b Percent female experts.
c Percent domestic experts (i.e., living in the country in which the election took place).
d Average left-right self-assessment, 0-10 scale (0 Left, 10 Right).
e Average self-assessment of familiarity with elections in the country, 0-10 scale (0 Not familiar at all, 10 very familiar).
f Average self-assessment of ease to answer the questionnaire, 0-10 scale (0 Not easy at all, 10 very easy).


APPENDIX B
IN-PARTY CANDIDATES: FULL RESUTLS AND ROBUSTNESS CHECKS




Table B1. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits (D)
	0.18
	(0.19)
	
	-1.51
	(0.50)
	**

	Candidate stability
	-0.06
	(0.20)
	
	-0.05
	(0.20)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.07
	(0.14)
	
	0.03
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	2.13
	(0.62)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	0.32
	(0.76)
	
	-4.81
	(1.39)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	0.05
	(0.08)
	
	0.04
	(0.08)
	

	Candidate female
	0.17
	(0.28)
	
	0.21
	(0.29)
	

	Candidate age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	†
	0.01
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	-0.19
	(0.18)
	
	-0.20
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.13
	(0.26)
	
	-0.12
	(0.26)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.80
	(0.30)
	**
	0.70
	(0.29)
	*

	ENP
	0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.06
	(0.06)
	

	West
	-0.53
	(0.24)
	*
	-0.58
	(0.24)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-30.40
	(19.03)
	
	-22.59
	(18.93)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0275
	
	
	0.0381
	
	

	Model chi-square
	76.26
	
	
	165.5
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1




Table B2. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate stability and plasticity
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits
	0.19
	(0.20)
	
	0.15
	(0.19)
	

	Candidate stability (S)
	1.29
	(0.35)
	***
	-0.06
	(0.20)
	

	Candidate plasticity (P)
	0.06
	(0.15)
	
	-1.23
	(0.62)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S * PROX
	-1.67
	(0.36)
	***
	
	
	

	P * PROX
	
	
	
	1.58
	(0.72)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	4.11
	(1.04)
	***
	-3.25
	(1.22)
	**

	Candidate left-right
	0.05
	(0.08)
	
	0.05
	(0.08)
	

	Candidate female
	0.18
	(0.29)
	
	0.18
	(0.28)
	

	Candidate age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	†
	0.01
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	-0.21
	(0.19)
	
	-0.18
	(0.18)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.12
	(0.26)
	
	-0.13
	(0.26)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.76
	(0.30)
	*
	0.79
	(0.30)
	**

	ENP
	0.06
	(0.06)
	
	0.05
	(0.05)
	

	West
	-0.54
	(0.24)
	*
	-0.52
	(0.24)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.23
	(0.05)
	***
	0.23
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.29
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-33.56
	(19.27)
	†
	-24.03
	(18.59)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0318
	
	
	0.0336
	
	

	Model chi-square
	167.3
	
	
	87.57
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1







Table B3. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile (separate dark traits)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	
	M3
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cand. Narciss (N)
	-2.02
	(0.69)
	**
	-0.23
	(0.25)
	
	-0.26
	(0.25)
	

	Cand. Psycho (P)
	-0.02
	(0.21)
	
	-1.26
	(0.41)
	**
	-0.00
	(0.21)
	

	Cand. Machiav (M)
	0.33
	(0.22)
	
	0.33
	(0.22)
	
	-1.22
	(0.52)
	*

	Cand. stability
	-0.16
	(0.23)
	
	-0.12
	(0.23)
	
	-0.14
	(0.23)
	

	Cand. plasticity
	0.06
	(0.16)
	
	0.06
	(0.16)
	
	0.04
	(0.16)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N * PROX
	2.17
	(0.82)
	**
	
	
	
	
	
	

	P * PROX
	
	
	
	1.56
	(0.48)
	**
	
	
	

	M * PROX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.95
	(0.60)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Id proximity (PROX)
	-5.95
	(2.18)
	**
	-3.03
	(1.05)
	**
	-3.96
	(1.14)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	0.05
	(0.08)
	
	0.05
	(0.08)
	
	0.04
	(0.08)
	

	Cand. female
	0.14
	(0.30)
	
	0.14
	(0.30)
	
	0.15
	(0.30)
	

	Cand. age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	
	0.02
	(0.01)
	†
	0.02
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	-0.18
	(0.18)
	
	-0.20
	(0.18)
	
	-0.19
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.14
	(0.26)
	
	-0.10
	(0.26)
	
	-0.11
	(0.27)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.76
	(0.29)
	**
	0.76
	(0.30)
	*
	0.73
	(0.30)
	*

	ENP
	0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.05
	(0.06)
	

	West
	-0.61
	(0.25)
	*
	-0.61
	(0.24)
	*
	-0.62
	(0.25)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.31
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-23.03
	(19.72)
	
	-27.10
	(18.91)
	
	-25.25
	(19.64)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0401
	
	
	0.0441
	
	
	0.0392
	
	

	Model chi-square
	115.2
	
	
	206
	
	
	140.4
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1







Table B4. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (adjusted measures of personality)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (adj) (D)
	0.20
	(0.19)
	
	-1.58
	(0.59)
	**

	Candidate stability (adj)
	-0.07
	(0.20)
	
	-0.06
	(0.20)
	

	Candidate plasticity (adj)
	0.05
	(0.15)
	
	0.02
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	2.24
	(0.75)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	0.32
	(0.76)
	
	0.46
	(0.52)
	

	Candidate left-right
	0.07
	(0.07)
	
	0.06
	(0.07)
	

	Candidate female
	0.18
	(0.28)
	
	0.22
	(0.29)
	

	Candidate age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	†
	0.02
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	-0.19
	(0.18)
	
	-0.20
	(0.18)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.15
	(0.26)
	
	-0.13
	(0.26)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.82
	(0.29)
	**
	0.73
	(0.29)
	*

	ENP
	0.05
	(0.06)
	
	0.06
	(0.06)
	

	West
	-0.51
	(0.24)
	*
	-0.56
	(0.24)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-30.59
	(19.33)
	
	-27.24
	(19.26)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0271
	
	
	0.0362
	
	

	Model chi-square
	77.83
	
	
	152.5
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1





Table B5. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (controlling for average expert profile)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (D)
	0.03
	(0.18)
	
	-1.67
	(0.49)
	***

	Candidate stability
	-0.00
	(0.17)
	
	0.00
	(0.17)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.20
	(0.14)
	
	0.17
	(0.14)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	2.13
	(0.62)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	0.32
	(0.76)
	
	-4.81
	(1.38)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	0.11
	(0.07)
	†
	0.11
	(0.07)
	†

	Candidate female
	0.25
	(0.26)
	
	0.29
	(0.27)
	

	Candidate age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	†
	0.01
	(0.01)
	†

	Incumbent
	-0.07
	(0.18)
	
	-0.08
	(0.18)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.31
	(0.23)
	
	-0.31
	(0.24)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.74
	(0.31)
	*
	0.59
	(0.31)
	†

	ENP
	0.00
	(0.08)
	
	0.03
	(0.08)
	

	West
	-0.24
	(0.28)
	
	-0.28
	(0.28)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Exp: percent female
	-1.57
	(0.71)
	*
	-1.61
	(0.72)
	*

	Exp: percent domestic
	-1.61
	(0.76)
	*
	-1.65
	(0.78)
	*

	Exp: average left-right
	0.35
	(0.11)
	**
	0.37
	(0.11)
	**

	Exp: average familiarity
	0.43
	(0.18)
	*
	0.47
	(0.18)
	*

	Exp: average ease
	-0.11
	(0.13)
	
	-0.08
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-33.85
	(17.22)
	*
	-26.27
	(17.28)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0563
	
	
	0.0669
	
	

	Model chi-square
	117
	
	
	232.7
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates (stacked dataset by candidate). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1





Table B6. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (controlling for candidate rhetoric)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (D)
	0.07
	(0.19)
	
	-1.63
	(0.50)
	***

	Candidate stability
	0.15
	(0.21)
	
	0.18
	(0.21)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.09
	(0.15)
	
	0.06
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	2.13
	(0.62)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	0.33
	(0.76)
	
	-4.81
	(1.38)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	-0.03
	(0.09)
	
	-0.04
	(0.09)
	

	Candidate female
	0.28
	(0.28)
	
	0.32
	(0.29)
	

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	-0.08
	(0.20)
	
	-0.09
	(0.20)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.01
	(0.28)
	
	0.02
	(0.28)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.78
	(0.29)
	**
	0.68
	(0.28)
	*

	ENP
	0.06
	(0.06)
	
	0.08
	(0.06)
	

	West
	-0.47
	(0.25)
	†
	-0.51
	(0.25)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***
	0.24
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***
	0.30
	(0.07)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate negativity
	0.03
	(0.14)
	
	0.04
	(0.14)
	

	Candidate fear appeals
	0.15
	(0.12)
	
	0.16
	(0.12)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-23.41
	(18.83)
	
	-14.92
	(18.52)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,033
	
	
	31,033
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0352
	
	
	0.0484
	
	

	Model chi-square
	86.85
	
	
	193.1
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates (stacked dataset by candidate). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1





Table B7. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile (alternative measure of affective polarization, party-based)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits (D)
	0.24
	(0.14)
	†
	-1.64
	(0.46)
	***

	Candidate stability
	-0.28
	(0.15)
	†
	-0.27
	(0.15)
	†

	Candidate plasticity
	-0.13
	(0.13)
	
	-0.17
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	2.37
	(0.59)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	0.10
	(0.80)
	
	-5.62
	(1.34)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	-0.09
	(0.06)
	
	-0.09
	(0.05)
	

	Candidate female
	0.09
	(0.22)
	
	0.13
	(0.23)
	

	Candidate age
	0.02
	(0.01)
	**
	0.02
	(0.01)
	*

	Incumbent
	-0.34
	(0.15)
	*
	-0.35
	(0.15)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.09
	(0.16)
	
	-0.07
	(0.17)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.29
	(0.27)
	
	0.18
	(0.27)
	

	ENP
	0.12
	(0.04)
	**
	0.13
	(0.05)
	**

	West
	-0.64
	(0.21)
	**
	-0.69
	(0.21)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.17
	(0.05)
	***
	0.17
	(0.04)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.28
	(0.07)
	***
	0.29
	(0.06)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-35.13
	(15.08)
	*
	-26.20
	(14.69)
	†

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	31,015
	
	
	31,015
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.0196
	
	
	0.0378
	
	

	Model chi-square
	119.4
	
	
	178.6
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1






APPENDIX C
OUT-PARTY CANDIDATES: FULL RESUTLS AND ROBUSTNESS CHECKS




Table C1. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits (D)
	0.24
	(0.18)
	
	-0.57
	(0.51)
	

	Candidate stability
	0.04
	(0.19)
	
	0.07
	(0.19)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.09
	(0.13)
	
	0.06
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	1.29
	(0.74)
	†

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-2.58
	(0.54)
	***
	-6.08
	(2.27)
	**

	Candidate left-right
	-0.04
	(0.06)
	
	-0.03
	(0.06)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.60
	(0.19)
	**
	-0.60
	(0.19)
	**

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.12
	(0.19)
	
	0.12
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.07
	(0.19)
	
	-0.04
	(0.19)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.40
	(0.36)
	
	0.35
	(0.36)
	

	ENP
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*

	West
	0.79
	(0.25)
	**
	0.78
	(0.24)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.56
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-11.71
	(16.44)
	
	-5.39
	(17.25)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.202
	
	
	0.209
	
	

	Model chi-square
	358.3
	
	
	333.6
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1




Table C2. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate stability and plasticity
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits
	0.26
	(0.19)
	
	0.26
	(0.18)
	

	Candidate stability (S)
	0.74
	(0.51)
	
	0.05
	(0.20)
	

	Candidate plasticity (P)
	0.08
	(0.13)
	
	0.57
	(0.49)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S * PROX
	-1.03
	(0.63)
	
	
	
	

	P * PROX
	
	
	
	-0.71
	(0.67)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-0.87
	(0.94)
	
	-0.97
	(1.23)
	

	Candidate left-right
	-0.03
	(0.06)
	
	-0.04
	(0.06)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.62
	(0.19)
	***
	-0.60
	(0.19)
	**

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.12
	(0.19)
	
	0.10
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.07
	(0.19)
	
	-0.10
	(0.19)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.39
	(0.37)
	
	0.38
	(0.36)
	

	ENP
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*

	West
	0.82
	(0.25)
	***
	0.79
	(0.24)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***
	0.56
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-11.44
	(16.49)
	
	-13.20
	(16.33)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.208
	
	
	0.202
	
	

	Model chi-square
	327.4
	
	
	395.8
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1







Table C3. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile (separate dark traits)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	
	M3
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cand. Narciss (N)
	-0.26
	(0.48)
	
	0.37
	(0.22)
	†
	0.34
	(0.23)
	

	Cand. Psycho (P)
	-0.12
	(0.21)
	
	-0.90
	(0.39)
	*
	-0.11
	(0.21)
	

	Cand. Machiav (M)
	0.09
	(0.20)
	
	0.08
	(0.20)
	
	-0.51
	(0.46)
	

	Cand. stability
	0.01
	(0.22)
	
	0.03
	(0.22)
	
	0.01
	(0.21)
	

	Cand. plasticity
	-0.00
	(0.14)
	
	-0.01
	(0.14)
	
	0.00
	(0.14)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N * PROX
	0.93
	(0.79)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	P * PROX
	
	
	
	1.19
	(0.47)
	*
	
	
	

	M * PROX
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.91
	(0.61)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Id proximity (PROX)
	-5.48
	(2.86)
	†
	-5.73
	(1.42)
	***
	-4.74
	(1.85)
	*

	Candidate left-right
	-0.02
	(0.06)
	
	-0.01
	(0.06)
	
	-0.03
	(0.06)
	

	Cand. female
	-0.48
	(0.21)
	*
	-0.49
	(0.21)
	*
	-0.48
	(0.21)
	*

	Cand. age
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.13
	(0.19)
	
	0.11
	(0.19)
	
	0.11
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.13
	(0.19)
	
	-0.13
	(0.20)
	
	-0.11
	(0.19)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.33
	(0.36)
	
	0.27
	(0.36)
	
	0.29
	(0.36)
	

	ENP
	-0.09
	(0.06)
	†
	-0.09
	(0.05)
	†
	-0.10
	(0.05)
	†

	West
	0.80
	(0.24)
	***
	0.80
	(0.23)
	***
	0.79
	(0.24)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-3.31
	(18.32)
	
	-1.99
	(17.03)
	
	-3.57
	(17.66)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.207
	
	
	0.216
	
	
	0.207
	
	

	Model chi-square
	354.6
	
	
	392.3
	
	
	379.5
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1







Table C4. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (adjusted measures of personality)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (adj) (D)
	0.22
	(0.18)
	
	-0.61
	(0.59)
	

	Candidate stability (adj)
	0.04
	(0.19)
	
	0.06
	(0.19)
	

	Candidate plasticity (adj)
	0.11
	(0.13)
	
	0.08
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	1.32
	(0.87)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-2.58
	(0.54)
	***
	-2.74
	(0.53)
	***

	Candidate left-right
	-0.02
	(0.05)
	
	-0.02
	(0.05)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.60
	(0.19)
	**
	-0.60
	(0.18)
	***

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.13
	(0.19)
	
	0.13
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.07
	(0.19)
	
	-0.03
	(0.18)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.40
	(0.36)
	
	0.36
	(0.36)
	

	ENP
	-0.12
	(0.05)
	*
	-0.12
	(0.05)
	*

	West
	0.81
	(0.25)
	**
	0.79
	(0.24)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.56
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-10.22
	(16.62)
	
	-6.44
	(16.94)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.203
	
	
	0.210
	
	

	Model chi-square
	353.9
	
	
	333.4
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1





Table C5. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (controlling for average expert profile)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (D)
	0.31
	(0.18)
	†
	-0.51
	(0.52)
	

	Candidate stability
	0.12
	(0.19)
	
	0.15
	(0.18)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.09
	(0.12)
	
	0.06
	(0.12)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	1.29
	(0.74)
	†

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-2.58
	(0.54)
	***
	-6.08
	(2.27)
	**

	Candidate left-right
	-0.04
	(0.06)
	
	-0.03
	(0.07)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.54
	(0.20)
	**
	-0.54
	(0.19)
	**

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.02
	(0.18)
	
	0.03
	(0.18)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.15
	(0.22)
	
	-0.12
	(0.22)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.01
	(0.42)
	
	-0.03
	(0.42)
	

	ENP
	-0.13
	(0.08)
	†
	-0.13
	(0.08)
	†

	West
	0.57
	(0.25)
	*
	0.57
	(0.25)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.56
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Exp: percent female
	-0.92
	(0.58)
	
	-0.95
	(0.58)
	

	Exp: percent domestic
	0.48
	(0.75)
	
	0.34
	(0.74)
	

	Exp: average left-right
	-0.02
	(0.14)
	
	-0.02
	(0.14)
	

	Exp: average familiarity
	0.45
	(0.17)
	**
	0.44
	(0.17)
	**

	Exp: average ease
	-0.07
	(0.17)
	
	-0.07
	(0.17)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-11.28
	(15.12)
	
	-5.34
	(15.95)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.209
	
	
	0.216
	
	

	Model chi-square
	407.7
	
	
	399
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates (stacked dataset by candidate). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1





Table C6. Out-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate personality profile (controlling for candidate rhetoric)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark core (D)
	0.21
	(0.20)
	
	-0.61
	(0.53)
	

	Candidate stability
	0.03
	(0.23)
	
	0.05
	(0.23)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.14
	(0.16)
	
	0.11
	(0.15)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	1.30
	(0.74)
	†

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-2.58
	(0.54)
	***
	-6.09
	(2.27)
	**

	Candidate left-right
	-0.02
	(0.07)
	
	-0.01
	(0.07)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.59
	(0.19)
	**
	-0.59
	(0.19)
	**

	Candidate age
	0.01
	(0.01)
	
	0.01
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.14
	(0.22)
	
	0.14
	(0.21)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	-0.01
	(0.20)
	
	0.02
	(0.20)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.42
	(0.35)
	
	0.37
	(0.35)
	

	ENP
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*
	-0.11
	(0.05)
	*

	West
	0.78
	(0.24)
	**
	0.76
	(0.23)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***
	0.25
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.56
	(0.04)
	***
	0.57
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate negativity
	0.14
	(0.15)
	
	0.15
	(0.15)
	

	Candidate fear appeals
	-0.13
	(0.12)
	
	-0.15
	(0.12)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-12.81
	(16.18)
	
	-6.81
	(16.98)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,555
	
	
	22,555
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.200
	
	
	0.209
	
	

	Model chi-square
	364.1
	
	
	345.1
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates (stacked dataset by candidate). Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1




Table C7. In-party candidates: Affective polarization by candidate dark personality profile (alternative measure of affective polarization, party-based)
	
	M1
	
	
	M2
	
	

	
	Coef
	se
	sig
	Coef
	se
	sig

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Candidate dark traits (D)
	0.07
	(0.19)
	
	-0.67
	(0.49)
	

	Candidate stability
	-0.06
	(0.18)
	
	-0.03
	(0.18)
	

	Candidate plasticity
	0.10
	(0.13)
	
	0.07
	(0.13)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D * PROX
	
	
	
	1.18
	(0.68)
	†

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ideology proximity (PROX)
	-3.25
	(0.52)
	***
	-6.45
	(2.08)
	**

	Candidate left-right
	-0.05
	(0.06)
	
	-0.05
	(0.06)
	

	Candidate female
	-0.38
	(0.16)
	*
	-0.38
	(0.15)
	*

	Candidate age
	0.00
	(0.01)
	
	0.00
	(0.01)
	

	Incumbent
	0.12
	(0.19)
	
	0.12
	(0.19)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mixed regime
	0.12
	(0.17)
	
	0.15
	(0.17)
	

	Presidential regime
	0.27
	(0.38)
	
	0.23
	(0.39)
	

	ENP
	-0.05
	(0.06)
	
	-0.05
	(0.05)
	

	West
	0.66
	(0.25)
	**
	0.65
	(0.25)
	**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voter female
	0.21
	(0.05)
	***
	0.21
	(0.05)
	***

	Voter age
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***
	0.01
	(0.00)
	***

	Voter pol. int.
	0.54
	(0.04)
	***
	0.55
	(0.04)
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-5.79
	(16.54)
	
	-0.37
	(17.08)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N(respondents)
	22,407
	
	
	22,407
	
	

	N(candidates)
	90
	
	
	90
	
	

	R2
	0.162
	
	
	0.173
	
	

	Model chi-square
	736.1
	
	
	784.5
	
	


Note. Hierarchical linear regressions, respondents nested into candidates. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Models run only for candidates for which at least 3 experts have provided ratings on the dark triad traits.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1






APPENDIX D – RESEARCH ETHICS



Introduction

This Appendix discusses how data gathered for the studies described in our manuscript reflect the relevant APSA’s Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects Research.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  These principles are described at the following address: https://connect.apsanet.org/hsr/principles-and-guidance/] 


Our article presents a triangulation of four different data sources: 
· DATA1: Own expert survey about elections worldwide (NEGex), for studies 1 and 2.
· DATA2: Existing survey data (CSES), for study 1

DATA1 was gathered by the authors of the article, and we detail in the following pages the procedure for data gathering and adherence to the relevant APSA principles. 

Full information about data gathering for DATA2 (publicly available existing dataset, not gathered by the authors of the article) can be found here:
https://cses.org/data-download/



DATA1. Expert survey

The data reflects a large-scale comparative dataset covering the content of campaigns during national parliamentary and presidential elections that happened worldwide between June 2016 and March 2022. Table D1 below details the adherence to APSA ethical principles when it comes to the expert surveys used in this article.


[bookmark: _Toc114402521]Table D1. Adherence to APSA principles for DATA1 (expert survey)
	
	

	APSA principle
	Our adherence

	
	

	
	

	Power
	The study does not include a power differential between researcher and researched, as participants are scholars (expert survey). Although differences in ranks and professional situation of course do exist, we do not believe that a power imbalance was at play.

	
	

	Consent
	All participants (scholars) were invited to participate via an email, which included a link towards the questionnaire. Participation to the study was of course on a voluntary basis only. The email informed participants about the scope of the questionnaire, expected duration of their participation, and formal details about the general research project (e.g., a link towards the advisory board supporting the project was provided). Furthermore, participants were provided with a link towards published research that makes use of the data gathered, to ensure that all participants have a full understanding about how the data gathered will be used. 

	
	

	Deception
	No deception was involved in data collection

	
	

	Harm and trauma
	It is our belief that there is no risk of trauma or harm associated with participation in our research, either psychological or physical. Furthermore, the research cannot lead to chance finding, and is not medical/physical in nature.

	
	

	Confidentiality
	Confidentiality and anonymity of participants (scholars) was ensured. The invitation email clearly stated that “Your answers are anonymous and will be treated with the strictest confidence, and the data release will contain no identifying information about any individual participant.”

	
	

	Impact
	We do not expect participation in our research to have had a direct impact on the participants. The research does not compromise the integrity of electoral processes, nor deals with sensitive issues with direct policy implications. 

	
	






APPENDIX E
PERSONALITY BATTERIES




Table E1. Battery for the measure of the big five (TIPI; Gosling et al. 2003)
	The next batteries are related to the personal profile of the candidates. Please note: You have been randomly assigned to some batteries only, among all possible ones. Other experts might see different batteries. This is not an experimental deception, just a way to reduce the overall length of the questionnaire.

Here are a number of personality traits that may or may not apply to [candidate]. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. You should rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies to [candidate], even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the other.  
In your opinion, [candidate] might be someone who is...

	(tipi1). Extraverted, enthusiastic
(tipi2). Critical, quarrelsome
(tipi3). Dependable, self-disciplined
(tipi4). Anxious, easily upset
(tipi5). Open to new experiences, complex
(tipi6). Reserved, quiet
(tipi7). Sympathetic, warm
(tipi8). Disorganized, careless
(tipi9). Calm, emotionally stable
(tipi10). Conventional, uncreative

	0. Disagree strongly
1. Disagree somewhat
2. Neither disagree nor agree
3. Agree somewhat
4. Agree strongly


Extraversion computed as the average score for tipi1 and tipi6 (reversed).
Agreeableness computed as the average score of tipi2 (reversed) and tipi7.
Conscientiousness computed as the average score of tipi3 and tipi8 (reversed).
Emotional stability computed as the average score of tipi4 (reversed) and tipi9.
Openness computed as the average score of tipi5 and tipi10 (reversed).







Table E2. Battery for the measure of the dark traits (simplified “Dirty Dozen”; Jonason & Webster, 2010)
	Next, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements, related to personality traits that may or may not apply to [candidate]. 
In your opinion, [candidate] might be someone who ...

	(dd1). Wants to be admired by others
(dd2). Shows a lack of remorse 
(dd3). Might manipulate others to succeed 
(dd4). Wants attention from others 
(dd5). Tends to be callous or insensitive
(dd6). Tends to use flattery to succeed

	0. Disagree strongly
1. Disagree somewhat
2. Neither disagree nor agree
3. Agree somewhat
4. Agree strongly


Narcissism computed as the average score for dd1 and dd4.
Psychopathy computed as the average score of dd2 and dd5.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Machiavellianism computed as the average score of dd3 and dd6.
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