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Abstract 

A Community Fit Model of Vulnerability to Social Risk is proposed. It posits that home 

communities that confirm personal expectations about the inherent stability of the collective 

social world can provide the tether to a singular, consensual reality people need to feel protected 

against the risks of living collectively. Five studies assessed community fit through the match 

between personal political orientation and objective markers of the instability of one’s home 

community (i.e., population mobility, economic inequality, voting patterns). Considerable 

evidence suggests that liberals expect greater instability in the collective social world than 

conservatives. Therefore, unstable home community realities should be consistent with the 

expectations of liberals (fit) and inconsistent with the expectations of conservatives (misfit). In 

contrast, stable community realities should be consistent with the expectations of conservatives 

(fit) and inconsistent with the expectations of liberals. Study 1 revealed that expectation-

consistent communities protected individuals against election-induced anxiety about the future 

when they conferred epistemic certainty—that is, when people experienced a singular, 

consensual reality. Studies 1 through 5, and an internal meta-analysis across, each revealed that 

people in expectation-inconsistent or misfitting communities reported greater anxieties about 

their personal precarity when the risks of living collectively were more (vs. less) salient. 

However, participants in expectation-consistent fitting communities were comparatively resilient 

to these same risks. The present findings suggest that expectation-consistent home community 

realities can offer individuals symbolic protection against the risks of living collectively. 

(233/250) 
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Humans have an enduring, structural need for home…when people lose that sense of home, they 

tend to lose their center of gravity… They may feel as though they are being hurtled around in a 

tornado, grabbing desperately for anything stable enough to hold onto… 

 
In a New York Times op-ed (December 11, 2025), T. Friedman likened the residents of 

modern nations to Dorothy in the Wizard of Oz. Both, he mused, need to feel moored to 

something socially shared in order to feel at home, and thus, protected against the risks of living 

in collective and often divided societies (Slavich, 2020; Murray, Lamarche et al., 2021), such as 

those posed by identity politics (Finkel et al., 2020; Fukuyama, 2018). 

The residents inside one’s physical home often provide such protective mooring (Feeney 

& Collins, 2015; Slavich, 2020). For instance, people living with more (vs. less) responsive 

romantic partners are comparatively immune to social rejection (e.g., Murray, McNulty et al., 

2023), contagious illness (e.g., Cohen, 2021; Murray, McNulty et al., 2023), and reminders of 

death and relationship loss (Cox & Arndt, 2012; Plusnin et al., 2018). However, little research 

has examined whether the constitution of the community outside one’s physical home can also 

provide such protective mooring. This paper draws on five studies to test a new theoretical model 

of the vulnerability-regulating effects of home communities that confirm (vs. disconfirm) 

personal expectations about the inherent stability of the collective social world. Broadly, this 

model assumes that living as an ideological duck-out-of-water leaves people more vulnerable to 

being psychologically buffeted about by the day-to-day risks posed by living collectively. 

Seeking Epistemic Mooring: The Preference for Consistency 

People are strongly motivated to perceive consistency and coherence in their social 

worlds (King & Hicks, 2021). People are motivated to perceive and maintain consistency 

between their thoughts and feelings (Festinger, 1957; Gawronski et al., 2008; Harmon-Jones et 
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al., 2009; 2012; Hoshino-Browne et al., 2005) and expectations and experiences (Heine et al., 

2006; Jonas et al., 2004; Hillman et al., 2023). People are also motivated to perceive and 

maintain consistency between their self-views and the social contexts they inhabit (Schmader & 

Sedikides, 2018). And people are strongly motivated to believe that others share their internal 

experiences of the social world (Auger et al., 2016; Koudenburg et al., 2014; Enestrom et al., 

2025; Heine et al., 2006; Higgins et al., 2021; Hillman et al., 2023; Kruglanski et al., 2018; 

Rossignac-Milon & Higgins, 2018; Rossignac-Milon et al., 2021; Martens & Rutjens, 2026). 

Indeed, experiencing social realities as shared or consensual is thought to help satisfy 

basic needs for epistemic certainty and social belonging (Higgins et al., 2021; Hillman et al., 

2023). For instance, people report greater meaning in lives when their romantic partner shares or 

validates their perspective on national events (Enestrom et al., 2025). They also report greater 

satisfaction when their romantic partner validates or shares their conceptions of themselves (Neff 

& Karney, 2005; Swann, 1983; Swann, 2012). Similarly, people in the U.S. feel more included 

when they remembered (or anticipated) living under a President that shared (vs. opposed) their 

views about themselves and social equality (Block et al., 2022), and, people prefer to live in 

communities that share their political views (Motyl et al., 2014, 2020). People also report more 

comfort depending on others when they live in communities that share (vs. oppose) their political 

preferences (Chopik & Motyl, 2016; Motyl et al., 2014, 2020). Introverts even prefer physical 

geographies that validate solitary self-conceptions such as mountains or woods, over geographies 

that invalidate such self-conceptions, such as oceans or open fields (Oishi et al., 2015). 

Home Communities as Epistemic Mooring 

The Community Fit Model of Vulnerability to Social Risk in Figure 1 builds on this 

theoretical and empirical foundation. This model assumes that living in a community that 
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confirms, rather than disconfirms, personal expectations about the inherent stability of the 

collective social world can provide a clearer ongoing testament or tether to one’s existence in a 

singular, consensual social world. Given such epistemic mooring, expectation-consistent 

communities should generally feel safer and more navigable than expectation-inconsistent 

communities (Higgins et al., 2021; Hillman et al., 2023). Accordingly, the model hypothesizes 

that community fit dynamically regulates vulnerability to the risks of collective living, such as 

those posed by vaccine-hesitant neighbors, volatile financial markets, or unreliable governments.  

Specifically, experienced fit—that is, consistency between personal expectations about 

the collective world’s stability and home community realities—decreases vulnerability the risks 

of living collectively. In contrast, experienced misfit—that is, inconsistency between personal 

expectations about the collective world’s stability and home community realities—increases such 

vulnerability. The model focuses on personal expectations about the social world’s stability or 

permanence because expectations about the constancy of central aspects of the social world, 

including its material (e.g., food, land, Alonzo & Kindsvater, 2008; Schaller et al., 2017; Sng et 

al., 2018) and social resources (e.g., family, friends, neighbors, Mikulincer & Shaver, 2020, 

2003; Slavich, 2020), shape social perception and individual and collective behavior. We 

describe each model component in turn. 

Personal stability expectations (A) refer 

to tacit expectations about the collective world’s 

inherent stability and permanence, as opposed to 

instability and impermanence, that underlie 

differences in personal political ideologies or 

worldviews. The model assumes that individuals 
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who view the collective social world as relatively stable in nature expect its material (e.g., 

money) and social (e.g., relationship) resources to be freely and predictably available, whereas 

individuals who view the collective social world as relatively unstable in nature expect its 

material and social resources to be impermanent and unpredictably available.  

Community stability signaling (B) refers to observable characteristics of one’s home 

community that signal how the self and others collectively experience the collective social 

world’s stability. Socio-ecological models of human behavior contend that communities develop 

shared expectations and norms that make it easier for people to keep themselves, and their kin, 

physically safe in a given geographic environment (Choi & Oishi, 2020; Sng et al., 2018; Yuki & 

Schug, 2020). For instance, people are more likely to hold interdependent, collectivist 

relationship values in communities where interpersonal conflicts need to be minimized, such as 

ones with stable (vs. fluid) residents (Oishi, 2010) or higher (vs. lower) concentrations of 

genetically related individuals (Sng et al., 2025). People are more likely to value marrying later 

and having fewer children in communities where competition for material resources and social 

capital is tighter, as is the case in densely (vs. sparsely) populated states (Sng et al., 2017). 

Findings such as these suggest that the behavior, life circumstances, and values of 

individuals in one’s home community may tacitly telegraph the community’s expectations or 

experience of the social world’s inherent stability or permanence (Sng et al., 2018). For instance, 

communities where most individuals spend their lives in the same city (Choi & Oishi, 2020), 

share the same religious affiliation (Andrews, 2011; Meagher, 2018), or attend small community 

churches (Oishi, Talhelm et al., 2015) may telegraph or signal collective expectations that social 

relationships are stable, as opposed to transitory, in nature. Communities where economic 

inequality is high, and affluent neighborhoods border struggling ones, may signal community 
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experiences of the collective social world as capricious or uneven in its allocational of material 

resources, as opposed to measured (Gau et al., 2014; O’Brian et al., 2019). And communities that 

reliably vote for conservative over liberal political candidates for public office may signal their 

collective expectations that social institutions and norms should be static in nature, as opposed to 

more fluid or dynamic (Carney et al., 2008; Chopik & Motyl, 2016; Motyl et al., 2014). 

Experienced fit? Paths A and B interact to capture the hypothesized experienced of 

community fit—with fit increasing with greater consistency between personal expectations about 

the stability of the collective world and home community realities, and conversely, fit decreasing 

with greater inconsistency. This interaction captures the assumption that personal expectations of 

the collective social world’s inherent stability may be consistent, or inconsistent, with the 

collective norms and behavior evident in the community that currently surrounds them (Choi & 

Oishi, 2020; Oishi & Tsang, 2022). For instance, people who expect friendships to be lifelong 

may move from rural hometowns to large cities where friendships are in constant flux; those who 

see wealth as inequitably distributed may live in communities where most thrive; and individuals 

who grew up in families that revered traditional values may live as adults in neighborhoods filled 

with progressive voters (Motyl et al., 2014). Accordingly, people living in the same community 

may differ in the degree to which they feel epistemically moored and tethered to a shared reality 

as opposed to epistemically adrift—like the proverbial duck out of water.  

Vulnerability (vs. resilience) collective risk? Living as part of a broader neighborhood, 

city, state, or nation puts oneself and one’s family at potential risk (Brody et al., 2016; Miller & 

Maner, 2012; Slavich, 2020). For instance, the policies enacted by a government can affect the 

stress people experience in their daily lives (Batra et al., 2023), and the vaccinations people 

choose (vs. forego) for themselves or their children can affect how readily contagious illness 
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spreads (DeVerna et al., 2025). The salience of such risks can vary over time—increasing, for 

example, when financial markets are volatile, politicians enter or leave public life, or flu season 

starts. They can also vary situationally. For example, people are more attuned to the potential to 

be hurt in situations where it is harder to predict or control others’ motivations (Gerpott et al., 

2018; Murray & Pascuzzi, 2024; Simpson, 2007), such as situations where others are more 

powerful (Overall et al., 2016) or unreasoned (Murray, Lamarche et al., 2021). 

Because perceiving reality as shared or consensual generally reduces anxiety and 

uncertainty (Heine et al., 2006; Higgins et al., 2021; Hillman et al., 2023; Jonas et al., 2004), the 

model views expectation-consistent—or shared-reality affirming—communities as affording 

better symbolic protection against the risks of collective interdependence than expectation-

inconsistent communities. Path C in Figure 1 thus captures the role that experienced fit (vs. 

misfit) plays in regulating vulnerability, as opposed to resilience, in the face of collective risk. 

The model specifically diagnoses vulnerability (vs. resilience) through worries about future 

precarity because future-oriented thoughts preoccupy attention and motivate behavior 

(Baumeister et al., 2020; Monroe et al., 2017), making such thoughts crucial to better understand.  

Paths A, B, and C together advance two complementary hypotheses. Namely, people 

living in expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities will feel more worried about their 

future precarity when the risks of collective interdependence are more (vs. less) salient. 

However, people living in expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities should be less worried 

about their future precarity in these same circumstances. The model thus paradoxically predicts 

that any symbolic protection communities offer may depend more on the consistency between 

personal and collective realities than on the actual stability of the home community itself.  
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 Operationalizations, Hypotheses, and Study Overview 

The community fit model represents a generative integration and extension of theory and 

empirical findings from shared reality, meaning maintenance, socioecological and person-

environment fit literatures. This new model is the first to (1) pinpoint (in)congruence between 

personal expectations about the collective social world and community-evidenced realities as a 

source of fit; (2) index fit using objective features of one’s home community socio-ecology 

rather than subjective perceptions of specific social contexts like a classroom or job interview; 

and (3) most uniquely and generatively, the first to hypothesize that community fit confers 

psychological resilience to collectively experienced social risks. We present five studies, and an 

internal meta-analysis, as the first tests of the community fit model. We specified all hypotheses 

and operationalizations a-priori, but only preregistered the Study 5 analyses.  

Because people gravitate to ideologies that confirm their worldviews over ideologies that 

contradict them (Arrowood & Cox, 2020; Solomon et al., 1991), individual differences in 

political ideology can reliably signal individual differences in such stability expectations (Jost et 

al., 2003). Therefore, in all five studies, we operationalized personal stability expectations 

through self-reports of political orientation given its power to capture individual differences in 

such worldviews (Jost et al., 2003). Considerable evidence suggests that people on the political 

right, relative to those on the left, are more likely to see the collective social world as stable or 

permanent, as opposed to unstable or impermanent, in its fundamental nature.  

In terms of material resources, conservatives see the collective social world as consistent 

and fair in its distribution of economic opportunity, whereas liberals see it as inconsistent and 

unfair (Chambers et al., 2019; Davidai & Ongis, 2019; Heiserman et al., 2020; Kraus et al., 2015, 

2017; Waldtogel et al., 2021). Conservatives are also more likely than liberals to believe in the 
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power of the free market to distribute material resources fairly to those who seek them, rather 

than inequitably (Goudrazi et al., 2020; Jost & Hunyady, 2005). Recognizing economic 

unfairness, liberals are instead more likely to believe the community members have a duty of 

material care to one another (Haidt et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2009; Waytz et al., 2019).  

In terms of social resources, conservatives are more likely to expect social relationships 

to be structured around stabilizing, uniformity-eliciting roles, obligations, and institutions. For 

instance, as compared to liberals, conservatives are more likely to value conformity, loyalty, 

tradition, and group cohesion (e.g., Caprara et al., 2006; Cavazza et al., 2008; Desilets et al., 

2020; Feldman, 2003; Graham et al., 2009; Jost et al., 2016; Piurko et al., 2011; Schwartz et al., 

2010). Relative to liberals, conservatives are also more likely to perceive consistency and 

uniformity in social relationships. Conservatives are more likely to overestimate group consensus 

(Rabinowitz et al., 2016; Stern et al., 2014), place greater value on traditional family structures 

(Baunach, 2012; Kaufman et al., 2022; Sherkat et al., 2011), and prioritize marriage (Gallup, 

2024) and relationship commitment (Fangmeier et al., 2020). Conservatives are also more to see 

themselves, others, and events as static or stable in nature rather than fluid or changeable 

(Carney et al., 2008; Jost et al., 2008; Osborne & Sibley, 2020; Waytz et al., 2019).  

Across studies, we operationalized home community realities through three observable 

characteristics of participants’ home community: (1) population mobility, (2) economic 

inequality, and (3) history of voting for (vs. against) Democratic presidential/liberal candidates. 

Considered together these three characteristics should powerfully signal a community’s 

collective experience of social relationships as more or less stable and predictable (in the case of 

population mobility); its experience of economic opportunity as more or less freely and evenly 

available (in the case of economic inequality), and its collective values and expectation of 
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continuity versus change in social groups and social structures (in the case of voting patterns). 

Home communities that tacitly signal instability (i.e., higher population mobility, higher 

economic inequality, and more votes cast for Democratic presidential/liberal candidates) should 

be expectation-consistent for liberals (fit) and inconsistent for conservatives (misfit). In contrast, 

home communities that tacitly signal stability (i.e., lower population mobility, lower economic 

inequality, and fewer votes cast for Democratic presidential/liberal candidates) should be 

expectation-consistent for conservatives (fit) and inconsistent for liberals (misfit). Because 

expectation-consistent communities should better affirm the existence of a shared collective 

reality, people living in expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities should be less vulnerable 

to collective risk than those living in expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities.  

Table 1.  
 
Overview of Studies 
 

Study Method Hypothesis Test 

1 
 

Pre-/post-election CF limits uncertainty when reality is 
singular, consensual  

3-way singular reality X  
PO X CIS 

2 
 

Cross-sectional CF protects against anxiety 
depending on government  

3-way government anxiety X  
PO X CIS 

3 
 

Daily diary CF protects against daily public 
sensitivity to societal threat 

3-way daily public sensitivity to 
societal threat X PO X CIS 

4 Pre-/post-midterm CF protects against daily public 
sensitivity to societal threat 

3-way daily public sensitivity to 
societal threat X PO X CIS 

5 
 

Daily diary CF protects against daily community 
threat of COVID-19 

3-way daily community COVID-
19 threat X PO X CIS 

 
Note. CF refers to community fit; PO refers to political orientation; CIS refers to community 

instability-signaling (i.e., a composite of community population mobility, economic inequality, 

and liberal voting history). 
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Table 1 overviews the studies. Study 1 provides “proof-of-concept” for the model’s 

presumed underlying mechanism—that expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities protect 

against collective risk by testifying to the existence of a singular, consensual reality. Studies 2 

through 5 then fully test the main hypothesis that fitting (vs. misfitting) home communities better 

protect against the risks posed by living in a collective society (Path C in Figure 1). 

Study 1 

Elections often elicit personal angst and uncertainty (Blanton et al., 2012; Ford et al., 

2019; Ford et al., 2023) because people question whether politicians, government bodies, and 

opposing partisans will act in their best interest (Finkel et al., 2020; Pew Research Center, 2024). 

Therefore, elections provide an apt context to examine the presumed mechanism underlying the 

model—the assumption that expectation-consistent communities protect against collective risk 

because they can provide stronger testament or tether to a singular, consensual reality, as 

opposed to leaving people epistemically unmoored or adrift. 

In a now classic paper, Spencer et al. (2005) argued that researchers can gain insight into 

a mechanism by varying it as a moderator—by showing that the hypothesized effects emerge 

when the assumed mechanism is present, but not when it is absent. If expectation-consistent 

communities protect because they provide testament to the experience of a singular, consensual 

reality, then moderation-of-process logic suggests the following: Living in an expectation-

consistent or fitting community should protect against election-induced uncertainty when people 

do indeed experience social reality as singular and consensual at a given window of time, and 

thus, have reason to trust in their experience of fit. However, expectation-consistent communities 

should lose their protective capacity when people nevertheless experience social reality as 

divided or conflicted, and thus, have reason to distrust in their experience of fit.  
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Because elections can highlight either societal unanimity or division and discord, we 

tested these contrasting possibilities over the 2024 U.K. and U.S. national/federal elections. We 

asked participants to complete short online surveys the day before and the day after their 

respective elections. We collected three situational markers of the degree to which participants 

experienced a singular, consensual social reality, as opposed to multiple, conflicting social 

realities, prior to the election: (1) subjective reports of sharing the same reality as the “average 

person in the country”; (2) subjective perceptions of the election’s outcome as a toss-up, 

suggesting the experience of multiple, conflicting realities; and (3) objective variability in pre-

election polling in participants’ home community, with greater variability suggesting the 

experience of multiple, conflicting realities. We also collected pre- and post-election measures of 

our key outcome variable, election-related angst and uncertainty, through the worry participants 

reported for the future they themselves, their family, their community, and country faced.  

When people experienced a singular, consensual reality prior to the election, and thus had 

reason to trust in their experience of fit, we expected living in an expectation-consistent or 

“fitting” community to be protective. That is, we expected liberals living in instability-signaling 

communities (fit) to report fewer post-election worries about the future than liberals living in 

stability-signaling communities (misfit); we also expected conservatives living in stability-

signaling communities (fit) to report fewer post-election worries about the future than 

conservatives living in instability-signaling communities (misfit). However, when people 

experienced multiple, conflicting realities prior to the election, and the hypothesized mechanism 

was comparatively absent, we did not expect such protective effects of community fit to emerge.  

Method 

The SOM provides study-specific detail about the materials and prior use of these data.  



 14 

Transparency and Openness 

The studies were preregistered to test hypotheses unrelated to the current study, but the 

community fit model hypotheses were anticipated in the U.S. preregistration.1 An anonymized 

copy of each preregistration and the survey materials, data, and analysis syntax, are available on 

OSF: https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28 (blinded 

citation, 2026). Across studies, Chat GPT was used in editing two paragraphs. 

Participants 

Based on research funds available to each lead investigator, participants (NUK=754; 

NUS=475) were recruited through Prolific to complete pre- and post-election surveys. Retained 

participants (NUK=735; NUS=465) had to be in committed romantic relationships, eligible to vote, 

and pass a research integrity check. They were evenly split on income (i.e., above/below the 

median household income; ~£40,000 in the U.K. and ~$81,000 in the U.S.); U.S. participants 

were also evenly split between swing/non-swing states. Participants failing to provide sufficient 

location information to obtain any of the community markers (83 participants) and/or failing to 

complete the post-election survey (107 participants) left 1,041 participants for analysis. 

Participants (434 men, 536 women, 11 unspecified) averaged 41.6 (SD=12.4) years old. Most 

U.K. participants (~90%) identified as White (English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish or 

British). U.S. participants identified as White (~71%), Asian (~3%), Black (~8%), Latino/Latina 

(~5%), Indigenous (<1%), Middle Eastern (<1%), and mixed/other (~4%).  

 
1 The U.S. preregistration hypothesized that participants living in politically-incongruent 

communities (i.e., liberals in Republican-voting districts and conservatives in Democratic-voting 

districts) might experience heightened levels of uncertainty. 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
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Procedure 

 Participants received a Qualtrics link to the survey at 9 A.M. (local time) on the day 

before the 2024 election (U.K. July 3rd/U.S. November 4th) and on the day after the election (July 

5th/November 6th). While the pre-election survey closed as soon as we met the requisite sample 

on the day before the election, the post-election survey remained open for 48 hours to maximize 

retention. The large majority of participants completed the survey within 24 hours of receipt.  

Measures 

 Political orientation. In the pre-election survey, participants described their political 

orientation on a single-item scale anchored, 1=extremely left wing to 9=extremely right wing. 

 Community instability (vs. stability) signaling. In the U.S. sample, using the American 

Community Survey, 2019-2013, we obtained (a) total population mobility for the participant’s 

home county, represented as a percentage (from 0-100%) of the population in a given county that 

moved within the county, moved into the county from another county, moved into the county 

from another state, or moved into the county from another country; and (b) economic inequality 

(i.e., GINI coefficient) for the participant’s home county, represented as an income-to-wealth 

ratio ranging from 0 (absolute equality) to 1 (absolute concentration of wealth). Using the 

Presidential election years from 2000-2020 from the MIT Data Science and Election lab, we 

obtained the (c) the average proportion of Democratic presidential votes cast in the participant’s 

home county across these seven presidential elections. (The average proportion of Democratic 

presidential votes cast was strongly negatively correlated with the average proportion of 

Republican presidential votes cast, r(548)=-.99, in this study, and all subsequent studies.)  

In the U.K. sample, we indexed mobility through (a) churn of the residential population 

in the local authority district (LAD) corresponding to participants’ postal code (i.e., ratio of 
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households ending the year with a different last name), sourced from the 2022 Ministry of 

Housing, Community and Local government report, (b) inequality through the average level of 

economic deprivation in the same LAD, sourced from the same report, and (c) liberal-leaning 

voting through the local returns for the constituency corresponding to participants’ postal code 

from 2010 to 2024. We indexed left- (vs. right-) lean through the proportion of times the 

seat/constituency was won by a left- (vs. right-) leaning party candidate. We z-scored and 

averaged each of these indicators within each sample to create an overall formative index of 

community instability (vs. stability) signaling specific to each country.  

These indicators captured relatively independent community instability signals, as we had 

intended. Significant, but small to moderate positive correlations emerged between home 

community liberal/Democratic voting patterns and economic inequality, r(862)=.411, p<.001, 

and between population mobility and economic inequality, r(911)=.071, p=.031, but not between 

Democratic voting patterns and population mobility, r(1034)=.019, p=.546. Given our interest in 

creating a broad index of community in(stability), and consistent with the logic of a formative 

index, we z-scored and averaged these indices, such that higher scores on the index captured 

greater community instability-signaling (i.e., higher population mobility, higher economic 

inequality, more liberal leaning), as opposed to stability-signaling (i.e., lower population 

mobility, lower economic inequality, less liberal leaning). (In a formative measurement model, 

people who score relatively high on one indicator of the underlying construct are not necessarily 

expected to score high on the others because any one indicator is thought to be sufficient to index 

the construct (Diamantopoulos et al., 2008; Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001; Edwards & 
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Bagozzi, 2000).) Importantly, in this study, and in all subsequent studies, we found generally 

consistent effects with the individual indicators.2  

 Worry about future. In the pre-election (a=.79) and post-election survey (a=.87), 

participants reported how worried they currently felt about: “your own future”, “your family’s 

future”, “the future of your romantic relationship”, “your community’s future”, and “your 

country’s future”, 1=not at all worried, 7=extremely worried.  

 Shared reality with the average person in the country. In the pre-election survey, 

participants rated how they would feel “having a conversation with the average person in my 

country” in response to 8 shared reality items (a=.92) which we averaged (e.g., “we would think 

of things at the exact same time”, “we would share the same thoughts and feelings about 

things”), 1=completely disagree, 7=completely agree (Rossignac-Milon et al., 2021). 

 Perceiving election as toss-up. In the pre-election survey, participants also rated the 

chance of each candidate winning the election (0-100%); we calculated the absolute value of the 

difference between Sunak/Starmer (U.K.) and Harris/Trump (U.S.) ratings, z-scored this absolute 

difference, and then reversed it (multiplied by -1). Higher scores captured closer to even odds of 

either candidate winning (i.e., the perception that the country disagreed about the best candidate), 

and thus, the perception of multiple, conflicting realities. 

 Polling uncertainty. In the U.S. sample, we used FiveThirtyEight’s aggregating polling 

averages, starting from the day Kamala Harris accepted the nomination (07/26/2024), to track the 

 
2 The sample size varies across the indicators in this, and all subsequent studies, because the data 

source did not contain information on the participant’s home county and/or the participant 

provided incomplete, conflicting, or inaccurate zip/postal code and/or county information. 
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projected Presidential vote (i.e., % projected Republican, % projected Democratic) in 

participants’ home state. We calculated the difference between these percentages in each poll and 

then calculated the standard deviation of this difference across the polls to capture pre-election 

uncertainty. In the U.K. sample, we used IPSOS projected election results for participants’ home 

constituencies. On June 18, 2024, approximately 2 weeks before the election, IPSOS categorized 

each constituency in terms of the difficulty of projecting a winner (e.g., strong Labour, likely 

conservative, lean Scottish National Party, toss-up). We scored constituencies receiving a rating 

of “strong” or “likely” as 0, those receiving a rating of “lean” as 0.5, and those receiving a rating 

of “toss-up” as 1. Higher scores captured greater division or uncertainty in voter preferences in 

participants’ home communities, and thus, the existence of multiple conflicting realities.   

Results 

Because integrative data analyses afford increased statistical power and tests of 

generalizability (Curran & Hussong, 2009; Hussong et al., 2013; Wegener et al., 2022), we z-

scored the measures and then combined samples. Sensitivity analyses using the 

InteractionPoweR 3-way interaction Shiny App (Baranger et al., 2023) suggested that the 

integrated sample (N=1041) provided ~83% power to detect a 3-way interaction (a=.05) as small 

as f2=.008 given assumed reliabilities and correlations among the predictors (see SOM). Table 2 

presents descriptive information (raw scores) and intercorrelations among the z-scored variables. 

Mechanism? Shared Reality Perceptions as Moderator 

When participants experienced a more singular, consensual reality, we expected living in 

an expectation-consistent or “fitting” community to predict decreased about the future post-

election worries, relative to living in a misfitting community. However, we did not expect living 

in a fitting community to be protective when participants experienced multiple, conflicting 
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realities. Because community fit is operationalized through the two-way interaction between 

political orientation and home community (in)stability, this hypothesis corresponds to a 3-way 

interaction between the pre-election experience of a singular, consensual reality; political 

orientation; and community stability-signaling in predicting post-election worry.  

We conducted simultaneous regression analyses predicting post-election worries about 

the future from pre-election worries (to index change in worry) and the (centered) main effects, 

2-way, and 3-way interaction(s) between each measure of singular (vs. multiple) reality 

perceptions, political orientation, and the composite index of community instability-signaling.  

We reasoned the three indicators of singular, consensual (vs. multiple, conflicting) social 

realities would capture distinct ways in which participants might experience more (vs. less) 

singular pre-election realities. Consistent with this expectation, the intercorrelations between 

these indicators were near zero and nonsignificant, yet they nevertheless yielded parallel effects. 

The expected 3-way interaction between the experience of singular, consensual (vs. multiple 

conflicting) realities, political orientation, and community instability-signaling was significant 

for each of the three reality indicators. As expected, a significantly positive 3-way interaction 

emerged between shared reality with the average person in the country, political orientation, and 

community-instability signaling in predicting post-election worries about the future, b=.104, 

SE=.037, b=.074, t(1032)=2.85, p=.005, 95%CI(.032, .176), ηp2=.008. Also as expected, 

significantly negative 3-ways emerged between perceiving the election as a toss-up (i.e., multiple 

realities), political orientation, and community instability-signaling, b=-.084, SE=.028, b=-.077, 

t(1032)=-2.96, p=.003, 95%CI(-.140, -.028), ηp2=.008, and between polling uncertainty (i.e., 

multiple realities), political orientation, and community instability-signaling, b=-.101, SE=.037, 

b=-.078, t(910)=-2.76, p=.006, 95%CI(-.173, -.029), ηp2=.009, in predicting post-election worry.  
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Given this convergence, and consistent with the logic of a formative index, we created an 

index of the experience of a singular, consensual reality by averaging across all three z-scored 

indicators (after reversing the election toss-up perceptions and polling uncertainty measures). 

Table 3 contains the results for this composite. Supplementary Tables 1 through 3, respectively, 

report the results using self-reported shared reality perceptions, election toss-up perceptions, and 

polling uncertainty as separate indicators of experienced singular (vs. multiple) realities.  

Paralleling the results for the component measures of singular reality, the 3-way 

interaction involving this composite singular reality index was also significantly positive, 

b=.224, SE=.050, b=.115, t(1032)=4.45, p<.001, 95%CI(.125, .323), ηp2=.019. Figure 2 presents 

the predicted slopes. The conditional 2-way political orientation by community instability-

signaling interaction for participants who experienced a less singular, less shared reality (16th 

percentile) is on the left side; the corresponding 2-way for participants who experienced a more 

singular, consensual reality (84th percentile) is on the right. The predicted simple slopes capture 

the effects of community instability-signaling on post-election worries for liberals (16th 

percentile) and conservatives (84th percentile). More negative slopes indicate that living in an 

instability- (vs. stability) signaling community predicts decreased worries about the future post-

election, whereas more positive slopes indicate that living in an instability- (vs. stability-) 

signaling community predicts increased worries about the future.3 

 
3 Because the samples differ in average political orientation, we decompose the interactions at 

the 16th and 84th percentiles on community instability and political orientation to increase 

comparability across studies. In a normal distribution, the 16th and 84th percentiles correspond to 

one standard deviation below and above the mean, respectively.  
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Figure 2.  

Predicting post-election worries about the future from political orientation, community 

instability-signaling, and the experience of a singular, consensual reality prior to the election.  

 

  

 

Note: Significant simple slopes (p<.05) are marked by as asterisk (*).
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Table 2.  

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 1. 

 
Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

 
10 

 
11 

1. Political orientation 4.510 2.212 --           

2. T1 shared reality 3.58 1.12 .112 --          

3. T1 Election toss-up 26.90US 

57.46UK 
28.67US 

29.21UK 
.065 -.035 --         

4. T1 Polling uncertainty .0685US 

.2399UK 
.0351US 

.3872UK 
-.022 -.019 -.023 --        

5. T1 future worries 4.102 1.194 -.131 -.024 -.032 .028 --       

6. T2 future worries 3.704 1.420 -.211 .014 .015 .067 .556 --      

7. Population mobility 3.248US 

0.090UK 
0.891US 

0.029UK 
-.058 -.019 -.026 .087 .018 .014 --     

8. Economic inequality 0.460US 

453.9UK 
0.034US 

2695.6UK 
-.050 .071 .005 -.043 -.036 -.006 .082 --    

9. Democratic/liberal lean 0.481US 

0.550UK 
0.138US 

0.396UK 
-.119 .062 -.049 -.278 -.005 .058 .019 .403 --   

10. Singular reality composite 
 

.0017 .5591 .029 .536 -.637 -.607 -.005 -.039 -.040 .056 .208 --  

11. Community instability-
signaling composite 

-.0256 0.753 -.114 .051 -.031 -.113 -.012 .031 .586 .764 .711 .098 -- 

Note. Population mobility reflects a percentage (from 0-100); economic inequality reflects the income/wealth ratio (from 0-1); 

Democratic lean reflects the average proportion of presidential votes cast for liberal/Democratic candidates across the election years. 

T1 and T2 respectively refer to pre-election and post-election. 
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Table 3.  

Predicting post-election precarity worries from pre-election precarity worries; singular, shared reality perceptions; political 

orientation; and community instability-signaling in Study 1. 

 
 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
b 

 
t 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

 
ηp2 

Pre-election precarity worries .595 .028 .548 21.34 <.001 .540 
.650 

.306 

Singular, shared reality composite 
 

-.034 .036 -.024 -0.93 .355 -.105 
.038 

.001 

Political orientation (PO) 
 

-.115 .021 -.145 -5.62 <.001 -.156 
-.075 

.030 

Community instability-signaling 
 

.017 .029 .015 0.60 .552 -.040 
.074 

.000 

PO X community instability-signaling 
 

.040 .031 .033 1.29 .198 -.021 
.100 

.002 

Singular reality X community instability-signaling 
 

.045 .051 .023 0.89 .376 -.055 
.145 

.001 

Singular reality X PO 
 

.012 .036 .009 0.34 .733 -.058 
.082 

.000 

Singular reality X community instability-signaling X PO 
 

.224 .050 .115 4.45 <.001 .125 
.323 

.019 
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The significant main effect of political orientation reveals that liberals reported 

significantly greater post-election worries than conservatives, consistent with our assumption 

that liberals perceive greater instability in the world. More tellingly, the significant 3-way 

suggests that the hypothesized protective effects of living in an expectation-consistent 

community depended on participants experiencing reality as singular and shared. 

When participants experienced a more singular, consensual reality (i.e., hypothesized 

mechanism present), the conditional 2-way between political orientation and community 

instability-signaling was significantly positive, b=.161, SE=.037, b=.134, t(1032)=4.30, p<.001, 

95%CI(.087, .234), ηp2=.018. Liberals and conservatives reported less post-election worry about 

the future when they lived in expectation-consistent (fitting) than expectation-inconsistent 

(misfitting) communities. Liberals reported significantly less post-election worry about the future 

when they lived in instability-signaling (fit) communities than stability-signaling (misfit) 

communities, b=-.139, SE=.058, b=-.123, t(1032)=-2.40, p=.017, 95%CI(-.253, -.025), ηp2=.005. 

However, conservatives reported significantly less post-election worry about the future when 

they lived in stability-signaling (fit) communities than instability-signaling (misfit) communities, 

b=.222, SE=.056, b=.196, t(1032)=4.00, p<.001, 95%CI(.113, .331), ηp2=.015. Importantly, as 

we detail in the SOM, these contrasting simple effects exactly replicated when we decomposed 

the interactions involving each of the three individual indicators of singular, or shared reality. 

Thus, living in an expectation-consistent community protected against election-related 

uncertainty regardless of why participants experienced reality as singular, or shared.  

In contrast, when participants experienced a less singular, consensual reality (i.e., 

hypothesized mechanism absent), the conditional 2-way between political orientation and 

community instability signaling was negative, but marginal in significance, b=-.084, SE=.045, 
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b=-.070, t(1032)=-1.88, p=.061, 95%CI(-.173, .004), ηp2=.003. The simple effect of community 

signaling reversed its direction for both liberals, b=.087, SE=.062, b=.077, t(1032)=1.41, p=.159, 

95%CI(-.034, .209), ηp2=.002, and conservatives, b=-.102, SE=.069, b=-.090, t(1032)=-1.47, 

p=.141, 95%CI(-.239, .034), ηp2=.002, although neither simple effect was significant. This 

conditional 2-way was not significant using any of the individual indicators of singular reality. 

Establishing Robustness: Generality of the Effects and Alternate Explanations? 

First, because the index of community instability-signaling contained three components, 

the observed effects could be limited to the composite or driven by one component of the 

composite. However, when we used each component of the community-instability signaling 

composite as a separate marker of stability, the 3-way interaction between the composite index 

of a singular reality, political orientation, and community instability signaling was significantly 

positive with population mobility, b=.182, SE=.041, b=.117, t(1015)=4.47, p<.001, 95%CI(.102, 

.262), ηp2=.019, and liberal/Democratic voting history, b=.128, SE=.033, b=.102, t(975)=3.83, 

p<.001, 95%CI(.062, 194), ηp2=.015. It was not significant with economic inequality, b=.008, 

SE=.050, b =.005, t(843)=0.17, p=.865, 95%CI(-.089, .106), ηp2=.000.  

Second, because voting patterns could provide a less obvious indicator of instability, it is 

important to establish that the effects remained robust when only population mobility and 

economic inequality were included in the community-instability signaling composite. The 3-way 

interaction between the experience of a singular, consensual reality; political orientation; and this 

2-component index of community-instability signaling was significantly positive in predicting 

post-election worries about the future, b=.199, SE=.050, b=.103, t(1015)=3.97, p<.001, 

95%CI(.101, .297), ηp2=.015. 
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Third, participants living in more (vs. less) instability-signaling communities may 

themselves occupy more (vs. less) precarious positions in society (Gau et al., 2014). Rather than 

capturing fit between personal expectations and collective realities, the observed effects of 

community fit could capture consistency between one’s personal politics and personal social or 

economic standing. In other words, conservatives in instability-signaling communities and 

liberals in stability-signaling communities may be more vulnerable because conservatives in 

instability-signaling communities are having more economic/social struggles than they expect 

(misfit) and liberals in stability-signaling communities are having fewer economic/social 

struggles than they expect (misfit). If that is the case, home community instability and political 

orientation should significantly interact in predicting personal social/economic standing (i.e., 

SES). As detailed in the SOM, in stability-signaling communities, conservatives did report 

significantly higher socioeconomic status than liberals. However, the 3-way interaction between 

the experience of a singular, consensual reality; political orientation; and community instability 

signaling was still significant controlling for the main and interaction effects of SES. 

Fourth, the index of community instability-signaling could capture another feature of the 

home community’s socio-ecology, such as its harshness or density. Therefore, we obtained the 

poverty rates (as a proxy for harshness) and population size (as a proxy for density) of 

participants’ home communities. As detailed in the SOM, the 3-way interaction between the 

experience of a singular, consensual reality; political orientation; and community instability-

signaling remained significant in analyses that separately controlled for the main effect of 

poverty and its interactions with the experience of a singular reality and political orientation. 

This 3-way also remained significant in analyses that separately controlled for population size 

and its interaction with the experience of a singular reality and political orientation.  
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Finally, the U.K. and U.S. elections differed in several respects that could qualify the 

effects. The U.S. election had a liberal incumbent, whereas the U.K. election had a conservative 

incumbent. The outcome of the U.S. election remained a toss-up until the day of the election 

itself, whereas the Labour party was expected to win the U.K. election from the day the election 

was called. In addition, the U.S. is much more politically polarized than the U.K. (Finkel et al., 

2020). Despite these differences, the reported effects generalized across samples. When we 

included the main and interaction effects for sample (0=U.S., 1=U.K.) in a further set of 

regression analyses, the 4-way between nation; the experience of a singular, consensual reality; 

political orientation; and community-instability signaling was not significant, b=-.043, SE=.102, 

b=-.012, t(1024)=-0.42, p=.676, 95%CI(-.242, .157), ηp2=.000.  

Discussion 

Study 1 provided moderation-of-process evidence for the presumed mechanism 

underlying the protective effects of living in an expectation-consistent or fitting community 

using statistically independent markers of the experience of a singular, consensual reality. When 

liberals experienced a more singular, consensual reality, they reported less post-election worry 

about the future when they lived in communities that signaled relative instability (fit) rather than 

stability (misfit). However, when conservatives experienced a more singular, consensual reality, 

they reported less post-election worry about the future when they lived in communities that 

signaled relative stability (fit) than instability (misfit). No such effects emerged when 

participants experienced a less singular reality. Studies 2-5 return to the model itself to test 

community fit’s hypothesized power to protect against the risks of collective interdependence. 

Study 2 

In considering how attachment processes extend across personal and more collective 
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relationships, attachment theorists increasingly contend that political leaders and government 

institutions themselves occupy caregiving roles (Mayseless & Popper, 2007, 2019; Mikulincer & 

Shaver, 2023). Therefore, in a cross-sectional survey, we indexed collective interdependence risk 

through self-reported anxiety depending on the federal government and its leadership. We 

indexed vulnerability (vs. resilience) through participants’ worry (vs. optimism) about the future 

precarity (vs. safety) of the social and financial fabric underlying their community and country.  

We expected anxiety depending on the government, political orientation, and community 

stability-signaling to interact in predicting future precarity worries. We expected people living in 

expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities to report greater worry about their future 

social and financial precarity when they felt more (vs. less) anxious depending on the 

government. That is, we expected liberals in stability-signaling and conservatives in instability-

signaling communities to report greater worry about their own precarity the more (vs. less) 

anxious they felt depending on the government. However, we expected those living in 

expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities to be comparatively protected, as captured by a 

reduced, or even reversed, effect of government-related anxiety on future precarity worries.  

Method 

The SOM provides further detail about the materials and use of these data. 

Transparency and Openness 

This study was preregistered to test unrelated hypotheses about attachment to government. An 

anonymized copy of preregistration and the survey materials, dataset, and analysis syntax are on 

OSF: https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28.  

Participants 

To be eligible, participants had to be U.S. citizens and pass a research integrity check. 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
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Although 722 participants were recruited, 51 did not provide consent and/or pass an initial 

research integrity check, leaving 671. After applying preregistered exclusion criteria (i.e., failing 

either of two attention/bot checks, excessively short completion times, U.S. citizen/eligible to 

vote), 556 participants remained. Participants (147 men, 389 women, 23 nonbinary, 3 gender 

fluid, and 5 using a different label) averaged 55.08 (SD=17.6) years in age. 503 participants 

identified as White, 12 as Asian, 1 as Arab, 13 as Black, 6 as Latino/Latina, 2 as 

Indigenous/Aboriginal, and 19 as mixed/self-described. The majority (392) reported being 

involved in an established romantic relationship.  

Procedure 

Individuals registered with Research Match were invited to volunteer to participate in an 

online study examining relationships and political figures the autumn before the 2024 U.S. 

Federal Election. Participants completed online consent, the focal measures of attachment to 

government and perceptions of future safety, and basic demographic questions (e.g., age, gender, 

relationship status, political orientation), among measures unrelated to the current study (e.g., 

childhood experiences, trust in government, political polarization).  

Measures 

 Political orientation. Participants indicated where they fell on a single-item scale 

anchored 1=very left to 7=very right, with left defined as “more socially liberal or progressive 

ideas” and right defined as “more socially conservative or traditional ideas”. 

 Community instability (vs. stability) signaling. We indexed (a) population mobility, (b) 

economic inequality, and (c) Democratic (vs. Republican) voting patterns as we did in Study 1 

for the U.S. sample. Significant positive correlations emerged between home community 
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Democratic voting and population mobility, r(548)=.246, and economic inequality, r(493)=.578, 

and between population mobility and economic inequality, r(494)=.324, all ps<.001.  

Collective interdependence risk. To capture anxiety about the current federal 

government’s dependability, we created two measures of anxiety. Adapted from the Relationship 

Structures (ECR-RS) survey (Fraley et al., 2006), participants completed (a) 3 items capturing 

experienced anxiety about the government’s dependability (i.e., a=.87, “I often worry that people 

in government don’t really care about me or people like me”; “I’m afraid that the government 

may let me or people like me down”; “I worry that the government won’t care about me, or 

people like me as much as it cares about other people”; 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly 

disagree) and (b) 3 parallel items capturing anxiety about the dependability of Kamala Harris 

(a=.95, the vice-president and Democratic candidate for president at the time). We averaged 

these 6 anxiety items (a=.88) to capture greater anxiety about the current federal government’s 

dependability, and thus, greater collective risk. We found parallel effects when we separately 

examined the government and Harris anxiety items as we report in the Results section.4   

 
4 Participants also completed 3 parallel items capturing anxiety about the dependability of 

Donald Trump (the Republican candidate) and 6 parallel items capturing avoidance of the 

government (e.g., “I don’t feel comfortable opening up about myself to people who administer 

government services”) and 6 items capturing avoidance of Harris and Trump. We only used the 

government and Harris anxiety items to capture collective interdependence risk because they 

captured uncertainty about whether the current government could be counted on (heightening 

risk) rather than the conclusion that the current government could not be counted on (minimizing 
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 Worry about future precarity (vs. safety). Participants completed (a) 5 items (a=.80) 

adapted from Pew Research Center, rating how they expected their “life and local community” to 

change in the future in terms of “my personal financial situation”, “property crime (e.g., theft, 

burglary, car theft)”, “violent crime (e.g., bodily assault, murder)”, “corruption/self-interest in 

local community politicians”, and “corruptions/self-interest in local community police”, 

anchored, -3=get much worse, 3=get much better; and (b) 5 items (a=.84) capturing how they 

expected their life and the U.S. to change in the future in terms of “the U.S. economy”, “property 

crime (e.g., theft, burglary, car theft)”, “violent crime (e.g., bodily assault, murder)”, 

“corruption/self-interest among national political leaders”, and “corruption/self-interest in the 

judiciary”, anchored, -3=get much worse, 3=get much better. We z-scored, reversed, and 

averaged all 10 items (a=.89) to capture greater worry about future social/financial precarity.  

Results 

Table 4 presents the descriptive information (raw scores) and intercorrelations among the 

z-scored variables. Sensitivity analyses using the InteractionPoweR 3-way interaction Shiny Ap 

(Baranger et al., 2023) suggested that the integrated sample (N=551) provided ~96% power to 

detect a 3-way interaction effect size as small as f2=.0252 given assumed reliabilities and 

correlations among the predictors (see SOM). We conducted simultaneous regression analyses 

predicting worries about one’s future social/financial precarity from the centered main effects 

and 2-way and 3-way interaction(s) between the composite index of anxiety about government 

dependability, the composite index of community instability-signaling, and political orientation.   

 
risk). We did not include the Trump anxiety items in the composite because he was not a 

representative of the current government at the time of data collection. 
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Table 5 presents the results. The hypothesized 3-way interaction between the marker of 

collective interdependence risk—the composite index of anxiety about the current government’s 

dependability— political orientation, and community instability-signaling was significantly 

positive in predicting future social/financial precarity worries. The 3-way interactions involving 

the components of this collective risk index were also significant. That is, the 3-way interaction 

between anxiety about government dependability, community stability, and political orientation 

was significantly positive, b=.104, SE=.040, b=.112, t(543)=2.60, p=.010, 95%CI(.025, .183), 

ηp2=.012, and the 3-way interaction between anxiety about Kamala Harris, community stability, 

and political orientation was also significantly positive, b=.102, SE=.041, b=.148, t(543)=2.47, 

p=.014, 95%CI(.021, .182), ηp2=.011, in predicting future precarity worries. 
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Table 4.  

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 2. 

 
Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

1. Political orientation 
 

2.890 1.726 --         

2. Government dependability 
anxiety 
 

3.406 1.118 .114 --        

3. Harris dependability anxiety  
 

2.535 1.385 .578 .469 --       

4. Future precarity worries 
 

-0.326 0.903 .200 .392 .345 --      

5. Population mobility 
 

3.449 0.928 -.106 -.039 -.046 .024 --     

6. Economic inequality 
 

0.470 0.035 -.136 -.001 -.077 -.019 .324 --    

7. Democratic voting 
 

0.517 0.139 -.233 -.113 -.119 -.142 .246 .578 --   

8. Composite of community 
instability-signaling  
 

-0.027 0.778 -.219 -.075 -.116 -.063 .695 .835 .794 --  

9. Composite of anxiety about 
government dependability  
 

0.000 0.701 .413 .847 .867 .429 -.050 -.047 -.135 -.112 -- 
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Table 5.  

Predicting precarity worries from anxiety depending on the current government (composite index), community instability-signaling, 

and political orientation in Study 2. 

 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
b 

 
t 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

 
ηp2 

Government dependability anxiety composite (i.e., collective 
risk) 
 

.403 .039 .455 10.33 <.001 .327, .480 .164 

Political orientation (PO) 
 

.022 .032 .032 0.695 .487 -.041, .086 .001 

Community instability-signaling 
 

-.061 .038 -.068 -1.587 .113 -.136, .014 .005 

PO X community instability-signaling 
 

-.072 .044 -.081 -1.65 .099 -.158, .014 .005 

Government dependability anxiety X community instability-
signaling 
 

.021 .048 .019 0.436 .663 -.074, .116 000 

Government dependability anxiety X PO 
 

.000 .037 .000 0.010 .992 -.072, .073 .000 

Government dependability anxiety X community instability-
signaling X PO 
 

.159 .046 .179 3.45 <.001 .068, .249 .021 
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Figure 3 presents the predicted slopes. The conditional 2-way between anxiety about the 

government’s dependability and political orientation for participants living in stability-signaling 

communities (16th percentile) is on the left; the corresponding conditional 2-way for instability-

signaling communities (84th percentile) is on the right. More positive slopes predict greater 

vulnerability to collective risk (i.e., greater anxiety about the government’s dependability 

predicting increased worry), whereas more negative, or less positive, slopes capture increased 

comparative resilience to collective risk. 

Figure 3.  

Predicting precarity worries from anxiety about the government’s dependability (i.e., collective 

risk), political orientation, and community stability-signaling in Study 2. 

 

Note: Significant simple slopes (p<.05) are marked by as asterisk (*).
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The risk-protective effects of community fit should be evident in two sets of 

complementary 2-ways. First, in stability-signaling communities versus instability-signaling 

communities, opposite 2-ways between collective interdependence risk and political orientation 

should emerge. That is, in stability-signaling communities, liberals (misfit) should evidence 

significantly greater vulnerability to collective risk than conservatives (fit), as captured by a 

more positive slope linking anxiety about government dependability to precarity worries for 

liberals than conservatives; but, in instability-signaling communities, conservatives (misfit) 

should evidence significantly greater vulnerability than liberals (fit). Second, for liberals (i.e., 

16th percentile on left-right political orientation, or ~1SD below the mean) versus conservatives 

(i.e., 84th percentile/~1 SD above the mean), opposite 2-ways between collective interdependence 

risk and community instability should emerge. That is, liberals in stability-signaling communities 

(misfit) should evidence significantly greater vulnerability to collective risk than liberals in 

instability-signaling communities (fit), as captured by a more positive slope linking anxiety 

about government dependability to precarity worries in stability- than instability-signaling 

communities; but conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) should evidence 

significantly greater vulnerability to collective risk than conservatives in stability-signaling 

communities (fit). We discuss each set of 2-ways, but we only report the simple slopes for 

collective risk once in the context of the conditional 2-way collective risk by political orientation 

interactions because these simples slopes are identical in each set of conditional 2-way 

interactions.5 

 
5 For the sake of consistency, and to make the consistency in the directional effects across studies 

clear, we always fully decompose the 3-way interactions into the simple effects of collective risk 
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Instability-signaling vs. stability-signaling communities. In instability-signaling 

communities, conservatives (misfit) evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to collective 

risk than liberals (fit); the conditional 2-way between anxiety about government dependability 

and political orientation was significantly positive, b=.129, SE=.056, b=.162, t(543)=2.30, 

p=.022, 95%CI(.019, .239), ηp2=.026.  Conservatives in instability-signaling communities 

(misfit) anticipated significantly more financially/socially precarious futures when they felt more 

(vs. less) anxious about the government’s dependability, b=.578, SE=.096, b=.651, t(543)=6.02, 

p<.001, 95%CI(.389, .766), ηp2=.063. However, liberals in instability-signaling communities (fit) 

were comparatively resilient to their own anxiety about the government’s dependability, b=.279, 

SE=.073, b=.314, t(543)=3.83, p<.001, 95%CI(.136, .422), ηp2=.026.  

In contrast, in stability-signaling communities, liberals (misfit) evidenced significantly 

greater vulnerability to collective risk (i.e., more positive slope) than conservatives (fit); the 

conditional 2-way between anxiety about government dependability and political orientation was 

significantly negative, b=-.131, SE=.049, b=-.164, t(543)=-2.68, p=.008, 95%CI(-.227, -.035), 

ηp2=.013. Liberals in stability-signaling communities (misfit) anticipated significantly more 

financially/socially precarious futures when they felt more (vs. less) anxious about the 

government’s dependability, b=.530, SE=.089, b=.597, t(543)=5.95, p<.001, 95%CI(.355, .704), 

ηp2=.061. However, conservatives in stability-signaling communities were comparatively 

resilient to their own anxiety about the government’s dependability, b=.226, SE=.069, b=.255, 

t(543)=3.28, p=.001, 95%CI(.091, .362), ηp2=.020. 

 
for liberals and conservatives in instability-signaling and stability-signaling communities (even 

in the absence of fully symmetrical conditional 2-way interactions). 
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Liberals vs. conservatives. Conservatives evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to 

collective risk in instability- (misfit) than stability-signaling (fit) communities; the conditional 2-

way between anxiety depending on the government and community instability was significantly 

positive, b=.215, SE=.074, b=.195, t(543)=2.91, p=.004, 95%CI(.070, .360), ηp2=.015. In 

contrast, liberals evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to collective risk in stability-

signaling (misfit) than instability-signaling (fit) communities; the conditional 2-way between 

anxiety depending on the current government and community instability was significantly 

negative, b=-.153, SE=.070, b=-.139, t(543)=-2.19, p=.029, 95%CI(-.291, -.016), ηp2=.009.  

Establishing Robustness: Specificity of the Effects and Alternate Explanations? 

Because the community instability-signaling index contained three components, the 

observed effects could be limited to the composite or driven by one component. When we used 

each component of this index as a separate marker of instability signaling, the hypothesized 3-

way interaction emerged. The 3-way interaction between the stability marker, risk, and political 

orientation was significantly positive with population mobility, b=.078, SE=.038, b=.102, 

t(543)=2.072, p=.039, 95%CI(.004, .151), ηp2=.01, economic inequality, b=.098, 

SE=.039, b=.127, t(488)=2.49, p=.013, 95%CI(.021, .175), ηp2=.013, and Democratic voting 

history, b=.095, SE=.036, b=.130, t(542)=2.61, p=.009, 95%CI(.024, .166), ηp2=.012. 

In addition, the effects remained robust when only population mobility and economic 

inequality were included in the community-instability signaling composite. The 3-way 

interaction between anxiety depending on the government, political orientation, and this 2-

component index of community instability-signaling was significantly positive, as expected, 

b=.123, SE=.044, b=.148, t(543)=2.79, p=.005, 95%CI(.036, .209), ηp2=.014. 

Nonetheless, there are at least four alternate explanations for the effects. First, the data 
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are cross-sectional and the measures of anxiety depending on the government and future 

precarity worries are significantly, but modestly, positively correlated, r(544)=.429, p<.001. This 

raises the question of whether the measures are discriminable. Perhaps, had we reversed 

predictor (i.e., anxiety depending on the government) and outcome (i.e., future precarity 

worries), and treated future precarity worries as the indicator of collective risk and anxiety 

depending on the government as the outcome, we might have found the same exact effects. 

However, speaking to the discriminability of measures, the 3-way interaction between future 

precarity worries, political orientation, and community-instability signaling was not significant in 

predicting the composite index capturing anxiety depending on the government, b=.060, 

SE=.048, b=.047, t(543)=1.24, p=.214, 95%CI(-.035, .155), ηp2=.003. This 3-way was also not 

significant predicting the components of this index; anxiety depending on the government, 

b=.043, SE=.060, b=.030, t(543)=0.72, 95%CI(-.075, .161), ηp2=.001, or anxiety depending on 

Kamala Harris, b=.077, SE=.054, b=.051, t(543)=1.43, p=.154, 95%CI(-.029, .183), ηp2=.004. 

In addition, Study 1 provided an opportunity to examine whether community fit 

prospectively predicted reduced vulnerability to government-related anxieties. Prior to the 2024 

elections in the U.S. and U.K., Study 1 participants completed a measure capturing how they felt 

their own financial, social, and physical security (etc.) hinged on the political party that 

happened to be in power. As we detail in the SOM, we found a significantly positive 3-way 

interaction between this measure of collective risk—that is, feeling dependent on the political 

party in power—political orientation, and community instability-signaling in predicting post-

election worries about the future (controlling for pre-election worries). In stability-signaling 

communities, liberals (misfit) reported greater post-election worries about their future when they 

felt more (vs. less) dependent on the political party in power prior to the election. However, 
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conservatives (fit) were comparatively resilient to this same risk. 

Second, in Study 2, anxiety depending on the current government could simply reflect 

negative attitudes toward the government rather than the perceived risks of depending on the 

government. If that is the case, we should find similar effects using the items capturing 

avoidance toward the government, which would also capture negative government attitudes. 

However, a composite of government-related avoidance (i.e., avoidance of 

government/government services and avoidance of Kamala Harris) did not significantly interact 

with community stability and political orientation in predicting worry about future precarity, 

b=.084, SE=.054, b=.081, t(543)=1.57, p=.118, 95%CI(-.021, .189), ηp2=.012. Moreover, in 

further analyses that controlled for government-related avoidance and its interactions with 

community instability and political orientation, the reported 3-way interaction between the 

composite index of anxiety about government dependability, community instability, and political 

orientation was still significantly positive in predicting future social/financial precarity worries, 

b=.264, SE=.071, b=.298, t(539)=3.71, p<.001, 95%CI(.124, .404), ηp2=.025. Thus, the effects 

are specific to the uncertainty about the government’s dependability (which heightens risk) rather 

than the belief or conclusion that the government is not dependable (which minimizes risk). 

Third, people in misfitting communities may be more vulnerable to collective risk than 

those in fitting communities due to differences in socioeconomic status, as we delineated in 

exploring alternate explanations for the effects obtained in Study 1. However, as we detail in the 

SOM, home community instability and political orientation did not significantly interact in 

predicting a broad index of participants’ socioeconomic status in this sample. In addition, the 

hypothesized 3-way interaction involving community fit was still significant in predicting 

precarity worries in analyses that controlled for SES and its interactions with anxiety depending 
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on the government, community instability, and political orientation.  

Fourth, the index of community instability-signaling could capture some overlapping 

feature of the home community’s socio-ecology, such as its harshness or density. As detail in the 

SOM, the 3-way interaction between anxiety depending on the government, political orientation 

and community signaling remained significant in predicting future precarity worries in analyses 

that separately controlled for poverty and its interactions with anxiety depending on the 

government and political orientation and in analyses that controlled for population size and its 

interaction with anxiety depending on the government and political orientation. 

Discussion 

Study 2 revealed the hypothesized collective-risk-vulnerability regulating effects of 

community fit in both stability- and instability-signaling communities. In stability-signaling 

communities, liberals (misfit) evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to doubting the 

government’s dependability than conservatives (fit), but in instability-signaling communities, 

conservatives (misfit) evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to such doubts than liberals 

(fit). Nevertheless, participants were skewed to the political left and the data were cross-

sectional. Studies 3-5 provided prospective tests of the community fit model using objective 

indicators of collectively experienced risk in samples that better spanned the political spectrum. 

Study 3 

In a daily diary study, we indexed collective interdependence risk through the public’s 

daily sensitivity to economic and physical threats to the country as whole. The public’s tacit 

awareness of threats to the economy and national security can be reliably tracked through the 

Internet searches of the local populace (Beall et al., 2016; von Scheve & Salmala, 2014) and the 

stock market activities of financial traders (Bloom, 2009, 2014; Nikkinen & Sahlstrom, 2004). 
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We combined two such markers to gauge daily variation in public sensitivity to societal threat.  

We expected people living in expectation-inconsistent or misfitting communities to report 

greater worry about their personal financial precarity on days after the public seemed more 

attuned to societal threat, as compared to days when it seemed less attuned. That is, we expected 

liberals in stability-signaling and conservatives in instability-signaling communities to report 

greater worry about their precarity on days after the public was more (vs. less) attuned to societal 

threats. However, we expected people living in expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities 

to be comparatively protected, as captured by reduced, or even reversed, effect of public threat 

sensitivity on personal precarity worries.  

Method 

The SOM provides detail about the prior use of these data.  

Transparency and Openness 

The study was not preregistered. The survey materials and data are available on OSF: 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28.  

Participants 

Qualtrics was contracted to recruit participants. Participants had to be in a monogamous, 

committed heterosexual romantic relationships; U.S. citizens; speak English as a first language; 

have at least one child under 18 living at home; and pass a research integrity check. Of 556 

eligible participants, 251 who completed fewer than 3 days were dropped by Qualtrics (the 

majority dropped after one day), leaving 305 who completed an average of 6-7 of the 9 diary 

days (with 256 completing all 9 diaries). Participants (75 males, 229 females, 1 unspecified) 

averaged 39.5 (SD=7.6) years old; relationships averaged 13.9 years (SD=7.7); 237 participants 

identified as White, 14 as Asian, 31 as Black, 17 as Latino/Latina, and 6 as mixed/other.  

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
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Procedure 

Participants received the survey link from Qualtrics at 6 PM (EST) each day. They were 

asked to complete the survey, which contained questions about the events and feelings they 

experienced that day, before bed. The link remained accessible until 6 AM (EST) the next 

morning to allow for shift work and time zones. The first assessment included demographic and 

background measures; the 9 remaining assessments repeated the same daily measures, including 

the items tapping financial precarity worries (the only items to tap social/financial precarity). 

Measures 

 Political orientation. Participants reported their political orientation on a single item 

ranging from 1=extremely liberal to 9=extremely conservative. 

Community instability (vs. stability) signaling. We indexed (a) population mobility, (b) 

economic inequality, and Democratic (vs. Republican) voting patterns as we did in Study 1, 

except that voting history only spanned 2000-2016 because these data were collected prior to the 

2020 U.S. Federal Election. We z-scored and averaged each indicator to create an overall, 

formative index of community instability (vs. stability) signaling. As in Studies 1 and 2, these 

indicators provided relatively independent markers of community stability. Significant positive 

correlations emerged between home community Democratic voting and economic inequality, 

r(260)=.633, p<.001, and between population mobility and economic inequality, r(260)=.180, 

p=.031, but not between Democratic voting and population mobility, r(303)=.068, p=.239.  

Collective interdependence risk. We obtained two daily indices of public sensitivity to 

societal economic and physical threats (Murray, Lamarche et al., 2021). First, we used Google 

Trends data to index how frequently participants in the same zip code as the participant searched 

for a particular term, relative to the total search volume. We tailored the search terms to match 
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the news cycle during the diary period, and so, the terms were: “border wall”, “recession”, 

“Trump/Mueller”, “trade war”, “global warming”, “terrorism”, “racism”, and “protest.” Second, 

we tracked the closing daily value of the VIX (Chicago Board Options Exchange Volatility 

Index), aka the “fear index” on each assessment day. 6 Because Google searches and VIX 

volatility were significantly positively associated at the daily level, b=.1312, SE=.0231, z=5.68, 

p<.0001, 95%CI(.086, .176), we computed an overall index of daily public sensitivity to threat 

by averaging these z-scored indices. Supporting the validity of this index, and its capacity to 

impact individual experience on a daily basis, participants were themselves more likely to report 

that they had saw, heard, or read about specific threats to the economy and environment, etc. on 

days when the public’s risk sensitivity was higher (vs. lower) than usual (see SOM). 

 Worry about financial precarity. Participants responded to two items (a=.79) capturing 

their daily experience of personal financial precarity adapted from Garðarsdóttir et al. (2012), 

which we averaged (i.e., “I worry about being able to pay my bills”; “I am anxious about the 

current state of the economy”, 1=completely disagree, 7=completely agree). 

Results 

Table 6 presents descriptive information and the within-person (below the diagonal) and 

between-person (above the diagonal) intercorrelations. Because days are nested within 

participants, the data likely violate assumptions of independence. Indicating such dependence, 

the intraclass correlation (ICC)—reflecting the proportion of variance in the precarity worries 

 
6 Derived from the behavior of financial traders, the VIX is a daily economic indicator that tracks 

uncertainty in national and international events by forecasting greater volatility in the stock 

market over the next 30 days (Bloom, 2014). 
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that varied daily/within person—was .84. To adjust for dependence in the data, we estimated 

multilevel models using MLwiN (Goldstein et al., 1998), with day at Level 1 and participant at 

Level 2. Our analysis Ns for observations (1998) and participants (305) exceed recommendations 

that ESM studies aim for a Level 1 sample size of at least 835 (Gabriel et al., 2019) and a Level 

2 sample size of at least 83 (Hox, 1995; West et al., 2022). Also, sensitivity analyses in the SOM 

suggest that with average completion rates in excess of 70%, this sample should provide ~100% 

power to detect medium (d=0.5) effects and ~40% power to detect small effects (d=.0.2). 

We centered within-person variables (e.g., public threat sensitivity) on the participant’s 

mean across days and between-person variables (i.e., community socio-ecology, political 

orientation) on the sample mean. We then predicted today’s feelings of financial precarity from: 

(a) a random intercept term, (b) yesterday’s feelings of financial precarity, specified as fixed, (c) 

yesterday’s public threat sensitivity, specified as random, (d) the two-way interactions among 

yesterday’s public threat sensitivity, political orientation, and community instability-signaling 

(vs. stability-signaling), (d) the 3-way interaction, and (e) the corresponding error terms. Because 

the daily measure of yesterday’s public threat sensitivity was person-centered, this measure of 

collective risk compares days when the public evidenced greater than usual sensitivity to societal 

threat to days when it evidenced less than usual sensitivity. We included time as a covariate to 

control for linear changes in the outcome and the between-person means (i.e., participants’ 

average exposure to public threat sensitivity and its 2-way and 3-way interaction(s) with 

community instability-signaling and political orientation) to further separate within-person 

effects from between-person effects (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013). In complex models with 

multiple predictors, specifying multiple random effects can result in models failing to converge, 

making fixed specification appropriate on a case-by-case basis (Bates et al., 2018). We fit 
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random coefficient models to the intercept term, the daily measure of public threat sensitivity, 

and time, following recommendations to estimate maximally random models (Barr et al., 2013).   

Table 7 presents the corresponding coefficients. As Table 7 reveals, liberals reported 

more concern about their financial precarity across days than conservatives, as captured in the 

significant main effect of political orientation. The hypothesized 3-way interaction between 

collective risk—yesterday’s public threat sensitivity—political orientation, and community 

instability-signaling was significant in predicting today’s financial precarity worries, b=.0612, 

SE=.0250, z=2.45, p=.0143, 95%CI(.012, .110), rpartial=.139. In terms of the components of the 

public threat sensitivity composite, the 3-way was significant using only Google searches as the 

sole indicator of yesterday’s public threat sensitivity, b=.0331, SE=.0142, z=2.33, p=.0198, 

95%CI(.005, .061); it was again positive, but not significant, using VIX volatility as the sole 

indicator, b=.0246, SE=.0195, z=1.26, p=.2077, 95%CI(-.014, .063).  

Figure 4 presents the conditional 2-way yesterday’s public sensitivity to societal threat by 

political orientation interaction for participants living in stability-signaling (16th percentile) on 

the left; the corresponding 2-way for instability-signaling communities (84th percentile) is on the 

right. More positive slopes predict greater vulnerability to collective risk (i.e., more public threat 

sensitivity predicting increased precarity worries), whereas more negative, or less positive, 

slopes capture increased comparative resilience to this collective risk. 
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Table 6.  

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 3. 

 
Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

 
9 

1. Political orientation 5.354 1.769 -- -.067 -.086 -.150 .077 .016 -.139 -.023 -.087 

2. Daily Google searches  48.80 32.63 -.002 -- -.042 .003 -.011 -.000 .072 .028 .836 

3. Daily VIX  13.08 1.144 -.000 .135 -- .051 -.044 -.007 -.008 -.027 .411 

4. Daily precarity worries 2.629 1.830 .000 .027 .033 -- .005 -.004 -.047 -.021 .003 

5. Population mobility 3.084 0.828 .085 -.008 -.002 -.000 -- .180 -.045 .521 -.032 

6. Economic inequality 0.463 0.034 .004 .003 -.002 -.000 .179 -- .633 .857 -.019 

7. Democratic voting 0.485 0.133 -.153 -.004 -.002 -.000 -.047 .634 -- .752 .073 

8. Composite of community instability-
signaling  

-0.034 0.746 -.031 -.004 -.003 -.000 .522 .858 .749 -- .011 

9. Composite of public threat 
sensitivity (i.e., Google searches + 
VIX) 

-0.010 0.791 -.009 .735 .738 .039 -.012 .003 -.015 -.011 -- 

 

Note. Correlations involving within-person (i.e., person-centered daily variables) are presented below the diagonal and correlations 

involving only between-person variables (i.e., political orientation, community characteristics, and daily variables averaged across 

assessments) are presented above the diagonal.  
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Table 7.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from yesterday’s public threat sensitivity (composite), community instability-signaling, and 

political orientation in Study 3. 

 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
z 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

Intercept 2.665 0.098 -- -- -- 

Yesterday’s precarity worries -.1358 .0229 -5.93 <.0001 -.181, -.091 

Yesterday’s public threat sensitivity (i.e., collective risk) .0414 .0332 1.25 .2113 -.024, .106 

Political orientation (PO) -.1540 .0550 -2.80 .0051 -.262, -.046 

Community instability-signaling -.0475 .1316 -0.36 .7188 -.305, .210 

PO X community instability-signaling -.0504 .0710 -0.71 .4777 -.190, .089 

Yesterday’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling .0312 .0440 0.71 .4777 -.055, .117 

Yesterday’s public threat sensitivity X PO .0295 .0183 1.61 .1074 -.006, .065 

Yesterday’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling 

X PO 

.0612 .0250 2.45 .0143 .012, .110 

Mean public threat sensitivity -.1874 .2584 -0.73 .4654 -.694, .319 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling -.0148 .3695 -0.04 .9681 -.739, .709 

Mean public threat sensitivity X PO .0920 .1518 0.61 .5419 -.206, .390 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling X PO .0805 .2139 0.38 .7039 -.339, .500 

Time -.0254 .0115 -2.21 .0271 -.048, -.003 

Note. Italicized variables were specified as random model coefficients.
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Figure 4.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from yesterday’s public threat sensitivity (i.e., collective 

risk), political orientation, and community instability-signaling in Study 3. 

 

Note: Significant simple slopes (p<.05) are marked by as asterisk (*). 

 

 Instability- vs. stability-signaling communities. In instability-signaling communities, 

conservatives (misfit) evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to the public’s sensitivity to 

societal threat on the prior day than liberals (fit); the conditional 2-way between yesterday’s 

public threat sensitivity and political orientation in predicting today’s precarity worries was 

significantly positive, b=.0708, SE=.0247, z=2.87, p=.0021, 95%CI(.022, .119), rpartial=.162. 

Conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) reported significantly increased 

financial precarity worries on days after the public evidenced more (vs. less) threat sensitivity, 

b=.1791, SE=.0579, z=3.09, p=.002, 95%CI(.066, .293), rpartial=.174. However, liberals in 

instability-signaling communities (fit) were comparatively resilient to the public’s daily 

sensitivity to risk, b=-.1043, SE=.0762, z=-1.37, p=.1707, 95%CI(-.254, .045), rpartial=-.078. 

In contrast, in stability-signaling communities, liberals and conservatives did not 

significantly differ in their evidenced vulnerability to the public’s threat sensitivity, although the 
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conditional 2-way between yesterday’s public threat sensitivity and political orientation was 

negative as expected, b=-.0142, SE=.0257, z=-0.55, p=.5823, 95%CI(-.065, .036), rpartial=-.032. 

In stability-signaling communities, the simple effect of public threat sensitivity was positive, as 

expected, but not significant for liberals (misfit), b=.0526, SE=.0801, z=0.66, p=.5093, 95%CI(-

.104, .210), rpartial=.038. However, it was negative and not significant for conservatives (fit), b=-

.0052, SE=.0582, z=-0.09, p=.928, 95%CI(-.119, .109), rpartial=-.005. 

Liberals vs. conservatives. Conservatives evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to 

collective risk (i.e., yesterday’s public threat sensitivity) in instability-signaling (misfit) than 

stability-signaling (fit) communities: The 2-way conditional interaction between yesterday’s 

public threat sensitivity in predicting today’s precarity worries was significantly positive for 

conservatives, b=.1319, SE=.0549, z=2.40, p=.0164, 95%CI(.024, .240), rpartial=.139. In contrast, 

although in the expected direction, the corresponding conditional 2-way was not significant for 

liberals, b=-.1129, SE=.0792, z=-1.43, p=.1527, 95%CI(-.268, .042), rpartial=-.081.  

Establishing Robustness: Specificity of the Effects and Alternate Explanations? 

The moderating effects of community instability-signaling were significantly evident for 

two of the three community indicators. The hypothesized 3-way interaction was significantly 

positive with economic inequality, b=.0484, SE=.0197, z=2.46, p=.0139, 95%CI(.010, .087), 

rpartial=.150, and Democratic voting history, b=.0358, SE=.0175, z=2.05, p=.0404, 95%CI(.001, 

.070), rpartial=.116, but not population mobility, b=.0084, SE=.0195, z=0.43, p=.6672, 95%CI(-

.030, .047), rpartial=.025.  

In addition, the effects remained robust when only population mobility and economic 

inequality, the most face valid measures of community instability, were included in the 

community-instability signaling composite. The 3-way interaction between anxiety depending on 
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the government, political orientation, and this 2-component index of community instability-

signaling was significant, b=.0551, SE=.0240, z=2.30, p=.0214, 95%CI(.008, .102), rpartial=.130. 

There are at least two alternate explanations for the effects. First, people in misfitting 

communities could be more vulnerable to collective risk than people in fitting communities due 

to differences in socioeconomic status (SES). However, community stability and political 

orientation did not significantly interact in predicting a broad index of socioeconomic status. 

Also, the hypothesized 3-way community fit interaction still significantly predicted precarity 

worries controlling for SES and its interactions with yesterday’s public threat sensitivity, 

community instability, and political orientation (see SOM). 

Second, the index of community instability-signaling could capture the home 

community’s socio-ecology harshness or density. However, as we detail in the SOM, the 3-way 

interaction between yesterday’s public threat sensitivity, political orientation and community 

signaling remained significant in predicting today’s precarity worries controlling for poverty and 

its interactions with yesterday’s unexpected political behavior and political orientation and in 

analyses that controlled for population size and its interaction with yesterday’s public threat 

sensitivity and political orientation.  

Discussion 

The hypothesized collective-risk-regulating effects of community fit only emerged 

significantly in instability-signaling communities. In such communities, conservatives (misfit) 

were more vulnerable to the sociopolitical world behaving unexpectedly than liberals. Despite 

the asymmetries in the conditional 2-ways, and limited power to detect small effects (addressed 

in Study 5 and the meta-analysis), Study 3 provided the first evidence that community fit might 

regulate daily responses to collectively-experienced interdependence risks. Studies 4 and 5 
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examine the replicability of such effects in times of acute national turmoil and uncertainty.  

Study 4 

In an 8-week study spanning the 2018 U.S. midterm election, we again indexed 

collectively experienced interdependence risk through the public’s sensitivity to societal threats, 

as captured through stock market volatility, that is, the VIX or “fear” index. We expected people 

living in expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities to report greater worry about their 

future social/financial precarity on days when the public seemed more sensitive to threat, as 

compared to days when it seemed less sensitive. That is, we expected liberals in stability-

signaling and conservatives in instability-signaling communities to report greater worry about 

their future precarity on days when the public was likely more (vs. less) attuned to societal threat. 

However, we expected people living in expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities to be 

comparatively protected, as captured by reduced, or even reversed, effect of the public’s daily 

sensitivity to societal threats on subsequent personal precarity worries. 

Method 

The SOM describes prior use of these data.  

Transparency and Openness 

This study was not preregistered. The survey materials and data are available on OSF: 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28.  

Participants 

Qualtrics was contracted to recruit participants. Participants had to be in a monogamous, 

committed heterosexual romantic relationship, U.S. citizens, speak English as a first language, 

have at least one child under 18 living at home, and pass a research integrity check. Of 373 

eligible participants, we dropped 76 who completed fewer than 3 weeks participation (51 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
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dropped after 1 week), leaving 297 who completed an average of 5 of the 7 weekly assessments 

(with 208 completing all 8 weeks). Participants (81 men) averaged 40.6 years in age (SD = 7.7) 

and relationships averaged 15.8 (SD = 7.3) years in length (3 dating, 1 engaged, 293 married). 

Participants had 2.5 children on average (SD = 1.4) who were 10.5 years old on average (SD = 

4.8). Participants were recruited into one cohort, with 8 once-weekly assessments straddling the 

November 6, 2018 U.S. midterm election in the U.S., beginning 6 weeks before and concluding 

1 week after the election. 

Procedure 

Qualtrics issued the first weekly survey link to participants at 6 PM (EST) on Thursday, 

September 27, 2018, 6 weeks before the 2018 midterm election, with subsequent surveys issued 

on Wednesday, October 3, 10, 17, 24, 31, November 7 (the day after the midterm), and 

November 13, 2018. Participants were asked to complete the survey before going to bed on the 

day they received it, but the link remained accessible for 3 more days to maximize participant 

retention given the fixed timing of the midterm election. (The majority of participants completed 

the weekly survey on the same day they received it.) The first weekly survey contained 

demographic and background measures assessed once, whereas the subsequent surveys 

contained items assessed weekly over the next 7 weeks, including the precarity worries items 

utilized in the present study (i.e., all the precarity worry items in the survey). 

Measures 

 Political orientation. Participants reported their political orientation on a single item 

ranging from 1=extremely liberal to 9=extremely conservative. 

Community instability (vs. stability) signaling. We indexed (a) population mobility, (b) 

economic inequality, and (c) Democratic (vs. Republican) voting patterns as in Study 3. The 
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indicators again provided relatively independent markers of community (in)stability. Significant 

positive correlations emerged between home community Democratic voting and economic 

inequality, r(255)=.601, p<.001, and population mobility and economic inequality, r(255)=.242, 

p<.001, but not between Democratic voting and population mobility, r(293)=.087, p=.138.  

Collective interdependence risk. We tracked the closing value of the VIX (Chicago 

Board Options Exchange Volatility Index, aka the “Fear Index”) on each assessment day. 

Supporting the validity of this index of public threat sensitivity, and its capacity to impact 

individual experience on a daily basis, participants were themselves more likely to report that 

they had seen, heard, or read about specific threats to the economy and environment, etc. on days 

when collective risk sensitivity was higher (vs. lower) than usual (see SOM). 

 Financial precarity worries. At each weekly assessment, participants reported financial 

precarity worries on the same 2-item scale (a=.67) used in Study 3, answering with reference to 

their feelings on that day (i.e., the assessment day). 

 Election precarity worries. At each weekly assessment, and with reference to their 

feelings on that particular day, participants reported whether they (a) “worried about the 2018 

midterm election” or “worried about what was going to happen in this country” using “yes/no” 

responses, which we summed, and whether they thought (b) the 2018 midterm direction was 

moving in the wrong (-3) versus right direction (3). Because participants were significantly more 

likely to think the midterm was going in the wrong direction on days when they were more 

worried about the midterm election and country, b=-.1583, SE=.0523, z=-3.02, p=.0025, we 

reversed the right-direction item and averaged these z-scored scales to index election worries.  

Results 

Table 8 presents descriptive information and the within-person (below the diagonal) and 
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between-person (above the diagonal) intercorrelations. Because weeks are nested within 

participants, the data likely violate assumptions of independence. Indicating dependence, the 

intraclass correlation (ICC)—reflecting the proportion of variance in financial precarity worries 

and midterm worries that varied weekly/within person—was respectively .74 and 59. Therefore, 

we estimated multilevel models using MLwiN (Goldstein et al., 1998), with week at Level 1 and 

participant at Level 2. We centered within-person variables on the participant’s mean across 

weeks and between-person variables on the sample mean. Our analysis Ns for observations 

(1477) and participants (296) exceed recommendations that ESM studies aim for a Level 1 

sample size of at least 835 (Gabriel et al., 2019) and a Level 2 sample size of at least 83 (Hox, 

1995; West et al., 2011). In addition, sensitivity analyses detailed in the SOM suggest that with 

average completion rates in excess of 70%, this sample should provide ~100% power to detect 

medium (d=0.5) effects and ~40% power to detect small effects (d=.0.2). 

We predicted the current assessment day’s financial precarity worries (or midterm 

election worries) from: (a) a random intercept term, (b) worries on the assessment day in the 

prior week, (c) the current assessment day’s public threat sensitivity, as captured by the closing 

value of the VIX, specified as random, (d) the three two-way interactions between this week’s 

public threat sensitivity, community instability (vs. stability) signaling, and political orientation, 

(e) the 3-way interaction, and the corresponding error terms.7 Because the measure of VIX 

volatility was person-centered, this measure of collective risk compared assessment days when 

 
7 Unlike Study 3, where we examined the lagged effects of the public’s sensitivity to societal 

threat (i.e., yesterday’s risk predicting today’s precarity), we examined the same-day effects of 

collective risk in the current study given the week-long lag separating the assessments.  
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the public evidenced greater than usual sensitivity to societal threat to days when it evidenced 

less than usual sensitivity. We controlled for time to account for linear changes in the outcome 

and the between-person means (i.e., participants’ average exposure to public threat sensitivity 

and its 2-way and 3-way interaction(s) with community instability-signaling and political 

orientation) to further separate within- from between-person effects (Bolger & Laurenceau, 

2013). We fit random coefficient models to the intercept, daily public threat sensitivity, and time, 

following recommendations to estimate maximally random models (Barr et al., 2013).   

Tables 9 and 10 respectively present the model coefficients for financial precarity and 

midterm election worries. The significant main effects of political orientation reveal that liberals 

reported stronger financial precarity and election worries across assessments than conservatives. 

The hypothesized 3-way interaction emerged in predicting today’s financial precarity worries, 

b=.0158, SE=.0056, z=2.82, p=.0048, 95%CI(.005, .027), rpartial=.161, but not in predicting 

election worries, b=.0031, SE=.0035, z=0.89, p=.3735, 95%CI-.004, .010), rpartial=.053.  

Figure 5 presents the predicted slopes. The conditional 2-way today’s community 

sensitivity to threat (i.e., VIX volatility) by political orientation interaction for participants living 

in stability-signaling (16th percentile) communities is on the left side; the corresponding 2-way 

for those in instability-signaling communities (84th) is on the right. More positive slopes indicate 

greater vulnerability to collective risk (i.e., greater than usual VIX volatility predicting increased 

financial precarity worries), whereas more negative, or less positive, slopes capture comparative 

resilience to this daily indicator of public sensitivity to societal threats.
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Table 8.  

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 4. 

 
Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

1. Political orientation 
 

5.461 1.944 -- -.002 -.365 -.138 -.031 -.144 -.207 -.175 

2. Daily VIX (i.e., collective risk) 
 

19.49 4.01 .001 -- -.065 -.153 .063 -.063 -.056 -.026 

3. Daily midterm worries 
 

-.003 0.058 .001 -.040 -- .291 .031 .096 .118 .112 

4. Daily financial worries 
 

2.691 1.766 -.000 .021 .069 -- -.099 -.023 -.048 -.078 

5. Population mobility 
 

3.093 0.751 -.039 .006 .000 -.000 -- .242 .015 .582 

6. Economic inequality 
 

0.460 0.035 -.147 -.003 .000 -.000 .277 -- .602 .851 

7. Democratic voting 
 

0.479 0.138 -.234 -.002 -.001 .000 -.002 .584 -- .739 

8. Composite of community 
instability-signaling  
 

-0.027 0.752 -.192 .000 -.000 -.000 .593 .860 .719 -- 

 

Note. Correlations involving within-person (i.e., person-centered daily variables) are presented below the diagonal and correlations 

involving only between-person variables (i.e., political orientation, community characteristics, and daily variables averaged across 

assessments) are presented above the diagonal.  
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Table 9.  

Predicting today’s financial precarity worries from today’s public threat sensitivity (VIX volatility), community instability-signaling, 

and political orientation in Study 4. 

 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
z 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

Intercept 2.725 .0931 -- -- -- 

Last week’s precarity worries -.1893 .0277 -6.83 <.0001 -.244, -.135 

Today’s public threat sensitivity (i.e., VIX) .0095 .0086 1.10 .2712 -.007, .026 

Political orientation (PO) -.1922 .0482 -3.99 <.0001 -.287, -.098 

Community instability-signaling -.2262 .1238 -1.83 .0673 -.469, .016 

PO X community instability-signaling .0059 .0593 0.10 .9203 -.110, .122 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling .0096 .0113 0.85 .3953 -.013, .032 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X PO .0065 .0043 1.51 .1310 -.019, .149 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling X 

PO 

.0158 .0056 2.82 .0048 .005, .027 

Mean public threat sensitivity -.3789 .1511 -2.51 .0121 -.675, -.083 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling -.0217 .1664 -0.13 .8966 -.348, .304 

Mean public threat sensitivity X PO -.0194 .0779 -0.25 .8026 -.172, .133 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling X PO -.0174 .0858 -0.20 .8415 -.186, .151 

Time .0229 .0189 1.21 .2263 -.014, .060 

 

Note. Italicized variables were specified as random model coefficients. 
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Table 10.  

Predicting today’s midterm election worries from today’s the public’s sensitivity to societal threats (VIX volatility), community 

instability-signaling, and political orientation in Study 4. 

 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
z 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

Intercept .0052 .0405 -- -- -- 

Last week’s midterm worries -.1445 .0301 -4.80 <.0001 -.203, -.086 

Today’s public threat sensitivity (i.e., VIX) -.0089 .0053 -1.68 .0930 -.019, .001 

Political orientation (PO) -.1398 .0210 -6.66 <.0001 -.181, -.099 

Community instability-signaling .0591 .0545 1.08 .2801 -.048, .166 

PO X community instability-signaling -.0031 .0261 -0.12 .9045 -.054, .048 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling -.0024 .0069 -0.35 .7263 -.016, .011 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X PO -.0007 .0026 -0.27 .7872 -.006, .004 

Today’s public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling X 

PO 

.0031 .0035 0.89 .3735 -.004, .010 

Mean public threat sensitivity -.0308 .0680 -0.45 .6527 -.164, .102 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling -.0397 .0758 -0.52 .6031 -.188, .109 

Mean public threat sensitivity X PO .0270 .0350 0.77 .4413 -.042, .096 

Mean public threat sensitivity X community instability-signaling X PO .0122 .0389 0.31 .7566 -.064, .088 

Time -.0089 .0053 -1.68 .0923  -.019, .001 

 

Note. Italicized variables were specified as random model coefficients.
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Figure 5.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from today’s public threat sensitivity (i.e., VIX volatility), 

community instability-signaling, and political orientation in Study 4. 

 

Note: Significant simple slopes (p<.05) are marked by as asterisk (*). 

  

 Instability- vs. stability-signaling communities. In instability-signaling communities, 

conservatives (misfit) evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to collective risk than liberals 

(fit); the conditional 2-way between today’s collective risk (i.e., public threat sensitivity) and 

political orientation predicting today’s precarity worries was significantly positive, b=.0171, 

SE=.0061, z=2.80, p=.0051, 95%CI(.005, .003), rpartial=.160. Conservatives in instability-

signaling communities (misfit) reported significantly greater concern about their personal 

financial precarity on days when the public was likely more attuned to societal threats (i.e., on 

days when the VIX spiked more than usual), as compared to days it was less attuned, b=.0422, 

SE=.0172, z=2.45, p=.0143, 95%CI(.008, .080), rpartial=.142. However, the simple effect of 

today’s public risk sensitivity was negative and nonsignificant for liberals (fit), b=-.0090, 

SE=.0124, z=-0.73, p=.4654, 95%CI(-.033, .015), rpartial=-.042, suggesting resilience. 

In contrast, in stability-signaling communities, liberals and conservatives did not 
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significantly differ in evidenced vulnerability, although the conditional 2-way between today’s 

collective risk sensitivity and political orientation was negative, as expected, b=-.0043, 

SE=.0053, z=-0.81, p=.4179, 95%CI(-.015, .006), rpartial=-.047. The simple effect of today’s 

collective risk sensitivity was positive, but not significant, for liberals (misfit), b=.0092, 

SE=.0149, z=0.62, p=.5353, 95%CI(-.020, .038), rpartial=.036, and negative, but not significant, 

for conservatives (fit), b=-.0037, SE=.0125, z=-0.30, p=.7642, 95%CI(-.028, .021), rpartial=-.017. 

Liberals vs. conservatives. Conservatives evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to 

today’s collective risk in instability-signaling (misfit) than stability-signaling (fit) communities. 

The 2-way conditional interaction between today’s public sensitivity to societal threat and 

community stability was significantly positive for conservatives, b=.0339, SE=.0147, z=2.31, 

p=.0209, 95%CI(.005, .063), rpartial=.133. The conditional 2-way interaction between today’s 

public threat sensitivity and community stability was negative, but not significant for liberals, 

b=-.0134, SE=.0135, z=-0.99, p=.3222, 95%CI(-.040, .013), rpartial=-.058.  

Establishing Robustness: Specificity of the Effects and Alternate Explanations? 

The moderating effects of community instability-signaling were evident for two of the 

three indicators. The hypothesized 3-way interaction was significantly positive in predicting 

financial precarity worries with population mobility, b=.0084, SE=.0041, z=2.05, p=.0404, 

95%CI(.000, .016), rpartial=.119, and Democratic voting history, b=.0132, SE=.0048, z=2.75, 

p=.0060, 95%CI(.004, .023), rpartial=.158, but not with economic inequality, b=.0052, SE=.0046, 

z=1.13, p=.2585, 95%CI(-.004, .014), rpartial=.071. In addition, the effects remained robust when 

only population mobility and economic inequality were included in the community-instability 

signaling composite. The 3-way interaction between anxiety depending on the government, 

political orientation, and this 2-component index of community instability-signaling was 



 62 

significant, b=.0094, SE=.0048, z=1.96, p=.049996, 95%CI(.000, .019), rpartial=.115. 

Nevertheless, people in misfitting communities may be more vulnerable to collective risk 

than people in fitting communities due to differences in socioeconomic status (SES). However, 

community instability and political orientation did not significantly interact in predicting 

socioeconomic status. In addition, the reported 3-way interaction was still significant in 

predicting precarity worries controlling for SES and its interactions with today’s public threat 

sensitivity, community instability, and political orientation (see SOM). The index of community 

instability-signaling could capture the home community’s socio-ecology harshness or density. 

However, as we detail in the SOM, the 3-way interaction between public threat sensitivity, 

political orientation and community signaling in predicting today’s financial precarity worries 

remained significant controlling for poverty and its interactions with public threat sensitivity on 

the prior day and political orientation; this 3-way was also positive, but marginal in analyses that 

controlled for population size and its interaction with yesterday’s public threat sensitivity and 

political orientation.  

Discussion 

As in Study 3, the hypothesized collective-risk-regulating effects of community fit again 

only emerged significantly in instability-signaling communities. In such communities, 

conservatives (misfit) were more vulnerable to the sociopolitical world behaving unexpectedly 

than liberals. Nevertheless, the lower-order effects were less than robust, and the study was 

underpowered to detect small effects. Study 5, with preregistered analyses and ~100% power to 

detect small effects, examines the replicability of these effects in 3 daily diary samples obtained 

within the first three months of the COVID-19 pandemic in the United States.  

 



 63 

Study 5 

As preregistered, we indexed collective interdependence risk in each of the three daily 

diary samples through the spread of the COVID-19 virus in the communities surrounding one’s 

home, with the assumption that people would be more attuned to the physical and social risks 

posed by living collectively when COVID-19 cases were escalating more (vs. less) sharply. 

Specifically, we tracked the cumulative number of COVID-19 cases in participants’ home state 

and the closest most populous city. We indexed vulnerability (vs. resilience) to such risk through 

daily changes in feelings of personal precarity (vs. safety), as captured through worry about 

COVID-19 and the availability of basic necessities, such as groceries and healthcare. As we also 

preregistered, we combined samples because integrative data analyses afford increased statistical 

power and tests of generalizability (Curran & Hussong, 2009; Hussong et al., 2013).  

We expected people living in expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities to 

report increased worries about their own physical and social precarity on days after COVID-19 

cases in their community spread more (vs. less) than usual. That is, we expected liberals living in 

stability-signaling and conservatives living in instability-signaling communities to report greater 

precarity worries when COVID-19 cases increased more (vs. less) than usual. However, we 

expected people living in expectation-consistent or “fitting” communities to be comparatively 

resilient, as captured by reduced, or even reversed, effect of more rapidly increasing community 

COVID-19 cases on subsequent feelings of personal precarity. 

Method 

The SOM provides more detail about the procedures and prior use of these data.  

Transparency and Openness 

The analysis preregistration is available on OSF: 
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https://osf.io/edg45/overview?view_only=2a0038ee127048a9972eed3c41e1335f. The survey 

materials and data are available on OSF: 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28. We describe the 

(limited) deviations from the preregistration in describing the results; the SOM contains a 

summary of additional preregistered analyses. 

Participants 

We recruited three separate online samples of U.S. participants to complete daily diary 

studies through Prolific (Sample 1, N=233, completing 8/10 assessments on average; 71% 

completing all 10), Research Match (Sample 2, N=1520, completing 5.7/7 daily assessments on 

average; 51% completing all 7), and Qualtrics (Sample 3, N=555, completing 9.6/11 assessments 

on average; 63% completing all 11). Participants (N=2308) either received payment (Samples 1 

and 3) or volunteered (Sample 2). Across samples, participants (662 males, 1661 females, 25 

unspecified) averaged 36.5 (SD=11.0) years old. In reporting racial/ethnic identity, 1722 

participants identified as White, 166 as Asian, 11 as Middle Eastern, 181 as Black, 127 as 

Latino/Latina, 9 as Indigenous, 77 as mixed/other, 15 unspecified.  

Procedure 

Each sample participated online. On the first day, participants completed background 

surveys containing demographic and personality measures assessed once, including disease-

sensitivity. In Samples 1 and 2, subsequent daily surveys were emailed to participants at 6 PM 

local time for the next 9 consecutive days in Sample 1 and 7 consecutive days in Sample 2.  

Participants had until 6 AM local time the next morning to complete the survey. In Sample 3, 

subsequent daily surveys were emailed to participants at 5 PM local time every other day for the 

next 3 weeks, resulting in 10 bidaily assessments. Participants had until a specified (local) time 

https://osf.io/edg45/overview?view_only=2a0038ee127048a9972eed3c41e1335f
https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
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the next morning (6-7 AM) to complete the survey. Samples 1-2 were nonexperimental; Sample 

3 participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions (see SOM).  

Measures 

Political orientation. Participants reported their political orientation on a single item 

ranging from 1=extremely liberal to 9=extremely conservative. 

Community instability (vs. stability) signaling. We indexed (a) population mobility, (b) 

economic inequality, and (c) Democratic (vs. Republican) voting patterns as in Studies 3 and 4. 

The indicators again provided relatively independent markers of community stability. Significant 

positive correlations emerged between home community Democratic voting and population 

mobility, r(2295)=.14, p<.001, and economic inequality, r(2118)=.610, p<.001, and between 

population mobility and economic inequality, r(2122)=.263, p<.001.  

Collective interdependence risk. For each assessment day, we obtained the cumulative 

number of COVID-19 cases in (a) the state corresponding to participants’ current home, and the 

(b) the most populous city closest to participants’ current home from publicly available websites 

(e.g., www.coronavirus.jhu.edu/map), which we z-scored. For the latter measure, we obtained the 

cumulative total number of COVID-19 cases on each assessment day in each of the top 10 most 

populous cities in the U.S. (i.e., Chicago, Dallas, Houston, Los Angeles, NYC, Philadelphia, 

Phoenix, San Antonio, San Diego, and San Jose) and then used participant zip codes and Google 

Maps to identify the cumulative number of COVID-19 cases on each assessment day in the most 

populous city that was geographically closest to the participant. Speaking to the validity of this 

index of collective risk, participants reported being more personally concerned about COVID-19 

across days when they lived in communities with higher average case counts (see SOM). 

 Worry about future precarity. Each day participants reported how concerned they were 

http://www.coronavirus.jhu.edu/map
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about (a) the future (i.e., “things never getting back to normal”, “the future”), (b) COVID-19 

(i.e., “the spread of illness” and “COVID-19/coronavirus”), and (c) resource availability (i.e., 

“access to health care”, “having things I need to live”, “not being able to get help if I need it”, 

“access to groceries”, 0=not at all concerned, 4=extremely concerned. (Sample 3 did not 

complete the “spread of illness” item.) We z-scored and averaged each of these items to create an 

overall index (a=.90), such that higher scores indicated greater precarity worries.8 

Results 

Table 11 presents descriptive information and the within-person (below the diagonal) and 

between-person (above the diagonal) intercorrelations. Because weeks are nested within 

participants, the data likely violated assumptions of independence. Indicating such dependence, 

the intraclass correlation (ICC)—reflecting the proportion of variance in the precarity worries 

that varied weekly/within person—was .86. Therefore, we estimated multilevel models using 

MLwiN (Goldstein et al., 1998), with week at Level 1 and participant at Level 2. We centered 

within-person variables (e.g., cumulative COVID-19 case counts) on the participant’s mean 

across days and between-person variables (i.e., community instability-signaling, political 

orientation) on the sample mean. Our analysis Ns for observations (12295) and participants 

(2146) exceed recommendations that ESM studies aim for a Level 1 sample size of at least 835 

 
8 Although we preregistered that we would analyze these scales separately, we created a 

composite of all items because all 3 scales yielded parallel effects (as we report). We also pre-

registered that we would examine a composite of population mobility and economic inequality, 

which revealed parallel effects as we report. We decided to use the composite of all 3 markers of 

community instability to most efficiently capture community instability-signaling. 
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(Gabriel et al., 2019) and a Level 2 sample size of at least 83 (Hox, 1995; West et al., 2011). In 

addition, sensitivity analyses detailed in the SOM suggest that with average completion rates in 

excess of 70%, this sample should provide ~100% power to detect even small effects (d=.0.2). 

As preregistered, we predicted today’s precarity worries from: (a) a random intercept 

term, (b) yesterday’s precarity worries, specified as fixed, (c) yesterday’s marker of collectively-

experienced risk—that is, yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases (in either the state or nearest 

most populous city corresponding to participants’ home zip code), specified as random, (d) the 

three two-way interactions between yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases, community 

instability-signaling (vs. stability-signaling), and political orientation, (e) the 3-way interaction, 

and (f) corresponding error terms. Because the daily cumulative number of COVID-19 cases in a 

given location was person-centered, the resulting within-person measure compared days when 

participants experienced greater than usual spread of COVID-19 cases in their community to 

days when they experienced less than usual community spread of COVID-19 cases. As 

preregistered, we also controlled for the between-person means (i.e., the average number of 

COVID-19 cases in participants’ state or closest city across assessment days) and its 2-way and 

3-way interaction(s) with community instability-signaling and political orientation to further 

separate within- from between-person effects (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013). Also following our 

preregistration, we did not control for time (as we did in Studies 3 and 4) given that cumulative 

COVID-19 case counts and time were strongly positively correlated (see SOM). 
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Table 11.  

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 5. 

 
Variable 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
8 

1. Political orientation 
 

4.010 2.017 -- -.063 -.069 -.101 -.033 -.138 -.228 -.179 

2. Daily cumulative state COVID-
19 cases (i.e., collective risk) 
 

53739.9 85538.5 -.001 -- .764 .071 -.306 .259 .276 .107 

3. Daily cumulative nearest most 
populous city COVID-19 cases  
 

35972.3 54356.4 -.002 .774 -- .055 -.320 .205 .242 .061 

4. Daily precarity worries 
 

1.691 0.970 .000 -.061 -.054 -- -.048 .065 .053 .032 

5. Population mobility 
 

3.384 0.881 -.035 .001 .001 -.000 -- .257 .100 .603 

6. Economic inequality 
 

0.470 0.036 -.143 -.001 -.000 -.000 .257 -- .621 .848 

7. Democratic voting 
 

0.537 0.145 -.239 -.002 -.001 -.000 .091 .623 -- .775 

8. Composite of community 
instability-signaling  
 

-0.017 0.759 -.188 -.001 .000 -.000 .601 .850 .773 -- 

 

Note. Correlations involving within-person (i.e., person-centered daily variables) are presented below the diagonal and correlations 

involving only between-person variables (i.e., political orientation, community characteristics, and daily variables averaged across 

assessments) are presented above the diagonal.  
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Table 12.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases in participants’ home state, community instability-

signaling, and political orientation in Study 5. 

 
Variable 

 
b 

 
SE 

 
z 

 
p 

 
95%CI 

Intercept -.0101 .0212 -- -- -- 

Yesterday’s precarity worries .0332 .0090 3.69 .0002 .016, .051 

Yesterday’s cumulative state COVID-19 cases (i.e., collective risk) -.1391 .0702 0.33 .7414 -.277, -.002 

Political orientation (PO) -.0777 .0214 -3.63 .0003 -.120, -.036 

Community instability-signaling .0156 .0284 0.55 .5823 -.040, .071 

PO X community instability-signaling .0085 .0277 0.31 .7566 -.046, .063 

Yesterday’s state cases X community instability-signaling .0784 .0887 0.88 .3789 -.095, .252 

Yesterday’s state cases X PO -.0172 .0735 -0.23 .8181 -.161, .127 

Yesterday’s state cases X community instability-signaling X PO .2724 .0903 3.02 .0025 .095, .449 

Mean state cases .0481 .0212 2.27 .0232 .006, .090 

Mean state cases X community instability-signaling .0100 .0227 0.44 .6599 -.034, .054 

Mean state cases X PO .0394 .0232 1.70 .0891 -.006, .085 

Mean state cases X community instability-signaling X PO -.0062 .0242 -0.26 .7949 -.054, .041 

 

Note. Italicized variables were specified as random model coefficients.
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Table 13.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases in geographically nearest most populous city, 

community instability-signaling, and political orientation in Study 5. 

Variable b SE z p 95%CI 

Intercept -.0132 .0213 -- -- -- 

Yesterday’s precarity worries .0346 .0090 3.84 .0001 .017, .052 

Yesterday’s cumulative city COVID-19 cases (i.e., collective risk) -.1858 .0698 -2.66 .0078 -.323, -.049 

Political orientation (PO) -.0807 .0214 -3.77 .0002 -.123, -.039 

Community instability-signaling .0177 .0284 0.62 .5352 -.038, .073 

PO X community instability-signaling .0097 .0276 0.35 .7263 -.044, .064 

Yesterday’s city cases X community instability-signaling .1043 .0897 1.16 .2460 -.072, .280 

Yesterday’s city cases X PO -.0170 .0731 -0.23 .8181 -.160, .126 

Yesterday’s city cases X community instability-signaling X PO .2667 .0902 2.96 .0031 .090, .443 

Mean city cases .0408 .0212 1.92 .0548 -.001, .082 

Mean city cases X community instability-signaling .0068 .0258 0.26 .7949 -.044, .057 

Mean city cases X PO .0280 .0227 1.23 .2187 -.016, .072 

Mean city cases X community instability-signaling X PO -.0195 .0269 -0.72 .4715 -.072, .033 

 

Note. Italicized variables were specified as random model coefficients.
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Tables 12 and 13 respectively present the results for yesterday’s state cases and nearest 

most populous city cases. Liberals reported stronger precarity concerns across assessments than 

conservatives, as captured in the significant main effect of political orientation. More telling, and 

consistent with the preregistered hypotheses, the 3-way interaction between the marker of 

collective risk—yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases in participants’ home state—political 

orientation, and community instability-signaling was significantly positive in predicting today’s 

precarity worries, b=.2724, SE=.0903, z=3.02, p=.0025, 95%CI(.095, .449), rpartial=.065; the 3-

way interaction between yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases in the most populous city 

nearest to participants’ homes, political orientation, and community instability-signaling was also 

significantly positive, b=.2667, SE=.0902, z=2.97, p=.003, 95%CI(.090, .443), rpartial=.064.  

In addition, the hypothesized 3-way interactions were also robust using the individual 

markers of precarity worries in place of the composite. Using state cases as yesterday’s indicator 

of collective interdependence risk, the 3-way interaction was significantly positive in predicting 

today’s concern about the future, b=.2419, SE=.1081, z=2.24, p=.0251, 95%CI(.030, .454), 

today’s concern about COVID-19, b=.2431, SE=.0991, z=2.45, p=.0143, 95%CI(.049, .437), and 

today’s concern about resource availability, b=.2533, SE=.1041, z=2.43, p=.0151, 95%CI(.049, 

.457). Using cases in the nearest most populous city as yesterday’s indicator of collective 

interdependence risk, the hypothesized 3-way was significantly positive predicting today’s 

concern about COVID-19, b=.2444, SE=.1083, z=2.26, p=.0238, 95%CI(.032, .457), and today’s 

concern about resource availability, b=.2602, SE=.1019, z=2.55, p=.0108, 95%CI(.060, .460), 

and again positive, but marginal, predicting today’s concern about the future, b=.1983, 

SE=.1118, z=1.77, p=.0767, 95%CI(-.021, .417). 
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Figure 6 and Supplemental Figure 5, respectively, present the 3-way interactions 

involving yesterday’s COVID-19 cases in participants’ home state or nearest most populous city. 

The left side of Figure 6 captures the conditional 2-way interaction between collective 

interdependence risk (i.e., COVID-19 cases) for participants in stability-signaling communities 

(16th percentile), and the right side, the corresponding 2-way for participants in instability-

signaling communities (84th percentile). More positive slopes capture greater vulnerability to 

collective risk (i.e., greater-than-normal increases in COVID-19 cases) predicting increased 

precarity worries), whereas more negative, or less positive, slopes capture comparative 

resilience. Sample did not significantly moderate the 3-way.9  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
9 In a further set of preregistered analyses, we also included contrasts comparing each sample to 

Sample 3. Sample did not significantly moderate the size of the observed 3-way. That is, the 4-

way interactions between each of the condition contrasts, yesterday’s spread of COVID-19 cases, 

community instability-signaling and political orientation was not significant using state cases as 

a marker of daily collective risk, or nearest most populous city cases (|zs|<1). 
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Figure 6.  

Predicting today’s precarity worries from yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases (i.e., 

collective risk) in one’s home state, community instability-signaling, and political orientation in 

Study 5. 

 

Note: Significant simple slopes (p<.05) are marked by as asterisk (*). 

 

Instability- vs. stability-signaling communities. In stability-signaling communities, 

conservatives (fit) evidenced significantly greater resilience to collective risk than liberals 

(misfit); the conditional 2-way between yesterday’s COVID-19 risk and political orientation 

predicting today’s precarity worries was significantly negative using both state cases, b=-.2313, 

SE=.1053, z=-2.20, p=.0278, 95%CI(-.438, .025), rpartial=-.047, and nearest most populous city 

cases, b=-.2276, SE=.1009, z=-2.26, p=.0238, 95%CI(-.425, -.030), rpartial=-.049. Conservatives 

in stability-signaling communities (fit) reported significantly less precarity anxiety when home 

community COVID-19 cases increased more (vs. less) on the prior day. The simple effect of 

yesterday’s state cases was significantly negative, b=-.4477, SE=.1535, z=-2.92, p=.0035, 

95%CI(-.749, -.147), rpartial=-.063, as was the simple effect of yesterday’s cases in the nearest 

most populous city, b=-.5117, SE=.1492, z=-3.43, p=.0060, 95%CI(-.804, -.219), rpartial=-.074. 



 74 

However, liberals in stability-signaling communities (misfit) did not acclimate to this collective 

risk, as indicated by nonsignificant simple effects of yesterday’s state COVID-19 cases, b=.0151, 

SE=.1398, z=0.11, p=.9124, 95%CI(-.259, .289), rpartial=.002, and nearest most populous city 

COVID-19 cases, b=-.0564, SE=.1345, z=-0.42, p=.6745, 95%CI(-.320, .207), rpartial=-.009. 

In instability-signaling communities, liberals (fit) tended to evidence greater resilience to 

collective risk than conservatives (misfit); the conditional 2-way between yesterday’s 

collectively-experienced COVID-19 risk and political orientation predicting today’s precarity 

worries was positive and marginal using state cases, b=.1782, SE=.0947, z=1.88, p=.0601, 

95%CI(-.007, .364), rpartial=.041, and nearest most populous city cases, b=.1746, SE=.0988, 

z=1.77, p=.0767, 95%CI(-.019, .368), rpartial=.038. Liberals in instability-signaling communities 

(fit) reported significantly less precarity anxiety when the cumulative number of COVID-19 

cases in their home community increased more (vs. less) on the prior day. The simple effect of 

yesterday’s COVID-19 cases was significantly negative using state cases, b=-.2485, SE=.1030, 

z=-2.41, p=.0159, 95%CI(-.450, -.047), rpartial=-.051, and nearest most populous city cases, b=-

.2733, SE=.1117, z=-2.45, p=.0143, 95%CI(-.492, -.054), rpartial=-.053. However, conservatives 

in instability-signaling communities (misfit) did not acclimate to this collective risk. The simple 

effect of yesterday’s community COVID-19 cases was not significant for state, b=.1079, 

SE=.1585, z=0.68, p=.2483, 95%CI(-.203, .419), rpartial=.015, and nearest most populous city 

cases, b=.07591, SE=.1609, z=0.47, p=.6884, 95%CI(-.098, .571), rpartial=.010. 

Liberals vs. conservatives. Conservatives evidenced significantly greater vulnerability to 

collective risk in instability-signaling (misfit) than stability-signaling (fit) communities. The 2-

way conditional interaction between yesterday’s COVID-19 risk and community instability-

signaling was significantly positive for conservatives using both state cases, b=.3699, SE=.1450, 
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z=2.55, p=.0108, 95%CI(.086, .654), rpartial=.055, and nearest most populous city cases, b=.3896, 

SE=.1439, z=2.71, p=.0067, 95%CI(.108, .672), rpartial=.058. In contrast, the 2-way conditional 

interaction between yesterday’s COVID-19 risk and community instability-signaling was 

negative, but not significant for liberals for state cases, b=-.1750, SE=.1077, z=-1.62, p=.1010, 

95%CI(-.386, .036), rpartial=-.035, and nearest most populous city cases, b=-.1438, SE=.1102, z=-

1.31, p=.1901, 95%CI(-.360, .072), rpartial=-.028. 

Establishing Robustness: Specificity of the Effects and Alternate Explanations? 

The hypothesized 3-way interactions were robust using the individual markers of 

community instability in place of the composite. Using cumulative state cases as yesterday’s 

indicator of collectively-experienced risk, the 3-way interaction was significantly positive with 

Democratic voting history, b=.1977, SE=.0738, z=2.68, p=.0074, 95%CI(.053, .342), rpartial=.058, 

and population mobility, b=.0714, SE=.0352, z=2.03, p=.0424, 95%CI(.002, .140), rpartial=.044, 

and positive, but marginal, with economic inequality, b=.0559, SE=.0316, z=1.77, p=.0767, 

95%CI(-.006, .118), rpartial=.040, as separate markers of community instability-signaling. Using 

nearest most populous city cases as the collective risk indicator, the hypothesized 3-way 

interaction was significantly positive with population mobility, b=.0784, SE=.0369, z=2.12, 

p=.0340, 95%CI(.006, .151), rpartial=.046, and Democratic voting history, b=.0919, SE=.0365, 

z=2.52, p=.0117, 95%CI(.020, .163), rpartial=.054, and positive, but marginal, with economic 

inequality, b=.0503, SE=.0305, z=1.65, p=.0989, 95%CI(-.022, .123), rpartial=.037. 

In addition, the effects remained robust when only population mobility and economic 

inequality were included in the community-instability signaling composite. The 3-way 

interaction between yesterday’s cumulative state cases, political orientation, and this 2-

component index of community instability-signaling was significant, b=.1972, SE=.0821, 
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z=2.40, p=.0164, 95%CI(.036, .358), rpartial=.052, as was the 3-way interaction between 

yesterday’s cases in the nearest most populous city, political orientation, and this 2-component 

index, b=.2054, SE=.0839, z=2.45, p=.0111, 95%CI(.041, .371), rpartial=.053. 

Nonetheless, the effects were specific to generalized worries about COVID-19, the 

future, and the continued availability of resources that people needed to survive. The 3-way was 

not significantly positive when we examined daily changes in worry about one’s own health and 

the health of family, friends, and strangers, contrary to our preregistered hypotheses (see SOM). 

While this reasoning is speculative, these contrasting effects could suggest that community fit is 

especially important in predicting feelings of precarity (vs. safety) in situations where people 

have limited, or unknown, control over their personal outcomes—as could be the case when they 

are imagining what might happen to the crime rate in their community in the future or when they 

are trying to forecast their future vulnerability to unfavorable economic conditions.  

Of course, there are alternate explanations for the observed effects—including those we 

entertained in Studies 1-4 as well as those Study 5 had unique data to address.  

 First, people in misfitting communities may be more vulnerable to collective risk than 

those in fitting communities due to differences in socioeconomic status. However, community 

stability and political orientation did not significantly interact in predicting socioeconomic status 

on an SES ladder from lowest to highest rung of society. Also, the hypothesized 3-way 

interactions were still significant when controlling for SES and its interactions with yesterday’s 

collective COVID risk, community instability, and political orientation. 

 Second, the index of community instability-signaling could capture the home 

community’s socio-ecology harshness or density. However, as we detail in the SOM, the 

hypothesized 3-way interactions remained significant controlling for poverty and its interactions 
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with yesterday’s collective COVID-19 risk and political orientation; the hypothesized 3-ways 

were also significant in analyses that controlled for population size and its interaction with 

yesterday’s collective COVID-19 risk and political orientation.  

Third, although we attributed the moderating effects of political orientation to differences 

in expectations about the stability of the collective world, political orientation is also associated 

with other beliefs and values that could explain the effects. For instance, conservatives tend to be 

more religious (Feldman & Johnson, 2014) and more xenophobic than liberals (Sparkman & 

Eidelman, 2016). We included measures of religiosity and xenophobia in Study 5. As we detail 

in the SOM, the hypothesized 3-way interactions between yesterday’s collective COVID-19 risk, 

political orientation, and community-stability signaling were still significant in analyses that 

separately controlled for main effects of religiosity and xenophobia and their interactions with 

yesterday’s COVID-19 risk and community instability-signaling. Thus, the effects appear to be 

specific to political orientation (which should capture broad-based assumptions about the 

collective world) rather than more specific beliefs about God and religion or immigrants. 

Discussion 

Study 5 revealed the hypothesized collective-risk-vulnerability regulating effects of 

community fit in both stability- and instability-signaling communities. In stability-signaling 

communities, conservatives (fit) evidenced significantly greater resilience to greater than usual 

increases in community COVID-19 cases than liberals (misfit). However, in instability-signaling 

communities, liberals (fit) tended to evidence greater resilience to greater than usual increases in 

community COVD-19 cases than conservatives (misfit). In other words, liberals and 

conservatives in expectation-consistent communities reported significantly less anxiety about 

their future precarity on days when COVID-19 cases increased more than usual. 
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Establishing Robustness: Bayesian and Meta-Analytic Considerations 

 The community fit model conceptually corresponds to a 2-way interaction, such that the 

experience of community fit moderates the association (Path C in Figure 1) between collective 

interdependence risk and vulnerability (vs. resilience). However, because community fit itself 

depends on the 2-way interaction between personal expectations and community stability-

signaling, evaluating the model necessitates statistically testing 3-way interactions. Because the 

test of a 3-way interaction is the test of the difference between 2-way interactions, 3-way 

interactions can be difficult to detect. So, in addition to ruling out alternative explanations, it is 

also valuable to take additional steps to assess statistical robustness.  

 The power to detect an interaction depends on whether the focal predictor, moderator, 

and outcome are continuous or categorical, as well as on their distributions (Aguinis et al., 2005; 

Baranger et al., 2023; Cohen, 1983; Shieh, 2019). It also depends on the associations among the 

predictors and outcome (Baranger et al., 2023) and on the expected shape of the interaction 

(Sommet et al., 2023). Holding the interaction effect constant, power is generally greater when 

the predictor explains meaningful variance in the outcome (Baranger et al., 2023; McClelland & 

Judd, 1993), which was the case for political orientation in the present studies. Power is also 

generally greater when predictors are measured continuously (Baranger et al., 2023; Cohen, 

1983), which was also the case in the present studies. Power depends on the correlations among 

the predictors; depending on the directions and magnitudes of the predictor–predictor and 

predictor–outcome associations, predictor correlations can produce either suppression or 

enhancement (Baranger et al., 2023; Shieh, 2019). In the studies using objective indicators of 

singular and shared reality perceptions (Study 1) and collective risk (Studies 3–5), the predictors 

were only weakly correlated, limiting concerns about strong suppression or multicollinearity. 
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 Perhaps most important, the community-fit model additionally predicts crossover 

interactions. Crossover interactions typically require less power to detect than fully attenuated 

interactions, which in turn require less power than partially attenuated interactions (Sommet et 

al., 2023). Three-way interaction-specific power analyses for the linear regression models in 

Studies 1 and 2 indicated at least 80% power to detect the observed three-way interaction effect 

sizes (Baranger et al., 2023). Our simulations for the multilevel models, however, evaluated 

power to detect conventionally defined small, medium, and large effects rather than the specific 

three-way interactions hypothesized here. Power to detect small effects in these models was low 

in Studies 3 and 4 (approximately 40%), although it was high in Study 5 (approximately 100%), 

but these simulations provide only indirect evidence regarding the hypothesized 3-way. 

 Nevertheless, statistical power is not the only factor to consider in assessing robustness. 

Wegener et al. (2024) argue that (low) statistical power and false positive rates have been 

inappropriately conflated in the literature because false positive rate formulae assume an 

invariant prior probability of the null hypothesis. However, when model hypotheses build on a 

strong theoretical and empirical foundation (e.g., the motivating effects of inconsistency in the 

present case) and data from multiple studies, the prior probability of the null hypothesis 

decreases. Consequently, increasing power (from moderate to high) has a near negligible impact 

on false positive rates. Rather than relying on power as a proxy for robustness, Wegener et al. 

(2024) used Bayesian principles to develop a Shiny App that evaluates the strength of evidence 

for the alternate hypothesis over the null based in a given set of studies (https://seeing-

statistics.shinyapps.io/StudySetEvidence/). With 5 studies, a Type I error rate of .025, assumed 

power of .50, and a .90 prior probability of the null hypothesis, the present studies provide “very 

strong evidence” for the alternate hypothesis, with a BF10 > 150. Even if we assumed each 

https://seeing-statistics.shinyapps.io/StudySetEvidence/
https://seeing-statistics.shinyapps.io/StudySetEvidence/
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individual study had only .15 power to reject the null, finding the hypothesized 3-way across five 

studies would still provide “very strong evidence for the hypotheses” with a BF10 > 150. 

 According to Castillo et al. (2026), a stable effect is one that is “likely to replicate in 

magnitude and direction across samples” (p. 8). While the 3-way interaction was consistently 

and significantly positive across studies, its decomposition did reveal inconsistencies in 

magnitude, but not direction. This variability raises the question of whether particular conditional 

2-way interactions were more robust than others. Because individual studies may over- or 

underestimate true effect sizes (Stanley & Spence, 2014), meta-analyses can be especially 

informative in assessing the stability of an effect across a set of studies (Fabrigar & Wegener, 

2016; Fabrigar & Wegener, 2020; McShane Böckenholt, 2025; Wegener et al., 2024).  

To assess the robustness of the hypothesized symmetries in the lower-order effects, we 

conducted an internal meta-analysis following recommendations from Goh et al. (2016). In each 

of the studies, we first converted individual model coefficients to partial correlations. For the 

multilevel models, we approximated the partial correlations by converting the Wald z statistics. 

The resulting partial correlations were then Fisher z-transformed prior to analysis. Studies 1, 3, 

and 5 contributed multiple effects. Specifically, Study 1 contributed effects using both singular, 

consensual reality perceptions and felt dependence on the political party in power as moderators; 

Study 3 contributed effects for both financial precarity and midterm election worries as 

outcomes; Study 5 contributed effects using yesterday’s state COVID-19 cases and nearest most 

populous city COVID-19 cases as risk markers. Therefore, we used a multilevel random-effects 

meta-analysis with a random intercept to account for the non-independence of effects from the 
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same study. Analyses were done using the R metafor package.10  

Figure 7 presents the forest plots for the 3-way interaction; the SOM contains the forest 

plots for the lower-order effects. The hypothesized 3-way involving the composite index of 

community instability-signaling was significantly positive across studies, b=.0975, SE=.0245, 

z=3.99, p<.0001, 95%CI(.0496, .1455). The consistently observed symmetries in the conditional 

two-way interactions in each study were also statistically robust across studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 In order to include the 3-way interaction between the composite index of singular, consensual 

reality; political orientation; and community instability-signaling in predicting post-election 

future precarity worries from Study 1 in the meta-analysis, we decomposed this interaction as we 

did the interactions involving collective risk. Specifically, we decomposed this 3-way into the 

conditional 2-way interactions between the experience of a more or less singular reality and 

political orientation in stability- and instability-signaling communities; the conditional 2-ways 

between experiencing a singular, consensual reality and community instability-signaling for 

liberals and conservatives, and the simple effects of experiencing a singular, consensual reality 

for liberals and conservatives in stability- and instability-signaling communities. 
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Figure 7.  

Forest plot for the 3-way community fit interaction. 

 

Note. Squares represent the point estimate for each study, with size proportional to the 

study's weight in the random-effects model; horizontal lines indicate 95% confidence intervals, 

and the diamond represents the pooled estimate.  

 

In instability-signaling communities, conservatives (misfit) were significantly more 

vulnerable to collective risk than liberals (fit), but in stability-signaling communities, liberals 

(misfit) were significantly more vulnerable to collective risk than conservatives (fit). That is, the 

2-way collective risk by political orientation interactions were opposite in sign and significant in 

instability-signaling, b=.0690, SE=.0242, z=2.86, p=.0043, 95%CI(.0217, .1164), and stability-

signaling communities, b=-.0601, SE=.0167, z=-3.59, p=.0003, 95%CI(-.0929, -.0273). In 

addition, conservatives were significantly more vulnerable to collective risk in instability-
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signaling (misfit) than stability-signaling (fit) communities, but liberals were significantly more 

vulnerable to collective risk in stability-signaling (misfit) than instability-signaling (fit) 

communities. That is, the 2-way collective risk by community instability-signaling interactions 

were opposite in sign and significant for conservatives, b=.0813, SE=.0213, z=3.81, p=.0001, 

95%CI(.0395,.1232), and liberals, b=-.0502, SE=.0187, z=-2.68, p=.0074, 95%CI(-.0869,-.0135).  

Conservatives and liberals in misfitting communities generally reported greater worry 

about social/financial precarity when they were currently experiencing high (vs. low) levels of 

collective risk. The simple effect of collective risk was positive and significant for conservatives 

in instability-signaling communities, b=.1011, SE=.0477, z=2.12, p=.0341, 95%CI(.0076, .1947), 

and positive, but short of significance for liberals in stability-signaling communities, b=.0672, 

SE=.0467, z=1.44, p=.1503, 95%CI(-.0244, .1588). However, conservatives and liberals in fitting 

communities were comparatively invulnerable to collective risk. The simple effect of collective 

risk was negative and nonsignificant for conservatives in stability-signaling communities, b=-

.0126, SE=.0374, z=-0.34, p=.736, 95%CI(-.0860, .0607), and liberals in instability-signaling 

communities, b=-.0080, SE=.04414, z=-0.19, p=.846, 95%CI(-.0892, .0731).  

In addition, when we redid the meta-analysis including only the indicators of collective 

risk (and omitting the shared reality interaction in Study 1), all of the meta-analytic effects were 

parallel in size and significance. When we used the 2-component measure of community 

instability-signaling (i.e., population mobility and economic inequality) rather than the 3-

component measure, all of the meta-analytic effects were again parallel in size in significance. 

The results of both of these additional meta-analyses are presented in the SOM. Two of the three 

markers of community significantly interacted with collective risk and political orientation to 

predict precarity worries. Specifically, the hypothesized 3-way interaction was significant across 
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studies using population mobility, b=.0677, SE=.0230, z=2.95, p=.0032, 95%CI(.0227, .1127), 

and Democratic/liberal leaning voting patterns, b=.0788, SE=.0216, z=3.65, p=.0003, 

95%CI(.0365, .1211), as separate markers of community instability. It was marginal using 

economic inequality, b=.0417, SE=.0237, z=1.76, p=.0785, 95%CI(-.0047, .0881).  

Finally, meta-analytic effects are only as robust as the size of the file drawer. Study 2 

included a measure of shared reality with the average person in the country that afforded an 

additional test of mechanism, though a weaker test because Study 2 lacked Study 1’s naturalistic 

induction of election-induced uncertainty. Study 5 afforded another opportunity to examine 

whether living in an expectation-consistent (vs. inconsistent) community protected against public 

sensitivity to societal threat, as captured by daily VIX volatility. However, daily VIX values 

were lower, rather than higher, on days when COVID-19 cases increased more (vs. less) sharply. 

This suggests that VIX volatility was likely not functioning as a proxy for public sensitivity to 

societal threat in the context of the early weeks of the COVID-19 pandemic (when the threat of a 

yet-to-be understood and deadly virus dominated public consciousness). As we detail in the 

SOM, these further data yielded one nonsignificant and one significantly negative interaction. 

Nevertheless, with these (questionable) effects included, the meta-analysis continued to reveal a 

significantly positive 3-way interaction across studies and significant conditional 2-way 

interactions that were entirely consistent with community fit model predictions.11 

 
11 When we included yesterday’s VIX volatility (and its 2-way and 3-way interactions) with 

political orientation and community-instability signaling as control variables in Study 5, the 3-

way interaction between yesterday’s cumulative COVID-19 cases, political orientation, and 

community-instability signaling remained positively significant in predicting precarity worries 
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General Discussion 

The present studies are the first to suggest that the fit between ideologically based 

expectations about the stability of the collective social world and home community realities 

dynamically shapes vulnerability to collective risk. When the risks of depending on unreliable 

governments and potentially infectious community members were more (vs. less) salient, people 

in expectation-inconsistent (i.e., misfitting) communities experienced significantly greater worry 

about the precarity of their future lives. However, people in expectation-consistent (i.e., fitting) 

communities appeared comparatively immune to such collective risks.  

The Vulnerability-Regulating Effects of Community Fit 

Study 1 attested to the presumed mechanism underlying the protective effects of 

community fit—the validation that people live in the same reality. When participants 

experienced a more singular, consensual reality prior to the election, and thus, had greater reason 

to trust in their experience of fit, liberals reported significantly less worry and uncertainty about 

the future post-election when they lived in instability-signaling (i.e., expectation-consistent) than 

stability-signaling (i.e., expectation-inconsistent) communities. However, conservatives reported 

less worry and uncertainty when they lived in stability-signaling (i.e., expectation-consistent) 

than instability-signaling (i.e., expectation-inconsistent) communities. However, no such 

protective effects emerged when participants experienced reality as less singular or shared, and 

more conflicting, and thus, had reason to distrust their experience of fit.  

In Study 2, community fit predicted how readily anxiety about the federal government’s 

 
using both state cases, b=.2288, SE=.0934, z=2.45, p=.0143, 95%CI(.044, .414), and city cases, 

b=.2137, SE=.0943, z=2.27, p=.0232, 95%CI(.029., .399) to index yesterday’s collective risk. 
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dependability generalized into concerns about the future social/financial precarity of one’s 

community and country. Conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) evidenced 

greater vulnerability to this collective risk than (a) conservatives in stability-signaling (fit) and 

(b) liberals in instability-signaling (fit) communities. In contrast, liberals in stability-signaling 

communities (misfit) evidenced greater vulnerability to this collective risk than (c) liberals in 

instability-signaling (fit) and (d) conservatives in stability-signaling (fit) communities. In Study 

1, living in a more (vs. less) fitting community also predicted whether feeling dependent on the 

political party in power generalized into post-election concerns about the future precarity of 

one’s family and community life. Conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) 

evidenced greater vulnerability to this collective risk than conservatives in stability-signaling 

communities (fit). In contrast, liberals in stability-signaling communities (misfit) evidenced 

greater vulnerability than conservatives in stability-signaling communities (fit). 

In Study 3, community fit predicted how readily the public’s daily attunement or 

sensitivity to economic and physical threats to the country as a whole generalized into the next 

day’s personal concerns about one’s own financial precarity. Conservatives in instability-

signaling communities (misfit) evidenced greater vulnerability to the public’s threat sensitivity 

than (a) conservatives in stability-signaling (fit) and (b) liberals in instability-signaling (misfit) 

communities. In Study 4, conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) again 

evidenced greater vulnerability to the public’s daily sensitivity to threat than (a) conservatives in 

stability-signaling (fit) and (b) liberals in instability-signaling (misfit) communities. 

In Study 5, with preregistered analyses, community fit predicted resilience to the spread 

of COVID-19 cases in one’s communities. Conservatives in stability-signaling communities (fit) 

and liberals in instability-signaling (fit) communities reported decreased worries about their own 
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precarity on days when COVID-19 cases increased more (vs. less) than usual. However, 

conservatives in instability-signaling communities (misfit) and liberals in stability-signaling 

communities (misfit) evidenced no such capacity to discount this collectively faced risk.  

Limitations 

The current studies have limitations. First, the community fit model predicts symmetrical 

effects of fit for those on the political left versus right, but complete symmetry in the effects of 

community fit only emerged significantly in Studies 1, 2 and Study 5. However, all of the meta-

analyses revealed opposite and significant 2-way collective interdependence risk by political 

orientation interactions in stability versus instability signaling communities, as well as opposite 

and significant 2-way interactions between collective interdependence risk and community 

instability-signaling for liberals versus conservatives. These significantly opposite 2-ways 

indicate that liberals and conservatives living in expectation-consistent (vs. inconsistent) 

communities consistently differ in vulnerability to collective risk, as the model anticipates. 

 Nevertheless, the particular simple effects of collective risk that emerged as significant 

varied. In Studies 1-4, living in expectation-inconsistent or “misfitting” communities predicted 

significantly increased vulnerability to collective risk, but in Study 5, living in expectation-

consistent or “fitting" communities predicted significantly increased resilience to collective risk 

(i.e., worries were lower with higher than lower risk). Although the model is agnostic on this 

point, this variability suggests that a yet-to-be understood feature of collective risk could itself be 

important in shaping whether community fit increases vulnerability in an absolute sense, 

increases resilience, or increases both vulnerability and resilience. In fact, the meta-analysis only 

revealed one significant simple effect of collective risk—a positive, vulnerability-increasing 

effect of collective risk for conservatives in expectation-inconsistent communities. Further 
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research is needed to better understand whether the nature of collective risk plays a role in 

shaping the effects of community fit.  

Second, the majority of participants were White, U.S. residents, and involved in live-in 

romantic relationships. Nevertheless, examining relationship status as a moderator in Studies 2 

and 5 revealed that it did not significantly moderate the effects (see SOM). As often occurs with 

online and longitudinal research, we also lost participants because they were ineligible, freely 

elected to stop participating, or declined to provide crucial geographic/location information.  

Third, the effects were relatively small in magnitude. Behavior is multiply determined 

(Götz et al., 2021) and concerns about future precarity are likely to be subject to many influences 

we did not assess. Also, we assessed community fit indirectly. Rather than using subjective 

reports of fit (which could be susceptible to biasing effects of self-esteem, etc.), we used 

objective markers of the socioecology of participants’ home communities to gauge fit, or misfit, 

with personal views about the inherent (in)stability of the collective social world. In three of the 

five studies, we also used objective markers of collectively experienced risk. Given the subtlety 

of these measures, even small effects speak to the explanatory power of the community fit model 

in predicting resilience to the risks of collective life (Götz et al., 2021; Prentice & Miller, 1992). 

Fourth, Study 2 was cross-sectional, which raises questions about the direction of the 

effects. However, when we reversed the roles of anxiety depending on the government and future 

precarity concerns as respective IV and DV in Study 2, the resulting 3-way interaction was not 

significant. In addition, Studies 3, 4, and 5 utilized objective markers of collective risk that 

participants’ personal precarity worries could not conceivably change. Studies 1, 3, and 5 also 

obtained repeated measurements over time, allowing us to use the passage of time to establish 

the temporal precedence of personally perceived (Study 1) and collectively experienced (Studies 
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1, 3, and 5) collective interdependence risk over subsequent precarity worries. 

Strengths and Future Directions 

The evidence we assembled for the protective effects of community fit also survived a 

number of robustness tests. First, significant vulnerability-regulating effects of community fit 

consistently emerged using (a) two of the individual markers of community instability (i.e., 

population mobility and Democratic voting histories) and the (b) a 2-component index of 

community instability-signaling (i.e., population mobility and economic inequality) and (c) the 

3-component index. Second, community fit predicted increased resilience to social risk when 

participants voiced that the government or party in power posed a direct threat to them (Studies 1 

and 2) and when they witnessed the public’s greater vulnerability to societal threats (Studies 3-

5). Third, the effects of community fit could not be explained by differences in participant 

socioeconomic status (see SOM), community harshness (i.e., poverty rates), or population size in 

any of the studies and the effects of political orientation could not be explained by religiosity or 

xenophobia in Study 5 (where we had these measures available).  

The present findings are also generative in their implications. Community fit predicted 

increased resilience to collective risk for conservatives and liberals, adding a further contextual 

nuance to the debate about whether people on the political right are more sensitive to threat 

(Bakker et al., 2020; Crawford, 2017; Frimer et al., 2017; Nail et al., 2009). Conservatives may 

well be more resistant to seeing instability in the collective social world than liberals (Jost et al., 

2003), but liberals and conservatives were both similarly protected against risk when community 

realities better matched their personal expectations.  The present findings also suggest that 

communities may only function as something socially shared or comfortably familiar when the 

community itself provides a fit to one’s personal political ideology. Indeed, home community 
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instability never independently predicted how much participants worried about their own social 

or financial precarity. It was the home community reality’s fit to personal political ideology that 

predicted vulnerability to collective risk. When the risks of living collectively were more salient, 

people in misfitting communities even found themselves believing something they presumably 

did not want to believe—that is, that their futures were less than rosy (Kunda, 1990).  

Future research might examine whether the vulnerabilities imposed by living in a 

misfitting community extend beyond sensitivity to collective risk. For instance, people in 

misfitting communities could experience greater difficulty finding meaning in themselves (Heine 

et al., 2006; Higgins et al., 2021). The current studies offer suggestive evidence on this point. In 

Study 2 (U.S. sample), Study 3, and Study 4, we repeatedly assessed dissonant feelings (i.e., 

feeling “uncomfortable”, “uneasy”, and “bothered”, Elliot & Devine, 1994). In Study 5, we 

repeatedly assessed anxiety (e.g., feeling “uneasy”, “anxious/tense”, and “fearful the worst will 

happen”). Meta-analyses revealed that people in misfitting communities felt more unsettled on 

any given day than people in fitting communities (see SOM). Further research might explore the 

implications of vulnerability to such existential angst. For instance, if people use feeling more or 

less unsettled as a source of information, those living in misfitting (vs. fitting) communities 

might be more likely to question their goals or life choices (see Schmader & Sedikides, 2018). 

People in misfitting (vs. fitting) communities might also be more likely to turn to ideologically 

affirming online communities or news media to affirm their worldviews. Consistent with this 

possibility, feeling excluded can increase the appeal of radicalism (Pfundmair & Mahr, 2022). 

 The community fit model posits that feelings of being epistemically moored or tethered 

to a singular reality regulates vulnerability to the risks experienced as living as part of that 

community collective. That is why we focused on collective interdependence risks in the current 



 91 

studies. However, it is feasible that community fit might offer a symbolic resource (vs. 

vulnerability) that could also impact how people react to personal experience of social risk, such 

as being rejected by a friend or acquaintance or struggling to succeed at work or school.  

Future research could also examine the model propositions in different contexts and using 

different conceptualizations of fit. Perhaps community fit is more important in regulating 

personal precarity worries in contexts where the risks of living collectively seem higher, such as 

countries where there is a weaker social safety net or greater political polarization (Finkel et al., 

2020). In addition, we relied on political orientation to index community fit, given its power to 

telegraph personal views about the (in)stability of the collective social world. However, such 

views could also be potentially telegraphed by generalized attachment security or trust in others. 

Communities differ in more than structural stability. They also differ in the proximity of 

genetically related individuals (Sng et al., 2024), the tightness (vs. looseness) of their norms 

(Gelfand et al., 2006), and the ease with which people can move in and out of relationships (Yuki 

& Shcug, 2012). Therefore, future research could examine whether people who expect 

relationships to be transient, such as those high on attachment avoidance, are better protected 

against social risk in more relationally mobile communities (that validate their expectations of 

transient relationships) than in less relationally mobile communities (that invalidate them). 

Future research could also examine whether people who are more traditional in their religious 

beliefs are better protected against social risk in tighter than looser communities, as marked by 

the prevalence of conservative houses of worship.  

Conclusion 

 While prior theory and research have focused on close others as a source of vulnerability 

(vs. resilience) to the risks of living collectively (Feeney & Collins, 2015; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
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2003; Slavich, 2020), the present research examined the power of community. Like proverbial 

ducks out of water, people living in communities that tacitly disconfirmed their expectations of 

the collective social world struggled in the face of the risks of living interdependently. However, 

people living in communities that tacitly confirmed their expectations evidenced relative 

equanimity. The present findings thus suggest that people may find a comforting sense of home 

in geographic communities that validate their conceptions of the collective social world.  



 93 

References 
 
Aguinis, H., Beaty, J. C., Boik, R. J., & Pierce, C. A. (2005). Effect size and power in assessing 

moderating effects of categorical variables using multiple regression: A 30-year 

review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(1), 94–107.  

Alonzo, S. H., & Kindsvater, H. K. (2008). Life-history patterns. In S. E. Jørgensen & B. D. Fath 

(Eds). Encyclopedia of Ecology, 2175-2180. NY: Acadmic Press. 

Andrews, R. (2011). Religious communities, immigration, and social cohesion in rural areas: 

Evidence from England. Rural Sociology, 76, 535-561. 

Arrowood, R. B., & Cox, C. R. (2020). Terror management theory: A practical review of 

research and application. Brill.  

Auger, E., Hurley, S., & Lydon, J. E. (2016). Compensatory relationship enhancement: An 

identity motivated response to relationship threat. Social Psychological and Personality 

Science, 7(3), 223-231.  

Bakker, B. N., Schumacher, G., Gothreau, C., & Arceneaux, K. (2020). Conservatives and 

liberals have similar physiological responses to threats. Nature Human Behavior, 4(6), 

613-621. 

Baranger D. A. A., Finsaas, M. C., Goldstein, B. L., Vize, C. E., Lynam, D. R., & Olino, T. M. 

(2023). Tutorial: Power analyses for interaction effects in cross-sectional regressions. 

Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science. 6(3), Article 

25152459231187531.  

Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J.  (2013).  Random effects structure for 

confirmatory hypothesis testing:  Keep it maximal.  Journal of Memory and Language, 

68, 255-278. 



 94 

Bates, D., Kliegl, R., Vasishth, S., & Baayen, H.  (2018).  Parsimonious mixed models.  

Retrieved from https://arxiv.org/pdf/1506.04967.pdf. 

Batra, A., Jackson, K., & Hamad, R. (2023). Effects of the 2021 expanded child tax credit on adults’ 

mental health: A quasi-experimental study. Health Affairs, 42(1), 74-82. 

Baunach, D. M. (2012). Changing same-sex marriage attitudes in America from 1988 through 

2010. Public Opinion Quarterly, 76(2), 364–378.  

Baumeister, R. F., Hofmann, W., Summerville, A., Reiss, P. T., & Vohs, K. D. (2020). Everyday 

thoughts in time: Experience sampling studies of mental time travel. Personality and 

Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(12), 1631-1648. 

Beall, A. T., Holfer, M. K., & Schaller, M. (2016). Infections and elections: Did an ebola 

outbreak influence the 2014 U.S. federal elections (and if so, how)? Psychological 

Science, 27, 595-605. 

Blanton, H., Strauts, E., & Perez, M. (2012). Partisan identification as a predictor of cortisol 

response to election news. Political Communication, 29, 447-460. 

Blinded citation (2026). Community fit model of vulnerability to social risk. Open Science 

Framework. 

https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28 

Block, K., Aday, A., Hall, W. M., & Schmader, T. (2022). Making America great for whom? 

How Trump’s Presidency affected fit and national identity among targets of bias. Self and 

Identity, 22(3), 435–469. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2022.2113124 

Bloom, N.  (2009). The impact of uncertainty shocks.  Econometrica, 77, 623-685. 

Bloom, N.  (2014).  Fluctuations in uncertainty.  Journal of Economic Perspectives, 28, 153-176. 

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1506.04967.pdf
https://osf.io/hjf57/overview?view_only=3c27893087cd48c98c4f354bcf8dea28
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2022.2113124


 95 

Bolger, N., & Laurenceau, J.P. (2013). Methodology in the social sciences. Intensive longitudinal 

methods: An introduction to diary and experience-sampling research. NY: Guilford 

Press. 

Brody, G. H., Miller, G. E., Yu, T., Beach, S. R., & Chen, E. (2016). Supportive family 

environments ameliorate the link between racial discrimination and epigenetic aging: 

A replication across two longitudinal cohorts. Psychological Science, 27(4), 530-41. 

Caprara, G. V., Schwartz, S., Capanna, C., Vecchione, M., & Barbaranelli, C. (2006). 

Personality and politics: Values, traits, and political choice. Political Psychology, 27(1), 

1–28.  

Carney, D. R., Jost, J. T., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, J. (2008). The secret lives of liberals and 

conservatives: Personality profiles, interaction styles, and the things they leave behind. 

Political Psychology, 29(6), 807–840. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00668.x 

Castillo, A., Miller, J. D., Vize, C., Baranger, D. A. A., & Lynam, D. R. (2026). When do 

interaction/moderation effects stabilize in linear regression? Advances in Methods and 

Practices in Psychological Science, 9(1), Article 25152459251407860. 

Cavazza, N., & Mucchi-Faina, A. (2008). Me, us, or them: Who is more conformist? Perception 

of conformity and political orientation. The Journal of Social Psychology, 148(3), 335–

345.  

Chambers, J. R., Swan, L. K., & Heesacker, M. (2014). Better off than we know: Distorted 

perceptions of incomes and income inequality in America. Psychological Science, 25(2), 

613-8.  

Choi, H., & Oishi, S. (2020). The psychology of residential mobility: A decade of progress. 

Current Opinion in Psychology, 32, 72–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.07.008 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2008.00668.x
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.07.008


 96 

Chopik, W. J., & Motyl, M. (2016). Ideological fit enhances interpersonal orientations. Social 

Psychological and Personality Science, 7(8), 759–768.  

Cohen, J. (1983). The cost of dichotomization. Applied Psychological Measurement, 7(3), 249–

253.  

Cohen, S. (2021). Psychosocial Vulnerabilities to Upper Respiratory Infectious Illness: 

Implications for Susceptibility to Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19). Perspectives 

on Psychological Science, 16(1), 161-174. 

Cox, C. R., & Arndt, J.  (2012).  How sweet it is to be loved by you:  The role of perceived 

regard in terror management in relationships.  Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 102, 616-632. 

Crawford, J. T. (2017). Are conservatives more sensitive to threat than liberals? It depends on 

how we define threat and conservatism. Social Cognition, 35(4), 354-373.  

Curran, P. J., Hussong, A. M. (2009). Integrative data analysis: The simultaneous analysis of 

multiple data sets. Psychological Methods, 14(2), 81-100.  

Davidai, S., & Ongis, M. (2019). The politics of zero-sum thinking: The relationship between 

political ideology and the belief that life is a zero-sum game. Science Advances, 18;5(12).  

Désilets, É., Brisson, B., & Hétu, S. (2020). Sensitivity to social norm violation is related to 

political orientation. PLoS ONE, 15(12), e0242996.  

DeVerna, M.R., Pierri, F., Ahn, YY., Fortunato, S., Flammini, A., & Menczer, F.  (2025). 

Modeling the amplification of epidemic spread by individuals exposed to misinformation 

on social media. npj Complex, 2(11). https://doi.org/10.1038/s44260-025-00038-y 

Diamantopoulos, A., Riefler, P., & Roth, K. P.  (2008).  Advancing formative measurement 

models.  Journal of Business Research, 61(12), 1203-1218. 



 97 

Diamantopoulos, A., & Winklhofer, H. M.  (2001).  Index construction with formative 

indicators:  An alternative to scale development.  Journal of Marketing Research, 38, 

269-277.   

Edwards, J. R., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2000). On the nature and direction of the relationship between 

constructs and measures. Psychological Methods, 5, 155-174. 

Elliot, A. J., & Devine, P. G. (1994). On the motivational nature of cognitive dissonance: 

Dissonance as psychological discomfort. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

67(3), 382–394. 

Enestrom, M. C., Rossignac-Milon, M., Forest, A. L., & Lydon, J. E. (2025). Meaning-making 

with romantic partners: Shared reality promotes meaning in life by reducing uncertainty. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 128(6), 1315–1335.  

Fabrigar, L. R., & Wegener, D. T. (2016). Conceptualizing and evaluating the replication of 

research results. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 66, 68–80.  

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., & Petty, R. E. (2020). A validity-based framework for 

understanding replication in psychology. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 24, 

316-344. 

Fangmeier, T. L., Stanley, S. M., Knopp, K., & Rhoades, G. K. (2020). Political party 

identification and romantic relationship quality. Couple and Family Psychology: 

Research and Practice, 9(3):167-180. Epub 2020 Jun 25. PMID: 34249472; PMCID: 

PMC8266382. 

Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L.  (2015).  A new look at social support:  A theoretical perspective 

on thriving through relationships.  Personality and Social Psychology Review, 19, 113-

147. 



 98 

Feldman, S. (2003). Enforcing social conformity: A theory of authoritarianism. Political 

Psychology, 24(1), 41–74.  

Feldman, S., & Johnston, C. (2014). Understanding the determinants of political ideology: 

Implications of structural complexity. Political Psychology, 35(3), 337–358.  

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance (pp. xi, 291). Stanford University Press. 
 
Finkel, E.K., Bail, C.A., Cikara, M., Ditto, P.H., Iyengar, S., Klar, S., Mason, L., McGrath, 

M.C., Nyhan, B., Rand, D.G., Skitka, L.J., Tucker, J.A., Van Bavel, J.J., Wang, C.S., 

Druckman, J.N. (2020). Political sectarianism in America. Science, 370, 533-536. 

Ford, B. Q., Feinberg, M., Lam, P., Mauss, I. B. John, O. (2019). Using reappraisal to regulate 

negative emotion after the 2016 U.S. presidential election: Does emotion regulation 

trump political action? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 117, 998-1015. 

Ford, B. Q., Feinberg, M., Lassetter, B., Thai, S., & Gatchpazian, A. (2023). The political is 

personal: The costs of daily politics. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

125(1), 1–28.  

Fraley, R. C., Niedenthal, P. M., Marks, M. J., Brumbaugh, C. C., & Vicary, A. (2006). Adult 

attachment and the perception of emotional expressions: Probing the hyperactivating 

strategies underlying anxious attachment. Journal of Personality, 74, 1163-1190. 

Frimer, J. A., Skitka, L. J., & Motyl, M. (2017). Liberals and conservatives are similarly 

motivated to avoid exposure to one another's opinions. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 72, 1-12. 

Fukuyama, F. (2108). Identity: The demand for dignity and the politics of resentment. NY: 

Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 



 99 

Gabriel, A. S., Podsakoff, N. P., Beal, D. J., Scott, B. A., Sonnentag, S., Trougakos, J. P., & 

Butts, M. M. (2019). Experience sampling methods: A discussion of critical trends and 

considerations for scholarly advancement. Organizational Research Methods, 22(4), 969-

1006. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626 

Gallup. (2024, July 11). When and Why Marriage Became Partisan. Gallup.Com. 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/646793/why-marriage-became-partisan.aspx 

Gau, J. M., Corsaro, N., Brunson, R. K. (2104). Revisiting broken windows theory: A test of the 

mediation impact of social mechanisms on the disorder–fear relationship, Journal of 

Criminal Justice, 42, 579-588.  

Gawronski, B., Strack, F., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2008). Attitudes and cognitive consistency: 

The role of associative and propositional processes. In Attitudes: Insights from the new 

implicit measures (pp. 85–117). Psychology Press.  

Gelfand, M. J., Nishii, L. H., & Raver, J. L. (2006). On the nature and importance of cultural 

tightness-looseness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(6), 1225–1244.  

Gerpott, F. H., Balliet, D., Columbus, S., Molho, C., ,de Vries, R. E. (2018). How do people 

think about interdependence? A multidimensional model of subjective outcome 

interdependence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 115(4), 716-742. 

Goh, J. X., Hall, J. A., & Rosenthal, R. (2016). Mini meta-analysis of your own studies: Some 

arguments on why and a primer on how. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 

10(10), 535–549. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12267 

Goldstein, H., Rasbash, J. Plewis, I., Draper, D., Brown, W., Yang, M., Woodhouse, G., & Healy, 

M.  (1998).  A user’s guide to MlwiN.  Multilevel Models Project, Institute of Education, 

University of London.   

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428118802626
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/spc3.12267


 100 

Götz, F. M., Gosling, S. D., & Rentfrow, P. J. (2021). Small effects: The indispensable 

foundation for a cumulative psychological science. Perspectives on Psychological 

Science. doi:10.1177/1745691620984483 

Goudarzi, S., Pliskin, R., Jost, J. T., & Knowles, E. D. (2020). Economic system justification 

predicts muted emotional responses to inequality. Nature Communications, 11, 383.  

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of 

moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(5), 1029–1046. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141 

Haidt, J., Graham, J., & Joseph, C. (2009). Above and below left–right: Ideological narratives 

and moral foundations. Psychological Inquiry, 20(2-3), 110–119. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10478400903028573 

Harmon-Jones, E., Amodio, D. M., & Harmon-Jones, C. (2009). Action based model of 

dissonance: A review, integration, and expansion of conceptions of cognitive conflict. In 

J. Olson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 119–

166). New York, NY: Elsevier. 

Harmon-Jones, E., & Harmon-Jones, C. (2012). Feeling better or doing better? On the functions 

of inconsistency reduction (and other matters). Psychological Inquiry, 23, 350 –353.  

Heine, S. J., Proulx, T., & Vohs, V.  (2006).  The meaning maintenance model:  On the 

coherence of social motivations.  Personality and Social Psychology Review, 10, 88-110. 

Heiserman, N., Simpson, B., & Willer, R. (2020). Judgments of economic fairness are based 

more on perceived economic mobility than perceived inequality. Socius: Sociological 

Research for a Dynamic World, 6. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0015141
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1080/10478400903028573


 101 

Higgins, E. T., Rossignac-Milon, M., & Echterhoff, G. (2021). Shared reality: From sharing-is-

believing to merging minds. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 30(2), 103–

110.  

Hillman, J. G., Fowlie, D. I., MacDonald, T. K. (2023). Social verification theory: A new way to 

conceptualize validation, dissonance, and belonging. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 27(3), 309-331.  

Hoshino-Browne, E., Zanna, A., Zanna, M., Kitayama, S., & Lackenbauer, S. (2005). On the 

cultural guises of cognitive dissonance: The case of Easterners and Westerners. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 294–310.  

Hox, J. J. (1995). Applied multilevel analysis. Amsterdam: TT-Publikaties.  

Hussong A. M., Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2103). Integrative data analysis in clinical 

psychology research. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 9, 61-89.  

Jonas, E., McGregor, I., Klackl, J., Agroskin, D., Fritsche, I., Holbrook, C., Nash, K., Proulx, T., 

& Quirin, M. (2014). Threat and defense: From anxiety to approach. In J. M. Olson & M. 

P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 49, pp. 219–286). 

Elsevier Academic Press. 

Jost, J. T., Basevich, E., Dickson, E. S., & Noorbaloochi, S. (2016). The place of values in a 

world of politics: Personality, motivation, and ideology. In T. Brosch & D. Sander (Eds.), 

Handbook of value: Perspectives from economics, neuroscience, philosophy, psychology 

and sociology (pp. 351–374). Oxford University Press. 

Jost, J. T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. J. (2003). Political conservatism as 

motivated social cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 129(3), 339–375. 



 102 

Jost, J. T., & Hunyady, O. (2005). Antecedents and consequences of system-justifying 

ideologies. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 14(5), 260–265.  

Jost, J. T., Nosek, B. A., & Gosling, S. D. (2008). Ideology: Its resurgence in social, personality, 

and political psychology. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3(2), 126-36.  

Kaufman, G., Aiello, A., Ellis, C., & Compton, D. (2022). Attitudes toward same-sex marriage, 

polyamorous marriage, and conventional marriage ideals among college students in the 

southeastern United States. Sexuality & Culture, 26(5), 1599–1620.  

King, L. A., & Hicks, J. A. (2021). The science of meaning in life. Annual Review of 

Psychology, 72, 561–584. 

Koudenburg, N., Gordijn, E. H., & Postmes, T (2014). "More than words": Social validation in 

close relationships. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(11), 1517-28.  

Kraus, M. W., & Tan, J. J. X. (2015). Americans overestimate social class mobility. Journal of 

Experimental Social Psychology, 58, 101–111.  

Kraus, M. W., Rucker, J. M., & Richeson, J. A. (2017). Americans misperceive racial economic 

equality. PNAS Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 

America, 114(39), 10324–10331.  

Kruglanski, A. W., Jasko, K., Milyavsky, M., Chernikova, M., Webber, D., Pierro, A., & Di 

Santo, D. (2018). Cognitive consistency theory in social psychology: A paradigm 

reconsidered. Psychological Inquiry, 29(2), 45–59. 

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108(3), 480–498. 

Martens, J. P., & Rutjens. B. T. (2026). SMaRT: Understanding responses to inconsistency using 

sense motivation and response theory. Acta Psychologica, 263, 106207. 



 103 

Mayseless, O., & Popper, M. (2007). Reliance on leaders and social institutions: An attachment 

perspective. Attachment and Human Development, 9(1):73-93.  

Mayseless, O., & Popper, M. (2019). Attachment and leadership: Review and new insights. 

Current Opinion in Psychology, 25, 157–161.  

McClelland, G. H., & Judd, C. M. (1993). Statistical difficulties of detecting interactions and 

moderator effects. Psychological Bulletin, 114(2), 376–390. 

McShane, B. B., & Böckenholt, U. (2025). Single paper meta‐analysis is unavoidable. Journal of 

Consumer Psychology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1462 

Meagher, B. R. (2018). Deciphering the religious orientation of a sacred space: Disparate 

impressions of worship settings by congregants and external observers, 

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 55, 70-80. 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral system in adulthood: 

Activation, psychodynamics, and interpersonal processes. In M. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 

experimental social psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 52-153). New York: Academic Press. 

Mikulincer, M. R., & Shaver, P. (2020). Enhancing the "Broaden and Build" cycle of attachment 

security in adulthood: From the laboratory to relational contexts and societal systems. 

International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(6): 2054. 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2023). Attachment theory applied: Fostering personal growth 

through healthy relationships. The Guilford Press. 

Miller, S., L., & Maner, J. K.  (2012).  Over-perceiving disease cues:  The basic cognition of the 

behavioral immune system.  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 1198-

1213. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1002/jcpy.1462


 104 

Monroe, A. E., Ainsworth, S. E., Vohs, K. D., & Baumeister, R. F. (2017). Fearing the future? 

Future-oriented thought produces aversion to risky investments, trust, and immorality. 

Social Cognition, 35(1), 66–78. 

Motyl, M., Iyer, R., Oishi, S., Trawalter, S., & Nosek, B. A. (2014). How ideological migration 

geographically segregates groups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 51, 1–14.  

Motyl, M., Prims, J. P., & Iyer, R. (2020). How ambient cues facilitate political segregation. 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(5), 723-737. 

Murray, S. L., Lamarche, V., Seery, M.D., Jung, H. Y., Griffin, D. W., & Brinkman, C. (2021). 

The social-safety system: Fortifying relationships in the face of the unforeseeable. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 120, 99-130. 

Murray, S. L., McNulty, J., Xia, J., Lamarche, V., Seery, M. D., Ward, D., Griffin, D. W., Hicks, 

L, Jung, H. Y. (2023). Pursuing safety in social connection regulates the risk-regulation, 

social-safety, and behavioral-immune systems. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 125(3), 519–547. 

Murray, S. L., & Pascuzzi, G. (2024). Pursuing safety in social connection: A flexibly fluid 

perspective on risk-regulation in relationships. Annual Review of Psychology, 75, 379-

404. 

Nail, P. R., McGregor, I., Drinkwater, A. E., Steele, G. M., & Thompson, A. W. (2009). Threat 

causes liberals to think like conservatives. Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 45(4), 901-907.  

Neff, L. A., & Karney, B. R. (2005). To know you is to love you: The implications of global 

adoration and specific accuracy for marital relationships. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 88(3), 480–497. 



 105 

Nikkinen, J., & Sahlström, P. (2004). Impact of the federal open market committee's meetings 

and scheduled macroeconomic news on stock market uncertainty. International Review of 

Financial Analysis, 13(1), 1-12. 

O'Brien, D. T., Farrell, C., & Welsh, B. C. (2019). Broken (windows) theory: A meta-analysis of 

the evidence for the pathways from neighborhood disorder to resident health outcomes 

and behaviors. Social Science and Medicine, 228, 272-292.  

Oishi, S. (2010). The psychology of residential mobility: Implications for the self, social 

relationships, and well-being. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(1), 5–21.  

Oishi., S., & Schimmack, U. (2010). Residential mobility, well-being, and mortality. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 98(6), 980-94.  

Oishi, S., Talhelm, T., & Lee, M. (2015). Personality and geography: Introverts prefer 

mountains. Journal of Research in Personality, 58, 55–68.  

Oishi, S., & Tsang, S. (2022). The socio‐ecological psychology of residential mobility. Journal 

of Consumer Psychology, 32(3), 519–536. 

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2020). Does openness to experience predict changes in 

conservatism? A nine-wave longitudinal investigation into the personality roots to 

ideology. Journal of Research in Personality, 87, Article 103979.  

Overall, N. C., Hammond, M. D., McNulty, J. K., & Finkel, E. J. (2016). When power shapes 

interpersonal behavior: Low relationship power predicts men’s aggressive responses to 

low situational power. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 111(2), 195–217.  

Pfundmair, M., & Mahr, L. A. M. (2022). Regaining power: How feelings of exclusion during 

COVID-19 are associated with radicalism among critics of containment policies. 



 106 

Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 952760. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.952760. PMID: 

36389455; PMCID: PMC9649794. 

Piurko, Y., Schwartz, S. H., & Davidov, E. (2011). Basic personal values and the meaning of 

left‐right political orientations in 20 countries. Political Psychology, 32(4), 537–561.  

Plusnin, N., Pepping, C. A., & Kashima, E. S.  (2018).  The role of close relationships in terror 

management:  A systematic review and research agenda.  Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 22, 307-346. 

Prentice, D. A., & Miller, D. T. (1992). When small effects are impressive. Psychological 

Bulletin, 112(1), 160–164. 

Rabinowitz, M., Latella, L., Stern, C., & Jost, J. T. (2016). Beliefs about childhood vaccination 

in the United States: Political ideology, false consensus, and the illusion of uniqueness. 

PLOS ONE, 11(7), e0158382.  

Rossignac-Milon, M., Bolger, N., Zee, K. S., Boothby, E. J., & Higgins, E. T. (2021). Merged 

minds: Generalized shared reality in dyadic relationships. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 120(4), 882–911.  

Rossignac-Milon, M., & Higgins, E. T. (2018). Epistemic companions: The development of 

shared reality in close relationships. Current Opinion in Psychology, 23, 66-71. 

Schaller, M., Kenrick, D. T., Neel, R., & Neuberg, S. L. (2017). Evolution and human 

motivation: A fundamental motives framework. Social and Personality Psychology 

Compass, 11(6), Article e12319. 

Schmader, T., & Sedikides, C. (2018). State authenticity as fit to environment: The implications 

of social identity for fit, authenticity, and self-segregation. Personality and Social 

Psychology Review, 22(3), 228–259. 



 107 

Schwartz, S. H., Caprara, G. V., & Vecchione, M. (2010). Basic personal values, core political 

values, and voting: A longitudinal analysis. Political Psychology, 31(3), 421–452. 

Sherkat, D. E., Powell-Williams, M., Maddox, G., & de Vries, K. M. (2011). Religion, politics, 

and support for same-sex marriage in the United States, 1988–2008. Social Science 

Research, 40(1), 167–180.  

Shieh, G. (2010). On the misconception of multicollinearity in detection of moderating effects: 

Multicollinearity is not always detrimental. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 45(3), 

483–507. 

Simpson, J. A.  (2007).  Psychological foundations of trust.  Current Directions in Psychological 

Science, 16, 264-268. 

Slavich. G.M. (2020). Social safety theory: A biologically based evolutionary perspective on life 

stress, health, and behavior. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 16, 265-295. 

Sng, O., Choi, M., & Ackerman, J. M. (2025). The ecology of relatedness: How living around 

family (or not) matters. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 128(6), 1243–

1270. 

Sng, O., Neuberg, S. L., Varnum, M. E. W., & Kenrick, D. T. (2017). The crowded life is a slow 

life: Population density and life history strategy. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 112(5), 736–754. 

Sng, O., Neuberg, S. L., Varnum, M. E. W., & Kenrick, D. T. (2018). The behavioral ecology of 

cultural psychological variation. Psychological Review, 125(5), 714–743. 

Sng, O., Williams, K. E. G., Tsukamoto, S., & Neuberg, S. L. (2025). Ecology stereotypes exist 

across societies and override race and family structure stereotypes. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 128(2), 243–261. 



 108 

Solomon, S., Greenberg, J., & Pyszczynski, T. (1991). A terror management theory of social 

behavior: The psychological functions of esteem and cultural worldviews. In M. P. Zanna 

(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 93-159). San Diego, CA: 

Academic Press. 

Sommet, N., Weissman, D. L., Cheutin, N., & Elliot, A. J. (2023). How many participants do I 

need to test an interaction? Conducting an appropriate power analysis and achieving 

sufficient power to detect an interaction. Advances in Methods and Practices in 

Psychological Science, 6(3), Article 25152459231178728. 

Sparkman, D. J., & Eidelman, S. (2016). “Putting myself in their shoes”: Ethnic perspective 

taking explains liberal–conservative differences in prejudice and stereotyping. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 98, 1–5.  

Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., & Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a causal chain: Why experiments 

are often more effective than mediational analyses in examining psychological processes. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(6), 845–851. 

Stanley, D. J., & Spence, J. R. (2014). Expectations for replications: Are yours realistic? 

Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(3), 305-318.  

Stern, C., West, T. V., Jost, J. T., & Rule, N. O. (2014). “Ditto Heads”: Do conservatives 

perceive greater consensus within their ranks than liberals? Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 40(9), 1162–1177.  

 



 109 

Swann Jr., W. B. (1983). Self-verification: Bringing social reality into harmony with the self. In 

J. Suls & A. G. Greenwald (Eds.), Social psychological perspectives on the self (Vol. 2, 

pp. 33–66). Hillsdale: Erlbaum. 

Swann, W. B., Jr. (2012). Self-verification theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W. Kruglanski, & 

E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp. 23–42). 

von Scheve, C., & Salmela, M. (Eds.). (2014). Collective emotions: Perspectives from 

psychology, philosophy, and sociology. Oxford University Press.  

Waldfogel, H. B., Sheehy-Skeffington, J., Hauser, O. P., Ho, A.K., & Kteily, N. S. (2021). 

Ideology selectively shapes attention to inequality. Proceedings of the National Academy 

of Science, 118(14) e2023985118.  

Waytz, A., Iyer, R., Young, L., Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2019). Ideological differences in the 

expanse of the moral circle. Nature Communications, 10(1) 4389.  

Wegener, D. T., Fabrigar, L. R., Pek, J., & Hoisington-Shaw, K. (2021). Evaluating research in 

personality and social psychology: Considerations about statistical power and concerns 

about false findings. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 48(7), 1105-1117. 

Wegener, D. T., Pek, J., & Fabrigar, L. R. (2024). Accumulating evidence across studies: 

Consistent methods protect against false findings produced by p-hacking. PLoS ONE, 

19(8), Article e0307999. 

West, B. T., Welch, K. B., & Galecki, A. T. (2022). Linear mixed models: a practical guide 

using statistical software. Chapman and Hall/CRC. 

Yuki, M., & Schug, J. (2012). Relational mobility: A socioecological approach to personal 

relationships. In O. Gillath, G. Adams, & A. Kunkel (Eds.), Relationship Science: 



 110 

Integrating Evolutionary, Neuroscience, and Sociocultural Approaches (pp. 137–151). 

American Psychological Association.  


	cover
	community fit in press 

