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[bookmark: _Toc209603716]S1. Arguments (translated from Swedish)
[bookmark: _1fob9te]S1.1. High-quality Arguments.
HQ.1. A: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the intestines from absorbing cancer-causing substances. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore increase the consumption of foods containing fiber.

HQ.2. A: According to a leading expert in gerontology – which includes research on the effects of human ageing – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would update older people's knowledge of traffic rules and develop their driving skills. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.

HQ.3. A: According to Sam Svensson, who has regularly repainted his and others' houses for 30 years, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint has been developed to withstand Nordic weather conditions and contains no hazardous chemicals. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.

HQ.4. A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the playfulness and affection of dogs create a positive feeling for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.

HQ.5. A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business more international and mobile. B: When business becomes more international and dynamic, there is a risk that it will move from Sweden to the countries with the most favorable conditions for savings and investments. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries.

HQ.6. A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: This makes risky and short-term investments less profitable. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.

HQ.7. A: According to a leading expert in economics – a subject that, among other things, focuses on how to improve the use of resources in a society – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: The reason for this need for foreign labor is that many Western states have low birth rates. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy.

HQ.8. A: According to a professor of criminology – a subject that focuses on, for example, reasons why crimes are committed – tougher sentences would deter people from committing crimes. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.

S1.2. Low-quality Arguments.
LQ.1. A: Low quality: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the occurrence of tumors. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore eat a diet with fiber.

LQ.2. A: According to a leading expert in cosmology – which includes research into the age of the universe – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would provide an educational opportunity for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.

LQ.3. A: According to Sam Svensson, who has watched his neighbor repaint his house several times, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint is of very high quality and is clearly better than competing products. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.

LQ.4. A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the placement of dogs in nursing homes would improve the well-being of the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.

LQ.5. A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business and capital more international and dynamic. B: The reduced importance of national borders in the world has consequently led to greater mobility of companies' activities and financial resources and less national dependence. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries.

LQ.6. A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: Such a tax would discourage unhealthy trade in the currencies of different countries. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.

LQ.7. A: According to a leading expert in ethnology – a subject that focuses on the study of humans as cultural beings in groups – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: Too little immigration leads to difficulties for employers in finding staff. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy.

LQ.8. A: According to a professor of anthropology – a subject that focuses on the study of social structures in human societies – tougher sentences would mean tougher penalties for criminals. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.


[bookmark: _Toc209603717]S2. Questionnaire Logic

NOTE TO PROGRAMMER

Randomization instructions = CAPITAL LETTERS IN BOLD.



[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
People sometimes talk about political views being placed on a left-right scale. Where would you place yourself on the political left-right scale?
1 Clearly to the left
2 (2)
3 (3) 
4 Neither to the left nor the right (4) 
5 (5) 
6 (6) 
7 Clearly to the right (7) 

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
[GRID-TYPE QUESTIONS WITH RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED HORIZONTALLY]
[RANDOMLY ASSIGN THE ORDER OF ITEMS 1 TO 8 FOR EACH PARTICIPANT]
What is your opinion on the following policy proposals?

1. Accept fewer refugees to Sweden (1)
2. Introduce tougher prison sentences for criminals (2)
3. Strengthen the position of gay, bisexual and transgender people in society (3)
4. Privatize more of the healthcare system (4)
5. Reduce income inequality in society (5)
6. Reduce government control of business. (6)
7. Ban profits in the welfare sector (7)
8. Make family reunification easier for refugees (8)
Very good proposal (1)
Good proposal (2)
Neither bad nor good proposal (3)
Bad proposal (4)
Very bad proposal (5)

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
In politics, people sometimes talk about liberal and conservative values. Where would you place yourself on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means "clearly liberal" and 7 means "clearly conservative"?
1 Clearly liberal (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 Neither liberal nor conservative (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)
7 Clearly conservative (7)

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
[bookmark: _Hlk158782318]The questionnaire will provide you with a number of arguments to assess. An argument consists of premises – i.e., reasons – that justify a conclusion. You will read six different arguments, each consisting of two premises and a conclusion. We ask that you assess to what extent you think the premises (A and B) together strengthen the conclusion of the argument. Answer as carefully as you can. You may think the argument is good even if you do not agree with the conclusion.

[RANDOMLY ASSIGN ALL PARTICIPANTS TO ONE OF THREE GROUPS]: ‘no instructions’, ‘one instruction’, AND ‘repeated instructions’]

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘no instructions’]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
We start with a question about the type of area you live in. According to Statistics Sweden (SCB), 90% of Sweden's population lived in rural areas 200 years ago. Today, however, it is almost the opposite: about 85% live in cities and other urban areas. How would you describe the area you live in?
Large city (Stockholm, Göteborg, Malmö) (1)
City (Area with more than 10 000 inhabitants) (2)
Smaller urban area (Area with fewer than 10 000 inhabitants) (3)
Countryside (Area with fewer than 200 inhabitants) (4)

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘one instruction’ OR ‘repeated instructions’]
There are many different ways to argue for your position. However, all good arguments have in common that the reasons – sometimes called premises – given should be correct and support the conclusion being defended. A good way to assess the strength of an argument is to ask so-called critical questions about it. Your task in this questionnaire is to apply this approach by assessing two different types of arguments: arguments from authority and arguments from consequence. In the next two pages we present general descriptions of these two types of arguments and suggest a critical question that you can ask regarding each type.

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘one instruction’ OR ‘repeated instructions’]
Arguments from authority
The arguments known as arguments from authority have in common that an expert of some kind is invoked. In the general description of arguments from authority below, A is an expert (e.g., a meteorologist), B is the field in which the expert has expertise (e.g., meteorology) and C is the statement that A makes about C (e.g., that the weather will be nice tomorrow).

1. A is an expert on B.
2. As an expert on B, A believes that C will apply. 
Conclusion: C will apply.
 
An example of a critical question that can be asked is whether A is an expert in the field B on which A is speaking.

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘one instruction’ OR ‘repeated instructions’]
Arguments from consequence 
Arguments from consequence have in common that a consequence of an action is seen as desirable and therefore the action should be taken. In the general description of arguments from consequence given below, A is an action (e.g., a medical treatment) that is likely to lead to B which is a desirable consequence (e.g., recovery).

1. If A is taken, consequence B is likely to follow.
2. B is a desirable consequence. 
Conclusion: Action A should be taken.

An example of a critical question that can be asked is whether it is likely that action A will lead to consequence B.

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
You will now be presented with three different arguments. For each of these arguments, we ask you to indicate how well the premises of the argument support the conclusion and how difficult or easy you found it to assess the argument. You may think the argument is good even if you do not agree with the conclusion.

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘repeated instruction’]
As a reminder, each question will have an image describing the different types of arguments used in the survey.

[RANDOMLY ASSIGN EACH PARTICIPANT TO EITHER RATE THREE HIGH-QUALITY ARGUMENTS FIRST OR TO RATE THREE LOW-QUALITY ARGUMENTS FIRST]

[RANDOMLY ASSIGN THE ORDER OF THE THREE HIGH-QUALITY ARGUMENTS FOR EACH PARTICIPANT, ONE SCREEN PER ARGUMENT]

[RANDOMLY ASSIGN THE ORDER OF THE THREE LOW-QUALITY ARGUMENTS FOR EACH PARTICIPANT, ONE SCREEN PER ARGUMENT]:

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.1.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the intestines from absorbing cancer-causing substances. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore increase the consumption of foods containing fiber.


To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.2.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a leading expert in gerontology – which includes research on the effects of human ageing – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would update older people's knowledge of traffic rules and develop their driving skills. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.3.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to Sam Svensson, who has regularly repainted his and others' houses for 30 years, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint has been developed to withstand Nordic weather conditions and contains no hazardous chemicals. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.4.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the playfulness and affection of dogs create a positive feeling for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.5.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business more international and mobile. B: When business becomes more international and dynamic, there is a risk that it will move from Sweden to the countries with the most favorable conditions for savings and investments. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.6.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: This makes risky and short-term investments less profitable. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.7.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a leading expert in economics – a subject that, among other things, focuses on how to improve the use of resources in a society – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: The reason for this need for foreign labor is that many Western states have low birth rates. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO HQ.8.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a professor of criminology – a subject that focuses on, for example, reasons why crimes are committed – tougher sentences would deter people from committing crimes. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.1.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the occurrence of tumors. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore eat a diet with fiber.
To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.2.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a leading expert in cosmology – which includes research into the age of the universe – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would provide an educational opportunity for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.3.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to Sam Svensson, who has watched his neighbor repaint his house several times, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint is of very high quality and is clearly better than competing products. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.4.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the placement of dogs in nursing homes would improve the well-being of the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.5.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business and capital more international and dynamic. B: The reduced importance of national borders in the world has consequently led to greater mobility of companies' activities and financial resources and less national dependence. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.6.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: Such a tax would discourage unhealthy trade in the currencies of different countries. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.7.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a leading expert in ethnology – a subject that focuses on the study of humans as cultural beings in groups – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: Too little immigration leads to difficulties for employers in finding staff. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO LQ.8.]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
A: According to a professor of anthropology – a subject that focuses on the study of social structures in human societies – tougher sentences would mean tougher penalties for criminals. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.

To what extent do premises A and B together support the conclusion?
1 Do not strengthen at all
2
3
4
5
6
7 Strengthen to a great extent

How difficult or easy did you find it to assess the argument?
Very hard
Quite hard
Neither hard nor easy
Quite easy
Very easy

[SHOW AFTER EVALUATING THREE HIGH-QUALITY AND THREE LOW-QUALITY ARGUMENTS]
[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘no instructions’ OR ‘one instruction’]
When you click through, you will be presented with three additional arguments. 
[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ‘repeated instructions]
When you click through, you will be presented with three additional arguments. Keep in mind that the instructions on the different types of arguments provided at the beginning of the questionnaire may help you to make reasonable assessments of the arguments.

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW FOR ALL]
You have just assessed how well the premises support the conclusion of an argument. Now we want you to compare two versions of an argument and assess the difference in the support of these two versions.

[RANDOMLY ASSIGN ALL PARTICIPANTS TO RATE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING EIGHT PAIRS OF ARGUMENTS]:

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 1.
Argument 1 A: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the intestines from absorbing cancer-causing substances. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore increase the consumption of foods containing fiber
Argument 2 A: Diets rich in fiber reduce the risk of cancer. B: This is because high-fiber diets prevent the occurrence of tumors. CONCLUSION: If you want to avoid cancer, you should therefore eat a diet with fiber.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 2. 
Argument 1 A: According to a leading expert in gerontology – which includes research on the effects of human ageing – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would update older people's knowledge of traffic rules and develop their driving skills. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.
Argument 2 A: According to a leading expert in cosmology – which includes research into the age of the universe – targeted driving lessons for people over the age of 70 would reduce the risk of road accidents caused by older people. B: This is because such lessons would provide an educational opportunity for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, driving lessons should be offered to people older than 70 years who drive a car.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 3. 
Argument 1 A: According to Sam Svensson, who has regularly repainted his and others' houses for 30 years, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint has been developed to withstand Nordic weather conditions and contains no hazardous chemicals. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.
Argument 2 A: According to Sam Svensson, who has watched his neighbor repaint his house several times, Eko Outdoor Paint is the best outdoor paint on the Swedish market. B: This paint is of very high quality and is clearly better than competing products. CONCLUSION: Therefore, you should use Eko Outdoor Paint if you are repainting a house.

[bookmark: _Hlk159587808]If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 4. 
Argument 1 A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the playfulness and affection of dogs create a positive feeling for the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.
Argument 2 A: It has been shown that those in elderly care generally feel better if they have access to dogs. B: This is because the placement of dogs in nursing homes would improve the well-being of the elderly. CONCLUSION: Therefore, there should be opportunities for people in elderly care to have access to dogs.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 5. 
Argument 1 A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business more international and mobile. B: When business becomes more international and dynamic, there is a risk that it will move from Sweden to the countries with the most favorable conditions for savings and investments. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries. 
Argument 2 A: Globalization and the removal of border barriers have made business and capital more international and dynamic. B: The reduced importance of national borders in the world has consequently led to greater mobility of companies' activities and financial resources and less national dependence. CONCLUSION: We therefore need lower taxes that make it at least as attractive to save and invest in Sweden as in other countries.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 6. 
Argument 1 A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: This makes risky and short-term investments less profitable. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.
Argument 2 A: An international tax on currency transactions would deter unhealthy speculation in international financial markets. B: Such a tax would discourage unhealthy trade in the currencies of different countries. CONCLUSION: Therefore, a tax on international currency transactions should be introduced.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 7. 
Argument 1 A: According to a leading expert in economics – a subject that, among other things, focuses on how to improve the use of resources in a society – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: The reason for this need for foreign labor is that many Western states have low birth rates. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy. 
Argument 2 A: According to a leading expert in ethnology – a subject that focuses on the study of humans as cultural beings in groups – Western states will need immigration to avoid a labor shortage. B: Too little immigration leads to difficulties for employers in finding staff. CONCLUSION: Therefore, Western states should have a generous immigration policy.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 2]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Pair 8. 
Argument 1 A: According to a professor of criminology – a subject that focuses on, for example, reasons why crimes are committed – tougher sentences would deter people from committing crimes. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.
Argument 2 A: According to a professor of anthropology – a subject that focuses on the study of social structures in human societies – tougher sentences would mean tougher penalties for criminals. B: This in turn would lead to a reduction in crime. CONCLUSION: Therefore, penalties should be increased.

If you compare argument 1 with argument 2, which argument do you think is stronger?
Argument 1 is much stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 is somewhat stronger than argument 2
Argument 1 and argument 2 are equally strong
Argument 2 is somewhat stronger than argument 1
Argument 2 is much stronger than argument 1

[NEW SCREEN]
[SHOW IF ASSIGNED TO PAIR 1]
[RADIO BUTTONS PRESENTED VERTICALLY]
Some people find it intellectually stimulating to evaluate the strength of different arguments. How stimulating do you feel it has been to assess the different arguments you have been provided so far?
Very stimulating
Somewhat stimulating
Neither stimulating nor unstimulating
Somewhat unstimulating
Very unstimulating



[bookmark: _Toc209603718]S3. Additional Analyses and Tables Supporting the Main Text
Table S3.1 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments over Quality of the Argument
	Predictor
	Rated strength of the argument

	
	All groups
	Control group only[1]

	Quality of the argument
	
	

	High-quality argument
	0.15*** (0.01)
	0.14*** (0.01)

	Constant
	0.44*** (0.01)
	0.48*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-2.11*** (0.04)
	-2.13*** (0.07)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.20*** (0.01)
	-1.19*** (0.02)

	Observations
	7,282
	2,607


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
[1] Model not preregistered.  
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.


Table S3.2 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions to Assess Arguments
	Predictor
	Low-quality arguments
	
	High-quality arguments

	
	Excluding dummy for no instruction
	Excluding dummy for single instruction
	
	Excluding dummy for no instruction
	Excluding dummy for single instruction

	Type of instruction
	
	
	
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.05** (0.02)
	- 
	
	-0.03* (0.01)
	- 

	Repeated instructions
	-0.08*** (0.02)
	-0.03+ (0.02)
	
	-0.04** (0.01)
	-0.01 (0.01)

	Control
	- 
	0.05** (0.02)
	
	- 
	0.03* (0.01)

	Constant
	0.48*** (0.01)
	0.44*** (0.01)
	
	0.62*** (0.01)
	0.59*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-2.07*** (0.07)
	-2.07*** (0.07)
	
	-2.04*** (0.06)
	-2.04*** (0.06)

	lnsig_e
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-1.15*** (0.01)
	-1.15*** (0.01)
	
	-1.27*** (0.01)
	-1.27*** (0.01)

	Observations
	3,639
	3,639
	
	3,643
	3,643


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.



Table S3.3 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Quality, and the Interaction Between Them
	Predictor
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Excluding dummy for no instruction
	Excluding dummy for single instruction

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.05** (0.01)
	- 

	Repeated instructions
	-0.08*** (0.01)
	-0.03* (0.02)

	Control
	 -
	0.05** (0.01)

	Quality of the argument
	
	

	High-quality argument
	0.14*** (0.01)
	0.15*** (0.01)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * High-quality argument
	0.02 (0.02)
	- 

	Repeated instructions * High-quality argument
	0.04* (0.02)
	0.02 (0.02)

	Control * High-quality argument
	- 
	-0.02 (0.02)

	Constant
	0.48*** (0.01)
	0.44*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-2.13*** (0.04)
	-2.13*** (0.04)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.20*** (0.01)
	-1.20*** (0.01)

	Observations
	7,282
	7,282


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.



[bookmark: _Toc209603719]S4. Additional Preregistered Analyses not in the Main Text
Political versus Not Political Arguments
A preregistered exploratory analysis revealed that whether the argument was political did not moderate the effects that the instructions had on perceived strength of the argument (see Table S4.1.). Participants did not rate the strength of political low-quality arguments more negatively than non-political low quality arguments when instructed repeatedly (b = ‑0.04, SE = 0.03, z = 1.64, p = .10, Nobservations = 3,639, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = .07) nor when instructed only once (b = ‑0.04, SE = 0.03, z = 1.50, p = .13, Nobservations = 3,639, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = .07) compared to when not being instructed. 
Table S4.1 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Political Argument, and the Interaction Between Them
	
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.03 (0.02)
	-0.04* (0.02)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.05** (0.02)
	-0.05* (0.02)

	Political or not political argument
	
	

	Political argument
	0.05** (0.02)
	-0.12*** (0.02)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * Political argument
	-0.04 (0.03)
	0.00 (0.02)

	Repeated instructions * Political argument
	-0.04 (0.03)
	0.01 (0.02)

	Constant
	0.45*** (0.01)
	0.68*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-2.07*** (0.07)
	-2.04*** (0.05)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.15*** (0.01)
	-1.30*** (0.01)

	Observations
	3,639
	3,643


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Similarly, participants did not rate the strength of political high-quality arguments more strongly than non-political high-quality arguments when instructed repeatedly (b = 0.01, SE = 0.02, z = 0.38, p = .70, Nobservations = 3,643, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = 0.01) nor when instructed only once (b = 0.00, SE = 0.02, z = 0.15, p = .88, Nobservations = 3,643, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = 0.00) compared to when not being instructed.
Paired Arguments
An exploratory preregistered analysis revealed that being instructed to evaluate arguments once and repeatedly indicated similar effects when the respondents were asked to compare high- and low-quality arguments as when the respondents were asked to evaluate them separately. However, in contrast to the latter, the former was not statistically significant. Hence, the analysis of when a pair of one low-quality and one high-quality argument were compared indicated that the perceived strength of the high-quality arguments was not statistically significantly increased when being paired off against a low-quality argument and being instructed once (b = 0.03, SE = 0.02, t = 1.21, p = .23, Nparticipants = 1,207, d = 0.08) nor when instructed repeatedly (b = 0.03, SE = 0.02, t = 1.53, p = .13, Nparticipants = 1,207, d = 0.11) compared to not being instructed on how to evaluate arguments (see Figure S4.1 and Table S4.2.).
Figure S4.1
Mean Strength of the High-Quality Argument Paired Off Against Low-Quality Argument
[image: En bild som visar text, skärmbild, diagram, Rektangel

AI-genererat innehåll kan vara felaktigt.]
Note. Means of the relative strength of two arguments (Nparticipants = 1,207).
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Table S4.2 
Perceived Relative Strength of the Paired Arguments Predicted by the Instructions
	Predictor
	Perceived strength of the pair of arguments

	
	Excluding dummy for no instruction
	Excluding dummy for single instruction

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	0.03 (0.02)
	- 

	Repeated instructions
	0.03 (0.02)
	0.01 (0.02)

	Control
	 -
	-0.03 (0.02)

	Constant
	0.70*** (0.02)
	0.72*** (0.02)

	Observations
	1,207
	1,207

	R2
	0.00
	0.00


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from an OLS model. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
[bookmark: _Toc209603720]S5. Additional Exploratory Analyses
Non-ideological, Left- and Right Ideological, and Cultural Ideological Arguments 
Analyzing the evaluations of the non-political, left-right ideological, and cultural ideological arguments separately, produced similar effects as those presented in the main text (see Table S5.1 and Figure S5.1). 
Table S5.1 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions Over Non-Political, Left-Right Ideological, and Cultural Ideological Arguments.
	
	Non-ideological argument
	
	Left-right ideological argument
	
	Cultural ideological argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument
	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument
	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.03 (0.02)
	-0.04* (0.02)
	
	-0.01 (0.02)
	-0.02 (0.02)
	
	-0.12*** (0.03)
	-0.04+ (0.03)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.05* (0.02)
	-0.05** (0.02)
	
	-0.08*** (0.02)
	-0.05+ (0.02)
	
	-0.12*** (0.03)
	-0.03 (0.03)

	Constant
	0.45*** (0.02)
	0.69*** (0.01)
	
	0.51*** (0.02)
	0.55*** (0.02)
	
	0.50*** (0.02)
	0.56*** (0.02)

	lns1_1_1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-2.15*** (0.19)
	-2.07*** (0.10)
	
	-11.90 (797.25)
	-14.08 (1371.23)
	
	-3.66 (7.73)
	-1.94*** (0.20)

	lnsig_e
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-1.05*** (0.03)
	-1.31*** (0.03)
	
	-1.21*** (0.02)
	-1.22*** (0.02)
	
	-1.14*** (0.05)
	-1.26*** (0.05)

	Observations
	1,788
	1,836
	
	927
	867
	
	924
	940


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
With the exception of the ratings of high-quality cultural ideological arguments, participants rated all arguments as statistically less strong when being instructed repeatedly – despite the number of observations being cut by about half in that analysis. For the high-quality cultural ideological arguments, the coefficients are directionally similar to those presented in the main text, but due to the loss of statistical power, not statistically significantly so.  
An interaction analysis indicated that participants who received the instructions once reported low-quality arguments as even weaker when the arguments were low-quality cultural ideological arguments than when they were low-quality non-political arguments (bsingle instruction * Cultural ideological arguments  = ‑0.09, SE = 0.03, z = ‑2.95, p = .003, Nobservations = 3,639, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = 0.15) compared to how participants receiving no instructions differentiated between the two.
Figure S5.1
Mean Strength of the Argument Over Whether the Argument Was Non-Political, Left-Right Ideological, or Cultural Ideological 
[image: A row of gray bars with white text

AI-generated content may be incorrect.][image: A row of gray bars with white text

AI-generated content may be incorrect.]a) Low-quality arguments			b) High-quality arguments

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Similarly, participants who received the instructions repeatedly reported low-quality arguments as even weaker when the arguments were low-quality cultural ideological arguments than when they were low-quality non-political arguments compared to the same differentiation of those who received no instructions (brepeated instruction * Cultural ideological arguments  = ‑0.06, SE = 0.03, z = ‑1.82, p = .069, Nobservations = 3,639, Nparticipants = 1,217, d = 0.09) (see Table S5.2 and Figure S5.1). However, left-right ideological arguments were denigrated to the same extent as non-political arguments regardless of the quality of the argument (see Table S5.2).
Table S5.2 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Political Argument, and the Interaction Between Them
	
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.03 (0.02)
	-0.04* (0.02)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.05** (0.02)
	-0.05* (0.02)

	Political or not political argument
	
	

	Left-right ideological argument
	0.06** (0.02)
	-0.13*** (0.02)

	Cultural ideological argument
	0.05* (0.02)
	-0.12*** (0.02)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * Left-right ideological argument
	0.02 (0.03)
	0.02 (0.03)

	Single instruction * Cultural ideological argument
	-0.09** (0.03)
	-0.01 (0.03)

	Repeated instructions * Left-right ideological argument
	-0.03 (0.03)
	0.00 (0.03)

	Repeated instructions * Cultural ideological argument
	-0.06+ (0.03)
	0.01 (0.03)

	Constant
	0.45*** (0.01)
	0.68*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-2.06*** (0.07)
	-2.04*** (0.05)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.16*** (0.01)
	-1.30*** (0.01)

	Observations
	3,639
	3,643


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Argument From Authority or Consequence
Whether the argument was from authority or from consequence did not moderate the effect that the instructions had on the perceived strength of the arguments, regardless of the quality of the argument (see Table S5.3).
Table S5.3
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Argument From Authority, And the Interaction Between Them
	
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.06** (0.02)
	-0.05* (0.02)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.07*** (0.02)
	-0.04* (0.02)

	Argument from Authority or not
	
	

	Argument from authority
	-0.11*** (0.02)
	0.04** (0.02)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * Argument from authority
	0.04 (0.03)
	0.03 (0.02)

	Repeated instructions * Argument from authority
	-0.01 (0.03)
	-0.00 (0.02)

	Constant
	0.54*** (0.01)
	0.60*** (0.01)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-2.07*** (0.07)
	-2.04*** (0.06)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.16*** (0.01)
	-1.28*** (0.01)

	Observations
	3,639
	3,643


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Arguments from consequence were used as reference category and omitted from the estimated parameters. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Left and Right Ideological Disposition of Participants
[bookmark: _Hlk206657710]The left and right ideological disposition of the participants did not moderate the effect that the instructions had on the perceived strength of the left-right ideological arguments, regardless of the quality of the argument (see Table S5.4).


Table S5.4 
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Left and Right Ideological Disposition, and the Interaction Between Them
	
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	0.00 (0.04)
	-0.01 (0.04)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.09* (0.04)
	-0.05 (0.04)

	Ideology
	
	

	Ideological disposition of participant (left to right)
	0.14** (0.05)
	0.02 (0.06)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * Ideological disposition of participant (left to right)
	-0.03 (0.08)
	-0.02 (0.08)

	Repeated instructions * Ideological disposition of participant (left to right)
	0.01 (0.08)
	0.01 (0.08)

	Constant
	0.45*** (0.03)
	0.54*** (0.03)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-12.66 (918.27)
	-18.88 (2263.88)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.22*** (0.02)
	-1.22*** (0.02)

	Observations
	927
	865


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
Cultural Ideological Disposition of Participants
The cultural ideological disposition of the participants did not statistically significantly moderate the effect that the instructions had on the perceived strength of the cultural ideological arguments, regardless of the quality of the argument (see Table S5.5). However, the effect of single instructions on the perceived strength of high-quality cultural ideological arguments was marginally significantly moderated by participants being more TAN-oriented on this scale (bsingle instruction * TAN disposition  = 0.17, SE = 0.10, z = 1.76, p = .079, Nobservations = 940, Nparticipants = 805, d = 0.14). However, the effect of repeating the instructions was not moderated by cultural ideological disposition so the moderating effect of the single instruction appeared not particularly robust.
Table S5.5
Perceived Strength of the Arguments Predicted by Instructions, Cultural Ideological Disposition, and the Interaction Between Them
	
	Perceived strength of the argument

	
	Low-quality argument
	High-quality argument

	Type of instruction
	
	

	Single instruction
	-0.08 (0.05)
	-0.13* (0.05)

	Repeated instructions
	-0.20*** (0.06)
	-0.08 (0.05)

	Cultural ideology
	
	

	Cultural ideological disposition (GAL to TAN)
	-0.01 (0.07)
	-0.22*** (0.06)

	Interaction
	
	

	Single instruction * Cultural ideological disposition (GAL to TAN)
	-0.06 (0.10)
	0.17+ (0.10)

	Repeated instructions * Cultural ideological disposition (GAL to TAN)
	0.16 (0.10)
	0.10 (0.10)

	Constant
	0.51*** (0.04)
	0.68*** (0.04)

	lns1_1_1
	
	

	Constant
	-10.01 (878.10)
	-2.01*** (0.23)

	lnsig_e
	
	

	Constant
	-1.14*** (0.03)
	-1.25*** (0.05)

	Observations
	923
	940


Note. Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients from multilevel models with observations nested within participants. Standard errors in parentheses. 
+ p < .1. * p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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