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Partisans on both sides of the political aisle complain that the mainstream media is hypocritical, but they disagree about whom that hypocrisy benefits. In the present research, we examine how counterfactual thinking contributes to this partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. In three studies (two pre-registered, N = 1,342) of people’s reactions to media criticism of politicians, we find that people judged the media’s criticism of politicians they support as more hypocritical when they imagined whether the media would have criticized a politician from a different party for the same behavior if given the chance. Because this effect only emerged when people judged the media’s criticism of politicians they supported, and not politicians they opposed, counterfactual thinking increased partisan division in perceptions of media hypocrisy. We discuss implications for how counterfactual thinking facilitates motivated moral reasoning, contributes to bias in social judgment, and amplifies political polarization.


Abstract: 145 words

Keywords: Counterfactual thinking, hypocrisy, moral judgment, imagination, political psychology






From Critical to Hypocritical: 
Counterfactual Thinking Increases Partisan Disagreement About Media Hypocrisy 
In July, 2017, media commentators criticized then-President Donald Trump for giving his seat at the G20 summit to his unelected and politically-inexperienced daughter (Fortin, 2017; Merica, 2017). In response, Trump claimed that the media would have praised Hillary Clinton if she had been the one to let her daughter sit in at the summit (see Figure 1). Of course, the media never had the chance to praise or condemn Clinton for this action; having lost the Presidential election, Clinton never had a seat at the G20 to offer her daughter. Thus, Trump was attempting to dismiss criticism by inviting people to imagine an alternative to reality – a “counterfactual” – in which the media could have displayed a double-standard. In other words, he may have hoped that the public would condemn the media for counterfactual hypocrisy.
The present research examines how counterfactual thinking supports perceptions of hypocrisy. Political partisans, we propose, will perceive the media and their criticism as more hypocritical when prompted to consider whether the media would have displayed double-standards if given the chance – but only if the media has criticized a member of partisans’ own party. As a result, we propose that prompting counterfactual thinking can amplify partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. In this way, stoking politically polarized moral judgments may not require drawing people’s attention to what actually occurred; it may be sufficient to encourage people to imagine what might have been.     
Partisans Disagree About Media Hypocrisy
Democrats and Republicans seem to agree that the American media is hypocritical, but disagree about whom this hypocrisy benefits. Apparently, Democrats believe the media is hypocritical for criticizing President Joe Biden more harshly than President Donald Trump, whereas Republicans believe the media is hypocritical for criticizing Trump more harshly than Biden. One reason partisans disagree about media hypocrisy may be that they disagree about facts (see Vallone et al., 1986). The present research highlights a different reason: Partisans disagree about counterfactuals. 
Understanding partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy is important because people distrust, condemn, punish, and strive to silence those they find hypocritical (Effron & Miller, 2015; Laurent et al., 2014; Simons et al., 2015). One type of hypocrisy occurs when people criticize someone for wrongdoing despite excusing themselves or a favored group for an identical wrongdoing (Graham et al., 2015; Jordan et al., 2017; Lammers et al., 2010; Polman & Ruttan, 2012; Valdesolo & DeSteno, 2007). What makes the criticism hypocritical is that it appears disingenuous, motivated by a desire to benefit the self or the favored group rather than by a sincere concern for moral principles (Effron et al., 2018). Thus, people judge a critic as hypocritical when the critic displays motivated double-standards.
	In the present research, we propose that people will judge a critic as hypocritical not only when the critic displays a motivated double-standard, but also when people imagine that the critic would have displayed a motivated double-standard if given the chance (counterfactual hypocrisy). Specifically, we predict that people will perceive the media and their criticism of a politician’s behavior as more hypocritical if they reflect on how harshly the media would have criticized that politician’s opponent for the same behavior.
We further predict that people will only condemn critics for counterfactual hypocrisy when the criticism targets a politician they support. As a result, reflecting on how media critics would have treated different politicians should amplify partisan disagreement about the critics’ hypocrisy. Consider again the media’s criticism of Donald Trump for inviting his daughter to sit in at the G20 summit. Because people are motivated to defend ingroup leaders (e.g., Abrams et al., 2013), Trump supporters should be more likely than Clinton supporters to regard this criticism as hypocritical – even without thinking counterfactually about the how the media would have treated Clinton in the same situation. However, prompting such counterfactual thinking should increase these partisan differences – in this case by making Trump supporters, and not Clinton supporters, even more convinced of the critics’ hypocrisy. 
As the next sections explain, we test two interrelated reasons why such counterfactual thinking would amplify partisan differences in hypocrisy: Partisans may both imagine different counterfactuals (the partisan imagination mechanism) and differentially weight the same counterfactual in their hypocrisy judgments (the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism). 
Partisan Imagination Mechanism
A first mechanism could be that, when prompted to think counterfactually, partisans imagine more-lenient media criticism of a politician they support than a politician they oppose. For example, when asked to consider how the media would have reacted if Clinton had let her daughter sit in for her at the G20 summit, Trump supporters – and not Clinton supporters – might imagine that the media would have criticized Clinton less harshly than Trump. In this scenario, Trump supporters would be more likely than Clinton supporters to imagine the media displaying a motivated double-standard against Trump, and thus Trump supporters would be more likely than Clinton supporters to conclude that the media’s criticism of Trump was hypocritical. In this way, partisans’ tendency to imagine different counterfactuals about media criticism may fuel disagreement about media hypocrisy. 
This partisan imagination mechanism finds support in prior research. When different people imagine different counterfactuals about the same target, they form different judgments (Kahneman et al., 1982; Mandel & Lehman, 1996; Miller et al., 1990; Roese & Olson, 1993) – and counterfactuals are easier to imagine when they fit with what we already want and believe (Effron, 2018; Tetlock et al., 2000; Tetlock & Henik, 2007). For example, experts can more easily imagine a counterfactual that implies they were “almost right” than one that implies they were “almost wrong” (Tetlock, 1998), and partisans can more easily imagine counterfactuals that reinforce, rather than weaken, their beliefs about political issues (Tetlock & Visser, 2000). People may be unwilling or unable to imagine counterfactuals that challenge their beliefs, instead generating counter-arguments about why such counterfactuals could not have occurred (Tetlock et al., 2000; Tetlock & Visser, 2000). 
One common partisan belief is that the media is biased against one’s own political party (Baum & Gussin, 2008; Eveland & Shah, 2003; Giner-Sorolla & Chaiken, 1994; Gunther & Chia, 2001; Vallone et al., 1986). Thus, when prompted to think counterfactually about how harshly the media would have criticized various political figures for the same behavior, partisans should be more likely to imagine a double-standard in media criticism that favors the opposing party as opposed to their own party. And the more of a double-standard they imagine the media would have displayed, the easier it will be to dismiss the media as hypocritical. Thus, prompting this sort of counterfactual thinking should increase partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. 
Partisan Evidentiary Standards Mechanism
A second mechanism could be that people are more likely to treat imagined double-standards as evidence of hypocrisy when the criticism targets a politician they support. Whereas the first mechanism proposes that partisans imagine different counterfactuals, this second mechanism proposes that partisans draw different conclusions from whatever counterfactual they do imagine. For example, even if Trump and Clinton supporters agreed that “the media would have excused Clinton if had she behaved like Trump at the G20,” Trump supporters might be more likely to view this counterfactual as evidence that the media’s criticism of Trump was hypocritical. In this partisan evidentiary standards mechanism, the same counterfactual receives more weight in people’s hypocrisy judgments if it defends a politician they support against criticism.
Consistent with this mechanism, classic research on motivated reasoning shows that people are less skeptical of information that supports desired versus undesired conclusions (Dawson et al., 2002; Ditto et al., 1998, 2003; Gilovich, 2008; Lord et al., 1979). For example, people given a favorable medical diagnosis were less likely to question the validity of their results than those given an unfavorable diagnosis (Ditto & Lopez, 1992). In the political domain, people update their beliefs more when information is consistent, rather than inconsistent, with their desired political party winning an election (Tappin et al., 2017). Most relevant to the present study, people hold more stringent moral standards for those who oppose, versus share, their political convictions (Claassen & Ensley, 2016; Mueller & Skitka, 2018) and are more likely to interpret ambiguous factual behavior as evidence of hypocrisy when it allows them to condemn a political outgroup member (Barden et al., 2014). 
Extending these ideas, we propose that people may be less skeptical of counterfactual evidence of hypocrisy when it allows them to reach partisan conclusions. The same imagined double-standard will seem like better evidence of hypocrisy when it allows people to condemn the media for criticizing a political ingroup member. In this way, we propose, political partisanship not only shapes the counterfactuals that people find plausible (Effron, 2018; Tetlock, 1998); partisanship also influences the weight that people give to these counterfactuals when making subsequent judgments.
Summary of Mechanisms
The two proposed mechanisms are potentially complementary. Even without counterfactual thinking, partisans may find criticism more hypocritical when it targets the behavior of a politician from their own party versus a politician from the other party (Figure 2’s top panel). But this partisan difference should be larger when people think counterfactually about how harshly the media would have criticized the targeted politician’s opponent for the same behavior because the two mechanisms can now operate (Figure 2’s bottom panel). In statistical terms, support for the target of criticism is both an independent variable driving what counterfactuals people imagine (the partisan imagination mechanism illustrated as the “a-path” in Figure 2) and a moderator influencing how much weight people give the counterfactual in their hypocrisy judgment (the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism illustrated as moderating the “b-path” in Figure 2; see Preacher & Hayes, 2008, Model 1). 
The Present Research
Three studies (N = 1,342) tested our hypotheses. Trump and Obama supporters evaluated media criticism of controversial actions taken by Trump and Obama. Study 1’s results showed that people rated media critics of the president they supported as more hypocritical when we asked them to imagine how harshly the media would have criticized the other president if he had taken the same action. Study 2a and 2b replicated this effect, and also showed it did not occur when participants judged criticism of the president they opposed. Thus, counterfactual thinking amplified partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. Studies 2a and 2b also found support for the partisan imagination and partisan evidentiary standards mechanisms. Moreover, Study 2b confirmed that hypocrisy judgments were influenced by counterfactual thoughts about motivated double-standards in particular, rather than by counterfactual thinking in general. Each study also found evidence of potential downstream consequences of perceiving counterfactual hypocrisy: judging the criticized president as less deserving of criticism, and viewing the media critic as less credible, less entitled to criticize, and more dishonest, corrupt, and disgusting (epithets that Donald Trump has called the media).
Open Practices
We report all measures, conditions, and exclusions, determined sample sizes in advance of data collection, and preregistered Studies 1 and 3. (We did not pre-register Study 2 because we ran it first). Preregistrations and verbatim materials are available on OSF: https://osf.io/2ueht/. Our Research Ethics Committee withheld permission to post data online, but the corresponding author will share data upon request.
Study 1
Method
Study 1’s design had 2-cells (counterfactual-motivated-double-standards vs. control: between-participants) with six repeated measures.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  We also varied whether the criticism participants read was about the target’s competence or morality. This manipulation did not significantly interact with the counterfactual manipulation, so we report the results in the Online Supplement.] 

Participants
We aimed to recruit 600 Americans who supported Donald Trump or Barack Obama. We removed 51 participants per our pre-registration plan (duplicate or non-US IP addresses, duplicate geo-locations, or duplicate MTurk participant IDs), resulting in a final sample of 567 participants (see Table 1 for sample characteristics).
Statistical Power
A sensitivity analysis using the PANGEA app (see Westfall, 2016) found that our repeated-measures designs provided 80% power at two-tailed α = .05 to detect small effects (d  = 0.11) of the counterfactual manipulation. 
Materials
The stimuli were brief descriptions of actions for which the media had criticized Donald Trump or Barack Obama (i.e., factual criticisms). For example, participants read that “President Donald Trump recently played golf during the funerals of the victims of the Stoneman Douglas High School shooting. Some commentators criticized him for this action” (for all factual criticisms, see Online Supplement).
Procedure and Manipulation
Before starting the study, participants identified themselves as more of a Trump supporter, more of an Obama supporter, or neither of the above. We used participants’ responses to this question to show them criticism of the politician they supported (e.g., Trump supporters read criticisms of Trump). We prevented people from beginning the study if they said they supported neither politician. 
Participants read one of the factual criticisms of the politician they supported. After reading the criticism, participants randomly assigned to the counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition considered how much media commentators would have criticized the other president if that president had committed the same action. For example, after reading the criticism of Trump’s golfing, participants read: 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Suppose Barack Obama had been the one to play golf during funerals for school shooting victims during his presidency. How much would these same commentators have criticized him for this action?

Participants in the counterfactual condition then responded to the imagined double-standard measure (see Measures). Participants randomly assigned to the control condition did not reflect on or rate a counterfactual. After the manipulation, participants completed the measures described below. Participants repeated the entire procedure for the remaining factual criticisms in randomized orders, and finally, reported their age and gender.
Measures
Imagined Double-Standard. Participants rated how much they imagined the media would have criticized the opposing politician on a 7-point scale from -3 = Much less than Trump [Obama] to 3 = Much more than Trump [Obama]. Before running our analyses, we reverse coded this measure so that higher values indicate greater imagined double-standards (i.e., -3 = Much more than Trump [Obama] to 3 = Much less than Trump [Obama]). We used this measure to increase engagement with the counterfactual manipulation and to verify that people imagined that the media would have shown a double-standard against their supported politician if given the chance. 
Dependent Variable: Perceptions of Hypocrisy. Participants rated how much they agreed the media commentator was a hypocrite, two-faced, phony, genuine (reverse-coded), and insincere (-3 = Strongly disagree to 3 = Strongly agree; 5-item scale; αs > .88 for each criticism; Effron et al., 2015). 
Potential Downstream Consequences of Hypocrisy. Participants rated each critic’s right or standing to criticize (i.e., how appropriate and legitimate the criticism was, and entitled the critic was to express this view; 1 = Not at all; 5 = Extremely; αs > .70; Effron & Miller, 2015), and how much they thought the president deserved the factual criticisms (e.g., how much Trump deserved to be criticized for golfing; 1 = Not at all; 5 = Extremely). 
Results
Hypocrisy
[bookmark: _Hlk71805459]As predicted, participants perceived media critics of the president they supported to be more hypocritical when they considered how harshly the media would have criticized a president from a different political party for the same action (M = 0.53, SD = 1.04) than when they did not consider such a counterfactual (M = 0.30, SD = 1.11), d = 0.21, z = 2.60 p = .009. These results are from a mixed regression model predicting hypocrisy from fixed effects for condition (1 = counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition, 0 = control), fixed effects for items[footnoteRef:2], and random intercepts for participants. [2:  Given the relatively small number of items in each study (k < 8), we pre-registered fixed effects for item. Modelling random intercepts for item yields the same result.] 

Imagined Double-Standard 
Consistent with our theorizing, partisans imagined that the media would have shown a double-standard against their supported politician, if given the chance. On average, participants in the counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition imagined that the media would have criticized a different politician “somewhat less” than their supported politician (M = 1.54, SD = 1.58), a value significantly above the scale midpoint of equal criticism to both politicians (0), t(1704) = 40.19, p < .001, in a one sample t test.
Downstream Consequences
When participants considered media criticism of a politician they supported, imagining whether the media would have criticized a politician from a different party for the same action made participants perceive the media’s criticism as more hypocritical – and the more hypocrisy participants perceived, the less of a right they thought the critic had to criticize, b = -0.08, 95% CI [-0.14, -0.02], and the less they though the politician deserved the criticism, b = -0.08, 95% CI [-0.13, -0.02] (see Figure 3). We conducted this analysis as a generalized structural equation model with random effects for participants to account for the data’s multilevel structure, computing the indirect effect by multiplying the a- and b-paths together. The manipulation had no significant total effects on these downstream consequences (see Online Supplement), suggesting that perhaps our measures of the downstream consequences were not particularly sensitive (Rucker et al., 2011). 
Studies 2a and 2b
Study 1 provides evidence that people rate media critics of a politician they support as more hypocritical when they imagine how harshly the media would have criticized a politician from a different political party if he had taken the same action. In Study 2a and 2b, we test whether this effect only occurs when the media criticizes a politician people support, rather than oppose. If this counterfactual hypocrisy effect only occurs for supported politicians, then counterfactual thinking may exacerbate partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. 
Studies 2a and 2b also tested why counterfactual thinking might exacerbate partisan disagreement about hypocrisy (see Figure 2). Specifically, we tested whether partisanship was associated with imagining different counterfactuals when prompted (i.e., partisan imagination mechanism), and also associated with giving the same counterfactual different weights when judging hypocrisy (i.e., partisan evidentiary standards mechanism). 
Studies 2a and 2b followed similar procedures with different control conditions. In Study 2a, as in Study 1, control participants were not prompted to imagine any counterfactual. In Study 2b, participants imagined a counterfactual, but not one that reflected a motivated double-standard. Specifically, participants rated how much the relevant president’s vice president would have been criticized if he had committed the same action – for example, how much Mike Pence would have been criticized for the same action as Trump. Like the experimental condition, this control condition requires counterfactual thinking about whether different politicians would be held to different moral standards. However, these different standards should not seem hypocritical because they would not be motivated by a desire to benefit a favored political group (Effron et al., 2018). Thus, Study 2b tests whether counterfactual thoughts about motivated double-standards makes criticism seem hypocritical over and above counterfactual thinking in general.
Method
	Study 2a and 2b had a mixed 2 (condition: counterfactual-motivated-double-standards vs. control) by 2 (target of criticism: supported vs. opposed president; within-participants) factorial design with 12 repeated measures in Study 2a and 10 in Study 2b.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Study 2b included fewer repeated measures than Study 2a to reduce participant fatigue given that Study 2b included additional dependent measures (see Potential Downstream Consequences of Hypocrisy section).] 

Participants
We aimed to recruit 400 (Study 2a) and 600 (Study 2b) Americans who supported either Donald Trump or Barack Obama. We removed 37 participants (Study 2a) and 13 participants (Study 2b) with non-US IP addresses or duplicate participant IDs, resulting in a final sample of 302 and 473 participants, respectively (see Table 1 for sample characteristics). We pre-registered these exclusions in Study 2b. Study 2a was not pre-registered, so we report results in the Online Supplement showing that the conclusions were the same without participant exclusions. We excluded participants who supported neither politician from analyses involving participants’ support for the criticized politician. The sample of participants who supported neither politician was too small to draw meaningful conclusions, but we report analyses of these participants in the Online Supplement. 
[bookmark: _Hlk88035493]Statistical Power
A sensitivity analysis using the PANGEA app (see Westfall, 2016) found that our repeated-measures designs provided 80% power at two-tailed α = .05 to detect small effects of the counterfactual manipulation when participants supported the criticized president: d = 0.22 and 0.18 in Studies 2a and 2b, respectively.
Materials 
As in Study 1, the stimuli were brief descriptions of actions for which the media had criticized Donald Trump or Barack Obama (i.e., factual criticisms). Each study used slightly different criticisms (see Online Supplement).
Procedure and Manipulation
The procedure was similar to Study 1. Participants first read one of the factual criticisms. Then, participants randomly assigned to the counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition reflected on and rated how much media commentators would have criticized the other president if that president had committed the same action (see Measures). In Study 2a, participants in the control condition did not reflect on or rate a counterfactual. In Study 2b, control participants reflected on and rated how much the relevant president’s vice president would have been criticized if he had committed the same action (i.e., Donald Trump—Mike Pence, Barack Obama—Joe Biden). Then, participants responded to the dependent measures (see Measures). 
Participants repeated the entire procedure for the remaining factual criticism in randomized order. Criticisms of Trump and Obama were mixed together in the randomized presentation order. Finally, participants reported their age, gender, and which of the two politicians they supported (see Support for the Target of Criticism, below).
Measures
Partisanship: Support for the Target of Criticism. At the end of the study, participants identified themselves as more of a Trump or Obama supporter or neither with the same measure as Study 1.[footnoteRef:4] We used participants’ responses to this measure to code their support for the target of criticism. If the stimulus was a criticism of the president participants indicated they supported, we coded the target of criticism as a supported politician. If the stimulus was a criticism of the president from the opposing party as the politician participants indicated they supported, we coded the target of criticism as an opposed politician. If participants indicated that they supported neither Trump nor Obama, we could not code their support for the target of criticism and thus excluded them from analyses that included partisanship. [4:  We also included two exploratory measures of participants’ approval of each president (see Online Supplement).] 

Imagined Double-Standard. Participants in the counterfactual condition rated how much they imagined the media would have criticized the politician from the opposing party on a 7-point scale from -3 = Much less than Trump [Obama] to 3 = Much more than Trump [Obama]. Before running our analyses, we reverse coded this measure so that higher values reflect greater imagined double-standards against the criticized politician (i.e., -3 = Much more than Trump [Obama] to 3 = Much less than Trump [Obama]). We examine this measure as a potential mediator of partisanship on hypocrisy to test the partisan imagination mechanism, and we examine the relationship between this measure and the hypocrisy measure to test the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism (see Figure 2).
Dependent Variable: Perceptions of Hypocrisy. To reduce study length we used a single-item measure of how hypocritical participants found the criticism (1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely; Effron & Monin, 2010).
[bookmark: _Hlk88040032]Potential Downstream Consequences of Hypocrisy. Participants rated the media commentator’s standing to criticize and how much they thought the president deserved the factual criticisms on the same measures as Study 1. In Study 2b, participants also rated the criticism’s credibility by indicating how credible, objective, and trustworthy they found the criticism (1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely; αs > .91 for each criticism) and whether each of three epithets described the media commentator: dishonest, corrupt, and disgusting (-3 = Strongly disagree to 3 = Strongly agree; αs > .92 for each criticism). We chose these three epithets because Donald Trump frequently used them to describe media that was critical of him.
Results
Analytic Strategy
We submitted each measure to a mixed regression model with fixed effects for items, random intercepts for participants, fixed effects for condition (1 = counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition, 0 = control), fixed effects for the target of criticism (1 = supported politician, 0 = opposed politician), and the interaction between condition and target of the criticism. We then examined the simple slope of condition when the target of the criticism was a supported politician to test our hypothesis that considering counterfactual hypocrisy would make media criticism of a supported politician seem more hypocritical.
Hypocrisy 
[bookmark: _Hlk71805404]Study 2a and 2b replicated the findings from Study 1. Participants perceived media critics of the president they supported to be more hypocritical when they considered how harshly the media would have criticized a president from a different political party for the same action, d = 0.37, p < .001 in Study 2a, and d = 0.22, p = .004 in Study 2b (see Table 2). 
As predicted, this effect was significantly smaller when the media criticized the president they opposed, b = 0.34, z = 4.54, p < .002 and b = 0.20, z = 3.53, p < .001 for the interaction between condition and target of the criticism in Study 2a and 2b, respectively (see Figure 4 and Table 3). In fact, the counterfactual manipulation had no significant effect on hypocrisy judgments when the criticism targeted politicians whom a participant opposed, d = 0.06, p = .447, and d = 0.05, p = .704, for the simple effect of condition in Study 2a and 2b, respectively (see Table 2).
[bookmark: _Hlk71805858][bookmark: _Hlk65165382]Decomposing the interaction differently reveals that, as theorized, the counterfactual-moral-double-standards condition increased the partisan divide in perceptions of media hypocrisy. Even in the control condition, participants thought media criticism was more hypocritical when it targeted a politician they supported than when it targeted a politician that they opposed, dz = 0.32, z = 6.87, p < .001 in Study 2a, and dz = 0.73, z = 13.77, p < .001 in Study 2b. However, this partisan difference was significantly larger in the counterfactual condition, dz = 0.61, z = 13.07, p < .001 in Study 2a, and dz = 0.86, z = 18.45, p < .001 in Study 2b (see Figure 4).
Mechanisms of Partisan Disagreement
Why did the counterfactual manipulation amplify partisan disagreement about the critics’ hypocrisy? We found support for the two potential mechanisms discussed earlier: When prompted to think counterfactually about media critics, partisans (a) imagine different counterfactuals, and (b) give different weight to the counterfactual they imagine, depending on whether they support or oppose the politician targeted by the critics. More specifically, if the criticism targets a supported (vs. opposed) politician, people are more likely to (a) imagine the critic would have displayed a motivated double-standard if given the chance (i.e., the partisan-imagination mechanism), and (b) more likely to treat this double-standard as evidence of hypocrisy (i.e., the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism).
	To assess these mechanisms, we tested the statistical model shown in Figure 2’s bottom panel (i.e., Model 74 in Hayes, 2017; Model 1 in Hayes & Preacher, 2008; for examples of such models, see Harold & Holtz, 2015; Kim & Kochanska, 2017; Zitek & Vincent, 2015) by computing the following two regression equations using the gsem command in Stata:
1. imagined double-standard = b0 + b1 * target of criticism
2. hypocrisy = b2 + b3 * target of criticism + b4 * imagined double-standard + b5 * target of criticism * imagined double-standard

To account for the multilevel design, the equations also included fixed effects for item and random intercepts for participants (opposed target-of-criticism coded –.5; supported target-of-criticism coded .5). We limited the analysis to participants in the counterfactual-motivated-double-standards condition, because the control condition did not ask people to imagine or rate a double-standard against their own political party. Tables 4 and 5 show the results, and Figure 5 illustrates all paths in the model. The next sections highlight the specific results from this analysis that speak to each mechanism. 
[bookmark: _Hlk71805939]Partisan Imagination Mechanism. Supporting the partisan imagination mechanism, participants were more likely to imagine the critic displaying a motivated double-standard when participants supported the criticized politician (Study 2a: M = 0.97, SD = 1.63, Study 2b: M = 1.16, SD = 1.48) than when they opposed the criticized politician (Study 2a: M = -1.29, SD = 1.52, Study 2b: M = -0.72, SD = 1.35), as shown by significant b1 coefficients in Equation 1, b = 2.34, z = 29.71, p < .001 in Study 2a, and b = 2.15, z = 28.74, p < .001 in Study 2b (see a path in Figure 5). In further support, we observed a significant indirect effect from whether participants supported or opposed the criticized politician, to how much of a double standard they imagined, to hypocrisy perceptions, b = 0.32, 95% CI of b [0.25, 0.40] in Study 2a and b = 0.32, 95% CI of b [0.26, 0.38] in Study 2b, computed by multiplying the b1 in equation 1 and b4 in equation 2 using Stata’s nlcom command. Thus, partisans’ tendency to imagine different counterfactuals when prompted may have fueled their disagreement about the media critics’ hypocrisy.
Partisan Evidentiary Standards Mechanism. Supporting the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism, the double-standards that participants imagined were a better predictor of their hypocrisy judgments when the media had criticized a politician whom participants supported (vs. opposed), as shown by significant interaction term b5 in equation 2, b = 0.21, z = 5.57, p < .001 in Study 2a, and b = 0.26, z = 9.07, p < .001 in Study 2b (illustrated as a moderation effect on the b path in Figure 5). 
Figure 6 plots the simple slopes for this interaction. When the media criticized the president participants supported, participants who imagined more of a motivated double-standard judged the critic as more hypocritical, bs = 0.25 and 0.26 in Studies 2a and 2b, respectively, zs > 10, ps < .001 (see the black lines in Figure 6). In contrast, when the media criticized the president participants opposed, there was not a statistically significant relationship between imagined double standards and hypocrisy judgments, b = 0.04, z = 1.67, p = .095 and b = -0.001, z = -0.04, p = .968 for Studies 2a and 2b respectively (see the gray lines in Figure 6). This finding is consistent with the idea that imagined double-standards received more weight in people’s hypocrisy judgments when the media criticized a politician they supported. 
[bookmark: _Hlk65668586][bookmark: _Hlk65165661]Downstream Consequences
When participants considered media criticism of a politician they supported, imagining whether the media would have criticized a politician from a different party for the same action made participants perceive the media’s criticism as more hypocritical – and the more hypocrisy participants perceived, the less of a right they thought the critic had to criticize, the less they perceived the criticism as credible, the more they endorsed epithets about the critic (dishonest, corrupt, and disgusting), and the less they though the politician deserved the criticism (see Table 6). These indirect effects were significantly weaker and not statistically significant when the criticism targeted a politician whom participants opposed. The manipulation had no significant total effects on these downstream consequences (see Online Supplement), suggesting that perhaps our measures of the downstream consequences were not particularly sensitive (Rucker et al., 2011).
General Discussion
Three studies showed that people will condemn others for counterfactual hypocrisy. Participants judged the media and their criticism of politicians as more hypocritical when prompted to imagine whether the media would have criticized a politician from a different political party for the same action. This effect only emerged when participants considered criticism of a politician they supported, and not criticism of a politician they opposed, thereby amplifying partisan disagreement about media hypocrisy. At least when people consider media criticism of political leaders, simply encouraging reflection on a scenario that “might have been” is sufficient to increase the political polarization of moral judgments.     
Our data were consistent with two reasons why counterfactual thinking may amplify disagreement about hypocrisy (see Figure 2). First, partisans imagined different counterfactuals (partisan imagination mechanism). Specifically, when prompted to consider how much the media would have criticized another politician for the same action, participants were more likely to imagine that the media would have displayed a double-standard against a politician they support than a politician they oppose. Second, people were more likely to treat imagined double-standards as evidence of hypocrisy when the criticism targets a politician they support (partisan evidentiary standards mechanism). If the media criticizes a politician we oppose, we may require actual evidence of double-standards to conclude the media is hypocritical. If the media criticizes a politician we support, imagined evidence may suffice.
Together, these results suggest that partisans may reach different conclusions about who is a hypocrite not only because they disagree on facts, but also because they disagree about counterfactuals.
Theoretical Contributions
Our findings shed light on the role of counterfactual thinking in moral judgment. Past research shows how counterfactual thinking helps people to make inferences about blame, shame, and guilt (Gaspar et al., 2015; Mandel & Dhami, 2005; Miller et al., 2005; Niedenthal et al., 1995), to regulate their emotions, and to set and pursue goals (Byrne, 2016; Roese & Epstude, 2017). By contrast, we contribute to a growing appreciation that counterfactual thinking also facilitates motivated moral reasoning (Briazu et al., 2017; Effron, 2018; Shalvi et al., 2011). Prior work shows that, to make themselves feel more virtuous, people imagine how their past behavior “could have been worse” (Effron et al., 2012, 2013); the present work shows that, to make a critic appear less virtuous, people rely on imagined evidence of how the critic “would have been hypocritical if given the chance.” In doing so, we demonstrate that motivated moral reasoning need not involve strategically applying moral principles (Bartels et al., 2015; Uhlmann et al., 2009) or selectively remembering facts (Carlson et al., 2020; Kouchaki & Gino, 2016; Reczek et al., 2018). To reach preferred conclusions about whom to condemn for hypocrisy, people can simply rely on their imaginations.
Our findings also shed light on how counterfactual thinking can provide a degree of freedom for motivated reasoning. First, people imagine counterfactuals that fit with what they want and believe. In our studies, partisans were more likely to imagine that the media would have shown a moral double-standard when the media criticized a politician they support than when the media criticized a politician they oppose (partisan imagination mechanism). Second, people place greater weight on counterfactual evidence when it helps them reach motivated conclusions. We find that partisans were more likely to treat imagined double-standards as evidence of hypocrisy when the media criticized a politician they support (partisan evidentiary standards mechanism). In doing so, our findings reveal how ingroup biases can affect judgments of third parties beyond the ingroup or outgroup (i.e., media commentators) and provide insights into the psychological mechanisms contributing to these biases. Whereas past research shows that people hold different moral standards for their political ingroup and outgroup (Abrams et al., 2013; Barden et al., 2014; Mueller & Skitka, 2018), we reveal that people hold different moral standards for critics of their political ingroup and outgroup – a tendency which counterfactual thinking exacerbates.
In this sense, partisans may reveal their own hypocrisy when judging the hypocrisy of others. Overall, partisans were more likely to interpret a criticism as hypocritical when it targeted a leader they supported (vs. opposed) – an apparent double-standard in judgments of hypocrisy. Moreover, when the criticism targeted a leader they supported (vs. opposed), partisans were more likely to imagine that the critic would have displayed double standards if given the chance, and to give this imagined double-standard more weight in their hypocrisy judgments. In other words, participants themselves displayed double-standards when imagining counterfactuals about others’ double-standards. Ironically, then, partisans may be guilty of “meta-hypocrisy:” Through the processes we have identified, people may be more likely to identify hypocrisy in those that threaten versus advance the interests of their ingroup (see also Barden et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Hlk71453708][bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: _Hlk71453785]Our findings also have implications beyond partisan cognition, to the psychological processes that bias social judgment. Classic research suggests that people seek out, attend to, encode, and remember evidence that strengthens their pre-existing beliefs about others (e.g., Bodenhausen, 1988; Darley & Gross, 1983; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Rothbart et al., 1979; Snyder & Swann, 1978; Word et al., 1974). Our findings suggest that people may also imagine counterfactual evidence that strengthens their pre-existing beliefs about others. When people are prompted to think counterfactually, they imagine counterfactuals that reinforce their social judgments. This finding raises the possibility, which future research should test, that counterfactual thinking may contribute to bias in judgments based on social identities and group membership outside the realm of politics.
Practical Implications
Our results have implications for scholars across diverse disciplines interested in partisan disagreement and media distrust. First, our studies shed light on how people use accusations of hypocrisy as a cudgel against their political critics. Accusing critics of hypocrisy can be an appealing strategy because it diverts attention from the substance of the criticism to the character of the critic. Our findings suggest that partisans can dismiss criticism of a supported politician as hypocritical based not only on factual—but also on counterfactual—evidence of media double-standards. Partisans’ tendency to perceive hypocrisy based on imagined evidence may help to explain why complaints of media hypocrisy seem to outnumber situations in which different politicians actually do receive different media treatment for exactly the same behavior. 
Second, our findings show that political leaders can stoke media distrust when they prompt their followers to imagine that the media would have criticized an opposing politician less for the same action. Through increased perceptions of hypocrisy, counterfactual thinking also indirectly led our participants to judge media critics as less credible, less entitled to criticize, and more dishonest, corrupt, and disgusting (epithets used by Donald Trump to discredit the media). On the one hand, distrust and hatred of the mainstream media may undermine the media’s ability to hold powerful people accountable for wrongdoing and may drive citizens to alternative news sources that spread misinformation (Figenschou & Ihlebæk, 2019; Fletcher & Park, 2017). Consistent with this possibility, people who distrust the mainstream news media are more likely to hold misperceptions about COVID-19 (Pennycook et al., 2021). Thus, when political leaders defend themselves from criticism by prompting their supporters to imagine the media would have shown a double standard if given the chance, they may contribute to rising levels of misinformation and media distrust (Hanitzsch et al., 2018; Newman et al., 2021) and undermine an important pillar of democracy.
On the other hand, counterfactual hypocrisy may facilitate healthy skepticism about media bias. Rarely does reality provide perfect comparisons between the actions of two politicians that would allow one to conclude that the media has double-standards (e.g., Trump and Obama may never have acted in the same way under the exact same circumstances). Our capacity to infer hypocrisy from counterfactual evidence may help us identify real patterns of unfairness in media coverage by comparing reality to an imaginary but comparable alternative. The problem that we identify in our research is that these imaginary but comparable alternatives are subject to motivated reasoning, favoring biased conclusions over healthy skepticism.
Third, our findings shed light on the psychology of partisan disagreement and animosity, which threaten modern democracies (McCoy et al., 2018; Somer & McCoy, 2018) and thus have captured the attention of political psychologists and political scientists (e.g., Bail et al., 2018; Iyengar et al., 2019; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015; Kahan et al., 2017; Leeper & Slothuus, 2014; Levendusky & Malhotra, 2016; Marks et al., 2019; McConnell et al., 2018; Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016; Taber & Lodge, 2006, 2016). Partisanship shapes how people attend to, perceive, and remember basic facts (Castelli & Carraro, 2011; Frenda et al., 2013; Hennessey et al., 2021; Kteily et al., 2016; Van Bavel & Pereira, 2018; Waldfogel et al., 2021). For example, people with different political ideologies perceive different levels of inequality in photographs and cognitive tasks (Waldfogel et al., 2021), perceive different levels of violence in political protests (Hennessey et al., 2021), and show divergent neural responses to media coverage of political issues (Leong et al., 2020). The present research reveals that even when partisans see the same facts, they interpret these facts based on different counterfactuals. When viewing the same media criticism of political leaders, partisans disagreed on how much they imagined the media would have criticized an opposing politician for the same action and they perceived different levels of media criticism based on the counterfactual events they imagined. Our findings thus suggest that encouraging partisans to agree on basic facts, although important, may be insufficient to resolve partisan disagreement.
Limitations and Future Directions
This research has several limitations that provide opportunities for future research. First, our studies focused on how counterfactual thinking affects judgments of media hypocrisy in the context of American partisans judging criticism of Donald Trump and Barack Obama. Consistent with the finding that conservatives and liberals both show politically motivated reasoning (Ditto et al., 2019; Guay & Johnston, 2021), we found no evidence that either Democrats or Republicans were more inclined than the other party to condemn critics for counterfactual hypocrisy (see Online Supplement). However, future research should examine how these effects generalize to criticisms of other politicians (e.g., Chuck Schumer, Mitch McConnell), as well as to populations in different political eras (e.g., the Biden presidency) and geographies (e.g., the U.K., Germany). Robust cross-national evidence that partisans believe the media is biased against them suggests that our findings may generalize beyond the American context (Feldman, 2014).
Second, future research should also delve deeper into why counterfactual thinking can increase perceptions of hypocrisy. One possibility is that the act of imagining a counterfactual event makes it seem more plausible (e.g., Carroll, 1978). Another possibility is that imagining counterfactual hypocrisy increases the accessibility of memories in which the media acted hypocritically. For example, imagining how much the media would have criticized Obama for taking vacation might bring to mind real instances in which Obama went on vacation and the media did not criticize him for it. In either case, leaders can stoke outrage against the media by prompting their followers to think counterfactually.
[bookmark: _Hlk93579335]Third, although our findings are consistent with motivated reasoning, motivated reasoning is notoriously difficult to differentiate from Bayesian updating (Tetlock & Levi, 1982), especially when studying partisan cognition (Druckman & McGrath, 2019; Kahan, 2016; Little, 2022; Tappin et al., 2020a, 2020b). For example, partisans may disregard evidence that conflicts with their political beliefs not only because they are motivated to do so, but also because this evidence seems less trustworthy. Future research is thus needed to clarify exactly how much motivation and/or Bayesian thinking shape partisan differences in counterfactual thinking.
Fourth, the results of our mediation analyses were consistent with our two proposed mechanisms. However, as in any measurement-of-mediation design, other unmeasured mediators could have played a role in these effects (Bullock et al., 2010). Thus, future research should examine additional mechanisms. One possibility is that partisans have more evidence in memory of the media acting hypocritically against a politician they support (versus oppose); therefore, imagining counterfactual hypocrisy brings to mind more real memories of media hypocrisy when the media criticizes a supported (versus opposed) politician.
Fifth, our research focused on how prompting people to consider certain counterfactual scenarios affected their hypocrisy judgments. The research was inspired by real-world examples of leaders prompting their followers to imagine exactly this type of scenario (e.g., Figure 1), but it does not address whether and when partisans generate these counterfactuals without prompting. Future research should examine whether, for example, partisans are more likely to spontaneously imagine examples of counterfactual hypocrisy when motivated to defend a preferred leader against criticism.
Conclusion
Partisans on both side of the aisle complain that the media is hypocritical, but they disagree about whom that hypocrisy benefits. Whereas past research shows that this disagreement stems from partisans perceiving different facts, the present research suggests that this disagreement also stems from partisans imagining different counterfactuals. In this way, the counterfactual world provides a degree of freedom that can help people reach partisan conclusions. When partisans can imagine the media would have shown a motivated double standard, they may judge the media as not just critical, but hypocritical. 

Open Practices
	The experiments in this article earned Open Materials and Preregistered badges for open science practices. Materials and preregistrations are available at https://osf.io/2ueht/. Our Research Ethics Committee withheld permission to post data online, but the corresponding author will share data upon request.

Acknowledgments
We thank Neal Roese and Kai Epstude for their helpful feedback on an earlier draft, as well as Crystal Sun and Stephanie Rodriguez for research assistance.


References
Abrams, D., Randsley de Moura, G., & Travaglino, G. A. (2013). A double standard when group members behave badly: Transgression credit to ingroup leaders. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(5), 799–815. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033600
Bail, C. A., Argyle, L. P., Brown, T. W., Bumpus, J. P., Chen, H., Hunzaker, M. B. F., Lee, J., Mann, M., Merhout, F., & Volfovsky, A. (2018). Exposure to opposing views on social media can increase political polarization. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(37), 9216–9221. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
Barden, J., Rucker, D. D., Petty, R. E., & Rios, K. (2014). Order of actions mitigates hypocrisy judgments for ingroup more than outgroup members. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 17(5), 590–601. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430213510192
Bartels, D. M., Bauman, C. W., Cushman, F. A., Pizarro, D. A., & McGraw, A. P. (2015). Moral judgment and decision making. In G. Keren & G. Wu (Eds.), The Wiley Blackwell Handbook of Judgment and Decision Making (pp. 478–515). John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118468333.ch17
Baum, M. A., & Gussin, P. (2008). In the eye of the beholder: How information shortcuts shape ndividual perceptions of bias in the media. Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 3(1), 1–31. https://doi.org/10.1561/100.00007010
Bodenhausen, G. V. (1988). Stereotypic biases in social decision making and memory: Testing process models of stereotype use. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(5), 726–737. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.55.5.726
Briazu, R. A., Walsh, C. R., Deeprose, C., & Ganis, G. (2017). Undoing the past in order to lie in the present: Counterfactual thinking and deceptive communication. Cognition, 161, 66–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.01.003
Bullock, J. G., Green, D. P., & Ha, S. E. (2010). Yes, but what’s the mechanism? (Don’t expect an easy answer). Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(4), 550–558. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018933
Byrne, R. M. J. (2016). Counterfactual thought. Annual Review of Psychology, 67(1), 135–157. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033249
Carlson, R. W., Maréchal, M. A., Oud, B., Fehr, E., & Crockett, M. J. (2020). Motivated misremembering of selfish decisions. Nature Communications, 11(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-15602-4
Carroll, J. S. (1978). The effect of imagining an event on expectations for the event: An interpretation in terms of the availability heuristic. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 14(1), 88–96. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(78)90062-8
Castelli, L., & Carraro, L. (2011). Ideology is related to basic cognitive processes involved in attitude formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(5), 1013–1016. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.03.016
Claassen, R. L., & Ensley, M. J. (2016). Motivated reasoning and yard-sign-stealing partisans: Mine is a likable rogue, yours is a degenerate criminal. Political Behavior, 38(2), 317–335. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-015-9313-9
Darley, J. M., & Gross, P. H. (1983). A hypothesis-confirming bias in labeling effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1), 20–33. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.20
Dawson, E., Gilovich, T., & Regan, D. T. (2002). Motivated reasoning and performance on the Wason Selection Task. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(10), 1379–1387. https://doi.org/10.1177/014616702236869
Ditto, P. H., Liu, B. S., Clark, C. J., Wojcik, S. P., Chen, E. E., Grady, R. H., Celniker, J. B., & Zinger, J. F. (2019). At least bias Is bipartisan: A meta-analytic comparison of partisan bias in liberals and conservatives. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 14(2), 273–291. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617746796
Ditto, P. H., & Lopez, D. F. (1992). Motivated skepticism: Use of differential decision criteria for preferred and nonpreferred conclusions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(4), 568–584. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.568
Ditto, P. H., Munro, G. D., Apanovitch, A. M., Scepansky, J. A., & Lockhart, L. K. (2003). Spontaneous skepticism: The interplay of motivation and expectation in responses to favorable and unfavorable medical diagnoses. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29(9), 1120–1132. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203254536
Ditto, P. H., Scepansky, J. A., Munro, G. D., Apanovitch, A. M., & Lockhart, L. K. (1998). Motivated sensitivity to preference-inconsistent information. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 53–69. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53
Druckman, J. N., & McGrath, M. C. (2019). The evidence for motivated reasoning in climate change preference formation. Nature Climate Change, 9(2), 111–119. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-018-0360-1
Effron, D. A. (2018). It could have been true: How counterfactual thoughts reduce condemnation of falsehoods and increase political polarization. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(5), 729–745. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217746152
Effron, D. A., Lucas, B. J., & O’Connor, K. (2015). Hypocrisy by association: When organizational membership increases condemnation for wrongdoing. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 130, 147–159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.05.001
Effron, D. A., & Miller, D. T. (2015). Do as I say, not as I’ve done: Suffering for a misdeed reduces the hypocrisy of advising others against it. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 131, 16–32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.07.004
Effron, D. A., Miller, D. T., & Monin, B. (2012). Inventing racist roads not taken: The licensing effect of immoral counterfactual behaviors. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(6), 916–932. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030008
Effron, D. A., & Monin, B. (2010). Letting people off the hook: When do good deeds excuse transgressions? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(12), 1618–1634. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210385922
Effron, D. A., Monin, B., & Miller, D. T. (2013). The unhealthy road not taken: Licensing indulgence by exaggerating counterfactual sins. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(3), 573–578. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.08.012
Effron, D. A., O’Connor, K., Leroy, H., & Lucas, B. J. (2018). From inconsistency to hypocrisy: When does “saying one thing but doing another” invite condemnation? Research in Organizational Behavior, 38, 61–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2018.10.003
Eveland, W. P., & Shah, D. V. (2003). The impact of individual and interpersonal factors on perceived news media bias. Political Psychology, 24(1), 101–117. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00318
Feldman, L. (2014). The Hostile Media Effect (K. Kenski & K. H. Jamieson, Eds.; Vol. 1). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199793471.013.011_update_001
Figenschou, T. U., & Ihlebæk, K. A. (2019). Challenging journalistic authority. Journalism Studies, 20(9), 1221–1237. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2018.1500868
Fletcher, R., & Park, S. (2017). The impact of trust in the news media on online news consumption and participation. Digital Journalism, 5(10), 1281–1299. https://doi.org/10.1080/21670811.2017.1279979
Fortin, J. (2017, July 8). Ivanka Trump briefly takes her father’s seat at the table. Outrage follows. The New York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/08/world/europe/ivanka-trump-seat-table-group-of-20-summit.html
Frenda, S. J., Knowles, E. D., Saletan, W., & Loftus, E. F. (2013). False memories of fabricated political events. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(2), 280–286. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.10.013
Gaspar, J. P., Seabright, M. A., Reynolds, S. J., & Yam, K. C. (2015). Counterfactual and factual reflection: The influence of past misdeeds on future immoral behavior. Journal of Social Psychology, 155(4), 370–380. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1015477
Gilovich, T. (2008). How We Know What Isn’t So. Simon and Schuster.
Giner-Sorolla, R., & Chaiken, S. (1994). The causes of hostile media judgments. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 30(2), 165–180. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1994.1008
Graham, J., Meindl, P., Koleva, S., Iyer, R., & Johnson, K. M. (2015). When values and behavior conflict: Moral pluralism and intrapersonal moral hypocrisy. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 9(3), 158–170. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12158
Guay, B., & Johnston, C. D. (2021). Ideological asymmetries and the determinants of politically motivated reasoning. American Journal of Political Science, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12624
Gunther, A. C., & Chia, S. C.-Y. (2001). Predicting pluralistic ignorance: The hostile media perception and its consequences. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 78(4), 688–701. https://doi.org/10.1177/107769900107800405
Hanitzsch, T., Van Dalen, A., & Steindl, N. (2018). Caught in the nexus: A comparative and longitudinal analysis of public trust in the press. The International Journal of Press/Politics, 23(1), 3–23. https://doi.org/10.1177/1940161217740695
Harold, C. M., & Holtz, B. C. (2015). The effects of passive leadership on workplace incivility. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 36(1), 16–38. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1926
Hennessey, E., Feinberg, M., & Wilson, A. E. (2021). How political partisanship can shape memories and perceptions of identical protest events. PLOS ONE, 16(11), e0259416. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0259416
Iyengar, S., Lelkes, Y., Levendusky, M., Malhotra, N., & Westwood, S. J. (2019). The origins and consequences of affective polarization in the United States. Annual Review of Political Science, 22(1), 129–146. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
Iyengar, S., & Westwood, S. J. (2015). Fear and loathing across party lines: New evidence on group polarization. American Journal of Political Science, 59(3), 690–707. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12152
Jordan, J. J., Sommers, R., Bloom, P., & Rand, D. G. (2017). Why do we hate hypocrites? Evidence for a theory of false signaling. Psychological Science, 28(3), 356–368. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616685771
Kahan, D. M. (2016). The politically motivated reasoning paradigm, part 1: What politically motivated reasoning is and how to measure it. In Emerging Trends in the Social and Behavioral Sciences (pp. 1–16). John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118900772.etrds0417
Kahan, D. M., Peters, E., Dawson, E. C., & Slovic, P. (2017). Motivated numeracy and enlightened self-government. Behavioural Public Policy, 1(1), 54–86. https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2016.2
Kahneman, D., Slovic, S. P., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. Cambridge university press.
Kim, S., & Kochanska, G. (2017). Relational antecedents and social implications of the emotion of empathy: Evidence from three studies. Emotion, 17(6), 981–992. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000297
Kouchaki, M., & Gino, F. (2016). Memories of unethical actions become obfuscated over time. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113(22), 6166–6171. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1523586113
Kteily, N. S., Sheehy-Skeffington, J., & Ho, A. K. (2016). Hierarchy in the eye of the beholder: (Anti-)egalitarianism shapes perceived levels of social inequality. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 112(1), 136–159. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000097
Lammers, J., Stapel, D. A., & Galinsky, A. D. (2010). Power increases hypocrisy: Moralizing in reasoning, immorality in behavior. Psychological Science, 21(5), 737–744. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610368810
Laurent, S. M., Clark, B. A. M., Walker, S., & Wiseman, K. D. (2014). Punishing hypocrisy: The roles of hypocrisy and moral emotions in deciding culpability and punishment of criminal and civil moral transgressors. Cognition and Emotion, 28(1), 59–83. https://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2013.801339
Leeper, T. J., & Slothuus, R. (2014). Political parties, motivated reasoning, and public opinion formation. Political Psychology, 35, 129–156. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12164
Leong, Y. C., Chen, J., Willer, R., & Zaki, J. (2020). Conservative and liberal attitudes drive polarized neural responses to political content. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(44), 27731–27739. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2008530117
Levendusky, M., & Malhotra, N. (2016). Does media coverage of partisan polarization affect political attitudes? Political Communication, 33(2), 283–301. https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2015.1038455
Little, A. T. (2022). Detecting motivated reasoning. OSF Preprints. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/b8tvk
Lord, C. G., Ross, L., & Lepper, M. R. (1979). Biased assimilation and attitude polarization: The effects of prior theories on subsequently considered evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37(11), 2098–2109. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.11.2098
Mandel, D. R., & Dhami, M. K. (2005). “What I did” versus “what I might have done”: Effect of factual versus counterfactual thinking on blame, guilt, and shame in prisoners. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 41(6), 627–635. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.08.009
Mandel, D. R., & Lehman, D. R. (1996). Counterfactual thinking and ascriptions of cause and preventability. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(3), 450–463. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.450
Marks, J., Copland, E., Loh, E., Sunstein, C. R., & Sharot, T. (2019). Epistemic spillovers: Learning others’ political views reduces the ability to assess and use their expertise in nonpolitical domains. Cognition, 188, 74–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.10.003
McConnell, C., Margalit, Y., Malhotra, N., & Levendusky, M. (2018). The economic consequences of partisanship in a polarized era. American Journal of Political Science, 62(1), 5–18. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12330
McCoy, J., Rahman, T., & Somer, M. (2018). Polarization and the global crisis of democracy: Common patterns, dynamics, and pernicious consequences for democratic polities. American Behavioral Scientist, 62(1), 16–42. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218759576
Merica, D. (2017, July 8). Ivanka Trump sits in for her father at G20. CNN. https://www.cnn.com/2017/07/08/politics/ivanka-sits-in-president-g20/index.html
Miller, D. T., Turnbull, W., & McFarland, C. (1990). Counterfactual thinking and social perception: Thinking about what might have been. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 23, pp. 305–331). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60322-6
Miller, D. T., Visser, P. S., & Staub, B. D. (2005). How surveillance begets perceptions of dishonesty: The case of the counterfactual sinner. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(2), 117–128. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.2.117
Mueller, A. B., & Skitka, L. J. (2018). Liars, damned liars, and zealots: The effect of moral mandates on transgressive advocacy acceptance. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 9(6), 711–718. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617720272
Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Schulz, A., Andi, S., Robertson, C. T., & Nielsen, R. K. (2021). Reuters institute digital news report 2021. Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism. https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/digital-news-report/2021
Niedenthal, P. M., Tangney, J. P., & Gavanski, I. (1995). “If only I weren’t” versus “If only I hadn’t”: Distinguishing shame and guilt in counterfactual thinking. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(4), 585–595. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.585
Pennycook, G., McPhetres, J., Bago, B., & Rand, D. G. (2021). Beliefs about COVID-19 in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United States: A novel test of political polarization and motivated reasoning. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211023652
Polman, E., & Ruttan, R. L. (2012). Effects of anger, guilt, and envy on moral hypocrisy. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(1), 129–139. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211422365
Reczek, R. W., Irwin, J. R., Zane, D. M., & Ehrich, K. R. (2018). That’s not how I remember it: Willfully ignorant memory for ethical product attribute information. Journal of Consumer Research, 45(1), 185–207. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx120
Roese, N. J., & Epstude, K. (2017). The functional theory of counterfactual thinking: New evidence, new challenges, new insights. In J. M. Olson (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 56, pp. 1–79). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2017.02.001
Roese, N. J., & Olson, J. M. (1993). The structure of counterfactual thought. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(3), 312–319. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293193008
Rogowski, J. C., & Sutherland, J. L. (2016). How ideology fuels affective polarization. Political Behavior, 38(2), 485–508. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-015-9323-7
Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom. The Urban Review, 3(1), 16–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02322211
Rothbart, M., Evans, M., & Fulero, S. (1979). Recall for confirming events: Memory processes and the maintenance of social stereotypes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 15(4), 343–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(79)90043-X
Rucker, D. D., Preacher, K. J., Tormala, Z. L., & Petty, R. E. (2011). Mediation analysis in social psychology: Current practices and new recommendations. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 5(6), 359–371. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2011.00355.x
Shalvi, S., Dana, J., Handgraaf, M. J. J., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2011). Justified ethicality: Observing desired counterfactuals modifies ethical perceptions and behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115(2), 181–190. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.02.001
Simons, T., Leroy, H., Collewaert, V., & Masschelein, S. (2015). How leader alignment of words and deeds affects followers: A meta-analysis of behavioral integrity research. Journal of Business Ethics, 132(4), 831–844. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2332-3
Snyder, M., & Swann, W. B. (1978). Hypothesis-testing processes in social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(11), 1202–1212. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.11.1202
Somer, M., & McCoy, J. (2018). Déjà vu? Polarization and endangered democracies in the 21st century. American Behavioral Scientist, 62(1), 3–15. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764218760371
Taber, C. S., & Lodge, M. (2006). Motivated Skepticism in the Evaluation of Political Beliefs. American Journal of Political Science, 50(3), 755–769. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
Taber, C. S., & Lodge, M. (2016). The illusion of choice in democratic politics: The unconscious impact of motivated political reasoning. Political Psychology, 37(S1), 61–85. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12321
Tappin, B. M., Pennycook, G., & Rand, D. G. (2020a). Thinking clearly about causal inferences of politically motivated reasoning: Why paradigmatic study designs often undermine causal inference. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 34, 81–87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2020.01.003
Tappin, B. M., Pennycook, G., & Rand, D. G. (2020b). Bayesian or biased? Analytic thinking and political belief updating. Cognition, 204, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104375
Tappin, B. M., van der Leer, L., & McKay, R. T. (2017). The heart trumps the head: Desirability bias in political belief revision. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 146(8), 1143–1149. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000298
Tetlock, P. E. (1998). Close-call counterfactuals and belief-system defenses: I was not almost wrong but I was almost right. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(3), 639–652. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.3.639
Tetlock, P. E., & Henik, E. (2007). Theory-versus imagination-driven thinking about historical counterfactuals. In D. R. Mandel, D. J. Hilton, & P. Catellani (Eds.), The psychology of counterfactual thinking (pp. 199–216). Routledge.
Tetlock, P. E., Kristel, O. V., Elson, S. B., Green, M. C., & Lerner, J. S. (2000). The psychology of the unthinkable: Taboo trade-offs, forbidden base rates, and heretical counterfactuals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(5), 853–870. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.78.5.853
Tetlock, P. E., & Levi, A. (1982). Attribution bias: On the inconclusiveness of the cognition-motivation debate. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 18(1), 68–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(82)90082-8
Tetlock, P. E., & Visser, P. S. (2000). Thinking about Russia: Plausible pasts and probable futures. British Journal of Social Psychology, 39(2), 173–196. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466600164417
Uhlmann, E. L., Pizarro, D. A., Tannenbaum, D., & Ditto, P. H. (2009). The motivated use of moral principles. Judgment and Decision Making, 4(6), 479–491.
Valdesolo, P., & DeSteno, D. (2007). Moral hypocrisy: Social groups and the flexibility of virtue. Psychological Science, 18(8), 689–690. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01961.x
Vallone, R. P., Ross, L., & Lepper, M. R. (1986). The hostile media phenomenon: Biased perception and perceptions of media bias in coverage of the Beirut massacre. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49(3), 577–585. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.49.3.577
Van Bavel, J. J., & Pereira, A. (2018). The partisan brain: An identity-based model of political belief. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 22(3), 213–224. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.01.004
Waldfogel, H. B., Sheehy-Skeffington, J., Hauser, O. P., Ho, A. K., & Kteily, N. S. (2021). Ideology selectively shapes attention to inequality. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(14), 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2023985118
Westfall, J. (2016). PANGEA: Power ANalysis for GEneral Anova designs. http://jakewestfall.org/publications/pangea.pdf
Word, C. O., Zanna, M. P., & Cooper, J. (1974). The nonverbal mediation of self-fulfilling prophecies in interracial interaction. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 10(2), 109–120.
Zitek, E. M., & Vincent, L. C. (2015). Deserve and diverge: Feeling entitled makes people more creative. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 56, 242–248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.006



Table 1
Participant Characteristics
	
	Study 1
	
	Study 2a
	
	Study 2b

	Sample (N)
	567
	
	302
	
	473

	
	Men
	211
	
	155
	
	239

	
	Women
	352
	
	145
	
	223

	
	Other
	2
	
	1
	
	1

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	
	M
	36
	
	39
	
	34

	
	SD
	13
	
	12
	
	12

	Political affiliation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	“More of an Obama supporter”
	404
	
	123
	
	362

	
	“More of a Trump supporter”
	163
	
	179
	
	103

	
	“Neither”
	-
	
	71
	
	133

	Excluded following a priori criteria
	51
	
	37
	
	13

	Data collection date
	Nov 2018
	
	Jul 2018
	
	Sept 2018

	Sample source
	MTurk
	
	MTurk
	
	Prolific Academic


Note. See Online Supplement for details of participant exclusions. No participants identified as “Neither” in Study 1 because in this study we recruited Democrats and Republicans and prevented people from beginning the study if they said they supported neither politician.


Table 2
[bookmark: _Hlk71378404]Regression Results Predicting Perceived Hypocrisy by Condition
	
	Target of criticism
	Counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition
	Control 
condition
	
	
	

	
	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	d
	z
	p

	Study 2a
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Supported politician
	3.02
	1.12
	2.61
	1.11
	0.37
	3.69
	< .001

	
	Opposed politician
	2.29
	1.17
	2.22
	1.08
	0.06
	0.76
	.447

	Study 2b
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Supported politician
	2.58
	1.06
	2.35
	1.02
	0.22
	2.89
	.004

	
	Opposed politician
	1.68
	0.81
	1.64
	0.89
	0.05
	0.38
	.704


Note. Hypocrisy was measured on a 1 to 5 scale. Values are simple slopes of the effect of condition when the target of criticism was a supported or opposed politician in mixed models with fixed effects for condition (1 = counterfactual-motivated-double-standard, 0 = control), target of criticism (1 = supported politician, 0 = opposed politician), and the interaction between condition and target of the criticism, plus fixed effects for items and random intercepts for participants.

[bookmark: _Hlk71378425]

Table 3
Regression Results Predicting Perceived Hypocrisy by Condition and Target of Criticism in Studies 2a and 2b
	
	
	Main-Effects Model
	Interaction Model

	Study 2a
	
	

	
	Condition
	0.24*
(0.11)
	0.07
(0.11)

	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism 
	0.53***
(0.04)
	0.36***
(0.05)

	
	
	
	

	
	Interaction
	
	0.34***
(0.07)

	
	
	
	

	
	Constant
	2.32***
(0.10)
	2.41***
(0.10)

	Study 2b
	
	

	
	Condition
	0.13†
(0.07)
	0.03
(0.08)

	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism 
	0.71***
(0.03)
	0.61***
(0.04)

	
	
	
	

	
	Interaction
	
	0.20***
(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	
	Constant
	1.59***
(0.07)
	1.64***
(0.07)


Note. Condition coded 1 = counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition, 0 = control condition. Target of criticism coded 1 = supported politician, 0 = opposed politician. Standard errors in parentheses. The models also include participant random effects and item fixed effects.
[bookmark: _Hlk71813635]† p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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COUNTERFACTUALS INCREASE PERCEIVED HYPOCRISY
[bookmark: _Hlk71378474]
Table 4
Regression Coefficients and Model Summary for Target of the Criticism Mediation in Study 2a,2b
	
	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Imagined double-standard
	Hypocrisy

	
	
	b
	z
	p
	95% CI
	b
	z
	p
	95% CI

	Study 2a
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism
	2.34
	29.71
	< .001
	[2.18, 2.49]
	0.35
	5.40
	< .001
	[0.22, 0.47]

	
	Imagined double-standard
	
	
	
	
	0.15
	9.32
	< .001
	[0.12, 0.18]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	b
	
	
	95% CI

	
	Indirect effect
	
	
	
	
	0.32
	
	
	[0.25, 0.40]

	
	Direct effect
	
	
	
	
	0.40
	
	
	[0.28, 0.53]

	
	Total effect
	
	
	
	
	0.73
	
	
	[0.62, 0.83]

	Study 2b
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism
	2.15
	28.74
	< .001
	[2.00, 2.30]
	0.56
	10.01
	< .001
	[0.45, 0.66]

	
	Imagined double-standard
	
	
	
	
	0.13
	9.84
	< .001
	[0.11, 0.16]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	b
	
	
	95% CI

	
	Indirect effect
	
	
	
	
	0.32
	
	
	[0.26, 0.38]

	
	Direct effect
	
	
	
	
	0.58
	
	
	[0.49, 0.68]

	
	Total effect
	
	
	
	
	0.90
	
	
	[0.82, 0.99]


Note. Model coefficients for the indirect effect of target of the criticism on perceptions of media hypocrisy, mediated by imagined double-standard. Target of the criticism was coded .5 = supported politician, -.5 = opposed politician. Imagined double-standard measure captures how much participants imagined the media would have criticized the politician from the opposing party for the same behavior, from -3 = Much more than [target politician] to 3 = Much less than [target politicians]. Hypocrisy measured from 1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely. 

Table 5
Regression Results Predicting Perceived Hypocrisy by Imagined Double-Standard and Target of Criticism in Studies 2a and 2b
	
	
	Main-Effects Model
	Interaction Model

	Study 2a
	
	

	
	Imagined double-standard
	0.15***
(0.02)
	0.15
(0.02)

	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism 
	0.35***
(0.06)
	0.39***
(0.06)

	
	
	
	

	
	Interaction
	
	0.21***
(0.04)

	
	
	
	

	
	Constant
	2.90***
(0.12)
	2.76***
(0.12)

	Study 2b
	
	

	
	Imagined double-standard
	0.13***
(0.01)
	0.13
(0.01)

	
	
	
	

	
	Target of criticism 
	0.56***
(0.06)
	0.50***
(0.05)

	
	
	
	

	
	Interaction
	
	0.26***
(0.03)

	
	
	
	

	
	Constant
	2.00***
(0.08)
	1.87***
(0.08)


[bookmark: _Hlk71812905]Note. Target of criticism was coded .5 = supported politician, -.5 = opposed politician. Standard errors in parentheses. The models also include participant random effects and item fixed effects. Analyses limited to participants in the counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition because only these participants rated relevant counterfactuals.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.





[bookmark: _Hlk71814850]Table 6
Indirect Effects of Condition on Downstream Consequences through Perceived Hypocrisy
	
	
	Psychological Standing
	Deservingness of Criticism
	Credibility of the Criticism
	Endorsing Derogatory Epithets

	
	
	b
	95% CI
	b
	95% CI
	b
	95% CI
	b
	95% CI

	Study 1
	

	
	Supported politician
	[bookmark: _Hlk88041321]-.08
	[bookmark: _Hlk88041328][-.14, -.02] 
	-.08
	[bookmark: _Hlk88041349][-.13, -.02]
	
	
	
	

	Study 2a
	

	
	Supported politician
	-.06
	[-.09, -.02]
	-.05
	[-.08, -.02]
	
	
	
	

	
	Opposed politician
	-.01
	[-.05, .02]
	-.01
	[-.05, 0.02]
	
	
	
	

	
	Moderated mediation
	.04
	[.02, .07]
	.04
	[.01, .06]
	
	
	
	

	Study 2b
	

	
	Supported politician
	-.06
	[-.10, -.02]
	-.07
	[-.11, -.02]
	-.08
	[-.13, -.02]
	.14
	[.04, .23]

	
	Opposed politician
	-.01
	[-.06, .04]
	-.01
	[-.07, .05]
	-.01
	[-.06, .04]
	.02
	[-.06, .10]

	
	Moderated mediation
	.05
	[.02, .09]
	.06
	[.02, .09]
	.07
	[.03, .11]
	-.12
	[-.18, -.06]


[bookmark: _Hlk71814091]Note. We conducted these analyses using the gsem package in Stata, controlling for item fixed effects and random intercepts for participants, specifying perceived hypocrisy as the mediator, and modelling moderation by target of the criticism on both the a and b-path in Studies 2a and 2b. Cells are empty for conditions or variables we did not include in that study. These indirect effects were not pre-registered in Study 1. Coefficients that are statistically significant at p < .05 are in bold. 




Figure 1
Dismissing Criticism by Condemning the Media for Counterfactual Hypocrisy
[image: ../CFH%20examples/Trump_Chelseaforpres2.jpg]
Note. When the media criticized Donald Trump for having his daughter sit in for him at the G20 summit, Trump condemned the media for counterfactual hypocrisy, inviting his followers to imagine that the media would have excused Hillary Clinton if she had been elected president, attended the G20 summit, and invited her daughter to sit in for her.




Figure 2
Conceptual Model: Counterfactual Thinking Exacerbates Partisan Disagreement About Media Hypocrisy
[image: ../../Graphs%20&%20Figures/Fig_Conceptual_Model.pdf]
Note. “Target of criticism” captures whether the target of the media’s criticism is a politician people support or oppose. The indirect effect of target of criticism on media hypocrisy through imagined double-standard illustrates the partisan imagination mechanism. The moderation by target of criticism on the b-path illustrates the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism.



Figure 3
Indirect Effect of Counterfactual Condition on Perceived Media Psychological Standing and Politician’s Deservingness of Criticism in Study 1 
[image: ../../Graphs%20&%20Figures/Fig2a_Study1_psycstanding.pdf][image: ../../Graphs%20&%20Figures/Fig2b_Study1_deserving.pdf]
Note. Counterfactual condition coded as 1 = counterfactual, 0 = control. Coefficients are unstandardized.
*** p < .001, ** p < .01



Figure 4
Mean Hypocrisy Ratings ± SE by Condition and Target of Criticism – Top Panel: Study 2a, Bottom Panel: Study 2b
***

Note. The graph plots estimated marginal means and their standard errors from the mixed regression model described in the main text. 
** p < .01, *** p < .001

Figure 5
Counterfactual Thinking Exacerbates Partisan Disagreement About Media Hypocrisy
[image: ../../Graphs%20&%20Figures/Fig5_model_w.coeffs.pdf]
Note. “S2a” and “S2b” subscripts indicate results from Study 2a and 2b, respectively. “Target of criticism” captures whether the target of the media’s criticism is a politician people support or oppose (contrast coded as .5 = supported politician, -.5 = opposed politician). Imagined double-standard measure captures how much participants imagined the media would have criticized the politician from the opposing party for the same behavior, from -3 = Much more than [target politician] to 3 = Much less than [target politicians]. Hypocrisy measured from 1 = Not at all to 5 = Extremely. Standard errors in parentheses. The models also include participant random effects and item fixed effects. The indirect effect of target of criticism on media hypocrisy through imagined double-standard illustrates the partisan imagination mechanism. The moderation by target of criticism on the b-path illustrates the partisan evidentiary standards mechanism.



Figure 6
Perceived Hypocrisy by Imagined Double-Standard – Top Panel: Study 2a, Bottom Panel: Study 2b


Note. The graph plots estimated marginal means and their standard errors from the mixed regression model described in the main text. Greater imagined double-standard reflects imagining the media would have criticized an opposing politician less for the same behavior. Analyses limited to participants in the counterfactual-motivated-double-standard condition because only these participants rated relevant counterfactuals.
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