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Supplemental Information 1: Wording of Items used in the Study

Age. In what year were you born? [TEXT ENTRY]
Gender. Are you male or female? (Male; Female)
Race. What racial or ethnic group best describes you? (White; Black; Hispanic; Asian; Native American; Mixed; Other; Middle Eastern)
Education. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (No HS; High school graduate; Some college; 2-year; 4-year; Post-grad)
Party Identification. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a ...? (Strong Democrat; Not Very Strong Democrat; Lean Democrat; Independent; Lean Republican; Not Very Strong Republican; Strong Republican; Not Sure; Don’t Know)
Family Income.  Thinking back over the past year, what was your family’s annual income?  (Less than $10,000, $10,000-$19,999, $20,000-$29,999, $30,000-$39,999, $40,000-$49,999, $50,000-$59,999, $60,000-$69,999, $70,000-$79,999, $80,000-$99,999, $100,000-$119,999, $120,000-$149,999, $150,000-$199,999, $200,000-$249,999, $250,000-$349,999, $350,000-$499,999, $500,000 or more, Prefer not to say)
Ideology. Thinking about politics these days, how would you describe your own political viewpoint? (Very liberal; Liberal; Moderate; Conservative; Very conservative; Not sure)
FIRE Index. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement. 1) White people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin. 2) Racial problems in the U.S. are rare, isolated situations. 3) I am angry that racism exists. (Strongly agree, Somewhat Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Strongly Disagree) 
Fox News Viewership.  Which of the following television sources do you watch regularly? Please check any that you watch at least once a month. (ABC programs like Good Morning America, The View, and World News Tonight, CBS programs like CBS Mornings, The Talk, Evening News, and the Late Show , NBC programs like Today, Dateline, and NBC Nightly News , CNN programs like Inside Politics, Erin Burnett OutFront, and Anderson Cooper 360, Fox News Channel programs like Fox & Friends, Special Report, and Hannity, MSNBC programs like Morning Joe, All in with Chris Hayes, and The Rachel Maddow Show, PBS programs like Frontline, PBS NewsHour, and Washington Week, Local television news in the morning, afternoon, or evening on any network,, Newsmax, One America News, or The First programs like The Record with Greta Van Susteren, Real America with Dan Ball, and Bill O’Reilly No Spin News, None of the above)

Fox News Viewership (Programs). Which of the following Fox News Channel television programs do you watch regularly? Please check any that you watch at least once a month. (Fox & Friends, America’s Newsroom, Outnumbered, The Five, Special Report with Bret Baier, Jesse Watters Primetime, Fox News at Night, Hannity, The Ingraham Angle, A program not listed above (please specify), I do not watch any Fox News Channel programs regularly)
Great Replacement Index.  Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.  (1) Immigrants invade and colonize the United States. (2) Native-born Americans are losing their economic, political, and cultural influence in this country because of the growing population of immigrants. (3) There are people who secretly work to make sure immigrants will eventually replace real Americans. (Strongly agree, Somewhat Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Strongly Disagree) 


SI 2: Political and Social Significance of the Great Replacement Theory
To help motivate our examination of the correlates of the Great Replacement Theory, we provide cross-sectional evidence of the predictive effect of the GRT on important political and social attitudes.
First, we show that support for the GRT is correlated with greater warmth toward President Donald Trump (as measured by a feeling thermometer, calculated on a 0-100 scale and recoded to vary from 0-1) on both Wave 3 and Wave 4 of the AMPS, controlling for a wide array of factors. In both models, our measure of the GRT is positively and statistically significantly (p<.001) associated with greater warmth toward Trump. The effect is substantively large: moving from the lowest to the highest level of support for the GRT is associated with a 0.25-0.36 increase in warmth toward Trump. 


OLS Regression Models of Warmth Toward Donald Trump, Waves 3-4 of the AMPS
	
	Warmth Toward Trump (Wave 3)
	Warmth Toward Trump (Wave 4)

	(Intercept)
	-0.04
	-0.14 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.03)

	GRT_Beliefs
	0.36 ***
	0.25 ***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.04)

	Male
	-0.02
	-0.01

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age
	-0.11 *
	0.13 **

	
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	Education
	-0.04
	-0.06 *

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Income
	0.08 *
	-0.00

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Ideology
	0.11 **
	0.17 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Party_ID
	0.54 ***
	0.54 ***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.13 **
	0.17 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	R^2
	0.70
	0.71

	Adj. R^2
	0.69
	0.71

	Num. obs.
	838
	882



Note:  These are weighted unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001

Much more troublingly, we also demonstrate that stronger support for the GRT is correlated with greater support for political violence. To show this, we use three items about support for political violence measured on the AMPS: 
· Causing physical harm to opponents (by shoving, punching, kicking, or shooting) can be justified if that means achieving the social and political changes we want for our society.
· Our society needs social and political change by any means necessary, even if that means some people will be seriously injured or killed.
· I am personally willing to cause physical harm to opponents (by shoving, punching, kicking, or shooting) if that means achieving the social and political changes we want for our society.
Each of these items was measured on a five-point scale, ranging from “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree,” and each item was coded so that higher values indicated greater agreement with the statement. We then estimated OLS regression models of each of these items separately. As the table below shows, greater support for the GRT is positively and statistically significantly (p<.001) correlated with increased support for political violence in four of the six models, controlling for the other variables in the models. 



OLS Regression Models of Support for Political Violence, Waves 3-4 of the AMPS
	
	Physical Harm Justified (Wave 3)
	Social Change by Any Means Necessary (Wave 3)
	Personally Willing to Cause Physical Harm (Wave 3)
	Physical Harm Justified (Wave 4)
	Social Change by Any Means Necessary (Wave 4)
	Personally Willing to Cause Physical Harm (Wave 4)

	(Intercept)
	0.32 ***
	0.37 ***
	0.31 ***
	0.40 ***
	0.46 ***
	0.29 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)

	GRT_Beliefs
	0.21 ***
	0.26 ***
	0.16 ***
	0.03
	0.15 ***
	0.02

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)

	Male
	0.06 **
	0.08 ***
	0.08 ***
	0.02
	0.01
	0.03 *

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.01)

	Age
	-0.43 ***
	-0.48 ***
	-0.42 ***
	-0.40 ***
	-0.45 ***
	-0.30 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	Education
	-0.04
	-0.03
	-0.04
	-0.05
	-0.09 **
	-0.05 *

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Income
	0.05
	-0.04
	-0.01
	-0.06
	0.01
	-0.01

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)

	Ideology
	-0.22 ***
	-0.18 ***
	-0.20 ***
	-0.07
	-0.20 ***
	-0.09 *

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	Party_ID
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.02
	0.05
	0.04

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.13 *
	0.09
	0.15 **
	-0.06
	-0.04
	-0.04

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	R^2
	0.18
	0.20
	0.19
	0.11
	0.13
	0.09

	Adj. R^2
	0.17
	0.19
	0.18
	0.10
	0.12
	0.08

	Num. obs.
	815
	818
	827
	859
	863
	857


Note:  These are weighted unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001

SI 3: Robustness Checks - Cross-sectional Models
We assessed the robustness of the cross-sectional models in various ways. We examined how alternative specifications of the model influenced the sign stability, statistical significance, and coefficient estimates for our measures of Fox News exposure. Then, we examined how our inferences were affected by estimating our models without survey weights. Finally, we estimated models for each of the items comprising our GRT scale separately. 
Model Specification Checks
First, using the mrobust routine (Young and Holsteen, 2017), we examined the effect of including and excluding each of the control variables on the sign stability, statistical significance, and coefficient estimates for our measures of Fox News exposure. Using mrobust, we can automatically estimate models with every possible combination of the control covariates and assess how this affects the robustness of our estimates of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT among Whites.
We applied this method to each of the four models presented in Table 2 (the main cross-sectional models). We found consistent evidence that the sign stability, statistical significance, and coefficient estimates for our measures of Fox News exposure were robust to alternative specifications. 
Model 1: Wave 3 of the AMPS, Dichotomous Measure of Exposure to Fox News
In the 128 possible models including combinations of the covariates, Fox News was positive and statistically significant in 100% of models. Our preferred estimate fell in the 22nd percentile of the modeling distribution, indicating that it was not unduly influenced by the model specification. 
Model 2: Wave 3 of the AMPS, Continuous Measure of Exposure to Fox News
Our continuous measure of Fox News viewership was positive and statistically significant in all 128 possible models including combinations of the covariates. Our preferred estimate was in the 30th percentile of the modeling distribution, suggesting it was not upwardly biased by the choice of model specification. 
Model 3: Wave 4 of the AMPS, Dichotomous Measure of Exposure to Fox News
The dichotomous measure of Fox News was positive and statistically significant in 100% of the 128 possible models including combinations of the covariates. Because our preferred estimate was in the 11th percentile of the modeling distribution, we conclude it was not upwardly biased by the choice of model specification. 
Model 4: Wave 4 of the AMPS, Continuous Measure of Exposure to Fox News
In all 128 possible models including combinations of the control variables, our continuous measure of exposure to Fox News was statistically significant and correctly signed. Our preferred estimate was in the 9th percentile of the modeling distribution. This indicates that our preferred estimate was not biased upward due to our choice of model specification. 
Models without Survey Weights
We re-estimated our cross-sectional models of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT without survey weights. These estimates appear below. 
OLS Regression Models of Support for the GRT, Waves 3 and 4 of the AMPS (Unweighted Estimates)
	
	Model 1
(Wave 3)
	Model 2
(Wave 3)
	Model 3
(Wave 4)
	Model 4
(Wave 4)

	(Intercept)
	0.19 ***
	0.20 ***
	0.10 **
	0.10 **

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Fox_News
	0.11 ***
	
	0.08 ***
	

	
	(0.02)
	
	(0.02)
	

	Male
	-0.00
	-0.00
	-0.00
	-0.00

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	Age
	0.01
	-0.01
	0.12 **
	0.11 *

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Education
	-0.09 **
	-0.09 **
	-0.11 ***
	-0.11 ***

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Income
	-0.11 **
	-0.10 **
	-0.07 *
	-0.07

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Ideology
	0.26 ***
	0.27 ***
	0.31 ***
	0.31 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Party_ID
	0.18 ***
	0.19 ***
	0.10 **
	0.10 **

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.40 ***
	0.41 ***
	0.46 ***
	0.47 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Fox_Total
	
	0.21 ***
	
	0.14 ***

	
	
	(0.04)
	
	(0.04)

	R^2
	0.54
	0.54
	0.58
	0.58

	Adj. R^2
	0.54
	0.53
	0.58
	0.58

	Num. obs.
	843
	843
	890
	890


Note:  These are unweighted, unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001

As the table shows, our measures of exposure to Fox News are positive and statistically significant in all four models. Additionally, the estimates presented in these supplemental models are very similar in magnitude to those presented in the text. 
Separate Models of Items Comprising the GRT Scale
As a third robustness check, we estimated separate OLS regression models of each of the items comprising the GRT scale used in the main analysis.


OLS Regression Models of Items Comprising the GRT Scale, using a Dichotomous Measure of Fox News, Wave 3 of the AMPS
	
	Immigrants invade and colonize the United States.
	Native-born Americans are losing their economic, political, and cultural influence in this country because of the growing population of immigrants.
	There are people who secretly work to make sure immigrants will eventually replace real Americans.

	(Intercept)
	0.23 ***
	0.28 ***
	0.13 **

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.05)

	Fox_News
	0.09 ***
	0.09 ***
	0.13 ***

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.03)

	Male
	-0.00
	0.02
	0.01

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age
	-0.01
	0.01
	-0.00

	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	Education
	-0.13 ***
	-0.08 *
	-0.05

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Income
	-0.09 *
	-0.11 *
	-0.14 **

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Ideology
	0.21 ***
	0.24 ***
	0.22 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Party_ID
	0.19 ***
	0.15 ***
	0.20 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.43 ***
	0.39 ***
	0.48 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	R^2
	0.43
	0.39
	0.43

	Adj. R^2
	0.42
	0.39
	0.42

	Num. obs.
	843
	843
	843


Note:  These are weighted, unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001
OLS Regression Models of Items Comprising the GRT Scale, using a Continuous Measure of Fox News, Wave 3 of the AMPS
	
	Immigrants invade and colonize the United States.
	Native-born Americans are losing their economic, political, and cultural influence in this country because of the growing population of immigrants.
	There are people who secretly work to make sure immigrants will eventually replace real Americans.

	(Intercept)
	0.24 ***
	0.29 ***
	0.15 **

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.05)

	Fox_Total
	0.18 ***
	0.17 **
	0.33 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Male
	-0.01
	0.02
	0.01

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age
	-0.02
	-0.00
	-0.03

	
	(0.06)
	(0.06)
	(0.06)

	Education
	-0.13 ***
	-0.08 *
	-0.06

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Income
	-0.09
	-0.11 *
	-0.14 **

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Ideology
	0.22 ***
	0.24 ***
	0.23 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Party_ID
	0.19 ***
	0.16 ***
	0.19 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.44 ***
	0.40 ***
	0.48 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	R^2
	0.42
	0.39
	0.44

	Adj. R^2
	0.42
	0.38
	0.43

	Num. obs.
	843
	843
	843


Note:  These are weighted, unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001
OLS Regression Models of Items Comprising the GRT Scale, using a Dichotomous Measure of Fox News, Wave 4 of the AMPS
	
	Immigrants invade and colonize the United States.
	Native-born Americans are losing their economic, political, and cultural influence in this country because of the growing population of immigrants.
	There are people who secretly work to make sure immigrants will eventually replace real Americans.

	(Intercept)
	0.09 *
	0.21 ***
	0.03

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Fox_News
	0.06 *
	0.06 *
	0.11 ***

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Male
	-0.02
	0.02
	0.02

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age
	0.14 **
	0.11 *
	0.03

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Education
	-0.16 ***
	-0.09 **
	-0.08 **

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Income
	-0.08
	-0.09
	-0.07

	
	(0.04)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	Ideology
	0.32 ***
	0.37 ***
	0.25 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Party_ID
	0.10 *
	0.01
	0.17 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.50 ***
	0.36 ***
	0.55 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	R^2
	0.50
	0.39
	0.55

	Adj. R^2
	0.50
	0.38
	0.54

	Num. obs.
	890
	890
	890


Note:  These are weighted, unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001
OLS Regression Models of Items Comprising the GRT Scale, using a Continuous Measure of Fox News Exposure, Wave 4 of the AMPS
	
	Immigrants invade and colonize the United States.
	Native-born Americans are losing their economic, political, and cultural influence in this country because of the growing population of immigrants.
	There are people who secretly work to make sure immigrants will eventually replace real Americans.

	(Intercept)
	0.10 *
	0.21 ***
	0.04

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	Fox_Total
	0.13 *
	0.08
	0.20 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Male
	-0.02
	0.02
	0.02

	
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	(0.02)

	Age
	0.14 *
	0.12 *
	0.03

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Education
	-0.16 ***
	-0.09 **
	-0.08 **

	
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	(0.03)

	Income
	-0.08
	-0.08
	-0.07

	
	(0.04)
	(0.05)
	(0.04)

	Ideology
	0.32 ***
	0.37 ***
	0.25 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	Party_ID
	0.10 *
	0.01
	0.18 ***

	
	(0.04)
	(0.04)
	(0.04)

	FIRE_Scale
	0.50 ***
	0.37 ***
	0.56 ***

	
	(0.05)
	(0.05)
	(0.05)

	R^2
	0.50
	0.39
	0.54

	Adj. R^2
	0.50
	0.38
	0.54

	Num. obs.
	890
	890
	890


Note:  These are weighted, unstandardized coefficients.
Robust standard errors are in parentheses
* p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p<.001
SI 4: Hierarchical Entropy Balancing Estimates for Cross-Sectional Models
In observational studies, estimates of treatment effects can be biased if the treatment and control groups are unbalanced on the background covariates. Hierarchical entropy balancing assigns weights to approximately balance the treatment and control groups on the observables, higher moments, and interactions, thus reducing bias in treatment effect estimates. 
We used hierarchical entropy balancing to approximately balance our treatment (exposure to Fox News, measured dichotomously) and control (no exposure to Fox News) groups on the variables included in our observational regression models (and their higher moments and interactions), and estimate the Sample Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (SATT) of Fox News Exposure on support for the GRT in Wave 3 and Wave 4 of the AMPS, respectively. We used the dichotomous measure of Fox News as our estimate of Fox News exposure because hierarchical entropy balancing requires a dichotomous treatment.
SATT Results, Wave 3
The SATT estimate for Fox News is 0.08 (s.e. 0.02). The t-statistic of the estimate is 4.02, which has a p-value of <.001. 
SATT Results, Wave 4
The SATT estimate for Fox News is 0.05 (s.e. 0.02), which has a t-statistic of 2.33 and is statistically significant at the p<.05 level. 
As the results show, and consistent with the results presented in the paper, the SATT estimates are positive and statistically significant in both waves of the AMPS. This provides evidence that our main results were not unduly biased by imbalances between the treatment and control groups on the control variables. 
SI 5: Bounded Robustness Checks of Cross-sectional Models
In observational data analysis, omitted variable bias is always a threat to inference. However, using tools – Sensemakr in R - created by Cinelli and Hazlett (2020), we can quantitatively estimate the fragility of our inferences to unobserved confounders. These tools allow us to answer questions such as how strong would an unobserved confounder or group of confounders have to be to change our estimate of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT to 0? Or, in a worst-case scenario, how robust are our estimates of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT to all unobserved variables working together? 
We applied Sensemakr to our estimates of the effect of our dichotomous measure of Fox News on support for the GRT in Waves 3 and 4 of the AMPS, respectively. The results of this analysis suggest that our results are robust, to a bounded degree discussed below, to unobserved confounding.
Sensemakr Results, Wave 3
Extreme Scenario: an extreme confounder (orthogonal to the covariates) that explains 100% of the residual variance of the outcome, would need to explain at least 3.05% of the residual variance of the treatment to fully account for the observed estimated effect.
Robustness to Confounders, 1: unobserved confounders (orthogonal to the covariates) that explain more than 16.22% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are strong enough to bring the point estimate to 0 (a bias of 100% of the original estimate). Conversely, unobserved confounders that do not explain more than 16.22% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are not strong enough to bring the point estimate to 0.
Robustness to Confounders, 2: unobserved confounders (orthogonal to the covariates) that explain more than 10.34% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are strong enough to bring the estimate to a range where it is no longer 'statistically different' from 0 (a bias of 100% of the original estimate), at the significance level of alpha = 0.05. Conversely, unobserved confounders that do not explain more than 10.34% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are not strong enough to bring the estimate to a range where it is no longer 'statistically different' from 0, at the significance level of alpha = 0.05.
Bounds on Strength of Confounding: we selected the FIRE Scale, which has the largest coefficient estimate and t-value in our model of support for the GRT, as the basis for our assessment on the bounds on the strength of confounding. Essentially, we ask whether and how the inclusion in our model of a hypothetical omitted variable that had twice as much influence on support for the GRT as the FIRE Scale would affect our inference about the estimated effect of Fox News.  The results of this analysis show that an unobserved confounder that is 2 times as strong as the FIRE Scale could explain at most 0.99% of the residual variance of the treatment and 25.22% of the residual variance in support for the GRT. This means that the maximum bias that could be caused by such a confounder would bring the estimated effect of Fox News on support for the GRT to 0.0722 and the t-value of this estimate to 4.216. 
Conclusions: The analysis of robustness to confounders presented above points to the bounded robustness of our estimate of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT. Put briefly, unobserved confounders that are wholly orthogonal to the control variables would have to explain a substantial share of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome to eliminate the estimated effect of Fox News. We find this scenario implausible. Moreover, our analysis shows that the estimated effect of Fox News on support for the GRT would be robust to the incorporation of a hypothetical covariate that is two times as strong as the FIRE Scale. Because we think that it is unlikely that there is an unobserved confounder that has an effect that is larger than 2 times the effect of the FIRE Scale, we conclude from this analysis that it is unlikely that our estimate of the effect of Fox News on support for the GRT is wholly attributable to omitted variable bias. 
Sensemakr Results, Wave 4
Extreme Scenario: an extreme confounder (orthogonal to the covariates) that explains 100% of the residual variance of the outcome, would need to explain at least 1.73% of the residual variance of the treatment to fully account for the observed estimated effect.
Robustness to Confounders, 1: unobserved confounders (orthogonal to the covariates) that explain more than 12.41% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are strong enough to bring the point estimate to 0 (a bias of 100% of the original estimate). Conversely, unobserved confounders that do not explain more than 12.41% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are not strong enough to bring the point estimate to 0.
Robustness to Confounders, 2: unobserved confounders (orthogonal to the covariates) that explain more than 6.42% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are strong enough to bring the estimate to a range where it is no longer 'statistically different' from 0 (a bias of 100% of the original estimate), at the significance level of alpha = 0.05. Conversely, unobserved confounders that do not explain more than 6.42% of the residual variance of both the treatment and the outcome are not strong enough to bring the estimate to a range where it is no longer 'statistically different' from 0, at the significance level of alpha = 0.05.
Bounds on the Strength of Confounding: Again, we use the FIRE Scale as our comparison variable, because it has the strongest effect of all the variables in the model of support for the GRT. We find that an unobserved confounder that was 2 times as strong as the FIRE Scale could explain at most 0.69% of the residual variance of exposure to Fox News, and 32.65% of the residual variance of support for the GRT. This means that the maximum bias that could be caused by such a confounder would bring the estimated effect of Fox News on support for the GRT to 0.0476 and the t-value of the estimate to 3.0549.
Conclusions: The estimated effect of Fox News on support for the GRT is slightly less robust in Wave 4 than in Wave 3. Even so, we still believe that this effect is reasonably robust to confounding. Most notably, even in the presence of a hypothetical confounder that is two times as strong as the FIRE Scale in predicting support for the GRT, Fox News continues to have a substantively and statistically significant positive effect on support for the GRT.




Supplemental Information 6: Adherence to APSA Guidance for Human Subjects Research

In conducting this research, we followed the APSA Council approved Principles and Guidelines for Human Subjects Research, and received Institutional Review Board approval (exempt, category 2) from the author’s institution prior to sample recruitment. The procedures for the survey were consistent with sound research design and do not unnecessarily expose subjects to risk. Responses to the survey remained anonymous and confidential. We did not collect any personally identifying information (PII) from the respondents. There was no deception at any point in the study and we did not intervene in political processes.
The study population is adults that reside in the United States over the age of 18 years old who are sampled from the YouGov survey panel of opt-in respondents. In the document “Survey Procedures: Information Related to the Treatment of Human Subjects,” YouGov describes their recruitment process as follows: “Panel members are recruited by a number of methods to help ensure diversity in the panel population. Recruiting methods include Web advertising campaigns (public surveys), permission-based email campaigns, partner sponsored solicitations, telephone-to-Web recruitment (RDD based sampling, and mail-to-Web recruitment (voter registration based sampling).” After recruitment, we obtained voluntary, informed consent in the first question of the survey. The text on this page read:
You are invited to participate in a survey on politics. The goal of this survey is to obtain opinions on politics, representation, and policy areas. You will be asked a number of questions about yourself and your political attitudes. Your participation is voluntary. You are free not to answer any question or to withdraw from the study at any time. This survey should take approximately 10 minutes to complete.
 
A report of the results of this study will be provided to you upon request. In order to analyze responses to our questionnaire, your answers will be recorded. No identifying information about you will be made public and any views you express will be kept completely confidential. 
Findings from this study may be reported in scholarly journals, at academic seminars, and at research association meetings. The data will be stored at a secured location and retained indefinitely. 
Should you have questions regarding the research project, you may contact the researchers at: [author name and contact details]
Do you agree to participate in the study?
Yes [respondent must select Yes to continue]
No [if selected, terminate survey]
 
Compensation: In the document “Survey Procedures: Information Related to the Treatment of Human Subjects,” YouGov describes their compensation/incentive structure as follows: “YouGov manages an incentive program as a thank you for respondent participation. Survey respondents are awarded ‘PollingPoints’ that are redeemable for the following small gifts:
17,500 YouGov Tote Bag
20,000 YouGov T-Shirt
25,000 Restaurant.com $25 Gift Certificate
30,000 Two Movie Tickets – AMC Theaters
30,000 Two Movie Tickets – Regal Entertainment Group Theaters
30,000 Two Movie Tickets – Cinemark Theaters
35,000 Darden Restaurants $20 Gift Card
45,000 Diningdough.com $25 Gift Certificate and 2 Fandango. com Movie Tickets 50,000 Web Camera – Microsoft LifeCam VX
60,000 Diningdough.com $50 Gift Certificate and 2 Fandango.com Movie Tickets 70,000 Darden Restaurants $50 Gift Card
80,000 iPod Shuffle
100,000 $100
Each panelist receives between 500 and 5,000 points to complete a survey. As a policy, panelists who are invited to a particular survey but then identified as ineligible are provided incentives to remove the motivation for falsifying information. In general, survey reward policies and incentives are intended to be unattractive to professional survey takers but serve as a genuine token of appreciation for YouGov panelists.”











Supplemental Information 7: Effects of Change in Dichotomous Fox News Viewing on Change in Support for Great Replacement Theory, AMPS Waves 3 to 4 (OLS Fixed Effects Panel Models)

	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Change in Dichotomous Fox News Viewing
 
	0.04
(0.03)
	0.03
(0.03)
	0.03
(0.03)
	0.03
(0.03)

	Change in Dichotomous ABC Viewing
 
	 
	0.06*
(0.03)
	0.03
(0.03)
	0.03
(0.03)

	Change in Dichotomous CBS Viewing
 
	 
	-0.05#
(0.03)
	-0.03
(0.03)
	-0.04
(0.03)

	Change in Dichotomous NBC Viewing
 
	 
	-0.00
(0.02)
	0.02
(0.02)
	0.02
(0.02)

	Change in Dichotomous CNN Viewing
 
	 
	-0.03
(0.03)
	-0.02
(0.03)
	-0.01
(0.03)

	Change in Dichotomous MSNBC Viewing
 
	 
	-0.05
(0.04)
	-0.03
(0.03)
	-0.03
(0.03)

	Change in Dichotomous PBS Viewing
 
	 
	0.03
(0.03)
	0.02
(0.03)
	0.02
(0.03)

	Change in Ideology (Conservative)
 
	 
	 
	0.00
(0.00)
	0.00
(0.00)

	2024 Ideology (Conservative) x Wave
 
	 
	 
	-0.00
(0.00)
	-0.00
(0.00)

	Change in Party Identification (Republican)
 
	 
	 
	-0.05
(0.10)
	-0.09
(0.09)

	2024 Party Identification (Republican) x Wave
 
	 
	 
	0.16***
(0.03)
	0.09**
(0.03)

	Change in Education
 
	 
	 
	0.32#
(0.17)
	0.35*
(0.17)

	2024 Education x Wave 
 
	 
	 
	-0.07*
(0.03)
	-0.05
(0.03)

	Change in Income
 
	 
	 
	0.12
(0.09)
	0.09
(0.08)

	2024 Income x Wave
 
	 
	 
	0.03
(0.04)
	0.02
(0.04)

	Age x Wave
 
	 
	 
	0.11*
(0.05)
	0.15**
(0.05)

	Gender (Male) x Wave
 
	 
	 
	0.03#
(0.02)
	0.01
(0.02)

	2024 Support for Great Replacement Theory x Wave
	 
	 
	-0.33***
(0.03)
	-0.40***
(0.03)

	Change in FIRE
 
	 
	 
	 
	0.15*
(0.06)

	2024 FIRE x Wave
 
	 
	 
	 
	0.29***
(0.05)

	Wave (2024 – 2025)
	-0.02*
(.01)
	-0.02**
(0.01)
	-0.00
(0.04)
	-0.05
(0.04)

	Constant
 
	0.47***
(.01)
	0.48***
(0.01)
	0.27*
(0.11)
	0.24*
(0.11)

	Within-Person R2
	0.02
	0.03
	0.21
	0.26

	Sample size
	533
	533
	529
	529


 
Note: The table presents unstandardized fixed effects regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. All variables range from 0 to 1. #p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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