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Section A: Tables
	Table A1. Summary statistics (NSAS 2019).

	
	Observation
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Domestic policy preferences
	4,882
	3.77
	0.81
	1
	5

	Foreign policy preferences
	4,882
	3.77
	0.83
	1
	5

	Institutional trust
	4,882
	4.01
	0.65
	1
	5

	Conservatism
	4,882
	3.06
	0.94
	1
	5

	Anxiety (induced by internal threats)
	4,882
	3.52
	1.00
	1
	5

	Private ownership
	4,882
	3.27
	1.19
	1
	5

	Interpersonal trust
	4,882
	2.70
	1.21
	1
	5

	Egocentric perception
	4,882
	3.81
	1.09
	1
	5

	Sociotropic perception
	4,882
	4.02
	1.00
	1
	5

	Political interest
	4,882
	5.83
	0.97
	3
	7

	Official media use
	4,882
	0.93
	0.26
	0
	1

	Foreign media use
	4,882
	0.28
	0.45
	0
	1

	Age cohort
	4,882
	2.44
	1.33
	1
	9

	Male
	4,882
	0.60
	0.49
	0
	1

	CCP membership
	4,882
	0.22
	0.41
	0
	1

	Education
	4,882
	4.13
	0.98
	1
	6

	Income
	4,882
	3.21
	1.60
	1
	9

	Lower class
	4,882
	0.34
	0.48
	0
	1

	Middle class
	4,882
	0.53
	0.50
	0
	1

	Upper class
	4,882
	0.12
	0.33
	0
	1


	Table A2. Summary statistics (NSAS 2020).

	
	Observation
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	Min.
	Max.

	Domestic policy preferences
	2,028
	3.20
	0.91
	1
	5

	Foreign policy preferences
	2,028
	3.17
	0.90
	1
	5

	Institutional trust
	2,028
	3.72
	0.68
	1
	5

	Conservatism
	2,028
	2.25
	0.69
	1
	5

	Private ownership
	2,028
	2.78
	1.06
	1
	5

	Interpersonal trust
	2,028
	2.39
	0.79
	1
	5

	Egocentric perception
	2,028
	3.32
	0.94
	1
	5

	Sociotropic perception
	2,028
	3.62
	0.90
	1
	5

	Political interest
	2,028
	3.72
	0.89
	1
	5

	Official media use
	2,028
	0.59
	0.49
	0
	1

	Foreign media use
	2,028
	0.23
	0.42
	0
	1

	Age cohort
	2,028
	3.00
	2.15
	1
	9

	Male
	2,028
	0.45
	0.50
	0
	1

	CCP membership
	2,028
	0.32
	0.47
	0
	1

	Education
	2,028
	4.98
	0.93
	1
	6

	Income
	2,028
	2.88
	1.82
	1
	9

	Lower class
	2,028
	0.14
	0.35
	0
	1

	Middle class
	2,028
	0.77
	0.42
	0
	1

	Upper class
	2,028
	0.09
	0.29
	0
	1


	Table A3. OLS models analyzing effects of traditionalism and anti-egalitarianism (NSAS 2019-20).

	　
	
	Institutional trust
	
	Domestic policy
	
	Foreign policy

	Traditionalism
	
	0.11*
	
	0.21*
	
	0.15*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Anti-egalitarianism
	
	0.06*
	
	0.12*
	
	0.08*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	2020 (vs. 2019)
	
	0.14*
	
	0.03
	
	-0.08*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.06*
	
	-0.03*
	
	0.03*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.02*
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Egocentric perception
	
	0.09*
	
	0.05*
	
	0.03*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.17*
	
	0.18*
	
	0.12*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Political interest
	
	0.08*
	
	0.08*
	
	0.09*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Official media
	
	0.16*
	
	0.22*
	
	0.21*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.06*
	
	-0.12*
	
	-0.08*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Age
	
	-0.00
	
	0.03*
	
	0.04*

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.08*
	
	-0.02
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	CCP membership
	
	-0.03
	
	0.04*
	
	-0.04

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Education
	
	-0.00
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.02*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Income
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.02*
	
	-0.01

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	0.04
	
	0.09*
	
	0.09*

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Lower class
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.03
	
	0.00

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	R2
	
	0.32
	
	0.34
	
	0.23

	Observations
	
	6,910
	
	6,910
	
	6,910

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A4. Full results of SEM in Figures 1-2 (NSAS 2019-20).

	　
	
	Domestic policy

(Fig. 1)
	Foreign policy

(Fig. 2)

	Conservativism → Institutional trust
	
	0.23*
	0.23*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Institutional trust → Policy preferences
	
	0.49*
	0.37*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.02)

	Conservativism → Policy preferences
	
	0.24*
	0.16*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Private ownership → Policy preferences
	
	-0.01
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust → Policy preferences
	
	-0.06*
	-0.06*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Egocentric perception → Policy preferences
	
	0.01
	-0.00

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception → Policy preferences
	
	0.09*
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Political interest → Policy preferences
	
	0.05*
	0.07*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Official media → Policy preferences
	
	0.15*
	0.15*

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.03)

	Foreign media → Policy preferences
	
	-0.10*
	-0.06*

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age → Policy preferences
	
	0.03*
	0.04*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Male → Policy preferences
	
	0.02
	0.04

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	CCP membership → Policy preferences
	
	0.06*
	-0.03

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Education → Policy preferences
	
	-0.04*
	-0.02*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Income → Policy preferences
	
	-0.01*
	-0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Upper class (vs. middle class) → Policy preferences
	
	0.07*
	0.07*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Lower class (vs. middle class) → Policy preferences
	
	-0.02
	0.01

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	2020 (vs. 2019) → Policy preferences
	
	-0.04
	-0.13*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Observations
	
	6,910
	6,910

	Note: Entries are unstandardized path coefficients. Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A5. 2SLS analysis (NSAS 2019-20).

	
	Institutional trust
	Domestic policy
	Foreign policy

	First stage
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intolerance of ambiguity
	
	0.15*
	
	0.15*
	
	0.15*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Need for order/strucuture
	0.12*
	
	0.12*
	
	0.12*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	F
	
	297.85
	
	297.85
	
	297.85

	Second stage
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conservatism
	
	0.52*
	
	0.82*
	
	0.79*

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.05)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.13*
	
	-0.14*
	
	-0.09*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	-0.04*
	
	-0.14*
	
	-0.15*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Egocentric perception
	
	0.06*
	
	0.01
	
	-0.02

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.14*
	
	0.14*
	
	0.07*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)

	Political interest
	
	0.06*
	
	0.07*
	
	0.07*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Official media
	
	0.15*
	
	0.20*
	
	0.19*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.08*
	
	-0.16*
	
	-0.12*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Age
	
	0.00
	
	0.04*
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.11*
	
	-0.06*
	
	-0.04

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	CCP membership
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.11*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Education
	
	0.04*
	
	0.02
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Income
	
	-0.01*
	
	-0.03*
	
	-0.02*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	0.01
	
	0.05
	
	0.03

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	Lower class
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.03

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	2020
	
	0.26*
	
	0.19*
	
	0.10*

	  (vs. 2019)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)

	Observations
	
	6,910
	
	6,910
	
	6,910

	Note: Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A6. Causal mediation analysis (NSAS 2019-20).

	
	ADE
	ACME
	ATE
	Mediated%

	Fig. 1: Conservatism
	0.249
	0.082
	0.331
	24.83%

	→ Domestic policy
	[0.211, 0.286]
	[0.065, 0.1]
	[0.289, 0.371]
	[22%, 28%]

	Fig. 2: Conservatism
	0.143
	0.062
	0.205
	30.29%

	→ Foreign policy
	[0.101, 0.185]
	[0.049, 0.076]
	[0.16, 0.247]
	[25%, 39%]

	Note: Because causal mediation analysis assumes that the treatment is a dummy variable, I transform Conservativism to be dichotomous where lower scores (below the midpoint) on the original scale indicate liberal ideology (coded 0), and higher scores (above the midpoint) indicate conservative ideology (coded 1). The 95% confidence intervals are reported below the means. ADE: average direct effect. ACME: average causal mediation effect. ATE: average total effect.


	Table A7. Inferential Lasso analyzing interaction effect of conservatism and anxiety (internal threat) on institutional trust (NSAS 2019).

	DV: Institutional trust
	
	K-fold cross-validation
	Adaptive Lasso

	
	
	DS
	PO
	XPO
	DS
	PO
	XPO

	Conservatism
	
	0.09*
	0.09*
	0.09*
	0.09*
	0.09*
	0.09*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Anxiety
	
	-0.11*
	-0.11*
	-0.11*
	-0.11*
	-0.11*
	-0.11*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Conservatism × Anxiety
	
	0.02*
	0.02*
	0.02*
	0.02*
	0.02*
	0.02*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Inferential Lasso based on Model 4 in Table 5. DS: double selection. PO: partialing out. XPO: cross-fit partialing out. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A8. Inferential Lasso analyzing interaction effect of conservatism and wave dummy (external threat) on domestic policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

	DV: Domestic policy
	
	K-fold cross-validation
	Adaptive Lasso

	
	
	DS
	PO
	XPO
	DS
	PO
	XPO

	Conservatism
	
	0.30*
	0.30*
	0.30*
	0.30*
	0.30*
	0.30*

	
	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	2020 (vs. 2019)
	
	-0.25*
	-0.25*
	-0.25*
	-0.25*
	-0.25*
	-0.25*

	
	
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)
	(0.08)

	Conservatism × 2020
	
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.13*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Inferential Lasso based on Model 8 in Table 6. DS: double selection. PO: partialing out. XPO: cross-fit partialing out. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A9. Inferential Lasso analyzing interaction effect of conservatism and wave dummy (external threat) on foreign policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

	DV: Foreign policy
	
	K-fold cross-validation
	Adaptive Lasso

	
	
	DS
	PO
	XPO
	DS
	PO
	XPO

	Conservatism
	
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.19*
	0.19*

	
	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	2020 (vs. 2019)
	
	-0.31*
	-0.32*
	-0.32*
	-0.31*
	-0.31*
	-0.31*

	
	
	(0.09)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)
	(0.09)

	Conservatism × 2020
	
	0.11*
	0.11*
	0.11*
	0.11*
	0.11*
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Inferential Lasso based on Model 9 in Table 6. DS: double selection. PO: partialing out. XPO: cross-fit partialing out. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A10. Moderating effects of internal threat-induced anxiety (NSAS 2017-18).

	　
	
	Institutional trust
	
	Domestic policy
	
	Foreign policy

	Conservatism
	
	-0.13*
	
	0.14*
	
	0.03

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	Anxiety
	
	-0.24*
	
	-0.14*
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Conservatism × Anxiety
	
	0.07*
	
	0.05*
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	2018
	
	0.13*
	
	0.04
	
	-0.12*

	(vs. 2017)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.02*
	
	-0.05*
	
	0.02

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.15*
	
	0.17*
	
	0.17*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.33*
	
	0.36*
	
	0.17*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Political interest
	
	0.07*
	
	-0.01
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Official media
	
	0.08*
	
	0.13*
	
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.13*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Age
	
	-0.04*
	
	0.02*
	
	0.01*

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.10*
	
	0.03

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	CCP membership
	
	0.03
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.01

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Education
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.11*
	
	-0.10*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Income
	
	-0.00
	
	-0.01
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	-0.01
	
	0.08*
	
	0.06

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Lower class
	
	0.03
	
	0.08*
	
	0.03

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	R2
	
	0.38
	
	0.41
	
	0.22

	Observations
	
	7,708
	
	7,708
	
	7,708

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A11. Placebo tests (NSAS 2017-18).

	　
	
	Institutional trust
	
	Domestic policy
	
	Foreign policy

	Conservatism
	
	0.11*
	
	0.33*
	
	0.22*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	2018
	
	0.08
	
	0.11
	
	-0.15*

	(vs. 2017)
	
	(0.06)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.07)

	Conservatism × 2018
	
	0.02
	
	-0.02
	
	0.02

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.03*
	
	-0.04*
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.17*
	
	0.18*
	
	0.18*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.34*
	
	0.37*
	
	0.15*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Political interest
	
	0.07*
	
	-0.01
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Official media
	
	0.09*
	
	0.13*
	
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.06*
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Age
	
	-0.04*
	
	0.02*
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.08*
	
	-0.11*
	
	0.02

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	CCP membership
	
	0.03
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.00

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Education
	
	-0.03
	
	-0.11*
	
	-0.08*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Income
	
	-0.00
	
	-0.02*
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	-0.01
	
	0.08*
	
	0.05

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Lower class
	
	0.02
	
	0.08*
	
	0.03

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	R2
	
	0.36
	
	0.41
	
	0.19

	Observations
	
	7,641
	
	7,641
	
	7,641

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A12. OLS models analyzing effects of conservatism (NSAS 2017-18).

	　
	
	Institutional trust
	
	Domestic policy
	
	Foreign policy

	Conservatism
	
	0.12*
	
	0.31*
	
	0.23*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	2018 (vs. 2017)
	
	0.13*
	
	0.04
	
	-0.12*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.02*
	
	-0.05*
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.17*
	
	0.18*
	
	0.18*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.35*
	
	0.37*
	
	0.15*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Political interest
	
	0.07*
	
	-0.01
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Official media
	
	0.09*
	
	0.13*
	
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.09*
	
	-0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Age
	
	-0.04*
	
	0.02*
	
	0.01

	
	
	(0.00)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.10*
	
	0.03

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	CCP membership
	
	0.03
	
	-0.02
	
	0.00

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Education
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.09*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Income
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.02*
	
	0.00

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	-0.02
	
	0.08*
	
	0.05

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Lower class
	
	0.02
	
	0.08*
	
	0.03

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	R2
	
	0.37
	
	0.41
	
	0.19

	Observations
	
	7,708
	
	7,708
	
	7,708

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. The question on egocentric perception is not asked in the 2017-18 NSAS. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A13. Maximum agreement regression models (H1, H2, H3).

	　
	
	Institutional trust

(1)
	
	Domestic policy

(2)
	
	Foreign policy

(3)

	Conservatism
	
	0.30*
	
	0.56*
	
	0.47*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	2020 (vs. 2019)
	
	0.26*
	
	0.05
	
	-0.17*

	
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.07)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.06*
	
	0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.04*
	
	-0.08*
	
	-0.10*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Egocentric perception
	
	0.16*
	
	0.09*
	
	0.06*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.30*
	
	0.30*
	
	0.24*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Political interest
	
	0.14*
	
	0.15*
	
	0.20*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Official media
	
	0.29*
	
	0.39*
	
	0.44*

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.05)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.22*
	
	-0.17*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)

	Age
	
	-0.00
	
	0.06*
	
	0.09*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Male
	
	-0.14*
	
	-0.04
	
	0.02

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	CCP membership
	
	-0.06
	
	0.07*
	
	-0.09*

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)

	Education
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.08*
	
	-0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Income
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.03*
	
	-0.02

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	0.07
	
	0.16*
	
	0.18*

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.07)

	Lower class
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.06
	
	-0.00

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)

	R2
	
	0.32
	
	0.33
	
	0.23

	Observations
	
	6,910
	
	6,910
	
	6,910

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A14. Maximum agreement regression models (H6a, H7a, H8a).

	　
	
	Institutional trust

(4)
	
	Domestic policy

(5)
	
	Foreign policy

(6)

	Conservatism
	
	0.16*
	
	0.59*
	
	0.55*

	
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.11)

	Anxiety
	
	-0.21*
	
	0.04
	
	0.17

	
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.11)

	Conservatism × Anxiety
	
	0.03*
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.04*
	
	0.10*
	
	0.18*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.05*
	
	-0.06*
	
	-0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Egocentric perception
	
	0.15*
	
	0.09*
	
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.21*
	
	0.25*
	
	0.12*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	Political interest
	
	0.21*
	
	0.24*
	
	0.34*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Official media
	
	0.29*
	
	0.35*
	
	0.39*

	
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.09)
	
	(0.10)

	Foreign media
	
	0.03
	
	-0.01
	
	0.04

	
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.05)

	Age
	
	0.05*
	
	0.10*
	
	0.21*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Male
	
	-0.12*
	
	-0.07
	
	0.04

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.06)

	CCP membership
	
	-0.03
	
	0.05
	
	-0.09

	
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.07)

	Education
	
	0.03
	
	-0.04
	
	0.02

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	Income
	
	-0.02*
	
	-0.05*
	
	-0.05*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Upper class
	
	0.01
	
	0.14*
	
	0.06

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.07)
	
	(0.10)

	Lower class
	
	-0.02
	
	-0.04
	
	0.07

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.06)

	R2
	
	0.29
	
	0.24
	
	0.17

	Observations
	
	4,882
	
	4,882
	
	4,882

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


	Table A15. Maximum agreement regression models (H6b, H7b, H8b).

	　
	
	Institutional trust

(7)
	
	Domestic policy

(8)
	
	Foreign policy

(9)

	Conservatism
	
	0.29*
	
	0.52*
	
	0.41*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.03)

	2020 (vs. 2019)
	
	0.22*
	
	-0.44*
	
	-0.66*

	
	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.11)
	
	(0.17)

	Conservatism × 2020
	
	0.02
	
	0.22*
	
	0.22*

	
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.06)

	Private ownership
	
	-0.10*
	
	-0.06*
	
	0.06*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Interpersonal trust
	
	0.05*
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.09*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)

	Egocentric perception
	
	0.16*
	
	0.10*
	
	0.06*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Sociotropic perception
	
	0.30*
	
	0.29*
	
	0.22*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Political interest
	
	0.14*
	
	0.17*
	
	0.22*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)

	Official media
	
	0.27*
	
	0.33*
	
	0.37*

	
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.06)

	Foreign media
	
	-0.09*
	
	-0.21*
	
	-0.15*

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)

	Age
	
	0.01
	
	0.06*
	
	0.11*

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.02)

	Male
	
	-0.14*
	
	-0.03
	
	0.03

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)

	CCP membership
	
	-0.07
	
	0.06
	
	-0.09

	
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.06)

	Education
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.05

	
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.03)

	Income
	
	-0.01
	
	-0.03*
	
	-0.01

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)
	
	(0.01)

	Upper class
	
	0.05
	
	0.13*
	
	0.14

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.05)
	
	(0.08)

	Lower class
	
	-0.07*
	
	-0.07
	
	-0.02

	(vs. middle class)
	
	(0.03)
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.06)

	R2
	
	0.31
	
	0.33
	
	0.22

	Observations
	
	6,514
	
	6,514
	
	6,514

	Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Residence dummies and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


Section B: Figures
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Figure A1. SEM linking traditionalism and anti-egalitarianism to domestic policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: Entries are unstandardized path coefficients. Other variables, residence dummies, and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


[image: image2]
Figure A2. SEM linking traditionalism and anti-egalitarianism to foreign policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: Entries are unstandardized path coefficients. Other variables, residence dummies, and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).
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Figure A3. Sensitivity analysis of the correlation between conservatism and institutional trust (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: The outcome is institutional trust. The treatment is conservatism. The benchmark of confounding is official media use.
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Figure A4. Sensitivity analysis of the correlation between conservatism and domestic policy preferenc




Figure A4. Sensitivity analysis of the correlation between conservatism and domestic policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: The outcome is domestic policy preferences. The treatment is conservatism. The benchmark of confounding is official media use.
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Figure A5. Sensitivity analysis of the correlation between conservatism and foreign policy preferences




Figure A5. Sensitivity analysis of the correlation between conservatism and foreign policy preferences (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: The outcome is foreign policy preferences. The treatment is conservatism. The benchmark of confounding is official media use.
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Figure A6. Sensitivity analysis of average causal mediation effect (ACME).

Note: The shaded areas represent 95% confidence intervals. In theory, the assumption of sequential ignorability will hold if the error correlation ρ equals 0. Put differently, a nonzero ρ means the violation of sequential ignorability assumption. In the left panel, the estimated ACME will be 0 when ρ equals 0.41. In the right panel, the estimated ACME will be 0 when ρ equals 0.29. In general, results that change to be statistically nonsignificant with small violations of the assumption are considered to be sensitive.

[image: image7]
Figure A7. SEM analysis of domestic policy preferences (NSAS 2017-18).

Note: Entries are unstandardized path coefficients. Other variables, residence dummies, and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).


[image: image8]
Figure A8. SEM analysis of foreign policy preferences (NSAS 2017-18).

Note: Entries are unstandardized path coefficients. Other variables, residence dummies, and constants are not reported. * p<0.05 (two-tailed).
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Figure A9. Percent bias to invalidate the inference for effects of conservatism (NSAS 2019-20).

Note: Figures are based on Models 1, 2, and 3 in Table 3. To invalidate the current inference, about 89.9% (6,214) cases in Model 1, 93.2% (6,437) cases in Model 2, and 89.3% (6,170) cases in Model 3 would have to be replaced with cases for which there is an effect of zero.
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Figure A10. Graphical tests of normality (Model 1).
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Figure A11. Graphical tests of normality (Model 2).
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Figure A12. Graphical tests of normality (Model 3).
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Figure A13. Moderating effects of internal threat-induced anxiety (binning estimation).

Note: The marginal effects plot is based on Model 4 in Table 5. Because Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu’s (2019) binning estimation strategy assumes that the treatment is a dummy variable, I transform Conservativism to be dichotomous where lower scores (below the midpoint) on the original scale indicate liberal ideology (coded 0), and higher scores (above the midpoint) indicate conservative ideology (coded 1). The three circles (with the brackets showing 95% confidence intervals) are derived from the binning estimation. The moderator is discretized into three bins corresponding respectively to the three terciles of threat-induced anxiety. Estimates of the effects are obtained at typical low (L), medium (M), and high (H) values of the moderator.
Section C: Robustness Checks

First, in lieu of conservatism, I use its subcomponents—traditionalism and anti-egalitarianism—for hypothesis testing. As revealed in Table A3, both traditionalism and anti-egalitarianism are significant predictors of institutional trust and domestic/foreign policy preferences. Likewise, structural equation models (SEMs) show that institutional trust partially mediates the linkages between traditionalism/anti-egalitarianism and policy attitudes (see Figures A1 and A2). In detail, 31/34% of the effect of traditionalism/anti-egalitarianism on domestic policy attitudes is explained by institutional trust; 34/36% of the effect of traditionalism/anti-egalitarianism on foreign policy attitudes is explained by institutional trust.

Second, I draw on causal mediation analysis to validate the results of structural equation analysis. Differing from SEM, the average causal mediation effect (ACME) in causal mediation analysis is nonparametrically identified under the assumption of sequential ignorability (Keele, Tingley, and Yamamoto 2015). Although this assumption is not directly testable, sensitivity analysis can be employed to see whether the estimated ACME is sensitive to the violation of sequential ignorability assumption. As illustrated in Table A6 and Figure A6, the findings based on causal mediation analysis are largely consistent with those based on structural equation analysis.


Third, owing to observational data, it is conceivable that the impacts of conservatism on institutional trust and policy opinions are confounded by an unobserved covariate. To alleviate concerns about omitted variable bias, I rely on sensitivity analysis tools developed by Cinelli and Hazlett (2020) to check how strong a confounder needs to be, vis-à-vis the strength of an observed covariate, to overturn the research conclusion. Given that official media use, as conservatism, is positively associated with the three outcomes, I use this variable as a benchmark to bound the plausible strength of confounding. Figures A3, A4, and A5 are the sensitivity plots. The solid and dashed curves represent confounding that explains 100% and 50% of the residual variance in the dependent variable. The vertical line indicates bound on the strength of association of a confounder that is 80 times as strongly correlated with the treatment (conservatism) as official media use. Take, for example, Figure A3 where the outcome is institutional trust. Considering the dashed curve, a confounder that explains 50% of variance in the residual outcome would need to be more than 80 times as strongly correlated with the treatment as official media use to bring the effect of conservatism to 0 (a bias of 100 percent of the original estimate). The solid curve points to a more extreme scenario: A confounder that accounts for 100% of variance in the residual outcome would still need to be more than 80 times as strongly correlated with the treatment as official media use to fully explain away the system-justifying effect of conservatism. By and large, the estimated effects of conservatism seem to be relatively robust to unobserved confounding.

Fourth, since correlational findings are likely vulnerable to endogeneity problems (e.g., measurement error and simultaneity), I choose two instrumental variables (IVs)—intolerance of ambiguity and need for order/structure—and utilize two-stage least squares (2SLS), rather than OLS, to estimate the effects of conservatism. Intolerance of ambiguity is tapped by the item: “I dislike questions that can be answered in many different ways” (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). Need for order/structure is tapped by the item: “A well-ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament” (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). The meta-analytic review of Jost et al. (2003) demonstrates an ideological asymmetry in cognitive processing styles where intolerance of ambiguity and need for order/structure are positively correlated with conservative orientation. Therefore, the two instruments are proposed to be determinants of political ideology, which in turn affects institutional trust and policy attitudes. According to Table A5, both IVs are statistically significant predictors of conservatism, and the 2SLS estimates for conservatism are consistently positive. Echoing the OLS-based findings, Chinese conservatives tend to support the existing institutions, authoritarian domestic policies, and hawkish foreign policies.

Fifth, I use inferential Lasso models to double-check the moderating effects of threat-induced anxiety. Lasso is a supervised machine learning technique whose main features consist in “letting the data speak, limiting the model’s prior assumptions, and promoting a model-free philosophy” (Cerulli 2023: 2). Distinct from least squares regression, Lasso regression serves to reduce the dimensionality of regressors and to reach a balance between bias and variance by including a penalty parameter λ. Specifically, I fit the models using the double-selection method, partialing-out method, and cross-fit partialing-out method. The penalty parameter λ, for each method, is selected via the K-fold cross-valuation and adaptive Lasso. Hence, in one hypothesis test, there are six (3×2) inferential Lasso models. Table A7 corresponds to Model 4 in Table 5 (H6a), Table A8 corresponds to Model 8 in Table 6 (H7b), and Table A9 corresponds to Model 9 in Table 6 (H8b). The three sets of interaction effects are consistently found to be positive irrespective of the choice of λ or control variables, lending additional support to H6a, H7b, and H8b.
Sixth, when there is a lack of common support of a continuous moderator, estimates of the conditional marginal effects are likely to be model dependent and fragile. With a focus on the interaction term in Model 4 of Table 5, I utilize the binning estimation developed by Hainmueller, Mummolo, and Xu (2019) as another robustness check of H6a. Compared to the standard multiplicative interaction model, the binning estimator is more flexible in that it jointly fits interaction effects for each of the bins. In addition, because the bins are predicated on the support of the moderating variable, the estimated marginal effects are not subject to excessive interpolation or extrapolation. As displayed in Figure A13, the moderator is discretized into three bins corresponding respectively to the three terciles of internal threat-induced anxiety. The three circles (with the brackets showing 95% confidence intervals) are estimates of the effects obtained at typical low (L), medium (M), and high (H) values of anxiety. Generally, the binning approach yields results that are similar to those based on the conventional approach. In accordance with H6a, internal threat-induced anxiety magnifies the positive impact of conservatism on institutional trust.
Seventh, instead of OLS, I employ maximum agreement regression, advanced by Bottai et al. (2022), for statistical analysis. While least squares regression minimizes the mean squared error of the predicted outcome values, maximum agreement regression (MAR) maximizes Lin’s (1989) concordance correlation between the predicted and the observed outcome values. That is, an explanatory variable estimated by MAR has a high concordance with what is being predicted, but it does not necessarily have a low mean squared error. The MAR models in Table A13 (H1, H2, H3) correspond to the OLS models in Table 3. The MAR models in Table A14 (H6a, H7a, H8a) correspond to the OLS models in Table 5. The MAR models in Table A15 (H6b, H7b, H8b) correspond to the OLS models in Table 6. The conclusions are substantively unchanged under the circumstances of MAR.
Apart from internal validity, I also try to address concerns pertaining to external validity, such as the extent to which the sampling process has to be biased to invalidate the inference. The technique, developed by Frank and Min (2007), assesses what proportion of the observed cases would have to be replaced with the null hypothesis cases so that an effect changes to be statistically nonsignificant. The replacement cases could come from a population from which the observed cases were not sampled. As the current results are based on citizens in Chinese cyberspace, it is plausible that the process may play out differently elsewhere. For this reason, I seek to quantify the robustness of my findings with respect to individuals not represented in the data (e.g., individuals who do not use the Internet). Consider a population that is 50% Internet users and 50% non-Internet users where a different causal process unfolds. With a focus on Model 1 in Table 3, for instance, the observed effect of conservatism on institutional trust is 0.1714. To invalidate this inference, the effect would have to be -0.1368 in the unobserved hypothetical entity. Following the above formulation, the combined data would have an effect of (0.1714-0.1368)/2=0.0173, which would be at the threshold for statistical significance. Put another way, one would have to replace 1-0.0173/0.1714=89.9%, that is, 6,214 cases in the present data with the null hypothesis cases in the hypothetical data so as to make the system-justifying effect of conservatism statistically indistinguishable from 0. Analogously, 93.2% (6,437) cases in Model 2 and 89.3% (6,170) cases in Model 3 would have to be replaced with cases for which there is an effect of 0. Figure A9 shows the percent bias necessary to invalidate the inference for effects of conservatism. In short, the phenomenon would have to be markedly different between the observed and the hypothetical data to overturn the research conclusion.
Lastly, I employ data from the 2017-18 NSAS to check whether the findings based on the 2019-20 NSAS still hold. Although the 2017-18 pair is formatted, to varying degrees, differently from the 2019-20 pair, the 2017 wave and the 2018 wave consist of identical question wordings and survey items. As a consequence, I expect that H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6a, H7a, and H8a are supported by the 2017-18 data. However, in the absence of the COVID-19 pandemic and other external threats between 2017 and 2018, it is unlikely that the wave dummy (2018 vs. 2017) moderates the effects of conservatism. Similar to the logic of a placebo test, I expect null effects regarding H6b, H7b, and H8b. In brief, the OLS models in Table A12 add credence to H1, H2, and H3, the SEMs in Figures A7 and A8 add credence to H4 and H5, and the OLS models in Table A10 add credence to H6a, H7a, and H8a. Notably, while H7a and H8a are not supported by the 2019-20 data, they are supported by the 2017-18 data. Table A11 presents the results of placebo tests where none of the interaction effects (Conservatism×2018) is statistically significant at the 0.05 level, so there is not empirical evidence for H6b, H7b, and H8b. Notably, while H7b and H8b are supported by the 2019-20 data, they are not supported by the 2017-18 data. To summarize, analysis of the 2017-18 NSAS, as expected, lends additional support to H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6a, H7a, and H8a, but no support to H6b, H7b, and H8b.
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