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Supplementary Material

Study 1: Indicators of Perceived Cosmopolitanism 

Supplementary Table 1 depicts the data from Sevincer et al. (2017) used for Study 1. 
Supplementary Table 1

Study 1:  Cosmopolitanism Ratings from Sevincer et al. (2017)
	Rank
	U.S. Cities
	Rated

Cosmopolitanism

	1
	New York
	6.33

	2
	San Francisco
	6.08

	3
	Los Angeles
	5.94

	4
	San Diego
	5.46

	5
	Las Vegas
	5.39

	6
	Chicago
	5.36

	7
	Washington
	5.32

	8
	Seattle
	5.23

	9
	Boston
	5.12

	10
	San Jose
	4.88

	11
	Portland
	4.75

	12
	Atlanta
	4.74

	13
	Austin
	4.74

	14
	Dallas
	4.70

	15
	Philadelphia
	4.68

	16
	Denver
	4.58

	17
	Houston
	4.56

	18
	Baltimore
	4.48

	19
	Phoenix
	4.38

	20
	Nashville
	4.36

	21
	San Antonio
	4.32

	22
	Charlotte
	4.08

	23
	Memphis
	4.06

	24
	Fort Worth
	3.97

	25
	Jacksonville
	3.94

	26
	El Paso
	3.87

	27
	Indianapolis
	3.83

	28
	Columbus
	3.77

	29
	Milwaukee
	3.64

	30
	Detroit
	3.53


Study 1: Correlation Between Risk-Taking in Career/Finance and Cosmopolitanism

Supplementary Figure 1

Study 1: Scatterplots for the correlation between the three indicators of risk-taking in career/finance – start-ups (upper graph), entrepreneurs (middle graph), credit card debts (lower graph) – and perceived and objective cosmopolitanism.
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Studies 2a, 2b, 3, and 4: Sample Demographics
In Study 2a, participants were from urban and rural areas from across the U.S. Seventy-one percent of the participants were Caucasian, 11% were African American, 7% were Asian American, and 10% identified with other ethnic groups, or did not provide information about their ethnicity. The distribution of Caucasian participants versus participants from other ethnic groups is representative of the U.S. population (United States Census Bureau, 2017). Twenty-one percent either had some high school education or had completed high school, 61% either had some college education or had completed a college education, and 18% either had some postgraduate education or had completed a postgraduate education.
In Study 2b, participants were from urban and rural areas from across the U.S. Seventy-seven percent of the participants were Caucasian, 9% were African American, 7% were Asian American, and 8% identified with other ethnic groups, or did not provide information about their ethnicity.
In Study 3, participants were from urban and rural areas from across the U.S. Eighty-two percent of the participants were Caucasian, 7% were African American, 5% were Asian American, and 6% identified with other ethnic groups, or did not provide information about their ethnicity. Thirty-four percent either had some high school education or had completed high school, 45% either had some college education or had completed a college education, and 12% either had some postgraduate education or had completed a postgraduate education.
In Study 4, participants were from urban and rural areas from across the U.S. Sixty-nine percent of the participants were Caucasian, 8% were African American, 10% were Asian American, and 13% identified with other ethnic groups or did not provide information about their ethnicity. Twenty-five percent either had some high school education or had completed high school, 56% either had some college education or had completed a college education, and 19% either had some postgraduate education or had completed a postgraduate education. Two percent did not provide information about their education.
Studies 1, 2a, 3, and 4: Controlling for Population Density

Because cities vary in their population density, and density is linked to variations in life-history strategy, which shares conceptual overlap with risk-taking (Sng et al., 2017), we controlled for the density of the examined cities. We used the population density for each city from the U.S. Census 2010, the latest Census data available (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 

In Study 1, we examined whether the pattern that risk-taking, particularly in the domain of career/finance is more prevalent in more rather than less cosmopolitan cities, remains robust when controlling for the density of the examined cities. Indeed, the pattern that all three indicators of risk-taking in career/finance correlated positively with the perceived cosmopolitanism of the cities (start-ups, entrepreneurs, and debts marginally) remained the same when we controlled for density using separate partial correlations, rs between .52 and .86, ps < .033. Moreover, when we controlled for density start-ups and entrepreneurs correlated positively with objective cosmopolitanism, r = .57, and r = .89, ps < .034, and debts tended to correlate positively with objective cosmopolitanism, r = .47, p = .058. 
For risk-taking in the domain of safety/health a mixed pattern emerged. Of the two indicators of risk-taking that correlated positively with perceived cosmopolitanism and with objective cosmopolitanism - insurance claims and car accidents – insurance claims continued to correlate positively (marginally) with perceived and with objective cosmopolitanism, rs > .48, ps <.057, and car accidents seized to correlate positively with perceived and with objective cosmopolitanism, rs < .32, ps > .22. Teenage pregnancies continued to correlate negatively with perceived and with objective cosmopolitanism, rs > .63, ps < .007. HIV rate continued to not correlate with perceived and with objective cosmopolitanism, rs > .10, ps > .26. Drug use continued to not correlate with perceived cosmopolitanism, r = .19, p = .64, and correlated positively with objective cosmopolitanism, r = .70, p = .36.

In Studies 2a and 3, to control for the density of participants’ current city, we performed hierarchical regression analyses with the density of participants’ current city entered as predictor in the first step, and the risk-taking measure (self-reported trait risk-taking in Study 2a, and observed risk-taking in Study 3) entered in the second step. The dependent variable was preference for cosmopolitan cities as measured by the CCS (Sevincer et al., 2017). As can be seen in Supplementary Table 2, in Study 2a, there was a non-significant relationship between trait-risk-taking and greater preference for cosmopolitan cities (p = .13).  In Study 3, the relationship between higher trait-risk taking and greater preference for cosmopolitan cities remained significant.   
Supplementary Table 2
Studies 2a and 3: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trait Risk-Taking and the Control Variables (SES and Density of Participants’ Current City) Predicting Preference for Cosmopolitan Cities (Measured by the Cosmopolitan City Scale; CSS)

	Predictor variables
	ΔR2
	B
	SE B
	
	t
	 p
	95% CI 

	
	Study 2: Trait risk-taking

	Step 1
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Density of current city
	
	.00
	.00
	-.09
	1.81
	.07
	[-0.00, 0.00]

	Step 2
	0.01*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Density of current city
	
	.00
	.00
	-.09
	1.78
	.08
	[-0.01, 0.01]

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	.08
	.05
	.08
	1.50
	.13
	[-0.02, 0.17]

	
	Study 3: Observed risk-taking

	Step 1
	.014
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Density of current city
	
	.00
	.00
	.12
	1.96
	.051
	[0.00, 0.00]

	Step 2
	.017*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Density of current city
	
	.00
	.00
	.12
	1.91
	.058
	[0.00, 0.00]

	   Observed risk-taking
	
	.02
	.01
	.13
	2.16
	.032
	[0.00, 0.04]


Note. *p < .05
In Study 4, we examined whether the observed effect that participants in the prevention condition showed a weaker preference for cosmopolitan cities than those in the promotion condition and those in the control condition remained significant when controlling for the density of participants’ current city. Specifically, we estimated a GLM with the coded cosmopolitanism of participants’ preferred cities as the dependent variable. We entered the dummy-coded condition variable (prevention vs. promotion) as random factor and SES and the cosmopolitanism of participants’ current city as covariates. We entered the dummy-coded condition variable (prevention vs. promotion) as random factor and density as covariate. Higher density predicted a greater cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 206) = 20.36, p < .0001. Prevention (vs. promotion) predicted a lower cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 297) = 4.22, p = .042, 95% CI [0.01, 0.50].
We conducted analogous analyses for the observed difference in preference for cosmopolitan cities between the prevention condition and the control condition.  Higher density predicted a greater cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 210) = 12.96, p < .001. Prevention focus (vs. control) predicted a lower cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 210) = 9.49, p = .001, 95% CI [0.14, 0.61].
In summary, many risk-taking behaviors might be indicators of faster life history strategy, which is more prevalent in areas with lower population density (Sng et al., 2017).Our finding that risk-taking is related to a greater preference for cosmopolitan cities was robust when controlling for the density of participants’ current place of residence. 
Studies 2a, 2b, 3, and 4: Controlling for Gender, Age, and City Size
In Studies 2a, 2b, and 3, to investigate whether risk-taking predicts preference for cosmopolitan cities when controlling for gender, age, and the average size of participants’ three preferred cities, we conducted hierarchical linear regression analyses. Specifically, in Step 1, we entered trait risk-taking. In Step 2, we added the person variables (SES, gender, and age), and in Step 3, we added the city variables (cosmopolitanism of participants’ current city and the average size of their three preferred cities). The pattern of results remained the same. In Study 2a, trait risk-taking marginally predicted, and in Studies 2b and 3 observed risk-taking behavior predicted preference for cosmopolitan cities over and above the control variables. Supplementary Tables 3, 4, and 5 provide summaries of the regression analyses.
In Study 4, to examine whether the observed difference in preference for cosmopolitan cities between the promotion and the prevention condition remained robust we estimated a GLM with cosmopolitan preference as the dependent variable. We entered the dummy-coded condition variable (prevention vs. promotion) as random factor and person variables (SES, gender, and age) as covariates. Prevention (vs. promotion) condition continued to predict lower cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 318) = 8.57, p = .004, 95% CI [0.09, 0.48]. When we added the city variables (cosmopolitanism of current city and average size of the preferred cities), prevention (vs. promotion) condition continued to marginally predict lower cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 292) = 2.74, p < .10, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.32].
We conducted analogous analyses for the observed difference in preference for cosmopolitan cities between the prevention and the control condition.  Prevention (vs. control) condition continued to predict lower cosmopolitan preference over and above the three person variables, SES, gender, and age, F(1, 322) = 8.99, p = .003, 95% CI [0.10, 0.48]. When we added the city variables (cosmopolitanism of current city and average size of the preferred cities), prevention (vs. control) condition ceased to predict cosmopolitan preference, F(1, 291) = 0.65, p = .23.
Supplementary Table 3

Study 2a: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trait Risk-Taking as well as the Person Variables (SES, Gender, Age) and the City Variables (Cosmopolitanism of Participants’ Current City and Average Size of Their Preferred Cities) Predicting Preference for Cosmopolitan Cities (Measured by the Cosmopolitan City Scale)

	Predictor variables
	ΔR2
	B
	SE B
	
	t
	 p
	95% CI 

	Step 1
	.010*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	 .11
	.05 
	.10
	2.35
	.02
	[0.02, 0.19]

	Step 2
	.008
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Trait risk-taking
	 
	 .09
	  .05
	.09 
	2.06 
	.04 
	[0.00, 0.18]  

	   SES
	 
	 .10
	 .07
	 .06
	 1.46
	 .15
	 [-0.03, 0.23]

	   Female gender
	
	-.11
	.10
	-.05
	-1.09
	.18
	[-0.31, 0.09]

	   Age
	
	-.01
	.00
	-.03
	-.68
	.50
	[-0.01, 0.01]

	Step 3
	.113*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	 .08
	 .04
	.08 
	1.95 
	.052 
	 [-0.00, 0.17]

	   SES 
	
	 .04
	 .06
	 .03
	 0.64
	 .52
	 [-0.08, 0.17]

	   Female gender
	
	 -.07
	 .10
	 -.03
	 -.78
	 .44
	 [-0.26, 0.11]

	   Age
	
	 .00
	 .00
	 .03
	 .63
	 .53
	 [-0.01, 0.01]

	   Cosmopolitanism of current city
	
	.23
	.03
	.32
	7.85
	.00
	[0.17, 0.29]

	   Average size of preferred cities
	
	 .00
	 .00
	 .11
	 2.74
	 .01
	 [0.00, 0.00]


Note. *p < .05
Supplementary Table 4
Study 2b: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Trait Risk-Taking, Independence, and Openness to Experience as well as the Person Variables (SES, Gender, and Age) and the City Variables (Cosmopolitanism of Current City and Size of Preferred Cities) Predicting Preference for Cosmopolitan Cities (Measured by the Cosmopolitan City Scale)

	Predictor variables
	ΔR2
	B
	SE B
	
	t
	 p
	95% CI 

	Step 1
	.022*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Trait risk taking 
	
	.14
	.05
	.15
	2.76
	.006
	[0.04, 0.23]

	Step 2
	.025*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	.10
	.05
	.11
	2.01
	.045
	[0.01, 0.20]

	   Independence
	
	.14
	.06
	.14
	2.46
	.014
	[0.03, 0.26]

	   Openness to experience
	
	 .06
	.05 
	.06 
	1.15 
	.25 
	[-0.05, 0.17] 

	Step 3
	.001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	  .11
	.05
	.12
	2.10
	.04
	[0.01, 0.21]

	   Independence
	
	.14
	.06
	.14
	2.34
	.02
	[0.02, 0.26]

	   Openness to experience
	
	.06
	.06
	.06
	1.05
	.29
	[-0.05, 0.17]

	   SES
	 
	-.01
	.03
	-.02
	0.36
	.72
	[-0.07, 0.50]

	   Female gender 
	
	.02
	.11
	.01
	0.14
	.89
	[-0.20, 0.24]

	   Age 
	
	.00
	.00
	.03
	0.53
	.60
	[-0.01, 0.01]

	Step 4
	0.19*
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	.11
	.05 
	.12 
	2.06 
	 .04
	[0.01, 0.21] 

	   Independence
	
	.15
	.06
	 .14
	 2.50
	 .01
	 [0.03, 0.27]

	   Openness to experience
	
	.05
	.06
	.05
	0.97
	.33
	[-0.06, 0.16]

	   SES
	
	-.02
	.03
	-.03
	0.55
	.58
	[0.08, 0.04]

	   Female gender
	
	.04
	.11
	.02
	0.36
	.72
	[0.18, 0.26]

	   Age
	
	.00
	.00
	.05
	0.94
	.35
	[-0.01, 0.01]

	   Cosmopolitanism of current city
	
	.03
	.05
	.04
	0.66
	.51
	[-0.06, 0.12]

	   Average size of preferred cities
	 
	 .00
	.00
	 .14
	 2.48
	 .01
	 [0.00, 0.00]


Note. *p < .05
Supplementary Table 5
Study 3: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Observed Risk-Taking as well as the Person Variables (SES, Gender, Age) and the City Variables (Cosmopolitanism of Participants’ Current City and Average Size of Their Preferred Cities) Predicting Preference for Cosmopolitan Cities (Measured by the Cosmopolitan City Scale)

	Predictor variables
	ΔR2
	B
	SE B
	
	t
	 p
	95% CI 

	Step 1
	.032*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	 .03
	.01 
	.18
	3.55
	.0004
	[0.12, 0.04]

	Step 2
	.015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	 .03
	  .01
	.16 
	3.19 
	.002 
	[0.01, 0.04]  

	   SES
	
	 .13
	 .08
	 .08
	 1.54
	 .12
	 [-0.04, 0.29]

	   Female gender
	
	-.12
	.13
	-.05
	-.98
	.33
	[-0.37, 0.12]

	   Age
	
	-.01
	.01
	-.07
	1.32
	.19
	[-0.02, 0.01]

	Step 3
	.146*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Trait risk-taking
	
	 .03
	 .01
	.17 
	3.62 
	.0003 
	 [-0.01, 0.04]

	   SES 
	
	 .10
	 .08
	 .06
	 1.34
	 .18
	 [-0.05, 0.25]

	   Female gender
	
	 -.08
	 .12
	 -.03
	 -.68
	 .50
	 [-0.31, 0.15]

	   Age
	
	 -.01
	 .01
	 -.06
	 -1.24
	 .22
	 [-0.02, 0.00]

	   Cosmopolitanism of current city
	
	.11
	.06
	.09
	1.89
	.06
	[0.00, 0.23]

	   Average size of preferred cities
	
	 .00
	 .00
	 .36
	 7.63
	 .00
	 [0.00, 0.00]


Note. * p = .05
References for Supplementary Material

Sevincer, A. T., Varnum, M. E. W., & Kitayama, S. (2017). The culture of cities: 


Measuring perceived cosmopolitanism. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 


48, 1052–1072. doi:10.1177/0022022117717030

Sng, O., Neuberg, S. L., Varnum, M. E., & Kenrick, D. T. (2017). The crowded life is 

a slow life: Population density and life history strategy. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 112, 736–754. doi:10.1037/pspi0000086

U.S. Census Bureau (2010). Quick facts United States. Retrieved from: 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219
            Perceived Cosmopolitanism





              Objective Cosmopolitanism





Number of Start-Ups per 1000 Firms





Percentage of Inhabitants who became Entrepreneurs in a Given Month





Number of Inhabitants who Became Entrepreneurs in a Given Month





Average Credit Card Debt per Inhabitant








