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Abstract. Political polarization is recognized as a global risk. Although emerging studies 
on political dissimilarity at work highlight important implications for how employees 
behave and interact, findings are at times inconsistent. To provide a more nuanced under
standing of when and why political dissimilarity disrupts workplace interactions, we draw 
on the social identity approach and threat processing to examine how political dissimilarity 
shapes perceptions of work relationships and behavior before and after election events. 
Across three studies, we demonstrate that political dissimilarity’s effects depend on politi
cal macro events and thus become temporally activated. Study 1, an experience sampling 
field study during the 2020 U.S. presidential election, showed no significant impact of polit
ical dissimilarity on negative interpersonal interactions before the election, but significance 
emerged on election day and persisted for six days after the election. In Study 2, an online 
experiment during the 2022 U.S. midterm elections, we found that actual political dissimi
larity indirectly influenced negative interpersonal interactions via reduced social mindful
ness after the election but not beforehand. Study 3, a longitudinal experiment over four 
weeks during the 2024 U.S. presidential election, replicated the election effect, demonstrat
ing that these effects persisted for at least two weeks and were mediated by cognitive (i.e., 
perspective-taking) and affective (i.e., empathic concern) subdimensions of social mind
fulness. Our findings highlight political orientation as a critical dimension of workplace 
dissimilarity. Although its impact may be subdued, it becomes pronounced during 
macro-political events, shaping workplace interactions in significant ways, with the 
political dissimilarity effects being more easily reactivated in the postelection phase.
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Introduction
In recent years, political debates have become more 
polarized in many democratic societies, such as the 
United States (Iyengar and Westwood 2015), the 
United Kingdom (Iyengar et al. 2012), and other Euro
pean countries (Röllicke 2023, Wagner 2024). Indeed, 

political polarization is seen as one of the most signifi
cant global risks (World Economic Forum 2024). 
The workplace is not immune to such polarization. 
Although individuals often seek political similarity 
in private relationships (Gordon et al. 2025), the 
workplace provides “greater exposure to people of 
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dissimilar perspectives than does discussion in 
contexts such as the family, the neighborhood, or the 
voluntary association” (Mutz and Mondak 2006, p. 140). 
This exposure creates the potential for political 
dissimilarity—the degree to which a focal employee dif
fers from coworkers regarding political orientation—to 
shape work interactions and work outcomes (Swigart 
et al. 2020).

Researchers are only just beginning to examine this 
important phenomenon, yet initial evidence suggests 
its significance. An individual’s political dissimilarity 
from their coworkers has been linked to lower positive 
attitudes (Henderson and Jeong 2022), greater work
place incivility and reduced well-being (He et al. 2019), 
negative affect after overhearing political conversa
tions (Rosen et al. 2024), and reduced trust in politically 
dissimilar coworkers (Solomon 2025). Together, these 
studies highlight that political dissimilarity can be a 
consequential, if often overlooked, form of workplace 
dissimilarity.

However, the growing literature on political dissimi
larity at work faces a critical challenge because research 
also reports inconsistent findings. For example, He et al. 
(2019) found that political dissimilarity during the 2012 
U.S. election was linked to antisocial behavior, whereas 
Henderson and Jeong (2022) did not observe such 
effects outside an election period. Mixed findings of 
political dissimilarity also extend outside the work
place, such as in romantic relationships (see Gordon 
et al. (2025) for a review). These inconsistencies do not 
imply that political dissimilarity is unimportant; rather, 
they suggest that its effects may be contingent, emerg
ing more strongly under certain boundary conditions 
and through specific mechanisms. This puzzle under
scores the need for a more nuanced understanding of 
when and why political dissimilarity disrupts work
place interactions.

In essence, scholars have primarily assumed that the 
impact of political dissimilarity on behavior remains 
stable over time (Swigart et al. 2020) rather than consid
ering the possibility that macro events may bring politi
cal dissimilarity to the forefront at work. Politically 
dissimilar individuals may try to suppress their politi
cal identity at work to self-protect and instead draw on 
other relevant social identities in the workplace (e.g., 
professional identity, team identity, organizational 
identity) (Ashforth and Johnson 2001). This may, how
ever, be impossible during macro events such as elec
tions, protests, the passage of controversial laws, 
government breakdowns, or politically motivated vio
lence. Accordingly, events outside the organization 
(Leigh and Melwani 2019) may heighten the salience of 
employees’ political orientation, thereby shaping per
ceptions and behavior at work (Roth et al. 2017). The 
potential importance of such events introduces a tem
poral element into the study of political dissimilarity. 

Unfortunately, both dynamic accounts of political dis
similarity and multilevel approaches that account for 
political macro-events are largely absent in dissimilar
ity research more broadly (van Dijk et al. 2017, Nkomo 
et al. 2019) and specifically in political dissimilarity 
research. Given the rise of political polarization and the 
potential for increasing government instability in some 
democratic societies, the frequency and intensity of 
political events are likely to grow (World Economic 
Forum 2024). Without a better understanding of when 
and how political dissimilarity becomes relevant in the 
workplace, organizations may overlook its conse
quences and misattribute the drivers of negative 
interactions.

To address this issue, we draw from the social iden
tity approach (Haslam 2011) and insights on threat pro
cessing (LeDoux 2015) to develop a multilevel model 
that examines how election events amplify the promi
nence of political dissimilarity in daily work interac
tions. More specifically, we theorize that elections as 
macro events increase identity threat for politically 
dissimilar individuals and thereby reduce social 
mindfulness—the tendency to be thoughtful of others 
and consider their needs before making decisions (van 
Lange and van Doesum 2015). When events heighten 
identity threats among politically dissimilar indivi
duals, the experienced threat reduces capacity for 
socially mindful behavior, leading to increased nega
tive interpersonal interactions. We test our model 
across a series of three studies.

Our work extends research in several ways. First, we 
contribute to dissimilarity research by examining polit
ical dissimilarity among coworkers as an understudied 
construct (Johnson and Roberto 2018, Swigart et al. 
2020). Unlike surface-level dissimilarity, such as gen
der and ethnicity, political dissimilarity represents a 
deeper, more complex form of dissimilarity. Political 
dissimilarity can be easily suppressed (Clair et al. 
2005), particularly because it is typically not directly 
relevant to work tasks. However, political events like 
elections heighten the salience of political identities, 
bringing them to the forefront. Thereby, we address 
calls in diversity research for multilevel studies that 
integrate macro political contexts (Joshi and Neely 
2018, Nkomo et al. 2019).

Second, we offer a novel perspective on the temporal 
element in political dissimilarity effects. Although our 
first contribution emphasizes the context-dependent 
nature of political dissimilarity, our second contribu
tion focuses on its temporal dynamics. We explain why 
prior studies have reported inconsistent effects of polit
ical dissimilarity on employee outcomes. By taking a 
temporal perspective, our study extends previous 
work (van Dijk et al. 2017, Reinwald and Kunze 2020) 
that emphasized gradual change (e.g., via contact or 
persistent discrimination). In contrast, we show that 
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dissimilarity effects can also shift rapidly in response to 
macro events.

Third, we identify social mindfulness (van Lange 
and van Doesum 2015) as an important mechanism 
that drives the temporal effects of political dissimilarity 
on interpersonal interactions. By highlighting this sub
tle, yet impactful psychological process, we offer new 
insights into how identity-threatening macro events 
influence interactions with dissimilar others. Specifi
cally, we enrich prior social identity research by 
highlighting that negative behaviors toward politically 
dissimilar others are not necessarily targeted to deliber
ately hurt or differentiate from the outgroup (Hew
stone et al. 2002, Dovidio and Gaertner 2010). Instead, 
negative interpersonal interactions occur due to a less 
deliberate shift in attention to oneself, making indivi
duals less mindful of others’ needs.

Theoretical Background
Political Dissimilarity in the Workplace
Political orientation is conceptualized as a unidimen
sional construct that distinguishes between “left/liberal 
and right/conservative” (Kivikangas et al. 2021). In con
temporary politics, “being left” or “being right” refers 
to the question of what goods and services should be 
provided by the state (McDonald et al. 2007). For 
instance, being more on the left often entails greater 
support for government involvement in providing 
goods, services, and social welfare (e.g., healthcare, edu
cation, and housing) (McDonald et al. 2007). Parties, 
such as the Democratic Party and the Republican Party 
in the United States, are the most meaningful social enti
ties on the left-right spectrum. Hence, we focus on polit
ical orientations reflecting an individual’s affiliation 
with a political group. Our work reflects this binary 
nature of partisan affiliation in the United States, as past 
research suggests that individuals primarily identify 
with either the Democratic or Republican Party. Even 
self-identified independents tend to lean toward one of 
these parties, and their behavior is often indistinguish
able from that of self-identified partisans (Keith et al. 
1992, Hawkins and Nosek 2012).

Building on dissimilarity research (Chattopadhyay 
1999), we define political dissimilarity as the degree to 
which the focal employee differs from immediate cow
orkers regarding political orientation. Accordingly, 
political dissimilarity can be described as an individual- 
within-the-group concept (Klein et al. 1994), focusing on 
a person’s difference from coworkers and its linkage to 
that person’s outcomes. Research suggests that people 
have a generally accurate perception of other people’s 
political orientation at work and their political dissimi
larity relative to their immediate coworkers. According 
to a survey (SHRM 2019), 42% of U.S. employees have 
personally experienced political disagreement in the 

workplace, and 44% witnessed or observed political dis
agreement. Yet, even when employees do not talk about 
political views, political orientation can manifest in visi
ble life choices, purchasing decisions, and work-related 
behavior (Carney et al. 2008, Baumgaertner et al. 2018), 
making it perceptible to others, including through subtle 
cues such as office decoration and organization. Conser
vative offices have been found to be “more conven
tional, less stylish, and less comfortable in comparison 
with liberal offices” (Carney et al. 2008, p. 832). Conse
quently, even without explicit political discussions, 
employees infer colleagues’ political orientations from 
these observable cues.

Importantly, impressions of colleagues’ political 
orientations in most workplaces are formed based on 
general cues rather than extensive political discussions. 
Therefore, we focus on the dissimilarity between a focal 
individual’s party affiliation and that of their collea
gues rather than the precise ideological distance 
between their political positions. This emphasis on gen
eral political dissimilarity is rooted in social identity 
theory, which highlights broad distinctions between 
in- and outgroup members as drivers of dissimilarity 
outcomes (Haslam 2011). In the workplace context, 
political dissimilarity is most salient when individuals 
perceive themselves as belonging to distinct political 
groups (i.e., Democrat versus Republican) rather than 
through subtle variations in ideological stance.1

Political dissimilarity is distinct from other forms 
of dissimilarity. Although surface-level attributes like 
gender or ethnicity are stable, easily visible, and thus 
persistently salient (Harrison et al. 1998), political dis
similarity is less easily detectable and, thus, potentially 
more context dependent. Still, when activated, political 
dissimilarity can evoke strong responses as political 
dissimilarity reflects deeply ingrained ideological 
beliefs about societal values and individuals often infer 
negative qualities such as selfishness, hypocrisy, 
closed-mindedness, or a lack of trustworthiness and 
morality from political differences (Iyengar et al. 2012, 
Solomon 2025). Moreover, political dissimilarity— 
unlike other work-related deep-level dissimilarities, 
such as differences in personality or experiences—may 
initially appear less relevant to organizational contexts 
due to the established “no politics at work” policy in 
many workplaces (Swigart et al. 2020). However, its 
relevance may become pronounced during macro- 
political events, where heightened identity salience can 
intensify polarized interactions.

Political Dissimilarity and Election Events
The social identity approach (Haslam 2011) offers 
a useful theoretical lens through which to understand 
political dissimilarity effects and how they are activated. 
The theory suggests that individuals possess several 
social identities (e.g., job, organization, demographics), 
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which they use to construe their self-image, the percep
tions of others, and ultimately their interpersonal beha
viors (Chattopadhyay et al. 2004). These identities vary 
in salience depending on appropriateness in a given 
context (Ashforth and Johnson 2001). In the workplace, 
professional identities and readily observable demo
graphic identities are typically activated and more dom
inant, whereas deep-level personal identities, such as 
political identity, remain less salient (Ashforth and John
son 2001). For politically dissimilar individuals in the 
workplace, this tendency to suppress political identity is 
particularly pronounced. Employees in the political 
minority often avoid emphasizing aspects of their iden
tity that might set them apart to minimize intergroup 
tensions and avoid threats from the majority (Chatto
padhyay 1999). Instead, they emphasize aspects that 
facilitate association with the majority group and more 
strongly identify with inclusive categories such as the 
organization (Ashforth and Johnson 2001, Hogg 2012). 
This suppression is facilitated by the fact that political 
identity is often not directly related to tasks and roles, 
allowing it to remain a subdued element of an employ
ee’s self-concept.

At the same time, dissimilarity research suggests that 
dissimilarity effects at work are dependent on contex
tual factors shaping the salience of respective attributes 
and engagement with the differences (Guillaume et al. 
2017). Although contextual factors from within the orga
nization play an important role, we argue that a realistic 
portrayal of political dissimilarity effects requires the 
consideration of macro-political events. In their political 
affiliation model, Roth et al. (2017) suggest that elections, 
as category-relevant events, heighten the relevance of 
political orientation in the workplace. Such events 
underscore the importance of understanding the tempo
ral dimension of interactions among politically (dis)sim
ilar coworkers during elections.

Interactive Effect of Political Dissimilarity and 
Election Events on Interpersonal Interactions
Employees tend to suppress their political identity to 
avoid intergroup tensions and instead align with more 
inclusive workplace identities (Kreiner et al. 2006, 
Leigh and Melwani 2019). However, this shifts when 
external events heighten the salience of political iden
tity. For more politically dissimilar individuals, any 
event that heightens the salience of political identity is 
likely to elicit an identity threat. An identity threat can 
take different forms and refers to “experiences indicat
ing potential harm to the value, meanings, or enact
ment of an identity” (Petriglieri 2011, p. 644). This 
threat is characterized by fears of discrimination, 
devaluation, or exclusion (Chattopadhyay 1999), with 
those in the minority being particularly vulnerable 
(Emerson and Murphy 2014, George et al. 2023).

In the context of political dissimilarity, we argue that 
an identity threat arises particularly from threats to the 
enactment of political identity (George et al. 2023). A 
threat to identity enactment arises when individuals 
feel constrained in expressing their political orientation 
either explicitly (e.g., through comments or in discus
sions) or implicitly (e.g., through visible life choices, 
purchasing decisions, and work-related behavior 
linked to a particular political orientation; Carney et al. 
2008) due to concerns about potential judgment or 
exclusion.

We propose that election day itself marks the peak of 
political identity salience because it serves as the point 
of closure—the moment when political identity shifts 
from something fluid to something finalized. Before 
election day, individuals may still refine, reconsider, or 
negotiate their political stance. However, once the elec
tion concludes, their position is effectively “locked in,” 
whether they voted or abstained. This closure height
ens political self-awareness, solidifies affiliations, and 
reinforces distinctions between political ingroups and 
outgroups, making political identity more salient in 
workplace interactions. For instance, research shows 
that elections reinforce the connections to political par
ties (Bølstad et al. 2013) and increase party identifica
tion (Dinas 2014). Moreover, election day itself is 
filled with cues that bring political identity to the fore
front: all-day news coverage on polling and results, 
discussions with (often like-minded) family and 
friends. These factors combine to make election day the 
critical moment when political identity peaks. Conse
quently, employees with politically dissimilar cowor
kers become more aware of and identify more strongly 
with their political party, which intensifies the sensitiv
ity to and experience of threats to the enactment of their 
political identity.

Prior research suggests that threats, such as those 
induced by political dissimilarity, activate a defensive 
mindset prioritizing self-preservation (LeDoux 2014, 
2015), setting the stage for more negative interactions 
between coworkers (Emerson and Murphy 2014). More 
specifically, studies indicate that threats inhibit nones
sential physiological systems and activate physiologi
cal support systems necessary for defense (LeDoux 
2015). This response leads to a narrowed focus on the 
threat with the tendency to overweight others’ more 
negative and aversive behaviors (Baumeister et al. 
2001). The diversion of cognitive resources toward 
ensuring one’s own well-being and, accordingly, an 
inward focus (Gale et al. 2024), sets a context that is ripe 
for negative social interactions (Brown et al. 2016).

In contrast, in the absence of an election event, politi
cal identity is less salient, and employees are less likely 
to experience identity threat. In the absence of external 
political triggers, politically dissimilar employees can 
more easily downplay their political identity and align 
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themselves with a broader, inclusive identity, such as 
their group or organizational identity (Kreiner et al. 
2006), and therefore experience less threat when inter
acting with politically dissimilar coworkers. Hence, 
interactions between politically dissimilar coworkers 
tend to be more neutral, and negative interpersonal 
interactions are less pronounced.

Hypothesis 1. The presence of an election event moderates 
the effect of an individual’s political dissimilarity on nega
tive interpersonal interactions, such that dissimilarity 
results in more negative interpersonal interactions after the 
election event (versus before).

Social Mindfulness as an Underlying Mechanism
Building on the logic above, we propose that the 
negative interpersonal actions emerging from political 
dissimilarity after the election day may stem from a 
subtle, less deliberate mechanism. The heightened 
salience of political dissimilarity after an election event 
creates perceived threats that divert cognitive 
resources toward self-preservation, leaving fewer 
resources to recognize and respond to others’ needs 
(Gale et al. 2024, van Lange and van Doesum 2015). 
Accordingly, we suggest that social mindfulness serves 
as a critical mechanism explaining why politically dis
similar individuals are more likely to perceive and 
engage in negative interpersonal interactions in the 
aftermath of election events (Figure 1).

Social mindfulness refers to “being thoughtful of 
others in the present moment and considering their 
needs and wishes before making a decision” (van 
Lange and van Doesum 2015, pp. 18–19). It captures an 
individual’s ability to take another’s interests into 
account in one’s own actions and translate social cues 
appropriately to cultivate a sense of consideration 
toward others. In other words, social mindfulness is a 
form of interpersonal benevolence (van Doesum et al. 
2021). Although individuals can differ in their general 
tendency to act in a socially mindful manner, van 
Lange and van Doesum (2015, p. 19) argue that as a 
state, social mindfulness can “also be activated by con
textual variables,” and that “it is also possible, if not 

likely, that social mindfulness can be affected by vari
ables linked to cognitive control.” For example, 
research suggests that social mindfulness is malleable 
and can be activated through events, interventions, 
and leader behaviors (Song et al. 2018, Gerpott et al. 
2020).

Building on prior literature (Song et al. 2018, Fasben
der et al. 2020, Gerpott et al. 2020), we differentiate 
between two subdimensions of social mindfulness: a 
cognitive one, perspective-taking (considering and 
understanding others’ needs), and an affective one, 
empathic concern (feeling emotional resonance with 
others’ states). Indeed, van Doesum et al. (2013) 
emphasize that perspective-taking and empathic con
cern are related but distinct dimensions of social mind
fulness as social mindfulness requires both the “skill to 
see it” (taking another’s perspective) and the “will to 
do it” (motivated empathetic concern for others). With
out perspective-taking, individuals may fail to notice 
how their actions affect others, whereas without 
empathic concern, they may notice but lack motivation 
to act considerately. Consistent with the view that they 
are related but nonredundant aspects of the same 
higher-order construct, the overarching social mindful
ness construct showed moderate positive links to both 
perspective-taking and empathic concern (van Doesum 
et al. 2013). Taken together, the higher-order construct 
of social mindfulness provides a parsimonious account 
of the general construct and a look into the subdimen
sions, a nuanced account of why perceived political 
dissimilarity after elections reduces people’s willing
ness and ability to act in ways considerate of others.

We propose that election events create a threat for 
politically dissimilar individuals, making them less 
socially mindful on both the cognitive and affective 
subdimensions and, in turn, heightening negative 
interactions. More specifically, consistent with the logic 
presented earlier, when individuals feel that the enact
ment of their political identity is at risk, they devote 
their attention to self-preservation, prioritizing their 
own well-being and reducing their consideration for 
others. In other words, the processing of threat 
increases cognitive load, which van Lange and van 
Doesum (2015) argue limits the cognitive resources 
available and their motivation to perceive and act upon 
the interests of others. Because this inward shift does 
not require deliberate awareness or planning (Gordon 
and Arian 2001, LeDoux 2015), our social identity theo
rizing suggests that when an election event elicits an 
identity threat, individuals become less able and will
ing to take others’ perspectives into account in non
judgmental and compassionate ways.

Moreover, for two main reasons, election events can 
have lasting effects on politically dissimilar employees, 
persisting for days or even weeks. First, threat fosters 
selective information processing, making dissimilar 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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individuals less socially mindful. To the extent that 
individuals’ processing of social cues is framed and 
hence guided by threat-based concepts, they are likely 
to be more self- rather than other-oriented, focusing 
on their well-being and less mindful of others’ inter
ests and needs. Indeed, a significant body of research 
suggests that the experience of threat increases indi
vidual self-protection, reduces the consideration of 
others, and biases information search and processing 
(Frey 1981, Gordon and Arian 2001, Jonas et al. 2003, 
Yen et al. 2021). For instance, Frey (1981) demon
strates that a threat to individuals’ self-esteem 
through negative performance feedback makes indi
viduals biased in their information-seeking behavior 
toward information discrediting the feedback. Simi
larly, work by Yen et al. (2021) shows that individuals 
facing existential threats pay more attention to them
selves and use more first-person singular pronouns. 
This selective processing demonstrates that identity 
threats heighten sensitivity to relevant cues, altering 
individuals’ social mindfulness and how they process 
social interactions.

Second, theories of cognitive associative processes 
suggest that threat stimuli amplify reliance on auto
matic associations (Morewedge and Kahneman 2010) 
that undermine social mindfulness. These processes 
“produce a comprehensive and internally consistent 
interpretation of the present situation” (Morewedge 
and Kahneman 2010, p. 436). For instance, Woolum 
et al. (2017) found that activating rudeness concepts 
leads to a perception of more rudeness throughout the 
day. Similarly, politically dissimilar individuals are 
likely to perceive more negative interactions after elec
tions because threat activates a threat-oriented associa
tive network, which negatively colors subsequent 
interactions. Therefore, immediately after election 
events, politically dissimilar individuals are likely to 
exhibit heightened sensitivity to relevant cues, such as 
discussions or subtle signals of political affiliation, rein
forcing the perception of threat. This sensitivity, likely 
lasting for several days, prolongs negative interactions.

In turn, decreased social mindfulness likely under
lies negative social interactions at work during election 
events, such as interpersonal conflict. With diminished 
social mindfulness, individuals become less attentive 
and less willing to consider others’ feelings and needs, 
making them more likely to act without regard for the 
consequences of their behavior (van Lange and van 
Doesum 2015). Hence, individuals will prioritize their 
own well-being and outcomes when interacting with 
others at work at the cost of their coworkers, thereby 
increasing the potential for interpersonal conflict and 
uncivil behavior toward others.

Hypothesis 2. The election-moderated political dissimilar
ity effect on negative interpersonal interactions is mediated 

by social mindfulness, such that the indirect effect will be 
stronger when an election event is present (versus absent).

Overview of Studies
We test our model across three studies—a field study 
and two experiments—with a constructive replication 
approach.2 Study 1 used a daily experience sampling 
design over 10 working days around the 2020 U.S. pres
idential election to examine how perceived political 
dissimilarity affects negative interpersonal interactions 
at work (Hypothesis 1). This field study offered high 
external validity by capturing a wide range of interac
tions before, during, and after election day but raised 
concerns about percept-percept bias due to the subjec
tive measure of political dissimilarity and negative 
interpersonal interactions. In addition, it does not offer 
insights into the underlying mechanism. To address 
this and offer enhanced internal validity, Study 2 
employed a simulation-based experiment using an ulti
matum game, where we manipulated political dissimi
larity and used the timing of the survey around the 
2022 U.S. midterm elections as an external treatment. 
This allowed us to focus on a more limited range of 
negative interpersonal interaction behaviors and 
offered initial insights into the social mindfulness 
mechanism (Hypothesis 2). Study 3, a longitudinal 
field experiment conducted over the course of four 
weeks during the 2024 U.S. presidential election, fur
ther replicated the temporal election effect and offered 
a rigorous test of the social mindfulness mechanism.

Study 1: Method
Sample and Procedure
We collected data from U.S. employees before and after 
the U.S. Presidential election on November 3, 2020. 
Data collection included a general kick-off survey and 
experience sampling with daily follow-up surveys. The 
general questionnaire was administered two to nine 
days before the experience sampling daily surveys. The 
experience sampling surveys took place on ten consec
utive working days between October 29 and November 
11. We measured political dissimilarity in the general 
survey and interpersonal conflict with daily follow-up 
surveys between 4:00 p.m. and 11:59 p.m. each day. 
Study 1 received ethical approval from the Ethics Com
mittee at LMU Munich School of Management.

For data collection, we cooperated with a reputable 
commercial panel provider (Kantar Group), chosen 
based on their high-quality panel and expertise in 
recruiting participants for intricate research designs, 
such as experience sampling. The cooperation with the 
panel provider allowed us to specify inclusion criteria. 
To be eligible for the study, participants needed to 
be U.S. citizens with permanent residence in the U.S., 
had to be 18 years or older, had to be employed in a 
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full-time job, and had to regularly interact with cowor
kers. Additionally, participants had to clearly indicate 
their likely vote preference (i.e., Biden or Trump). 
Moreover, individuals had to provide their consent in 
the kick-off survey to be recontacted for the daily 
follow-up surveys. Participants also had to pass one 
attention check in the baseline survey to be included in 
the sample. Of the 309 individuals who met the criteria 
and completed the baseline survey, 98 did not complete 
any of the daily surveys and had to be excluded. Every 
participant with at least one valid daily survey was 
included in the analyses (Singer and Willett 2003). 
Moreover, we treated daily observations as missing 
when an individual did not work or when an individ
ual did not or very rarely interact with their colleagues 
on a given day. This resulted in a final sample of 147 
individuals who provided a total of 966 valid daily sur
veys (mean of 6.6 daily surveys).

Participants in the sample were predominantly female 
(59.9%) and White (83.0%). They had an average age of 
53.0 years (range � 22–70 years), an average organizational 
tenure of 13.1 years, and reported working an average of 
7.9 hours per day. A large share of respondents (47.6%) 
worked for companies with more than 250 employees. 
The highest educational degree obtained by participants 
was a college degree (43.5%), followed by a postgraduate 
work/degree (27.9%). Participants were from 34 states, 
representing a mix of predominantly Democratic-leaning 
(e.g., California, Maryland), Republican-leaning (e.g., Ala
bama, Kentucky), and swing states (e.g., North Carolina; 
Pennsylvania).

Measures
Perceived Political Dissimilarity. We asked respon
dents how similar they are to the other work group mem
bers in terms of their political orientation (Riordan and 
Wayne 2008, Kammeyer-Mueller et al. 2011). Participants 
responded based on a five-point Likert scale ranging 
from (1) “no one is similar to me” to (5) “everyone is simi
lar to me” (see Online Appendix 1A for the item). We 
recoded the responses such that higher scores indicate 
higher levels of dissimilarity. Although perceived dissim
ilarity does not necessarily match actual dissimilarity, 
perceptions of dissimilarity have been shown to have 
similar effects as actual dissimilarity (Cunningham 2007; 
see also supplementary analyses for Study 2 and 3).

Negative Interpersonal Interactions. Following prior 
work (Dimotakis et al. 2011), we operationalized nega
tive interpersonal interactions in terms of perceptions 
of interpersonal conflict among coworkers. Interper
sonal conflict reflects “disagreements that are associ
ated with feelings of animosity” (Meier et al. 2013, 
p. 144), and as such, a wide range of hedonically 
negative interpersonal interactions whether implicit or 
explicit. We adapted the three-item scale on interpersonal 
conflict by Jehn and Mannix (2001) to capture the 

extent to which an individual experienced emotional 
conflict in the workgroup on a daily level (see Online 
Appendix 1A for items). The mean alpha across daily 
surveys was 0.95.

Controls. First, we controlled demographic dissimilar
ity to ensure that political dissimilarity accounts for 
effects beyond those established for demographic dis
similarity. We controlled for gender, age, and race dissimi
larity using the same measurement approach as for 
political dissimilarity. Second, we controlled if indivi
duals believed in systematic election fraud during the 2020 
U.S. election with three response options: yes (reference 
category), no, unsure. After the 2020 U.S. Presidential 
election, Donald Trump refused to concede, alleging 
widespread and unparalleled voter fraud. By control
ling for fraud concerns, we ensure that changes in our 
outcome are accurately attributed to the election event 
itself, rather than to emerging suspicions of fraud. We 
modeled this variable as time-invariant. Third, we con
trolled for sleep quality as individuals may get less sleep 
on election nights and thus may change their percep
tions and behaviors. Daily sleep quality was assessed 
using the one-item measure by Gabriel et al. (2018) rated 
on a five-point scale. Fourth, we controlled for coworker 
interaction on a daily level to avoid the possibility that 
interpersonal conflict is confounded with the interaction 
level. We referenced three items from McAllister (1995) 
to the day-level and used a seven point response scale 
(1 � never to 7 � always; average alpha � 0.79). Fifth, we 
controlled for daily remote work as past work suggests 
that remote work reduces the likelihood of negative 
interactions (Doering and Tilcsik 2025). We used a 
dummy variable capturing whether an individual 
worked at the company’s facilities on a given day. 
Finally, we included state dummies to control for unob
served confounds at the state level (Hill et al. 2021).

Analytic Approach
To test if the election event enhances the dissimilarity 
effect on negative interpersonal interactions (Hypothe
sis 1), we conducted discontinuous growth curve 
modeling (DGCM) in a random coefficient framework 
(Singer and Willett 2003). DGCM is particularly suited 
to modeling the effects of discontinuous events such as 
elections. The approach allowed us to model change in 
interpersonal conflict before and after the election and 
examine how political dissimilarity shapes the trajec
tory of conflict.

Given our interest in how the level of negative inter
personal interactions changes with the election event 
and develops in the postelection period, we used a 
time coding procedure that allowed us to capture the 
change in negative interpersonal interactions on elec
tion day relative to the pre-election levels and the post
election development. We modeled the negative 
interpersonal interaction trajectory using a set of three 
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growth variables that allowed us to disentangle the tra
jectory before the election (time variable), the transition 
directly following the election (election variable), and the 
trajectory following the election (postelection trend vari
able) (Bliese and Lang 2016). First, the time variable cap
tures the baseline rate of change in interpersonal 
interactions. Second, the election variable captures the 
vertical transition effect between the election day 
(November 3) and the next workday (November 4). We 
coded this variable as zero for all pre-election days and 
the election day and one for all postelection days. Thus, 
the election variable measures how the level of nega
tive interpersonal interactions changed with the elec
tion. Of note, the election variable in the model is 
interpreted relative to the time variable and indicates a 
change relative to the general time trend. Third, the 
postelection variable captures the relative trend after the 
election and takes values of zero up to the first day after 
the election and then increases by increments of one 
with each postelection day. The coding of the three 
growth variables is summarized in Online Appendix 
1B, and the substantial meaning is graphically illus
trated in Online Appendix 1C.

We modeled time-varying variables as level-1 and 
time-invariant variables as level 2 predictors (Singer 
and Willett 2003). Continuous time-variant predictors 
were person-mean centered and continuous time- 
invariant predictors grand-mean centered. We mod
eled all hypothesized time-variant effects with random 
slopes and all time-variant level 1 controls with fixed 
slopes to reduce model complexity. Analyses were con
ducted in Stata SE 18.

Study 1: Results
Hypothesis Testing
Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and correla
tions, and Table 2 reports the regression results.

We first inspected within- and between-person vari
ance components based on intercept-only models. The 

ICC1 (intraclass correlation coefficient) for interper
sonal conflict (ICC1 � 0.65) indicated that the construct 
varied substantially between persons and within per
sons across time. Building our DGCM, we first mod
eled the effects of the three time variables (i.e., time, 
election, postelection trend) on interpersonal conflict 
while accounting for the influence of covariates. We 
specified random effects for the three time variables 
(Table 2, Model 1). This model fitted the data signifi
cantly better (likelihood ratio � 83.27, p < 0.001; ∆AIC 
� 65.27) than a model where the effects of the three- 
time variables were not allowed to vary across 
individuals.3

Hypothesis 1 states that the association between an 
individual’s political dissimilarity and negative interper
sonal interactions varies across time and becomes stron
ger following the election event. We found that political 
dissimilarity significantly interacted with the election 
term both in our default model with controls (coefficient 
� 0.18, p � 0.03) and the no-control model (coefficient �
0.17, p � 0.03). The interaction effect is illustrated in Figure 
2, where we plotted the temporal patterning of interper
sonal conflict for different levels of political dissimilarity. 
To estimate how the dissimilarity effect varies across time 
(i.e., the vertical distance between the trajectories in 
Figure 2), we estimated the dissimilarity effect before and 
after the election. Results show that the dissimilarity 
effect is not significant (coefficient � 0.07, p � 0.54) before 
the election event. However, the dissimilarity effect 
becomes significant (coefficient � 0.25, p � 0.04) following 
the election event, supporting Hypothesis 1.

We also find that politically dissimilar individuals per
ceive higher levels of interpersonal conflict in the 
observed postelection period relative to the pre-election 
period. Conversely, politically similar individuals per
ceive lower levels of interpersonal conflict in the 
observed postelection period. Figure 2 displays relatively 
stable perceptions of conflict in the postelection period 
(i.e., six days after the election). This is statistically 

Table 1. Study 1 Descriptives and Correlations

Variable Mean
Standard 
deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 Interpersonal Conflict 1.62 1.03 — 0.11 0.05 �0.17* 0.20* �0.04 0.07 �0.01 0.35** 0.04
2 Political Dissimilarity 3.06 0.76 0.14** — 0.25** 0.16 0.10 �0.05 �0.01 �0.23** �0.27** �0.00
3 Gender Dissimilarity 2.54 0.82 0.07* 0.30** — 0.15 0.16* 0.17* 0.03 �0.11 �0.13 0.12
4 Age Dissimilarity 3.30 0.81 �0.14** 0.13** 0.14** — 0.12 0.01 �0.01 �0.01 �0.13 �0.01
5 Race Dissimilarity 2.63 1.07 0.16** 0.10* 0.16** 0.07* — �0.00 0.05 �0.11 0.02 0.16
6 Fraud Belief (No) 0.61 0.49 �0.02 �0.03 0.16** 0.00 0.02 — �0.52** �0.03 �0.19* 0.13
7 Fraud Belief (Unsure) 0.15 0.36 0.09** �0.01 0.01 �0.04 0.08* �0.52** — �0.09 0.04 0.00
8 Sleep Quality 3.61 0.65 �0.06 �0.16** �0.08* �0.02 �0.10** �0.04 �0.06 — 0.25** 0.09
9 Coworker Interaction 4.16 0.97 0.27** �0.25** �0.12** �0.13** 0.00 �0.16** 0.05 0.16** — �0.16*
10 Remote Work 0.53 0.45 0.04 0.05 0.10** �0.06 0.12** 0.11* 0.01 0.09** �0.13** —

Notes. Correlations below the diagonal are at Level 1 (n � 966). To obtain Level 1 correlations involving Level 2 variables, the Level 2 variables 
were assigned to each Level 1 instance. Because nesting is not accounted for in these correlations, significance tests should be interpreted with 
caution. Correlations above the diagonal are at Level 2 (n � 147). Level 1 variables were averaged and assigned to each Level 2 instance.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.
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confirmed by a nonsignificant postelection trend (coeffi
cient ��0.02; p � 0.72).

To further probe the robustness of the postelection 
trend in interpersonal conflict, we introduced an inter
action term between the postelection trend variable 
and political dissimilarity to test if the stability of the 
postelection trend holds for both politically dissimilar 
and similar individuals. We found no significant 

interaction (coefficient � 0.03, p � 0.16) and concluded 
that interpersonal conflict levels remain relatively sta
ble for dissimilar and similar individuals after the ini
tial change with the election event.

Supplementary Analyses
Robustness of the DGCM. Because growth models can 
be sensitive to specification choices, we conducted a 

Table 2. Study 1 Discontinuous Growth Model Results for Hypothesis 1 (Predicting Interpersonal Conflict)

Variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Coefficient
Standard 

error Coefficient
Standard 

error Coefficient
Standard 

error Coefficient
Standard 

error Coefficient
Standard 

error

Intercept 1.42*** 0.27 1.42*** 0.27 1.41*** 0.27 1.42*** 0.27 1.66*** 0.10
Gender Dissimilarity 0.04 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.10
Age Dissimilarity �0.34*** 0.10 �0.36*** 0.10 �0.36*** 0.10 �0.36*** 0.10
Race Dissimilarity 0.19* 0.08 0.19* 0.08 0.18* 0.08 0.18* 0.08
Fraud Belief (No) 0.11 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.15 0.20
Fraud Belief (Unsure) 0.21 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26
Sleep Quality �0.03 0.04 �0.03 0.04 �0.03 0.04 �0.03 0.04
Coworker Interaction 0.09* 0.04 0.09* 0.04 0.09* 0.04 0.08* 0.04
Remote Work �0.10 0.09 �0.10 0.09 �0.10 0.09 �0.10 0.09
Time 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 �0.01 0.04
Election �0.01 0.12 �0.02 0.12 �0.00 0.12 �0.01 0.12 0.02 0.12
Post-Election Trend �0.02 0.05 �0.02 0.05 �0.02 0.05 �0.02 0.05 �0.01 0.05
Political Dissimilarity (PD) 0.16 0.11 0.07 0.12 0.14 0.11 0.04 0.12
Election × PD 0.18* 0.08 0.17* 0.08
Post-Election Trend × PD 0.03 0.02
State dummies included Yes Yes Yes Yes No
�2 log likelihood 2,339.66 2,337.77 2,333.09 2,335.87 2,389.45
AIC 2,451.66 2,451.78 2,449.09 2,451.87 2,423.45

Note. n � 966 at the day level and 147 at the person level.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed).

Figure 2. Study 1 Interpersonal Conflict Trajectories Before and After the Election for Individuals with High Political Dissimilar
ity (+2 SD; +1 SD) and Low Political Dissimilarity (�2 SD; �1 SD) 

Note. Vertical line indicates the day after the election.
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series of robustness checks of our DGCM. The results, 
reported in Online Appendix 1D, were consistent with 
our main findings and support the appropriateness of 
the DGCM.

Asymmetric Political Dissimilarity Effect. Our mea
surement of political dissimilarity does not capture the 
specific party affiliation of a person. Thus, we exam
ined whether the effect of political dissimilarity is 
asymmetric (Reinwald and Kunze 2020) by comparing 
the reactions of Democrats and Republicans to political 
dissimilarity. The three-way interaction between the 
election event, political dissimilarity, and party affilia
tion on conflict was nonsignificant (coefficient � 0.06, 
p � 0.76). Accordingly, the dissimilarity effect in Study 
1 does not notably differ between Democrats and 
Republicans.

Study 2: Method
Study 2, an online simulation-based experiment with 
Republicans and Democrats, centered on the political 
dissimilarity effects around the U.S. midterm elections 
in November 2022. Study 2 received ethical approval 
from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the Rotter
dam School of Management (RSM), Erasmus Univer
sity. To qualify for the study, participants had to be 
from the United States, at least 18 years old (current 
voting age in most states), and affiliated with either the 
Democratic Party or the Republican Party. We 
designed the study to identify the causal effect of politi
cal dissimilarity before and after an election in a more 
controlled setting, to measure social mindfulness as the 
underlying mechanism, and to study actual negative 
interactions among participants. The study was prere
gistered on aspredicted (https://aspredicted.org/5PT_ 
MZM).

Sample
The study included 489 participants from Prolific.4 We 
relied on quota-sampling to recruit an equal number of 
Democrats and Republicans. On average, participants 
were 39.07 years old (standard deviation (SD) � 13.69), 
49.08% of them identified as women, 79.35% identified 
as being White, and 71.17% held an associate degree or 
higher.

Experimental Setting and Procedure
We conducted a 2 (political dissimilarity: high or low) 
× 2 (election event: yes or no) between-subject experi
ment. On the starting page of the experiment, we 
informed participants that they would engage in an 
online business simulation together with four other 
team members and that they could earn a bonus based 
on their decisions and the decisions of their team 

members. Please refer to Online Appendix 2B for a 
more detailed overview of the experimental procedure.

At the start of the experiment, we asked participants 
to indicate their political orientation by choosing a 
photo that best represents their political orientation. 
We presented participants with photos of potential 
voters from the last U.S. election. Four photos (two 
men, two women) displayed individuals in office 
environments wearing buttons indicating their affilia
tion with the Democratic Party, and four photos dis
played individuals with buttons and backgrounds 
indicating their affiliation with the Republican Party 
(for material, see Online Appendix 2A). Our goal was 
to provide participants with a sense of choice while 
maintaining consistency in the team’s composition 
with respect to the political affiliations of other team 
members. The inclusion of four pictures per affiliation 
accounted for variability in participants’ preferences 
for demographic attributes and reduced the likelihood 
that participants would focus exclusively on the associ
ated political labels. The other demographic attributes 
were held constant in all conditions. We used pretested 
photos with neutral mimics and similar attractiveness 
ratings (based on 2,514 ratings provided) from the Lon
don Faces database (DeBruine and Jones 2021) and ran
domized the displaying order.

After choosing the picture that best described their 
political orientation, we informed participants that 
they were now matched with four other participants, 
ostensibly connected online and serving as their team 
colleagues. Next, we provided participants with infor
mation on their ostensible team colleagues. To manipu
late political dissimilarity, we showed participants 
their team colleagues’ choices from the political orien
tation picture task (see the Conditions section). The 
participants then proceeded to the “team” exercise. We 
asked them to work on a team simulation (i.e., filler 
task) and informed them that their “team members” 
would do the same. In the exercise, participants read a 
short case of a bookstore and were asked to develop 
two ideas for increasing the bookstore’s performance 
(adapted from Hu and Liden (2015)). While allegedly 
waiting for their team members to finish the task, parti
cipants proceeded to the social mindfulness task.

Next, we measured participants’ social mindfulness 
and asked them to answer demographic questions. 
Afterward, we informed participants that the automa
tized creativity rating of their ideas is now in—and that 
they, together with another member from their “team” 
did equally well in the bookstore task—and thus both 
would be eligible for a bonus. We then informed parti
cipants that they will be randomly paired with one of 
their team members in a negotiation task to determine 
the bonus split. The bonus negotiation task was 
designed as a single-person ultimatum game with an 
uncertain pie size (SimanTov-Nachlieli and Bamberger 
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2021) and was utilized in measuring negative interper
sonal interaction. To ensure that participants under
stood the rules of the ultimatum game, they had to pass 
three comprehension questions before they could pro
ceed. After the ultimatum game, we measured political 
orientation and manipulation checks and thanked, 
debriefed, and informed participants about their bonus 
pay.

Conditions
We manipulated political dissimilarity in the team and 
used the timing of the experiment around the midterm 
elections to manipulate the election event. To manipulate 
political dissimilarity, we used the photo task at the 
beginning of the experiment. After indicating their 
own political orientation through a photo choice, we 
displayed the picture choices of all four team collea
gues. In the high political dissimilarity condition, we 
displayed photos of people from the other political 
camp (based on the participant’s choice), whereas par
ticipants in the low dissimilarity condition saw pictures 
of people from their own political camp.

The presence of the election event was manipulated 
by the timing of the experiment. We filled half of the 
required sample one week before the midterm elections 
in 2022 and half of the sample on the day after the elec
tion event. Runs completed on the day after the election 
were classified as treated and runs before the election 
were classified as nontreated. A general summary of 
the experimental procedure is provided in Online 
Appendix 2B.

Measures
Social Mindfulness. To measure social mindfulness, 
we utilized the social decision-making paradigm by 
van Doesum et al. (2013). Following van Doesum et al. 
(2021), we provided participants with the following 
instructions: “In this task, we want to learn more about 
you and your preferences. You will be randomly 
paired with one person from your team. Imagine that 
you both get to choose one of the objects we will show 
you in a minute. There are only a few objects left. Once 
taken, these will not be replaced. The computer has 
decided that you always get to choose first.” Partici
pants played 24 trials. Twelve of the trials were social 
mindfulness trials and the other 12 were control trials. 
Participants viewed 12 separate categories of products 
presented in fully randomized order (for an example of 
one experimental and one control trial, see Online 
Appendix 2C). In the social mindfulness trials, partici
pants could choose between two identical objects and 
one object that differed in a single aspect (e.g., two blue 
baseball caps and one yellow one). The rationale 
behind the paradigm is that a participant choosing an 
object of which two are available would still leave all 
options for the other team member (e.g., a blue and a 

yellow cap). In contrast, a participant choosing the 
unique object (e.g., the yellow cap) would leave the 
other participant no option other than taking or leaving 
the remaining object (e.g., the blue cap). A choice leav
ing the other participant with options was coded as a 
mindful choice (one) and a decision leaving no choice 
as unmindful (zero). The social mindfulness score was 
calculated as the share of socially mindful choices 
among all 12 experimental trials. The study material 
was taken from van Lange and van Doesum (2015).

Negative Interpersonal Interaction. To measure nega
tive interactions with peers, we drew on the single- 
person ultimatum game with uncertain pie size 
(SimanTov-Nachlieli and Bamberger 2021). This form 
of the ultimatum game asks each participant to play 
against one of the team members in splitting the bonus. 
Participants were informed that the team member will 
be someone different from the team member involved 
in the social mindfulness task and they would be ran
domly assigned to one of two roles: the proposer or the 
responder (in fact, all participants were proposers). 
The proposer suggests a split of the available bonus 
between both participants and the responder can either 
accept or reject the suggestion. If accepted, both players 
receive the proposed amount; if rejected, both receive 
nothing. Only the proposer knows the actual amount 
of bonus available to be divided between the two 
players. The proposer can decide if (s)he communicates 
the actual amount of bonus available or lies about the 
amount to increase the likelihood that the responder 
accepts a lower bonus. For instance, a proposer could 
tell that there is $4 available to be divided when, in fact, 
$10 is available and accordingly suggest a “fair” split of 
$2 per partner. If this suggestion is accepted, the pro
poser would receive $8, and the responder would 
receive $2. Following SimanTov-Nachlieli and Bamber
ger (2021), we calculate two interrelated measures to 
capture negative interpersonal behavior: the deception 
by the participant, calculated as the total amount of 
bonus available ($10) minus the proposer’s claim (lie- 
sum) and the amount of money the proposer decided to 
forward to the responder (forward-sum). For instance, a 
proposer who tells the other participant that they have 
$4 (instead of the actual $10) to split and suggests for
warding $2 has a lie-sum of $6 and a forward-sum 
of $2.

Manipulation Check. We assessed the effectiveness of 
our political dissimilarity manipulation at the end of 
the experiment using three items (α � 0.93) rated on a 
five-point scale (see Online Appendix 2D). We found 
that participants in the dissimilarity condition rated 
dissimilarity significantly higher (MDissimilar � 4.32, 
SDDissimilar � 0.91) compared with the similarity condi
tion (MSimilar � 1.60, SDSimilar � 0.67; F [1, 487] �
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1405.84, p < 0.001). We also checked at the end of the 
experiment if the timing of the survey influenced the 
saliency of the election event. We used three items (see 
Online Appendix 2D) rated on a five-point Likert scale 
(α � 0.95). For individuals who participated the day 
after the election, we observed higher salience of the 
election compared with individuals who participated 
before the election (MBeforeElection � 3.56, SDBeforeElection 
� 1.20; MAfterElection � 3.82, SDAfterElection � 1.00; F 
[1, 487] � 6.90, p � 0.009).

Analytic Approach
To test the conditional indirect effect of political dissim
ilarity, we used linear regression analysis in Stata 18 SE 
and used the Monte Carlo method (Selig and Preacher 
2008) with 20,000 repetitions to calculate 95% confi
dence intervals for the conditional indirect effects. We 
dummy-coded our dissimilarity (1 � dissimilarity; 0 �
similarity) and election variable (1 � election; 0 � no 
election).

Study 2: Results
Hypothesis Testing
Table 3 displays descriptives and correlations, and 
Tables 4 and 5 present the regression results. Hypothe
sis 1 proposes that the election event moderates the 
political dissimilarity effect on negative interpersonal 
interactions. We observed an interaction effect on 
forward-sum significant at the 10% level (coefficient �
�0.50, p � 0.08) but not for lie-sum (coefficient � 0.66, 
p � 0.22). This reveals mixed support for Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 suggests that social mindfulness med
iates the conditional effect of political dissimilarity on 
negative interpersonal behavior toward peers, such 
that the indirect effect is stronger after an election. We 
found a significant interaction effect between political 
dissimilarity and the election dummy on social mind
fulness (coefficient � �0.10; p � 0.02). The interaction 
pattern is plotted in Figure 3. In line with our predic
tion, planned contrasts tests (with Bonferroni correc
tion) showed that before the election there was no 
significant difference in social mindfulness between 
the high and low dissimilarity condition (contrast �
�0.00, standard error (SE) � 0.03, 95% CI [�0.08, 0.08]). 

However, after the election, the high dissimilarity 
group reported significantly lower social mindfulness 
relative to the low dissimilarity group (contrast �
�0.11, SE � 0.03, 95% CI [�0.19, �0.02]). Also, simple 
slope analyses revealed that political dissimilarity 
reduces social mindfulness after an election (coefficient 
� �0.11, SE � 0 0.03, p � 0.001) but not before an elec
tion (coefficient ��0.00, SE � 0.03, p � 0.92).

We then tested the effect of social mindfulness on the 
two indicators of negative social interactions (i.e., lie- 
sum, and forward-sum). We found that social mindful
ness significantly reduces the extent to which partici
pants lie about the actual bonus to be split (coefficient �
�2.58; p < 0.001) and increases the amount of money 
forwarded to the peer (coefficient � 1.42; p < 0.001). In 
the last step, we tested for conditional indirect effects. 
We found that political dissimilarity has significant 
indirect effects on participants in the election condition 
(estimate for lie-sum: coefficient � 0.28, 95% CI [0.10, 
0.50]; estimate for forward-sum: coefficient � �0.15, 
95% CI [�0.27, �0.05]) but does not exhibit significant 
effects for participants in the nonelection condition 
(estimate for lie-sum: coefficient � 0 0.01, 95% CI 
[�0.15, 0.17]; estimate for forward-sum: coefficient �
�0.00, 95% CI [�0.09, 0.08]). Accordingly, we find sup
port for Hypothesis 2.

Supplementary Analyses
Asymmetric Political Dissimilarity Effect. Like in 
Study 1, we examined whether the effect of political 
dissimilarity is asymmetric by comparing the reactions 
of Democrats and Republicans to political dissimilar
ity. The three-way interaction between the election 
event, political dissimilarity, and party affiliation on 
social mindfulness was nonsignificant (coefficient �
0.05, p � 0.61). This suggests that the observed dissimi
larity effect in Study 2 is symmetric, where Democrats 
and Republicans show a similar reduction in social 
mindfulness with the election when being dissimilar.

Continuous Political Dissimilarity Effect. In addition, 
we examined the effect of political dissimilarity beyond 
the binary high versus low experimental condition. In 
the experiment, we manipulated objective political 

Table 3. Study 2 Descriptives and Correlations

Variable Mean Standard deviation 1 2 3 4

1 Political Dissimilarity 0.51 0.50
2 Election Event 0.47 0.50 �0.01
3 Social Mindfulness 0.62 0.25 �0.10* 0.02
4 Lie-sum 1.93 2.98 0.10* �0.01 �0.23**
5 Forward-sum 4.14 1.59 �0.08 0.01 0.23** �0.79**

Note. n � 489.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.
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dissimilarity by randomly assigning individuals to 
either a similarity or dissimilarity condition. To ensure 
that our findings were not artifacts of categorizing 
political dissimilarity into two extreme conditions, we 
included a subjective measure of perceived political 
dissimilarity, adapted from Study 1. Participants rated 
the item, “How similar is your political orientation to 
that of the other members of your team?” on a five- 
point scale ranging from very dissimilar (one) to very 
similar (five). This approach allowed us to test for a 
more continuous effect of perceived political dissimi
larity. Consistent with our hypothesis, we recoded the 
item so that higher scores indicated greater perceived 
dissimilarity. When using this measure, we again 
found significant interactions between the election 
term and political dissimilarity on social mindfulness 
(coefficient ��0.03, p � 0.04).

Party Identification as Moderator. We considered 
party identification as a moderator of the political dis
similarity effect to test if political dissimilarity effects 
are more pronounced for individuals who strongly 
identify with their political party. To capture party 
identification, we used the five-item identification scale 
by Mael and Ashforth (1992) (α � 0.83). The two-way 
interaction between political dissimilarity and party 
identification (coefficient � 0.03, p � 0.24) and the three- 
way interaction with the election event (coefficient �
0.07, p � 0.21) were nonsignificant. This suggests that 
the effects of political dissimilarity are driven more by 
the recognition of broad group differences (e.g., 
belonging to opposing political parties) than by the 

strength of an individual’s attachment to their politi
cal group.

Study 3: Method
Study 3, a field experiment, was conducted over four 
weeks around the U.S. Presidential elections in 
November 2024. Study 3 was reviewed and approved 
by the IRB at RSM. To qualify for the study, partici
pants had to be from the United States, at least 18 years 
old (the current voting age in most states), and affili
ated with either the Democratic Party or the Republi
can Party. As elements from the experiment in Study 2 
were retained, we only invited participants who had 
not already participated in Study 2. The study was 
designed to replicate the causal effect of political dis
similarity before and after an election, measure social 
mindfulness using alternative operationalizations due 
to weaknesses in the paradigm used in Study 2, and 
examine the temporal effects of dissimilarity on nega
tive interactions among participants over a longer 
period, extending up to two weeks after the election. 
The study was preregistered on aspredicted (https:// 
aspredicted.org/cp8j-nk8j.pdf).

Sample
The final sample included 469 participants from Pro
lific.5 The participants provided 1,719 weekly 
responses (3.7 per person). We relied on quota sam
pling to recruit a relatively equal number of Democrats 
and Republicans. On average, participants were 40.34 
years old (SD � 12.73), 63.11% identified as women, 

Table 4. Study 2 Regression Results for Hypothesis 1

Variable

Model 1: Lie-sum Model 2: Forward-sum

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

Intercept 1.79*** 0.26 4.13*** 0.14
Political Dissimilarity 0.31 0.37 �0.02 0.20
Election Event �0.39 0.38 0.29 0.20
Political Dissimilarity × Election Event 0.66 0.54 �0.50† 0.29

Note. n � 489.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed).

Table 5. Study 2 Regression Results for Hypothesis 2

Variable

Model 1: Social mindfulness Model 2: Lie-sum Model 3: Forward-sum

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

Intercept 0.61*** 0.02 3.28*** 0.39 3.36*** 0.21
Political Dissimilarity �0.00 0.03 0.49† 0.26 �0.18 0.14
Election Event 0.06* 0.03
Political Dissimilarity × Election Event �0.10* 0.05
Social Mindfulness �2.58*** 0.53 1.42*** 0.28

Note. n � 489.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed).
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66.95% identified as white, and 79.74% held an associ
ate degree or higher.

Experimental Setting and Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 
political dissimilarity conditions: a team with members 
politically dissimilar to themselves or a team with 
politically similar members. The election treatment 
was determined by the timing of the experiment, with 
participants completing tasks before the U.S. Presiden
tial election on November 5, 2024 (no election event), 
and after the election (election event). Each participant 
completed one experimental trial prior to the election 
(October 30) and three additional trials, spaced one 
week apart, following the election.

Participants were hired as gig workers to work on a 
collaborative work task for cite-helper.com, a fictional 
startup developing a citation management platform. To 
enhance experimental realism, we created a professional- 
looking website for cite-helper.com, detailing the com
pany’s mission, goals, and background (see Online 
Appendix 3C). This setup was designed to immerse par
ticipants in a realistic work scenario to foster engage
ment. Participants were informed that they would work 
in teams of five to complete tasks such as correcting cita
tions and providing feedback on the platform’s design. 
They were also told they would receive further weekly 
tasks over four weeks, with compensation including 
fixed payments for each task and a performance-based 
bonus paid at the end of the final task. Additionally, 
participants were made aware that cite-helper.com 
collaborates with researchers to refine task design and 

platform usability, which explains why they would 
occasionally be asked to answer questions about their 
experience.

At the start of the experiment, participants were 
asked several questions about demographics, their 
political orientation, and their first name. Following a 
slightly adapted procedure from Study 2, participants 
were told that they had been paired with four other 
participants, and our algorithm selected a photo from 
our database that best represents their team members 
and their respective backgrounds. We used the same 
four pretested photos from Study 2 but adapted the 
buttons to fit the 2024 Presidential election (see also 
Online Appendix 3E for the experimental materials). 
To manipulate political dissimilarity, we displayed the 
team colleagues’ choices from the political orientation 
picture task.

Participants then proceeded to the “team” exercise, 
designed as a typical task for freelance editors at cite- 
helper.com. Participants were asked to correct in-text 
citations in a provided manuscript paragraph using the 
adapted citation guidelines of the American Psycho
logical Association (APA7). The task served as a realis
tic, engaging filler activity and mirrored the type of 
work the startup aimed to facilitate. Although waiting 
for their team members to complete the task and for 
feedback on their performance, participants proceeded 
with the social mindfulness measures.

We measured participants’ social mindfulness using 
alternative measures compared with Study 2 (i.e., 
perspective-taking and empathic concern) and col
lected demographic information. Subsequently, we 

Figure 3. Study 2 Interaction Between Political Dissimilarity and Election Event on Social Mindfulness 

Note. Error bars are standard errors.
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followed the same procedure as in Study 2. We told 
participants that they would be paired with another 
team member in a negotiation task to determine the 
bonus split. This task was based on a single-person ulti
matum game (SimanTov-Nachlieli and Bamberger 
2021). After the ultimatum game, we conducted manip
ulation checks. Using the same general procedure, the 
same participants were reinvited for three follow-up 
tasks over the next three weeks. We added additional 
tasks alongside the basic citation correction tasks to 
enhance experimental realism. In the second week, par
ticipants provided ideas to improve worker perfor
mance on the cite-helper.com platform. In the third 
week, participants rated one (fictitious) idea for 
improvement suggested by team members in the prior 
week. In the fourth week, participants ranked three 
ideas generated in the prior rounds based on their per
ceived impact on performance. After the last week, par
ticipants were thanked, debriefed, and informed about 
their bonus payments.

Conditions
We used the same manipulations as in Study 2. We 
manipulated political dissimilarity in the team by show
ing participants pictures that included signals of team 
colleagues’ political orientation and used the timing of 
the experiment around the Presidential elections to 
manipulate the election event. Runs completed on the 
day after the election were classified as treated, and 
runs before the election were classified as nontreated. 
A general summary of the experimental procedure is 
provided in Online Appendix 3D.

Measures
Social Mindfulness. The social decision-making para
digm used in Study 2 to measure social mindfulness 
has limitations. Prior research (Altmann and Roth 
2023) has raised concerns about the paradigm’s mixed 
reliability and its weaker-than-expected associations 
with core components of social mindfulness, such as 
the affective aspect of empathy. These issues question 
the degree to which the measure fully captures both the 
cognitive and affective dimensions of the social mindful
ness construct.6

To address these limitations, we adopted alternative 
operationalizations of social mindfulness. Drawing on 
prior studies (Fasbender et al. 2020, Gerpott et al. 2020), 
we assessed social mindfulness by directly measuring 
the two subdimensions of social mindfulness: (1) the 
cognitive aspect of perspective-taking and (2) the affec
tive aspect of empathic concern for others. We adapted 
scales from Davis (1980) to fit the study context, using 
five items to assess state-like perspective-taking and 
four items to assess state-like empathic concern. All 
items can be found in Online Appendix 3A. Partici
pants indicated their agreement with the statements on 

a seven-point scale. Both measures demonstrated satis
factory reliability (mean α of perspective-taking � 0.83 
and mean α of empathic concern � 0.82).

Negative Interpersonal Interaction. As in Study 2, we 
captured negative interpersonal interaction using the 
same single-person ultimatum game with uncertain 
pie size and used lie-sum and forward-sum scores 
as indicators.

Manipulation Check. At the end of the experiment, we 
evaluated the effectiveness of our political dissimilarity 
manipulation using the same three items from Study 2 
(α � 0.89). We find that participants in the dissimilarity 
condition reported significantly higher perceived dis
similarity scores in the initial week (MDissimilar � 3.61, 
SDDissimilar � 1.03) compared with those in the similar
ity condition (MSimilar � 2.39, SDSimilar � 0.92; F [1, 467] 
� 183.41, p < 0.001). We also examined whether the tim
ing of the survey influenced participants’ perceptions 
of the election event’s salience based on the same items 
from Study 2 (mean α across Week 1–2 � 0.92). Indivi
duals who completed the survey the day after the elec
tion reported significantly greater salience of the 
election (M̂� 4.35) compared with those who partici
pated prior to the election (M̂ � 4.07) as indicated by a 
multilevel model accounting for the temporal nesting 
of observations (coefficient � 0.28, p < 0.001).

Analytic Approach
Like in Study 1, we used a DGCM in a random coeffi
cient framework to test the temporal effects of political 
dissimilarity on social mindfulness and negative inter
actions. We modeled the trajectory using two growth 
variables: an election variable and a postelection vari
able. Given that we had only one time point before the 
election, we simplified our DGCM compared with 
Study 1 (Bliese and Lang 2016). We did not specify a 
pre-election time variable, which would have been per
fectly collinear with the other two time variables. The 
election variable captures the immediate transition 
effect associated with the election event. This variable 
was coded as zero for the pre-election wave and one 
for all postelection waves. Second, the postelection var
iable captures the linear trend in the outcome over time 
following the election. It was coded as zero for the pre- 
election wave and the first postelection wave and then 
incrementally increased by one for each subsequent 
postelection wave. This variable allows us to model 
changes in our outcomes during the postelection 
period. The coding and meaning of the growth terms 
are summarized in Online Appendix 3B.

To test the indirect effects on negative interpersonal 
interactions via social mindfulness, we employed the 
Monte Carlo method with 20,000 repetitions to 
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calculate the confidence intervals. We modeled the 
election and postelection effects as random. All analy
ses were conducted in Stata SE 18.

Study 3: Results
Hypothesis Testing
See Table 6 for descriptives and Tables 7 and 8 for 
regression results.

For the two indicators of social mindfulness— 
perspective-taking and empathic concern—the ICC1 
values indicated that a significant portion of the vari
ance existed both within and between individuals (per
spective-taking ICC1 � 0.65; empathic concern ICC1 �
0.70). Similarly, for our indicators of negative interper
sonal interactions (lie-sum ICC1 � 0.48; forward-sum 
ICC1 � 0.47), the results highlight the need to model 
both within- and between-person variability over time. 
Next, we built DGCMs to analyze the impact of politi
cal dissimilarity, the election event, and their interac
tion on the indicators of social mindfulness. We 
included random effects for the temporal predictors 
(election and postelection trend) to allow these effects 
to vary. The inclusion of random effects significantly 
improved the model fit when predicting perspective- 
taking (likelihood ratio � 82.26, p < 0.001; ∆AIC �
72.26), empathic concern (likelihood ratio � 134.86, p <
0.001; ∆AIC � 124.86), lie-sum (likelihood ratio � 46.23, 
p < 0.001; ∆AIC � 36.23), and forward-sum (likelihood 
ratio � 39.08, p < 0.001; ∆AIC � 29.08), suggesting 
meaningful variation in the temporal patterns of social 
mindfulness.7

Hypothesis 1 predicts an effect of political dissimilar
ity directly on negative interpersonal interactions mod
erated by the election event. We did not find significant 
interaction effects between political dissimilarity and 
the election event on lie-sum (coefficient � 0.36, p �
0.11) and forward-sum (coefficient � �0.14, p � 0.37). 
Thus, we do not find support for a conditional direct 
effect on negative interpersonal interactions as pro
posed in Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicts that the relationship between 
political dissimilarity and social mindfulness would be 
moderated by the election event, such that the negative 
effect of political dissimilarity on social mindfulness 
would intensify during the election. Consistent with 
this hypothesis, we observed a significant interaction 
between political dissimilarity and the election term for 
both perspective-taking (coefficient � �0.31, p < 0.001) 
and empathic concern (coefficient � �0.23, p � 0.007). 
These interaction effects are depicted in Figure 4, which 
shows the temporal trajectories of social mindfulness 
for individuals in the political dissimilarity and similar
ity conditions.

To better understand how the effect of political dis
similarity varied over time, we conducted simple slope Ta
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analyses. Results revealed that before the election, 
political dissimilarity did not significantly influence 
either perspective-taking (coefficient � �0.06, p �
0.552) or empathic concern (coefficient � �0.14, p �
0.146). However, following the election, political dis
similarity significantly reduced both perspective- 
taking (coefficient � �0.37, p < 0.001) and empathic 
concern (coefficient � �0.38, p < 0.001). Perspective- 
taking, in turn, predicted lie-sum (coefficient � �0.25, 
p < 0.001), and forward-sum (coefficient � 0.15, p <
0.001). Similarly, empathic concern had significant 
effects on lie-sum (coefficient � �0.23, p < 0.001) and 
forward-sum (coefficient � 0.21, p < 0.001). In line with 
these findings, we also found significant indirect dis
similarity effects on lie-sum and forward-sum through 
perspective-taking after the election (estimate for lie- 
sum: coefficient � 0.09, 95% CI [0.03, 0.16]; estimate for 
forward-sum: coefficient � �0.05, 95% CI [�0.10, 
�0.02]) but not before the election (estimate for 

lie-sum: coefficient � 0.01, 95% CI [�0.04, 0.07]; esti
mate for forward-sum: coefficient � �0.01, 95% CI 
[�0.04, 0.02]). A similar pattern was found for empathic 
concern as the mechanism, with significant indirect dis
similarity effects after the election (estimate for lie-sum: 
coefficient � 0.09, 95% CI [0.03, 0.16]; estimate for for
ward-sum: coefficient � �0.08, 95% CI [�0.14, �0.03]) 
but not before the election (estimate for lie-sum: coeffi
cient � 0.03, 95% CI [�0.01, 0.09]; estimate for forward- 
sum: coefficient � �0.03, 95% CI [�0.08, 0.01]). 
Together the findings provide strong support for 
Hypothesis 2.

In addition, we tested the stability of the dissimilar
ity effect in the postelection phase. Specifically, we 
tested if the postelection trends in the social mindful
ness outcomes differ between individuals with low 
versus high political dissimilarity. To test this, we 
included an interaction between the postelection term 
and political dissimilarity in our DGCM. The 

Table 7. Study 3 Discontinuous Growth Model Results for Hypothesis 1

Variable

Model 1: Lie-sum Model 2: Forward-sum

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

Intercept 1.64*** 0.16 4.54*** 0.12
Election 0.12 0.17 �0.16 0.12
Post-Election Trend �0.08 0.06 0.02 0.04
Political Dissimilarity (PD) 0.07 0.23 0.00 0.17
Election × PD 0.36 0.23 �0.14 0.16
�2 log likelihood 7,572.27 6,380.14
AIC 7,596.27 6,404.14

Note. n � 1,718 observations from 469 individuals.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed).

Table 8. Study 3 Discontinuous Growth Model Results for Hypothesis 2

Variable

Model 1: Mediator Model 2:Lie-sum Model 3:Forward-sum

Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error Coefficient Standard error

Panel A: Perspective-taking mediator
Intercept 4.96*** 0.07 2.91*** 0.30 3.73*** 0.21
Post-Election Trend 0.06* 0.03 0.01 0.06 �0.05 0.04
Election �0.02 0.07
Political Dissimilarity (PD) �0.06 0.10 0.24 0.19 �0.05 0.13
Election × PD �0.31*** 0.09
Perspective-taking �0.25*** 0.05 0.15*** 0.04
�2 log likelihood 4,649.27 7,602.52 6,411.80
AIC 4,673.27 7,618.52 6,427.80

Panel B: Empathic concern mediator
Intercept 5.05*** 0.07 2.84*** 0.31 3.41*** 0.21
Post-Election Trend 0.04† 0.02 0.00 0.06 �0.04 0.04
Election �0.12† 0.06
Political Dissimilarity (PD) �0.14 0.10 0.24 0.18 �0.03 0.13
Election × PD �0.23** 0.09
Empathic Concern �0.23*** 0.05 0.21*** 0.04
�2 log likelihood 4,506.34 7,605.46 6,397.06
AIC 4,530.34 7,621.46 6,413.06

Note. n � 1,719 observations from 469 individuals.
†p < 0.10; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (two-tailed).
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interaction terms between the postelection variable 
and political dissimilarity were nonsignificant for 
perspective-taking (coefficient � �0.05, p � 0.355) and 
empathic concern (coefficient � 0.03, p � 0.498), indicat
ing that the differences in both outcomes right after the 
election event were stable for political dissimilar and 
similar individuals across the three postelection mea
surements. Accordingly, in the last week (i.e., 14 days 
after the election), we still found significant political 
dissimilarity effects for perspective-taking (coefficient 
� �0.42, p < 0.001) and empathic concerns (coefficient 
��0.34, p � 0.010).

Supplementary Analyses
Robustness of the DGCM. To address potential con
cerns about model specification and overfitting, we 
conducted additional robustness checks of our DGCM. 
These analyses, reported in Online Appendix 3F, con
firmed the stability of our findings.

Asymmetric Political Dissimilarity Effect. As in Studies 
1 and 2, we explored the asymmetry of the political dis
similarity effect between Democrats and Republicans. 
Our analysis revealed a significant three-way interac
tion between the election event, political dissimilarity, 
and party affiliation on empathic concern (coefficient �
�0.59, p � 0.001) but not on perspective-taking (coeffi
cient � �0.25, p � 0.157). For the significant effect on 
empathic concern, Democrats experienced a sustained 
drop in empathic concern after the election when 

exposed to political dissimilarity, whereas Republicans 
did not. This finding suggests that, although the elec
tion triggers the dissimilarity effect for both Democrats 
and Republicans in the cognitive subdimension of 
social mindfulness (perspective-taking), the affective 
response (empathic concern) is primarily observed 
among Democrats. This may be because Democrats 
feel particularly threatened by the election outcome, 
given their clear defeat during the 2024 election. Fur
ther, the finding highlights the important distinction 
between the cognitive and affective components of 
social mindfulness.

Continuous Political Dissimilarity Effect. We exam
ined the effect of political dissimilarity beyond the 
binary high versus low condition used in the experi
ment. Like in Study 2, we included the same subjective 
measure of perceived political dissimilarity (“How 
similar is your political orientation to that of the other 
members of your team?”) rated on a five-point scale. 
When using this measure in its recoded form, we again 
found significant interactions between the election 
term and political dissimilarity on perspective-taking 
(coefficient � �0.18, p < 0.001) and empathic concern 
(coefficient ��0.15, p < 0.001).

Alternative Mechanisms. We explored the robustness 
of our social mindfulness mechanism. To rule out feel
ings of uniqueness as an alternative explanation for 
why dissimilar individuals selected unique objects 

Figure 4. Study 3 Trajectories of Perspective-Taking and Empathic Concern Before and After the Election for Individuals with 
High and Low Political Dissimilarity 

Note. Vertical line indicates the first postelection wave.
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(Study 2) and demonstrated less care for their team 
members (Study 3), we measured feelings of unique
ness using five items we developed to capture state 
uniqueness in our specific experimental context based 
on items from Lynn and Snyder (2002) included in the 
Week 1 survey (α � 0.95). A sample item reads as “I 
was motivated to show what makes me different from 
others.” The effect of political dissimilarity on unique
ness was nonsignificant (coefficient � 0.02, p � 0.837). 
In addition, the interaction effect between the election 
term and political dissimilarity on perspective-taking 
(coefficient � �0.31, p � 0.001) and empathic concern 
(coefficient � �0.24, p � 0.007) remained significant 
when controlling for baseline feelings of uniqueness. 
Together, this suggests that uniqueness is not an alter
native mechanism.

General Discussion
Elections are an inherent feature of democratic socie
ties, and recent election results around the globe have 
demonstrated a growing political polarization, which 
represents a major global risk. Our research extends 
the study of political dissimilarity as a relevant con
struct in organizational research and provides a tempo
ral understanding of how political dissimilarity effects 
unfold over time. Our experience sampling study 
(Study 1), conducted over a total of 10 days before and 
after the U.S. Presidential election of 2020, revealed 
that employees with high (low) political dissimilarity 
experienced an increase (decrease) in perceived nega
tive interpersonal interactions (e.g., interpersonal con
flicts) during the election event. These effects persisted 
during the observed postelection period of six days. 
Importantly, these effects remained robust even after 
accounting for commonly studied workplace dissimi
larity attributes, such as age, gender, and race. More
over, our simulation-based experiment (Study 2), 
conducted during the U.S. midterm elections of 2022, 
revealed an indirect effect of political dissimilarity on 
negative interpersonal interactions through social 
mindfulness during the election phase, but not in the 
pre-election phase. We further replicated the temporal 
dissimilarity effect through a longitudinal experiment 
in the field during the U.S. Presidential election 2024 
(Study 3) and showed that the effects on negative inter
actions persisted for at least two weeks. These effects 
were mediated by the cognitive (perspective-taking) 
and affective (empathic concern) subdimensions of 
social mindfulness.

Theoretical Implications
Political Dissimilarity and Contextual Events. Our 
work extends dissimilarity research by examining 
political dissimilarity among coworkers as a previously 
understudied construct and highlighting contextual 

events in understanding the dissimilarity effects. 
Although other social science disciplines have accumu
lated substantial research on the importance of political 
orientation for social behavior, organizational research 
on political dissimilarity is still emerging. Research on 
political dissimilarity in the private domain has found 
that people tend to dislike and distrust supporters of the 
other political camp (Iyengar et al. 2019) with implica
tions for dating behavior and partner choice (Huber and 
Malhotra 2017), friendship networks (Huber and Malho
tra 2017), and family ties (Chen and Rohla 2018). Our 
findings add to the initial studies on political dissimilar
ity in the organization domain. However, they suggest 
that simply extrapolating the negative findings from the 
private to the work domain does not capture the actual 
complexity of political dissimilarity at work. In line with 
the social identity approach, our research suggests that 
politically dissimilar individuals tend to suppress 
aspects of their political identity when they enter the 
workplace outside of election periods. However, they 
are less able to do so during macro-political events.

Specifically, our research underscores the impor
tance of macro events that heighten the salience of 
political identity in shaping dissimilarity effects within 
organizations. This insight supports earlier calls for 
multilevel models that consider the influence of macro- 
societal contexts on dissimilarity effects (Joshi and 
Neely 2018, Nkomo et al. 2019). At the same time, our 
focus on election events broadens the set of societal 
events considered relevant for diversity research (Joshi 
and Neely 2018, Leigh and Melwani 2019). We posit 
that other macro events—such as national referendums 
(e.g., Brexit), high-stake Supreme Court rulings (e.g., 
abortion rights decisions), major legislative acts (e.g., 
the passing or repeal of key policies like healthcare 
reform), or large-scale protests (e.g., the Black Lives 
Matter movement)—can similarly heighten political 
identity salience and trigger the kinds of downstream 
effects observed in our studies. Like election days, 
these events crystallize political commitments, domi
nate media attention, and reinforce group alignment. 
They mark moments that force individuals to solidify 
their stance while public discourse remains saturated 
with discussions. Given the rising tide of political 
polarization in many democratic societies, such events 
are likely to become more frequent and intense. As 
polarization deepens, the line between personal iden
tity and workplace behavior becomes more blurred, 
further amplifying the potential for political dissimilar
ity effects to disrupt interpersonal interactions.

Temporal Effects of Political Dissimilarity. Our work 
highlighting the role of contextual events on political 
dissimilarity also has important implications for our 
understanding of the temporality of political dissimi
larity as those contextual events introduce a temporal 
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component into the study of political dissimilarity. In 
so doing, we build on and further advance recent stud
ies that have explored the dynamic effects of demo
graphic dissimilarity (van Dijk et al. 2017, Reinwald 
and Kunze 2020), with some researchers suggesting 
that dissimilarity effects can gradually change over 
time (Reinwald and Kunze 2020, Korman et al. 2025). 
We highlight that attribute-relevant events can activate 
dissimilarity effects and result in an abrupt outburst of 
more negative social interactions.

This view sheds light on the inconsistent effects of 
political dissimilarity at work observed in recent stud
ies. The importance of election times when studying 
political dissimilarity may explain why a prior study 
by He et al. (2019) conducted during the 2012 U.S. elec
tion found political dissimilarity effects on employee 
antisocial behavior, whereas the study by Henderson 
and Jeong (2022) conducted outside of an election 
period did not find such effects. By showing that nega
tive consequences of political dissimilarity are preva
lent during and following (but not before) elections, 
our study demonstrates the importance of temporal 
aspects when studying political dissimilarity.

Importantly, our theorizing and results also imply 
that the abrupt outburst of more negative social inter
actions with an election event can also result in a sus
tained shift in interaction patterns, as Study 3 showed 
that political dissimilarity effects can persist for at least 
two weeks postelection. This aligns with our theorizing 
that once these effects are activated, they may become 
more easily reactivated by contextual cues that might 
not have been perceived as threatening prior to the 
election. When individuals experience identity threats, 
they may develop a heightened sensitivity to poten
tially threatening further environmental cues (Kaiser 
et al. 2006). The heightened identity threat following an 
election event may lead individuals to interpret even 
relatively neutral cues as threatening. Although not 
explicitly subject to our theoretical model, we explored 
this rationale further. We examined whether received 
reframing efforts—defined as the extent to which a 
focal individual was encouraged by others to consider 
and explore alternative perspectives on political issues 
(based on Baer et al. (2018))—moderate the effects of 
political dissimilarity before and after the election. 
Although such reframing efforts are intended to be 
positive and de-escalatory, they could also be per
ceived as threatening. When we included a three-way 
interaction between political dissimilarity, the election 
event, and daily reframing efforts in Study 1, we found a 
significant three-way interaction (coefficient � 0.18, p �
0.02). After the election, political dissimilarity signifi
cantly increased negative interpersonal interactions 
when reframing efforts were high (coefficient � 0.32, p �
0.009). In contrast, this effect was not present before the 
election (coefficient � 0.00, p � 0.99). These results 

suggest that the activation of political dissimilarity 
effects during macro-political events not only heightens 
their immediate impact but creates a prolonged sensitiv
ity to politically charged cues. This suggests that election 
events may not only lead to a short-term abrupt increase 
in negative interpersonal interactions but may also 
impair later interactions.

Social Mindfulness as Mechanism. Our work advances 
social identity theory by identifying a previously over
looked mechanism that explains how identity threat 
leads to negative interpersonal interactions. Specifically, 
we highlight social mindfulness as a critical link in this 
process. Our findings illuminate employees’ subjective 
experience when interacting with politically dissimilar 
colleagues, revealing that identity threats can subtly and 
unintentionally disrupt workplace interactions. Rather 
than being driven by deliberate intentions, behaviors 
toward out-group members may stem from more auto
matic, threat-based process that diminishes social mind
fulness. We show that macro-political events exacerbate 
these effects, as politically dissimilar individuals experi
ence situational spikes in identity threat, reducing their 
ability and willingness to consider politically dissimilar 
others’ needs and interests. In line with the conceptuali
zation of social mindfulness, we also find evidence that 
this effect operates through both subdimensions of 
social mindfulness: perspective-taking (cognitive) and 
empathic concern (affective), supporting their role as 
subdimensions of an overarching construct (van Doe
sum et al. 2013). At the same time, the less deliberate 
and situationally driven social mindfulness mechanism 
sheds light on why managing interactions in diverse 
teams can be challenging, and why diversity training— 
often focused on reflective processing and deliberate 
action—can yield inconsistent results (Bezrukova 
et al. 2016).

Notably, although we find consistent evidence for 
the indirect effect of political dissimilarity and election 
events on negative interpersonal interactions via social 
mindfulness, evidence for a direct interaction effect is 
less consistent. Our field study (Study 1) supported the 
direct effect, whereas the experimental studies (Studies 
2 and 3) did not. One likely reason lies in our operatio
nalization of negative interpersonal interactions in the 
experimental settings. To capture consequential behav
ior, we used the Ultimatum Game, measuring decep
tion about an available bonus and willingness to share 
it. Although consequential, this task represents a nar
row and relatively extreme form of negative interac
tion, limiting its domain coverage. At the same time, 
the fact that social mindfulness and its cognitive and 
affective subdimensions predicted even such extreme 
behaviors demonstrates that subtle, less deliberate pro
cesses can nevertheless have powerful consequences. 
Still, we encourage future research to test our model 
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with a broader range of workplace behaviors, including 
less extreme outcomes such as incivility, a low-intensity 
form of deviant workplace behavior (Schilpzand et al. 
2016).

Limitations and Future Research
Our work has limitations that need to be addressed in 
future research. First, the generalizability of our find
ings may be constrained, as all our studies were con
ducted during U.S. elections. The U.S. two-party 
system may amplify the effects observed, as social 
identity dynamics are theorized to be strongest when 
two dominant identity groups of relatively equal size 
exist (Carton and Cummings 2012). However, 
research has also shown that the effects of political 
orientations at work can extend beyond the U.S. con
text to multiparty systems in Europe (Mönke et al. 
2024). Similarly, we expect that other political macro 
events that increase the salience of the political iden
tity may generate similar dissimilarity dynamics. We 
therefore encourage future studies to replicate and 
extend our findings in other contexts and involve 
other events to test the broader applicability of our 
framework.

Second, we have not theorized about the role of polit
ical affiliation in shaping dissimilarity effects, even 
though it is plausible that these effects are asymmetric 
and vary depending on whether individuals identify 
as conservative or liberal. Liberals and conservatives 
differ in their values, which can result in asymmetric 
reactions to political dissimilarity (Solomon 2025). At 
the same time, individuals on the losing side of a politi
cal election may experience greater threat—such as 
Republicans after the 2020 U.S. Presidential election 
(Study 1) or Democrats following the 2024 election 
(Study 3)—which may amplify the effects of dissimilar
ity. Our supplementary analyses provide mixed evi
dence: no significant asymmetries in Studies 1 and 2, 
but in Study 3, empathic concern decreased more 
strongly among Democrats with the electoral loss. This 
may indicate that even being aligned with the winning 
side of an election does not strongly prevent identity 
threat, as the challenges arise from being politically dis
similar to the majority within the group context, rather 
than from the election outcome itself. In a similar vein, 
we found no evidence that party identification moder
ated the observed effects of political dissimilarity. 
Although partisans can detach from their Democratic 
or Republican identities, this detachment does not reli
ably mitigate out-group animus (West and Iyengar 
2022). At the same time, the absence of robust asym
metric effects may reflect limited power to detect three- 
way interactions in complex longitudinal models. 
Accordingly, we acknowledge this ambiguity as a limi
tation and call for future research to examine when and 

why asymmetries in political dissimilarity effects 
emerge.

Practical Implications
Our findings highlight the critical need for leaders and 
human resource representatives to recognize the role 
of political dissimilarity in shaping workplace dynam
ics, particularly during election times, and to abandon 
the illusion of “no politics at work.” Although many 
organizations implicitly uphold this principle, our 
results demonstrate that employees with dissimilar 
political orientations are likely to experience negative 
interpersonal interactions with coworkers in the after
math of election events. This underscores the impor
tance of proactive measures to address the effects of 
political dissimilarity, focusing both on reducing per
ceived threats and on fostering social mindfulness dur
ing election times.

To reduce the perceived threat in politically dissimi
lar individuals, organizations may foster inclusive 
work climates—a shared understanding among 
employees that inclusive behaviors are expected, pro
moted, and valued within an organization—which 
have been shown to benefit demographically diverse 
organizations (Dwertmann et al. 2016). Creating an 
inclusive climate within an organization can be a key 
factor in reducing the threat of political dissimilarities. 
An inclusive climate involves a mutual understanding 
among leaders and employees that all kinds of differ
ences are valuable and appreciated. By fostering an 
environment of openness and acceptance, individuals 
with different political orientations may feel more com
fortable expressing their views and engaging in pro
ductive dialogue with others. This can help increase 
understanding across orientations and reduce negative 
interpersonal interactions.

At the same time, such inclusive climates might 
not be enough to buffer the effects of political dissim
ilarity in charged election times. Employees may be 
prone to less reflective threat responses that reduce 
social mindfulness. Hence, organizations may take 
countermeasures to increase social mindfulness dur
ing those times. In the face of upcoming elections, 
organizations might offer training in social mindful
ness. Although it may be unrealistic to expect such 
interventions to establish a pluralistic value frame
work that fully respects all perspectives represented 
among employees, as inclusion interventions aim to 
do, social mindfulness interventions can still produce 
meaningful short-term effects. For instance, van Doe
sum et al. (2013) showed that social mindfulness in 
individuals can be increased by reminding indivi
duals to keep another person’s best interests in mind 
when making a decision. Such reminders may over
rule less reflective exclusionary tendencies and nudge 
individuals to consider the needs of others. Such 
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social mindfulness interventions may be further 
enriched through elements from resilience interventions, 
where individuals learn to cope with threatening situa
tions, which may also help in preventing the uncovered 
threat responses (Forbes and Fikretoglu 2018).

Endnotes
1 However, to explore potential nuances in political dissimilarity 
further, we have included supplementary analyses in each study.
2 In addition to testing our model across these three studies, we con
ducted a supplemental study during the 2024 U.S. Presidential election 
using a separate dataset examining the degree to which political dis
similarity at work in the context of an election event elicits identity 
threat. We report this identity threat study in Online Appendix 4.
3 Based on Singer and Willett (2003), we also tested for autoregres
sive structure in Model 1 but did not find a significant model 
improvement over a model without autoregressive structure (likeli
hood ratio � 0.59, p � 0.44).
4 We recruited 580 participants. As specified in the preregistration, 
we removed participants based on the following criteria: (1) 49 par
ticipants who failed at least one of the attention checks, (2) 21 parti
cipants who reported having no general political affiliation with 
one of the major parties (Republican or Democrat), (3) 45 partici
pants who did not report consistent political orientation between 
the experimental task at the beginning of the experiment and the 
validation at the end, (4) 3 participants who reported a suspicion 
that their team colleagues were bogus, and (5) 6 participants who 
were identified as outliers on the social mindfulness test based on 
exceptional Cook’s distance scores > 99th percentile. A similar pat
tern for the political dissimilarity × election interaction on social 
mindfulness was obtained when applying the 4/n threshold for 
outlier exclusion (coefficient � �0.08; p � 0.07). Because some parti
cipants were excluded for multiple reasons, the final sample con
sisted of 489 participants.
5 Based on our preregistration, we advertised 500 participant spots 
on Prolific. We also included participants who were timed out on 
Prolific due to technical problems when submitting the survey but 
completed the whole survey. This resulted in 503 participants. As 
preregistered, we removed participants based on the following cri
teria: (1) 23 participants who failed at least one of the attention 
checks in the Week 1 survey, (2) 7 participants who reported having 
no general political affiliation with one of the major parties (Repub
lican or Democrat), (3) 2 participants who reported a suspicion that 
their team colleagues were bogus, and (4) 2 participants who wrote 
nonsense responses for the filler task. As we did not rely on the 
social mindfulness paradigm from Study 2 but rather on more 
established survey scales, we did not exclude participants identified 
as outliers on the social mindfulness paradigm.
6 Mirroring these concerns, we did not find that social mindfulness 
measured with the paradigm by van Doesum et al. (2013) mediated 
the effects in Study 3.
7 We also tested for autoregressive structures but did not find a sig
nificant (p < 0.05) model improvement.
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