Supplemental Appendix

This supplemental appendix reports (1) the original TESS proposal describing the motivation
and planned comparisons submitted before the experiment was fielded; (2) the final, revised
specification of the survey instrument (3) a replication of the core comparisons using an
interaction term in a linear regression; (4) an analysis of the survey experiment using sample
weights; and (5) additional descriptive statistics. The experiment is valid with or without the
use of the weights: without the weights the estimands are sample average treatment effects,
with the weights they are population average treatment effects. As is always the case with
using weights, there is a loss of statistical power associated with using the weights to map
the sample onto the U.S. population. In the main text of the paper, I do not use the sample

weights.
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INDUCING PARTISAN DISAGREEMENTS ABOUT POLITICAL FACTS

This proposed survey experiment attempts to increase measured partisan disagreement about
political facts without providing any false or partisan information about those facts. In doing
S0, it tests a hypothesis regarding the origin of two widely studied phenomena in political
misperception: that they do not result from firmly held beliefs, but rather from the ways that
citizens make educated guesses when they are uncertain. The experiment manipulates the
information that citizens have available to make these guesses. Increasing levels of partisan
disagreement about political facts without providing directly partisan signals about those
facts would be an important finding for the study of public opinion.

The first of the two phenomena in political misperception is the tendency of citizens to
say that liked political elites share their positions, even when they do not (e.g. Wilson and
Gronke, 2000). Little evidence exists that elites are successfully targeting different messages
to different groups, instead the standard explanation is “projection”: a psychological desire to
for consonant views about political issues, political actors, and the issue positions of political
actors (e.g. Krosnick, 1990). The second phenomena is the tendency of citizens to say that
political facts which would justify their political positions are true, even when they do not
(e.g. Bartels, 2002; Kull, Ramsey and Lewis, 2003). One mechanism by which such patterns
can arise is through conflicting messages about facts from partisan elites (Zaller, 1992),
however scholars have also proposed that these partisan disagreements about political facts
might result from the same desire for cognitive consistency that is theorized to underly
projection: a tendency to “infer justification” for political preferences (Prasad, Perrin, Bezila,
Hoffman, Kindleberger, Manturuk and Powers, 2009). For both phenomena, the explanations
suggest that citizens are deluding themselves to avoid re-evaluating their views.

We know relatively little about whether these patterns of survey responses reflect confi-
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dently held beliefs.! In general, citizens know very little about most of the facts of politics
(Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1996). Is it possible that the patterns of survey response described
in the previous paragraph reflect guesses rather than firmly held beliefs? The proposed ex-
periment tests this idea by trying to induce partisan disagreements in beliefs about facts
related to a political issue, not by providing partisan information about the facts, but by
changing the related beliefs that citizens might draw on to infer these unknown facts. The
motivating hypothesis is that this related information can sometimes increase measured par-
tisan disagreements about political facts. If this is correct, measured disagreements in survey
responses across partisan groups need not reflect partisan bias, but may sometimes reflect
ill-informed citizens using the little relevant information that they know to guess the right

answers to unfamiliar survey questions.

FExperimental Design: The logic of the experimental design is as follows. The experiment
takes a set of three related beliefs, provides individuals with some information that is directly
relevant to one element in that set, and examines how the entire set responds. Treatment
effects on all three question responses are relevant to understanding the evolution of citizens’
beliefs and the internal logic that ties them together. The three questions provide 1) a
manipulation check, 2) an estimate of a direct effect of the provided fact on the policy
preference, and 3) an estimate of an indirect effect of the provided fact on expectations
about another fact that is related to the policy.

The experiment consists of two blocks of questions: one on international trade and one
on the Egyptian revolution. These issues were chosen because neither has an overwhelming
partisan alignment in the United States. For each of these blocks, the subjects are given a

short introduction to the issue that provides some background context. There are then two

ndividuals are defensive when challenged on them (Prasad et al., 2009), but this could either reflect
confidence or a rational unwillingness to be drawn into political debate with relatively knowledgeable re-
searchers.
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treatments, provided in a 2x2 design: 1/4 of respondents receive no treatment, 1/4 receive
a piece of policy-relevant factual information designed to push attitudes about the issue
in one direction, 1/4 receive a quote from President Obama suggesting his position on the
issue, and 1/4 receive both pieces of information. In both cases, the provided information
is accurate, although of course it is hardly exhaustive of the information relevant to the
issue. All respondents are then asked three questions. First, to state their belief about the
policy-relevant fact. Second, to state the position of President Obama on the issue. Third,
to state their own position on the issue.

How do these three questions give us a manipulation check, a direct effect on issue
preferences, and an indirect effect on expectations about another related fact? For the
subjects receiving a policy-relevant fact (data on job losses in U.S. manufacturing; polling
data on Egyptian citizens’ views of the U.S.), the manipulation check is to see whether
beliefs about the economic consequences of trade change versus the control group or whether
beliefs about likely shifts in the Egyptian government’s friendliness to the U.S. change versus
the control group. The direct effect on preferences is whether those shifts in turn change
citizens’ stated views about implicated issues (increasing international trade; support for
the Egyptian revolution). But it is the indirect effect that is of most interest: do changes
in respondents views about trade policies or about the Egyptian revolution change their
beliefs or expectations about Obama’s position on those issues? The motivating hypothesis
is that this information will cause an increase in the magnitude of the difference between the
beliefs of Democrats and Republicans about Obama’s position. Democrats have a greater
expectation that Obama holds the correct position than do Republicans. Accordingly, if both
Democrats and Republicans hear factual information that suggests a particular political
position is unwise, the Democrats will become less inclined to believe Obama holds that
position while Republicans will not. Providing the policy-relevant fact is expected to increase

the partisan disagreement about Obama’s position.
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For the subjects receiving quotes that suggest Obama’s position (support for increasing
international trade; support for the Egyptian revolution), the manipulation check is to see
whether the provided quotes actually change respondents’ beliefs about Obama’s position.
The direct effect of the cue is whether this leads to a shift in subjects’ own positions on
these issues, with Democrats becoming more inclined to support Obama’s position and
Republicans shifting less or in the opposite direction. But again, it is the indirect effect that
is of most interest. Does changing respondents’ views about the issue through the provision
of the Obama cue change their beliefs about an apparently related fact that they may not
know (the connection between job losses in manufacturing and trade; the likely shift in the
friendliness of the Egyptian government)? The hypothesis is that because Democrats will
become more likely to take the cue of Obama’s position, they will become less inclined to
believe these facts that seem to be at odds with that position. Republicans, having been
less influenced by the cue (or even pushed in the opposite direction) will be more inclined
to believe the facts that are at odds with Obama’s position. Mirroring the expectations
described in the previous paragraph, providing the fact of Obama’s position is expected to

increase partisan disagreement about the policy-relevant fact.

Primary Analysis, Suitability, and Impact: The analysis of this experiment is straightfor-
ward, consisting primarily of simple comparisons of mean response in each of the treatment
conditions. Based on the TESS length guidelines, the maximum sample size for this ex-
perimental instrument is 2100 subjects (525 individuals in each treatment group). A power
calculation indicates that with this size sample and neglecting the complication of don’t
know responses, the experiment has a 75% chance of detecting a true difference in means of
0.08, and a 90% chance of detecting a true difference in means of 0.10. Are these effect sizes
plausible? They certainly are for the manipulation check and the effects of the cues and facts

on preferences, previous work on elite cues often finds effects exceeding these magnitudes
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(e.g. Kam, 2005; Bullock, 2007). Whether changes of this magnitude are likely to occur for
the indirect effects on inferences about unknown facts is unknowable, but it is important
that the direct effects be at least this large in order to have a chance to detect the indirect
effects.

While the direct and indirect effects of the single informational treatments can be an-
alyzed using standard comparisons of means, the “both” treatment group facilitates an
assessment of how citizens reconcile information that may push their issue opinion in op-
posite directions. How do citizens “add up” two pieces of information? These data will
be particularly useful for comparative tests of particular models of information processing
arising from disparate theoretical perspectives (as in the test of Bayesian learning versus
motivated reasoning by Kim, Taber and Lodge, 2010).

The proposed experiment is well-suited to TESS for two reasons. First, the instrument is
short, consisting of six questions with short introductions. Second, to assess whether the pro-
posed inferential processes might yield observed patterns of misperception more generally, it
is valuable to have a population-representative subject population rather than a convenience
sample. Convenience samples are typically more educated and more interested in politics
than the U.S. population as a whole. Political sophistication and levels of background knowl-
edge are likely to shape how citizens respond to these treatments. As a result, convenience
samples are ill-suited to assessing whether the proposed processes generate the partisan
disagreements about political facts that have concerned observers of American politics.

The results of this experiment are important even if the effects are negative, because
the patterns of misinformation involved have been the subject of so much attention and
constitute an important part of the case against citizens’ competence in processing political
information. Obviously interpretations of observed patterns are not going to change as
a result of a single experiment; however, positive findings would encourage not only re-

interpretation of previous findings but also a variety of follow-up studies.
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Subjects are independently randomized into four treatment groups for each of the two question
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10 sets. The four treatment conditions are: neither treatment, treatment (a), treatment (b), and
12 both treatments. All three questions within each set are then asked in random order, keeping

14 the intro and treatment information visible on the screen throughout.

17 1. We have a few questions about your views on the recent revolutions in Egypt. A few
19 months ago, the President of Egypt, Hosni Mubarak, was removed from power by

21 several weeks of peaceful protests after three decades of authoritarian rule.

o4 (a) President Mubarak was a close ally of the U.S. government; however, Gallup polls
26 of Egyptian citizens before the revolution indicated that over 70% disapproved of

28 the U.S. government.

30 (b) President Obama said “By stepping down, President Mubarak responded to the
32 Egyptian people’s hunger for change.... I'm sure there will be difficult days ahead,
34 and many questions remain unanswered. But I am confident that the people of
36 Egypt can find the answers, and do so peacefully, constructively, and in the spirit
38 of unity that has defined these last few weeks. For Egyptians have made it clear

that nothing less than genuine democracy will carry the day.”

43 Q: Do you believe that the new government of Egypt is going to be less favorable
45 towards the U.S. than the old government? Yes / No / Don’t Know

Q: Do you believe President Obama supported or opposed the revolution in Egypt?
Supported / Opposed / Don’t Know

Q: Did you support or oppose the revolution in Egypt? Support / Oppose / Don’t

Know
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OCO~NOOUTAWNPE

Time-Sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences

2. We have a few questions about your views on international trade and U.S. manufac-

turing. Exports of manufactured goods from the United States rose by $334 billion
(58%) between 1999 and 2007 while imports from other countries into the U.S. grew

by $692 billion (78%).

(a) From 2000 to 2008, the number of jobs in U.S. manufacturing declined by 3.8
million (22%).

(b) President Obama has said “I believe that expanding trade and breaking down

barriers between countries is good for our economy and for our security.”

Q: Do you believe that increasing international trade leads to job losses in U.S. man-
ufacturing? Yes / No / Don’t Know

Q: Do you believe President Obama supports or opposes increasing trade with other
countries? Supports / Opposes / Don’t Know

Q: Do you support or oppose increasing trade with other countries? Support / Op-

pose / Don’t Know
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EXPERIMENTAL INSTRUMENT

Subjects are independently randomized into four treatment groups for each of the two question
sets. The four treatment conditions are: neither treatment, treatment (a), treatment (b), and
both treatments. All three questions within each set are then asked in random order, keeping

the intro and treatment information wvisible on the screen throughout.

1. We have a few questions about your views on the recent revolution in Egypt. A few
months ago, the President of Egypt, Hosni Mubarak, was removed from power after

three decades of authoritarian rule by several weeks of mostly peaceful protests.

(a) President Mubarak was a close ally of the U.S. government; however, Gallup polls
of Egyptian citizens before the revolution indicated that over 70% disapproved of

the U.S. government.

(b) President Obama said “By stepping down, President Mubarak responded to the
Egyptian people’s hunger for change.... I'm sure there will be difficult days ahead,
and many questions remain unanswered. But I am confident that the people of
Egypt can find the answers, and do so peacefully, constructively, and in the spirit

of unity that has defined these last few weeks.”

Q: Do you believe that the new government of Egypt is going to be less favorable
towards the U.S. than the old government? Yes / No / Don’t Know

Q: Do you believe President Obama supported or opposed the revolution in Egypt?
Supported / Opposed / Don’t Know

Q: In general, did you support or oppose the revolution in Egypt? Support / Oppose

/ Don’t Know



2. We have a few questions about your views on international trade and U.S. manufac-
turing. Trade of manufactured goods between the U.S. and other countries increased

by more than 50% between 2000 and 2008.

(a) From 2000 to 2008, the number of jobs in U.S. manufacturing declined by 3.8
million (22%).

(b) President Obama has said “I believe that expanding trade and breaking down

barriers between countries is good for our economy and for our security.”

Q: Do you believe that increasing international trade leads to job losses in U.S. man-
ufacturing? Yes / No / Don’t Know

Q: Do you believe President Obama supports or opposes increasing trade with other
countries? Supports / Opposes / Don’t Know

Q: In general, do you support or oppose increasing trade with other countries? Sup-

port / Oppose / Don’t Know



Obama Egypt Obama Trade Egypt Friendly Trade Jobs

Intercept 0.727 0.721 0.525 0.680
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.020)
Republican 0.015 0.031 0.053 0.030
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.028)
Fact Treatment —0.075 —0.037
(0.022) (0.022)
Republican x Fact Treatment 0.045 0.042
(0.031) (0.031)
Cue Treatment —0.065 —0.063
(0.022) (0.027)
Republican x Cue Treatment 0.086 0.051
(0.031) (0.039)
p-value (regression) 0.073 0.087 0.003 0.095
p-value (permutation) 0.072 0.086 0.003 0.095
R* 0.012 0.008 0.027 0.008
Adj. R? 0.010 0.007 0.026 0.007
Num. obs. 1740 1740 1749 1749

Table Al: Estimation of difference (Republican vs Democrat) in differences (treatment vs
control) via regression with interaction. Point estimates are mathematically identical to
those reported in the text. The p-values implied by regression standard errors are negligibly
different from those recovered by the permutation test reported in the text.
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Treatment Condition: Control Fact Cue Both
’ Party ID: \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep
Revolution Will No | 0.16 0.15| 0.15 0.10 | 0.27 0.15| 0.23 0.10
Make Egypt DK | 063 055| 052 044 | 054 0.51 | 0.51 0.41
Less Friendly Yes | 0.21 0.30| 0.33 0.46 | 0.19 0.35| 0.25 0.49

Obama No | 0.06 0.07 | 0.11 0.08 | 0.06 0.07| 0.10 0.14
Supported DK | 042 0.37]| 047 0.41 ] 0.34 0.30| 0.34 0.36
Revolution Yes | 0.52 0.56 | 0.42 0.51 | 0.60 0.62| 0.56 0.50
Respondent No | 0.06 0.18 | 0.13 0.20 | 0.08 0.16 | 0.10 0.21
Supports DK | 044 046 | 0.39 0.42| 037 0.46 | 0.36 0.45
Revolution Yes | 0.50 0.37| 048 0.38 | 0.55 0.38 | 0.54 0.34

Trade Reduces No | 0.20 0.21 | 0.15 0.17 | 0.26 0.19 | 0.22 0.16
Manufacturing DK | 0.24 0.15| 0.21 0.18 | 0.25 0.23 | 0.23 0.16

Jobs Yes | 0.56 0.63 | 0.64 0.65| 049 0.59 | 0.55 0.68
Obama No | 0.07 0.08| 0.10 0.08 | 0.03 0.06| 0.05 0.06
Supports DK | 043 0.33] 044 032 022 0.20| 021 0.17
Incr. Trade Yes | 0.51 0.59 | 047 0.60 | 0.75 0.74 | 0.74 0.77
Respondent No | 0.37 045 043 046 | 027 040 | 0.33 0.46
Supports DK | 026 0.22] 023 021 | 026 0.27| 024 0.25
Incr. Trade Yes | 0.38 0.33| 0.33 0.34 | 047 0.32] 044 0.29
| Sample Size | 423 443 | 448 426 | 475 408 [ 440 430 |

Table A2: Response frequencies by treatment condition and party identification for each of
the questions in the survey experiment, not using population weights. Sample sizes are given
in the bottom row.
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Treatment Condition: Control Fact Cue Both
’ Party ID: \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep \ Dem Rep ‘
Revolution Will No | 0.16 0.15| 0.16 0.12 | 0.29 0.16 | 0.25 0.10
Make Egypt DK | 064 055| 051 046 | 0.55 0.50 | 0.50 0.42
Less Friendly Yes | 0.21 029 | 0.34 043 | 0.16 0.34| 0.25 0.48

Obama No | 0.07 0.06 | 0.12 0.08 | 0.07 0.08| 0.12 0.14
Supported DK | 046 038 ]| 0.47 0.42 | 0.39 0.32| 0.32 0.34
Revolution Yes | 047 0.56 | 0.41 0.50| 0.54 0.60 | 0.56 0.52
Respondent No | 0.07 0.15] 0.13 0.21| 0.10 0.17| 0.09 0.23
Supports DK | 047 044 | 0.42 0.41| 040 045 | 0.40 0.43
Revolution Yes | 046 0.41| 045 0.38 | 0.50 0.37| 0.51 0.34

Trade Reduces No | 0.18 0.21 | 0.14 0.14 | 0.22 0.19| 0.19 0.16
Manufacturing DK | 0.25 0.16 | 0.20 0.18 | 0.30 0.24 | 0.24 0.17

Jobs Yes | 0.57 0.63 | 0.66 0.68 | 0.48 0.57 | 0.57 0.67
Obama No | 0.07 0.08 | 0.12 0.10 | 0.04 0.06 | 0.06 0.06
Supports DK | 046 035 | 046 0.32| 0.29 0.21] 0.26 0.18
Incr. Trade Yes | 0.47 0.56 | 0.42 0.58 | 0.68 0.73| 0.68 0.76
Respondent No | 0.37 0.46 | 047 0.48| 0.26 0.37 | 0.36 0.46
Supports DK | 0.30 0.23| 0.26 0.22| 0.30 0.30 | 0.23 0.26
Incr. Trade Yes | 0.34 0.32 | 0.28 0.30| 0.45 0.33 | 0.41 0.28

Table A3: Response frequencies by treatment condition and party identification for each of
the questions in the survey experiment, using population weights.
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Fact Treatment

Cue Treatment

Dem. Rep. | Dem. Rep
Revolution Will Make Egypt Less Friendly | 0.063 0.087 | -0.088  0.019
Obama Supported Revolution -0.054  -0.040 | 0.040  0.009
Respondent Supports Revolution -0.036  -0.042 | 0.008 -0.026
Trade Reduces U.S. Manufacturing Jobs 0.064 0.059 | -0.064 -0.019
Obama Supports Increased Trade -0.046 0.003 | 0.121  0.095
Respondent Supports Increased Trade -0.081  -0.020 | 0.110  0.052

Table A4: Treatment effects on the response distributions of Republicans and Democrats,
comparing a single treatment group to control, for each of the six survey items, using popu-

lation weights.

’ Factual Proposition ‘ Treatment ‘ Effect ‘ p>0 ‘
Obama Supported Revolution Egyptian Polling Data 0.014 | 0.358
Obama Supports Increased Trade | Trade & Jobs Data 0.043 | 0.106
Revolution Will Make Egypt Less | Obama’s Statement on Egypt 0.107 | 0.002
Friendly
Trade Reduces U.S. Manufactur- | Obama’s Statement on Trade 0.045 | 0.158
ing Jobs

Table Ab5: Treatment effects on the differences between the fraction of Republicans and
Democrats agreeing with the fact, using population weights and including don’t know re-

sponses. The joint p-value, excluding the third listed, is 0.069.
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Figure A2: Average responses among those giving a response, without population weights.
Each panel compares responses from the control group with the relevant treatment group.
The first column of panels (a,d,g,j) are manipulation checks. The second column of panels
(b,e,h,k) are effects on policy preferences via policy learning (b,e) or cue-taking (h,k). The
third column of panels (c,f,i,]) are the polarizing treatment effects on indirectly relevant facts
hypothesized by projection (c,f) and inferred justification (i,1).
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Figure A3: Distribution of responses, using population weights. Each panel compares re-
sponses from the control group with the relevant treatment group. The first column of
panels (a,d,g,j) are manipulation checks. The second column of panels (b,e,h k) are effects
on policy preferences via policy learning (b,e) or cue-taking (h,k). The third column of pan-
els (c,f,i,]) are the polarizing treatment effects on indirectly relevant facts hypothesized by
projection (c,f) and inferred justification (i,l).
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Figure A4: Distribution of responses, wihout population weights. Each panel compares
responses from the control group with the relevant treatment group. The first column of
panels (a,d,g,j) are manipulation checks. The second column of panels (b,e,h k) are effects
on policy preferences via policy learning (b,e) or cue-taking (h,k). The third column of
panels (c,f,i,]) are the polarizing treatment effects on indirectly relevant facts hypothesized
by projection (c,f) and inferred justification (i,1).
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