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ABSTRACT

Partisanship seems to affect factual beliefs about politics. For exdRegeblicans are more likely than
Democrats to say that the deficit rose during the Clinton administr&t@mpcrats are more likely to say that
inflation rose under Reagan. What gns unclear is whether such patterns reflect differing beliefs among
partisans or instead reflect a desire to praise one party or ericther. To shed light on this question, we
presenta model of survey response in the presence of partisan clgsglead payments for correct and
“don’t know” responses. We desigimo experimentdased on the model’s implicatiofhe experiments
show that small payments foorrect and “don’t know” answers sharply diminish the gap between Democrats
and Republicans in responses to “partisan” factual questions. Our conctugianthe apparent gulf in
factual beliefs between members of different parties may be more illusometiiaihe experiments also
bolster and extend a major finding about political knowledge in Ameikeaothers, we shothat
Americanshave limited knowledge about political factsit wealsoshow that many Americans recognize

their own lack of knowledge.



A persistenpattern in American public opinion is the presence of large diffesdretmveen
Democrats and Republicans in statemenfacfial beliefsPartisan divisionareexpected for questions
abaut political tastes, but they extend even to evaluations of economiis wlening a president’s tenure
(Bartels 2002, 133-38yhat do these differences mean? One view is that Democrats and Republicans see
“separataealities (Kull et al. 2004), with diferenesarisingbecause gpartisanship’s effect as a “perceptual
screen” in information acquisition and procesgiagy., Gerber, HubeandWashington 2010; Campbell et al.
1960, esp. ch. 8By this account, scholars and commentators are correct to take sup@ydests’
statements at face val¢e.g., Bartels 2002; Shapiro and Bloch-Elkon 2008; Jerit and Barabas Béd&@)se
thosestatements reveal respondents’ beliefs. Partisan differencespionses to questioabout important
facts therefore raise concerns about polarization in the mass ele@octalifferences also threaten
defenses of democracy that are baseretinspective voting (Fiorina 1981 )otersmay beunable to hold
elected officials accountable for their performance in offiexen their views oéconomicperformance are
colored by their partisanshisee also Healy and Malhotra 2009).

An alternative views that survey responses are aptirelysincere. Instead, they may reflect the
expressive value of offering survey responses that portray one’s party orablavight(Brennan and
Lomasky 1997; Hamlin and Jennings 2044de also Schuessler 200Rartisan divergence in surveys may
therefore measure the joy of partisan “cheerleading” rather than sincere dig&nepeliefs about the truth.
Furthermore, divergence in expressed survey responses mayndeutwo conditionsvhen partisans are
awarethattheir responses are inaccuratewbentheyunderstand that they simply don’t know the truith.
either case, grtisandifferencesdn factual assessments would be of less concern than is suggested by prior
work, because survey responsasild not reveabctual beliefs about factual matters. Despite this possibility,
almost no research has attempted to determine the extent to which pareésgardie in responses to factual
guestiongeflects sincere differences in beliefs.

This paper reports results from two novel experiments designed to diskirgincere from expressive
partisan differences in responses to falcsurveyquestions. We motivate our experiments with a model in

which respondentgalueboth partisan responding and incentives for correct and “don’t know” respohses. T



model showshat incentives can reduce partisan divergence when expressive ragpomdid otherwise
masksharedi(e., bipartisan) beliefs abof@ctual mattersin both experiments, all subjects were asked
factualquestions, but some were given financial incentives to answer cori&etliind thateven small
incentives reduce partisan divergence substantialy average, by about 55% and 60% across the questions
for which partisan gaps appear when subjects are not incentivized.

Our model also reveals thatentivesfor correct responsasaynot deter cheerleading among those
who recognize that they don’t know the correct respdagen when paid to answer correctipose who are
unsureexpect to earn less for offering the respahsethey think is most likely to beorrect (relative to
those who arsureof thecorrect respongeand so they are more likely to continue offeringeapressive
partisan responsén our second experiment, we therefofier to paysome participantsoth for correct
responses and a smaller amd@ntadmitting that they did not know the correct response. We findaitpt
proportions of respondents choose “don’t knawntler these conditions. Furthermguartisan gaps are even
smaller in this conditior-about 80% smaller than for unincentivized responses. This fistiogsthat
partisan divergenda responses tihese questioris drivenby expressive behavi@nd by respondents
understandinghat they do not actually know the correct ansvteisportant factual questionbo the best
of our knowledgethis is the first analysiwhich demonstratethatpeople are aware of their own igaaceof
political facts®

These resultspeak to questiorabout the meaning of public opiniand the mechanissthrough
which partisanshipffectsimportant outcomes. Most importantly, they call into question the claim that
partisan divergence in expresdmiefs about factuahatters iscausefor concern about voters’ abitisto
judge incumbenperformanceTo the extent thatctual beliefs are determined by peahship paying
partisans to answer correctly should not affect their respom$astual questiondButit does. Ve find that
even modest payments substantially reduce the observed gaps between DentbBeysiblicansyhich

suggestshatDemocrats ath Republicans do not hoklarkly different beliefs about many important fatts.

! In this regardthe most closely related woikBishop, Oldendick, and Tuchfarber (1984) and Luskin and
Bullock (2011).



also suggests thathen using survey data to understaiy people make the political choices that they do,
analysts should beautious in interpreting correlations betwdactual assessments and those chofavey
responsefo factual questionsiay not accurately reflect beliefsnd the correlation between vote choice and
factual assessmer(isf candidatesr political conditionspbservedn surveysmay bein partartifactual®
Thus,even if partisanship is a crucial influencevartesand other political outcomes (Gerber, Huber, and
Washington 2010)t mayoperate more througts effects ortastes than througts effects orperceptions of
reality.

These results also affect daterpretatiorof partisan polarization in the mass electorBepublicans
and Demacrats do hold different factual beliefs,thatir differencesarelikely not as large as naive analysis
of survey data suggestlust as people enjoy raagi for their favorite sports teanand arguing that their
teams players are superior, even when they are not, surveys give citizens an apptwtcimeer for their
partisan team (Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002). Deep down, howesaesindividuals understand
the true merits of different teams and playecs, at minimum, they understand that they don’t know enough
to support their expressive responding as corfaal.while our experimental approach cannot be used to
discern whether partisan divergemeattitudeds sincergan implication of our work is that if respondents
misstate their factual beliefs in surveys becausbesf partisan leaningshey maymisstate their attitudes in
surveys for the same reasde return to this point in thdiscussion section.

Our workis alsoof significance for survegnethodology. In particular, how should one interpret
experimentsvhich show thapartisan cues increase partisan divisions in survey response? Sucharesults
commonly taken to show thpartisanship affects attitudés.g., Cohen 2003PDur results raise the
possibility, however, that partisan cues merely remind participants about the exprafignbaitthey gain
from offering partisatiriendly survey responses. One implication &t8tudiesin which partisan cuebring

about partisan variation in survey response may not be shtwenhpartisanship alteectualattitudesor

2 Qur results confirm concerns in the literature on economic v(gigg Ansolabehere, Meredith, and
Snowberg 2013) that survey reports of economic conditions may be contaminated byiesmartisan
responding.



beliefs A key task for researchers is thus to understand when survey responses refigtitudad and thven
they reflect more expressive tendencies.

On the whole, then, understanding whether polarization in survey resporesisartiicial speaks
to core concerns of subfields throughout political sciefrescholars who rely on survey methods talgtu
attitudes and behaviandfor those who are interested in polarizatiommass attitudeg-inally, it speaks to
political psychologists because it bears directly on the connection betweesarpakéentity and peeptions of

political reality.

THEORY AND PRIOR EVIDENCE
Prior research documents partisan differences in expressed factual (@egefJerit and Barabas 2012;
Gaines et al. 2007; Jacobson 2006), and some of it focuses on differencesahasbf retrospective
economic conditions (e.g., Conover, Feldman, and Knight 1986, 1987; Bartels 2002, $388§)of these
differences arise because members of one party issue economic assessments thaaddyitarst
objective conditions. For example, despite the large improvement in unemplognakinflation during
Reagan’s presidency, Bartels (2002) shows that, in 1988, Democratsspecgally likelyto report that
unemployment and inflation had increased since 1980. This pattern was reversed in 200Reputidicans
were more likely to offer negative retrospective evaluatfons.

How should wenterpret these partisan g&®3artels presentsne common view when he argues that
partisans likely believe their divergent assessments: “Absent some complisttargtory involving stark
differences in the meaning of ‘unemployment’ and inflation...these large differenctenlg®e interpreted

as evidence of partisan biases in perceptions” (Bartels 20037)38n alternative view is that differences

3 A related but distinct literature concerns partisan differencesponses to nefactual questions (see
Berinsky 2012).

* Additional work examines conditions that can exacerbate apparent pagfsarigking political questions
prior to economic ones increases the correlation between partisanshifpj@etisieconomievaluations

(Lau, Sears, and Jessor 1990; Palmer and Duch 2001; Sears and Lau 1983; Wilcoxmmd1\@88), and
partisan gaps are larger when elections are more salanné€, Johnston, and Steenbergen 2012, ch. 5; see
also Stroud 2008As we note above, what is unclear is how to interpret these patterns. Dostacoes that
make partisanship more salient call relevant information to mindy tvay simply increase the expressive
value of partisan responses?



in survey responses are the result of a combination of motivations. Indévidagoffer responsethat are
consistent with their partisanship rsatiely because they believe those responses)dnliecause doing so
gives thenthe opportunity to suppottheir “team” (e.g., Gerber and Huber 2010; Green, Palmquist, and
Schickler2002).

Many social scientists have wrestled with the problem of insincere surveymsesge.g., Berinsky
2005). But they typically focus on responses to sensitive tbkécsacerather than on problems that may be
caused by “expressive benefits” in survey respérsed the methods used to overcome problems associated
with responses to sensitive topieior example, “list experiments” (Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens 1997)—
may not aply to the problem of eliciting sincere responses when people derivessi@ benefits from
answering insincerely.

Instead scholarshave longused incentives telicit honest or rational responses. In a review of
experiments involving incentives, Mortamd Williams (2010, 3584) argue that incentives often reduce the
size and frequency of decisiomaking errors. But almost all of the studies that they review are agbdind
do not involve tests of factual knowledge. Prior and Lupia (2008) do dtadsffect of financial incentives
on responses to factual questions about politics, and they find that the etfieets &ut weak However,
they do not examine the effects of incentives on partisan patterns in regpondi

To date, onlyPrior (2007)andPrior, Sood, and Khanna (2015dve examined the effects of
incentives on partisan response patterns to factual questions abocs it (2007) asked subjectd
guestions about politics; some were assigned at random to receive $1 for eattagswer. The results
were mixed, but they suggest that $1 incentives can reduce party differeresgsoinses to such questidns.

Prior, Sood, and Khanna (28)lpresentwo experiment#& which theyurgepeople to answer correctby

®> An exception to this characterization is the literature on econonifgvdiscussed above.

® All subjects in the Prior and Lupia (2008) study were asked 14 factualamsesbout politics. Subjects in a
control condition averaged 4.5 correct answers, while those who were paid &tHaoeect answer
averaged 5.0 correct answers (Prior and Lupia 2008, 175).

" In Prior (2007), incentives reduced partisan gaps in responses to four itenits &es fifth item were
mixed. Results were null for two other items. There was no partisan gap ontha@ group for three further
items, and results for the remaining four items were not reported.
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providerelatively lagefinancial incentiveg$1 or $2for each correct respons@&pth treatmenrs reduce
errors inanswerdo questions about the performance of the U.S. economy during the George W. Bush
administrationAcross the two experiments, financial incentives appear to reéldecate of erroby about
40% simply urging people to answer correctly may be still more effecimemportantunanswered
guestiorfrom that work, however, is how respondents who ddknotv the correct answers should be
expected to behave in the presence and absence of incénttivesect responselt may be, for example,
that partisan responses are insincere, but that respondents continuetteoffehen given incentives
becausehey do not know whicbther answer might be corretftrespondents could express their lack of
knowledge about the truth, would partisan gaps be even smaller?

To address these questions, we present a model of survey resp@is@corporates the possibility
that individuals (a) receive utility from offering partistimged responses and (b) differ in their underlying
knowledge of the truth. We use this model to understand the effect of incemiaagspondent’s tendency
to ansver questions in a manner that reflects either her partisan affinity belefs about the truth. We also
show that our model can be used to understanexest to whictpartisan differences arise because

individuals are uncertain about the truth.

A THEORY OF EXPRESSIVE SURVEY ESPONSE
To explorethe role thatnsincere “cheerleadingilays in the partisan polarization of survey responses, and to
motivate our experimental design, we preseitheappendixaformal model of responsds factual
guestions irthe presence and absence of financial incentA®& ourexperimentsincentives take two
forms:respondents may be paid for offerithg correct answear for admitting that they don’t know the
correct answelMVe present heresummary of resultBom the model.

The first resultshowthatincentives for correct responses reduce partisan divergewegthree
conditions:(1) participantsvould give inaccuratepartisartingedresponsef the absence of incentivg®)

the valueof the incentive is greater than the value of partisan cheerleadid() the same strong beliefs



about the correct answare held by members of both partféghe intuition for this result is straightforward:
giving a response that one does not believéhaiportrays one’s party in a favorable lighni®re costly
when it entailgyiving up the chance to earn a reward for answering correctly. Thenafiderthe conditions
listed abovea researobr can reduce partisan divergerare elicit respores more informative gieople’s
true beliefdoy offering incentiveso answer correctly

The third condition-if incentives for correct responses are to reduce partisan divergence, members
of different parties must share the same belfut the truth-requires elaboratiorhis condition is an
implication of our model, not an assumption that underpifihére are surely cases in which members of
different parties holdifferent beliefs about the trutin these cases, paying théonanswer truthfullywill not
cause their survey responses to convebgethe other hand, to the extent that payments for correct answers
do cause partisans’ survey responses to convergegniafer that partisarideliefs about the correct
answersaremore similar tharthey seem to bander normal survey conditions.

An alternative interpretation of partisan convergence when people driopaorrect answers does
not imply that they “know” the correct answers with much confideims¢ead, it suggests that partisan
differences arisbecause of “congenial inference”: when trying to answer a question undemryrdina
conditions, partisans are especially likedycall to mind those considerations that put their own party in a
favorable light, and they infer the correct anstegihe question at hand from this congenial set of
considerations (e.g., Zaller 1992, ch.B)t payment for correct answers heightens the desire to provide a
correct answelln turn, respondents who are paid for correct answers undertake a metepded (and
perhaps more effortful) search of their meyfor relevant consideration§hey make more accurate
inferences on the basis of this different set of consideratiensn though they were not at all sure of the
correct answer before the question was adketthis paper, we are agnostic about whigdchanisnbetter

explains the effects of payment for correct answéfes suspect that both mechanisms are at work.

® If members of different parties have different underlying beliefs abeutdth, there is nstrong reason to
expectthat responses in the presence of incentives will be less diverganhttine absence of those
incentives. Additionally, it may be that only members of one partygehtireir responses in the presence of
incentives, in which case divergence will be reduced only if members of thatnmartyin the direction of
the other party’s responses.



In addition toidentifying the conditions under which incentives promote partisan convergence, our
modelhighlights dlittle-appreciated explanatidar divergent factual respons&ven when partisans are paid
for correct responses, their answers may diverge because they are unsure of the camsetaadgherefore
default to an expressivesponseTo see how uncertainty can increase partisan divergence, note that the
expected value of an uncertain respondent’s best guess is discouhtdfgertainty. Ifshe issufficiently
uncertainthe expected value of her best guess may be smaller than the expected value of partisan
cheerleading. Athe extremeif there are two answers to a question sineis completely uncertain about
which response is correct, in expectation she earns the incentive foe@ cesponse half the time for
offering either responsand therefore has meason to deviate from her preferred partisan respdhgewill
be true even if the incentives are very large.

In light of this ambiguity, we extend the model by incorporating incentives forttaaynone’s lack of
knowledge. When respondents peadfor both correct and “don’t know” answers, our analysis shows that
the proportion of respondents choosing “don’t know” is increasing in the proportion yyilag¢é low value
on partisan cheerleading relative to thedntive for choosing “don’t know&nd(2) are so unsure of the
correct answethat they are better off choosing “don’t know” than any other opfibis. issobecause one
can earn the incentive for a “don’t know” response with certainty (by choosim} tchow”), whereas the
incentive for a correct response is earned only if the respondent chumsesponsthatis correct Overall,
incentives for “don’t know” responses allow us to understhagroportion of partisan divergence that arises
because mpondentslefault to expressive responding when they are unsure of the correct.answer

Our modelimplies thatan experimenin which subjects receivacentives for correand “don’t
know” responseto factual questionsanidentify the presence gartisan cheerleadingVe now describe two

experimentshatmeet these conditions.

EXPERIMENT 1: EFFECTS OF INCENTIVES FOR CORRECT RESPONSES ON
PARTISAN DIVERGENCE

Our first experiment was fielded on the Cooperative Congressionaldal&ttidy in October 2008CES

subjects are part of a nationally representativéropample. In our experimer@26 participants were
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randomly assigned to the control group (N = 312) or the treatment groupX{#) 2Ve restrict our analysis
to the 419 participants who identifiag either Democrats or Republicdns.

We told controlgroup subjects that they would be asked questions about politics, thatoiiely w
have 20 seconds to answer each question, and that their scores would nottheighare/one. Treated
subjects received the same instructions and were told that answering corretdlyna@mase their chance of

winning a prize:

For each question that you answer correctly, your name will be enteredamwiagir
for a $200 Amazon.com gift certificate. For example, if you answer 10 questions
correctly you will be entered 10 times. The average chance of winning is aibout 1
100, but if you answer many questions correctly, your chance of winning will be

much higher.

After receiving their instructions, all subjects were agkedwelve factual questions shown in
Table1.” The first ten items had closéide., multiple-choicejesponse options and were similar to questions
for which other research has found partisan differences. No “don’t know” opgsisioffered. Each question
referredto apotentiallysalient partisan issue. The last two “placebo” questimre operended andequired
participants to enter numerical respond#sfieldedthe placeboquestions, which were about obscure
historical factsto ascertain whethelapticipants were using their allotted 20 seconds to look up answers using
outside references. Using these questions, we find little evidertqeattiaipants “cheated”: rates of correct
responding werbelow 3% andtatistically indistinguishableetweerthe control and payment conditions.

This experiment allows us to understand whether some partisan divergenpeisesso factual

guestions arises because of the expressive benefit of providing partisasessfecifically, we can learn

® In our analysisDemocrats are those who responded “Democrat” to the first question iarnkarst twe
guestion measure of party identificati®tepublicans are those who responded “Republid&fie.tliscuss the
behavior of partisan “leaners” below, and we present questoding for both experiments, along with
further information about the construction of the sampl&éeonline appendix

%\We note that in the presence of ambiguity about which responses is corretivéscemuld have weaker
effects.For our purposs what matters is not which answer is correct, but simply that partisarffecdat
stripes have common beliefs about which answer is most likely to be correct.

9



about the ole of expressive benefityy comparingpartisandivergence in the treatment and control
conditions If divergence is lower in the treatment group, it suggestsftradome respondentzr incentives
are of greater value than partisan cheerlea@ngen the modest size of the incentives offered, we view
estimates that we obtain from treatmeantrol comparisons as lower bounds ondkeentof expressive
partisan responding ihis experiment

To measure partisan divergence, we create scale scores by coding retspeasesjuestion to range
linearly from O to 1These scores are the dependent variables in our andleesiost Republican response
to each questio(either the largest or smadtgesponse) isoded 0; the most Democratic respoisseoded 1.
For examplewhen we aslabout the change in unemployment under President Bush, the response
“decreased” is coded 0 because it portrays a Republican presiggipositively, “stayed abouthe same” is
coded .5, and ficreased” is coded 1 because it portrays the president most neg#tpafiyisans are
answering in a manner consistent with their partisanship, Democrats sHeultlamfer’ responses than
Republicans.

Table 1 shows thevarage partisan differen@® scale scoregby question, for those in the control
group. Questionare ordered in Table dy the size ofhese contregrouppartisan gap. For nine of the ten
questions, the gaps are consistent with our expectations about patternsah pasgpponding. Eight of the
differences are significant at p < .10 (daded). The gapamong these eight itermary substantially in size,
with the largest gapsppearingor questions abowasualtiesn Iraq and Bush’s economic penfoance.
Because our theory of expressive responding is about the effects of iesantipartisan differencese
focus on these eight items, i.e., the items to which partisanship makes a ciffeneler ordinary survey
conditions. (In the online appendix, we analyze our data while including responBegigstons, including
those for which we do not find partisan gaps.)

What effect do incentives for correct responses have on observed partisaerdig@rjo measure

the effects, we estimate a modelhich we predicscale score R for individuabnd questioljt

' The exception is the question about the change in the deficit under GedBgsWFor oth Democrats
and Republicans, 92% of respondents correctly reported the deficit haasautre
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Rjj = by + byDemocrat+ b,PayCorrect+ bz(Democrat x PayCorreg) + Question + e,

whereDemocratequalsl for Democratic participants and 0 for Republic&es;Correctequalsl for those
assigned to the incentive condition, dpdestionis a vector of questieapecific fixed effectsThe coefficient
b, is therefore the average party difference in scale scores in the contlgiay while i + bs is the
average party differece in the incentive condition. Prior research suggeststh whileour theoretical model
predicts that bwill be negative if partisans offer partistinged responses in the absence of incentives, share
common and sufficiently strong beliefs about the truth, and give less weigattisan responding than to the
expected value of the incentive.

OLS estimates, with standard errors clustered at the respondent leeel; imppable 2Pooling
across the eight questions for which we observe statistiighyficant partisan gaps in the control condition,
column (1) provides estimates of the average effect of incentives on resfgdmeselsl 8 (p< .001) coefficient
for Democrat(b,) is the average gap between Democrats and Republicans in the contliibn. The-.065
(p < .001) coefficient fobemocrat x PayCorrecfb;) means that this gap is reduced to .053 (.118 -),.065
by 55%, when incentives are offered. In column (2), we add demographic controlsulteaee nearly
unchanged?

In TableAl of the appendix, we repeat the analysis for each question individuadyestimate for
b; is negative in all eight cases. While most of these individuabktion estimates are not statistically
significant—perhaps because the impact of sampling biditiais heightened when we examine individual
guestions—the estimates are large, accounting for between 13% and 100%eaofida@ gap between
Democrats and Republicans. These estimatesspeciallynoteworthy for the questions about the most
salientissues in the 2008 campaign: the Iraqg War and Bush’s performance on unemploymente On thes

matters, incentives reduced partisan gaps by between 33% and 74%. Impohtesdlgjuestions about war

12\We have also repeated our analysis excluding the Bush approval item, which is tloe térich we find

our largest estimate of.dn this case, we continde find a negative and statistically significant coefficient
for bz in the pooled analysis (—.06, pGl). Our analysis excludes cases in which participants didn't pravide
response, which occurs 3% of the time in both treatment and control cond®émtacing those responses
with party averages for that question produces substantively similéisresu

11



and unemployment were not only salient in 2008: they alsalksto the issues that political scientists often
use when they link objective conditions to election outcomes (e.g., Hibbs 2000).

These results show that even modest incentives can substantially reduce pasigenck in factual
assessmentEor exanple, in this experiment, participants were told that answering correotlid improve
their chances of earning a $200 gift certificate, and that the basedineecbf winning was around 1 out of
100.If theyestimate that answering all questions coryestbuld double their chances of winning this prize,
the expected value of answering any given question correappi®ximately 17 centS.In turn, the finding
that incentives reduced partisan gaps by more thannd®ashat more than half of the pargap may be
generated by participants for whom partisan responding to any given questinth less thad7 cents

Of course, the effects of incentives are unlikely to be equal across allpEdpke in our dataset.
Fortunately, our data permit us to explore the extent to whikffects vary across different sorts of people.
We focus on two characteristics across which variation might be expecteidapuiterest and strength of
partisanshipSo far as interest is concernedstisansvho are most interested in politiocgy bemost likely
to engage in partisan cheerleadimgler ordinary survey conditiorig. this casethey maybemoreaffected
than lowinterest respondenby incentivedor correct responseéAnother possibility, however, is that highly
interestecpartisans are most likely to sincerely hold different factual beliefatgimlitics(e.g, Taber and
Lodge 2000; Abramowitz and Saunders 2008). If theytld®ny, may bdessaffectedby incentives. The
estimates presented in column (3) of Table 2 showbtbifit accountare informativeIn the control group,
partisan gaps are larger among higterest respondentse., those who report being “very much interested”
in politics and current events: the average partisan gap is .14 fankeégést respondents, .08 for all others

(whom we label “lowninterest respondentsThe treatment reduces partisan gaps more for ltiigimfor low-

3 Suppose that respondents believe that (a) they will answer six of @ue tquestions correctly if they

simply respond in a partisan manner, andafigwering six questions correctly will give them-a-1L.00

chance of winning $200. If they also believe that answering all twelve questioestly will double their

chances to two in 100, then the expected value of answering all 12 questientycoefative to the

“baseline” of answering six correctly, is [($20@A4.00)- ($200 x1/100)]/12 questions = $0.167 per

guestion. These calculations are speculative, because we did not verify lieatssinberpreted the

instructions. In our second experimigthe calculations are more straightforward, because subjects were given
specific rewards on a questibg-question basis rather than entries in a lottery.
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interest respondentsbut only to an insignificant eght .08 versus —.06), ardgh-interest respondents
the treatment group remain more polarized than thehihbgrest counterpartsTetreatmerdgroup partisan
gaps are06 for highinterest respondents and .03 for low-interest responddiiitgs, highly interestegeople
areinitially more polarizd, and their slightly greater responsiveness to incensvast enough to overcome
their initially greater polarizatiorRolitical interest is associated with polarization, but it does not &ignify
moderate the effects afcentives™

The analyses that we report above exclude partisan “Iéamkosmay identify with a party less
strongly than other partisaria.the online appendjxve present paralleinalyseshat includdeanersThe
results are similar: partisan leanappear to behavike those who identify more strongly with the major
American political parties

Treatmenteffect heterogeneity aside, the main finding of Experiment 1 is ttedl siwentives for
correct answers reducerpsan gaps in responses to factual questions by about 55%. Of éxpeeament 1
cannot tell usvhy 45% of the partisan gap remains. Following our model, the people responsibls Gaghi
maysincerely disagree about which response is cor@dheymayagree about the correct response but
value partisan cheerleading more than giving a correct an@witrey maybe so uncertain about which
response is correct that incentives for correct responses cannot offsetréssiegpalueof partisan

responding. T@valuate these explanatiomge turn to our second experiment.

EXPERIMENT 2: EFFECTS OF INCENTIVES FOR CORRECT AND “DON'T KMD
RESPONSES ON PARTISADIVERGENCE

We fielded our second experiment in 2012 using subjects recruited from Anwmeiechanical Turk
marketplacéBerinsky, Huber, and Lenz 20138ubjects were required to pass a-tyuestion attention

screener and were then randomly assigned to a control group (N = 156) or to @ae ettment groups,

14 65% of our CCES subjects report being “very much interested” in politicelareht eventsBy contrast,

the corresponding percentage among partisans in the 2008 ANES i$I&%aid, the overrepresentation of
the interested in the 2008 CCES does not seem to affect the r@settse online appendifor a discussion

of this point.
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two of which we examine her” In the first treatment group, participants were paideach correct response
(N =534). In the second treatment group, participants were pagéddbrcorreatesponsandeach‘don’t
know” response (N = 660). Below, we restrict our analysis to the 795 indisigiuglese three groups who
identified as either Democrats or Republicihs.

There arawo majordifferences between this experiment and Experimelfirdt, and of greatest
importanceheoreticallywe introduce a new treatment herewinich we offer subjectsa “don’t know”
response option andcentivesfor bothcorrectand“don’t know’ responsesTherefore, unlike Experiment 1,
Experiment 2 permits us to assess the extent to vpaidisan divergence that persists in the face of
incentives for correct responses reflesgl-awareignorance, rather thgrartisan cheerleadiray sincere
differences in beliefsSecond, in both treatment conditions, e subjects for each correctpease (instead
of entering them into a lottery, as in Experiment 1), and we vary the amoueddibercorrect responses
across participants. In the treatment that includes payment for “don’t kesponses, we also vary the
amount offered for that resporseross subjects. These randomizations allow us to assess the degree to which
partisan divergence is affected by the size of incentives.

As before, we gave subjects 20 seconds to answer each question to limit ofieeftumi
consultation obutside information sources. In all conditions, participants were ipiiaked five questions
that were selected at random from a larger list that we describe belayueations had a closed response
formatwithout a “don’t know” optionSubjects themeceived instructions that indicated how they would be

paid for answers to the subsequent questiomsy Were then asked seven more gquestions: two new questions

*n the thirdtreatment, we paid participants a flat fee to answer questiontrgaishent, just as we did in
the control group. However, in this condition, we also allowed respondents to offérKidon” answers.
14.8% of responsén this conditiorwere “don’t knav.”

®We fielded a ondtem replication of this experiment on the 2012 CCES® item was an economic
retrospection item similar to those that have been used in the past to dopartisan divergence (e.g.,
Bartels 2002)The results were similagee tle online appendix for a discussion.

" As we discuss in the online appendix, one additional difference is that we gisgrhial input device
(slider/thermometer) to gather responses for this experiment. The advahthg input device is that it
allows subjects to provide responses continuously across the entire rangehé pesponses instead of
requiring them to select one response from a small set of predefinedsopti@2012 replication uses a
traditional multiplechoice response set.
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followed by the same five questions that they had previously been askethg$aéne apendixfor
details) This design feature addresses one potential objection to our analggizeniment 1which is that
we use the control group in that experimieotth toidentify questions for which party gaps arise and to
compare to the treatment grouip this experiment, by contrast, we use fpeatment responses from all
subjects to identify items for which partisan divergence arisesyatiten compare postssignment
responses across treatment and control conditfons.

In the control condition, participants were paid a flat $0.50 bonus to answer éliesg®st-
treatment questions. In the pay-tmrrect(PC) condition, participants were informed that they would be paid
for each correct responsehe amount offered for each correct response wakonaly assigned to be $0.10
(p=.25), $0.25(p = .25), $0.5Qp = .25), $0.75p =.15), and $1.0@p = .10).(These amounts varied only
across subjects, not within subjec&nally, in the pay-forcorrectand-“don’t know”(PCDK) condition,
participantsvere again informed they would be paid for each correct response, and the difeoehtfor
each correct response was assigned as in the prior treatment. Participastoimditibnwere also given
“don’t know” response optiongndif they selected “don’t know,” they were randomly assigned to receive a
fraction of the amount offered for a correct response: 20% of the paymentdarect respongp = 1/3),
25%(p = 1/3), and 33%(p = 1/3).

We list he 12 questionthatwe fieldedin this experiment in Table,3vhich alsoshowsthe correct
response and tlrangeof the response options that wéfered Thecorrectresponsesariedacrosgheentire
rangeof potentialanswerstheywerenot concentratedt eitherendof the scaleor in the middle. The effects
of incentives therefore cannot be attributed to a tendency among tregjeadssto offer middief-thescale
responsesT hedirectionof partisanresponding alswaried: sometimes, responsdshe higher end of the

scalefavored theDemacratic Party; sometimes, they favored the Republican. Rarbefore,we fielded a

'81n the online appendjve also show that if we leverage this-past design (a withiperson analysis) we
find similar results to those focusing only on passignment comparisons across conditions.

15



placebo questioto assessvhethemarticipantsvereconsulting outsideeferencesandwe found little
evidence of this behavid? (Seethe onlineappendix)

As with Experiment 1, we recoded all responses to range from 0 to 1, with O corresporitimg to
response that portray@&epublicans most favorably and 1 correspondirtgeéaesponse thabrtrayed
Democrats most favorabfy Table 3 reports, for eaaton-placebo question, the observed peatment
difference in mean scale scores between Democrat and Republican partidieah.that each participant
was asked five prereatment questions.) We find statistically significank (0, oneailed) partisan gap®or
ten of theelevenquestions, with the largest gaps for questions about unemployment under Bushmad Oba
and the smallest gaps for a question about the proportion of the populatiefénaigin-born. Our
subsequent analysis is restricted ts#ten questiond.e., the questions to which partisanship makes a

difference under ordinary survey conditiohglncluding all items produces similar resulieg the appendix.)

The Effect of Incentives for Correct and “Don’t Know” Responses

We begin by reporting the effect of the treatments on the frequency dfrgglelon’t know.” Our model
suggests that the rate at which participants select “don’t know” wheea#gpayment for doing so indicates
the degree to which they understand that they don’t kheweorrect responsdn particular, ifparticipants

aresufficiently uncertain about the correct respaause preferences for expressive partisan responding are

1n this experiment, subjects were explicitly asked aftey had completed the entire experiment whether
they had consulted any outside resources for an answer. (Wbdpithat theirpay would be unaffected by
theiranswers to this questigrnn the control condition, 1% of respondents reported consulting an outside
reference, compared to 4% who reported doing so when paid $1.00 for a correct résghasmline
appendix, we show that excluding all responses from any respondent who reported lookéngngwer to
any question produces highly similasudts.

**We coded one end of tifeontinuous) inputangeat 0 and the other end at 1. Empirically, subjects use the
entire scale range for all 10 questio®sir scaling implies that identical movements on the scale response
range (e.g., 1 additional poiat unemployment) are equivalent across the entire scale range.

' In pooled models, we assume movements across the scale rangeaegageéhe same across questions.
As the units and endpoints of each question are different, this is a Eiatj@if for ease of presentation.
While this is not a necessary assumption for our data analysis, we do not hayexsantetheoretical
reasons for presuming a different functional relationship for each questegoprédena question-by-question
analysis, whicldoes not use this approximation, in Tablegk2he appendix
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not too large, then choosing “don’t know” when paid to davloyield greater expected lity than either
expressive or sincere responses.

Pooling across theenquestions for which we found pteeatment partisan gaps, we find td8% of
responses in theCDK condition are “don’t know.” That is, nearly half of participants forgospoasehat
would allow them to support their party or give them a chance taleatarger payment that we offerfet a
correct response. Recall that for “don’t know” responses, participants anetemly assigned to receive
20%, 25%, or 33% of the payment that they received for correct responses.tAesessonditions, “don’t
know” responses were giveit%, 47%, and 50%f the time respectively. These percentages are ordered as
the theoretical model predicts, but only the difference between #e88 33% conditions approaches
statistical significance (p < .07, otailed)

This pattera—frequent “don’t know” responses when subjects are paid to give that respomse,
whenthey arealsooffered more for correct responsesnplies thatmanyparticipants argouncertain about
thecorrect answerthat they expect to earn more by selecting “don’t know.” In this experimeifdymly
distributed blind guesses will lmerrect about 17% of the timBubjects who are completely unsure of the
correct answers cahereforereceive, in expectation, 17% of the payment that we offer for correct mnswe
just by guessing blindlyyet, when we paid subjecjast 20% of the correeanswer payment for “don’t
know” responses, 46% chose to &dgn’'t know” rather than to guesé/e thereforenfer that many
respondentare highly unsure of which response is correct and give low weight toapamrisponding.

As in the previous section, we study the effect of the treatments grppéatization by examining
whether postreatment partisan gaps differ between the control and treatment cosd@ior analysis

initially takes the following form:

2 One concern ithatrespondents may chooson’t know” simply because it allowthemto avoid thinking
about the question altogether. In footnbfewe show that wén offered a “don’t know” option without
payment, only 15% of responses were “don’t know,” a moaler ratethanin this condition. Of note, as our
model shows, choosing “don’t know” when also offered a payment for a correct responty optimal if

the respondent is uncertain enough about the correct answer that it makes gaesgdhe chance to guess
and potentially earn a much larger amount.
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Rjj = by + byDemocrat+ b,PayCorrect+ b;PayCorrectDK+ b,(PayCorregtx Democraf) +

bs(PayCorrectDKx Democra)) + Question + &,

whereDemocrat= 1 for Democratic participants and 0 for Republic&ag,Correct= 1 for those assigned to
thePCcondition,PayCorrectDK= 1 for those assigned to tRE€DK condition, andQuestions a vector of
questionspecific fixed effect$® In this specification, bis the amount of partisan divergence in the control
condition, while i + b, is the gap in the PC condition, angtbbs is the gap in the PCDK conditigh.

Ourmodel predictshatb; > 0, b, < 0, and R < 0. Thatis, bothtreatmens will reduce partisan
divergence relative to the control condition. Additionally, our theoreticalaihsuggests that some partisans
who will not respond to incentives for correct responses will nonethelsissnd to incentives for “don’t
know” responsed-or this reason, we also predigtbb, (a larger reductionf partisan differences ithe
PCDK condition than in the PC conditjon

The first column of Table 4 reports OLS estimates of the equation.|@Paralysis for each
individual question appesiin Table A2 othe appendiy The estimate df; is .145(p < .01), which means
that, on average, control-groi@mocrats and Republicad#fer by about 15% of the range of the scale. The
estimate of pis —087 (p< .01),sothe total partisan gap ihé PC condition is .058 (.145 — .087). In other
words,only 40% of the previously observed party gap remains when participants are plidreounts for
correct responses. Despite the differermEg/een Experiments 1 and 2 in subject pools, questiotsilaer

respectsthis effect is similato the effect thatve find in Experiment 1. And, like Experiment 1, this

#We have multiple observations from the same respondent, whidiyiwe cluster our standard errors by
respondent. To test whether this clustering is sufficient to accoutiifa@orrelated nature of multiple
responses by the same respondent, we have also cdlitapstatatp oneobservation per respondent) and
estimatedan otherwise identicalpecificdion. The results arbighly similar, and we present them in the
online appendix.

*To incorporate “don’t know” responses into our analysis of partisanggimee, we must decide where to

place those responses on tht §cale that we use to analyze other responses. Because participants who admit
that they don’t know thereby forgo the opportunity to express support for theirypartseat these responses

as being non-polarized. That is, we assign both Democrats and Republicans wkd'dbowdognow” to the

same position on the 0-1 scale. In particular, we assign “don’t know” responsegiven question to the

average préreatment response that participants offered to that question. In gréloéispecific value makes

little difference to our analysethe important point is that Democrats and Republicans are assigned to the
same position on the scale if they say “don’t know.” If everyone chose “donit, km@ would therefore find

no differences between the parties.
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experimenshows that analgs ofordinarysurvey responsege likely to overstate the true extenpaftisan
polarization®®

This experiment also allows us to estimate the effect of incentivéddioit know” responsesn
polarization Theestimate obs is—.117(p < .01),sothe total partisan gap in the PCDK condition is .028
(.145 - .117), or 80% smaller thtre controlcondition gap and abo&0% smaller thathe PC-condition
gap (These differences are significant at p < .01 and p < .05, respectiugbyactical termswhereas the
control-group difference between Democrats and Republicans was about 15%aatthefthe scaleit
shrinks to 3% of the rangehenwe offer incentives for both correct afabn’t know” responses.

In column (2) we estimate a Tobit specificathimrtause our response scalese bounded and unable
to accommodate extreme respon3éwestimdes are similar to those shown in column (@jlications of
statistical significance do not change.

In column (3) wdeverage the variation in incentigezeto assess more fully the effect of differences
in correct and “don’t know” payments on obserdagergenceOur specification includes indicators for each
level of payment, eadhteracted with partisanship. The specification is highly flexibleabse it does not
make assumptions about the functional fohat relatesncentive size to responsgsg., a linear interaction
betweerincentive sizeand responsgs

Under this specification, thestimated .145 (p < .05) coefficient Democratis the average
difference between Democrats and Republicans in the control conditiorp@cedall five interactions
betweertheamount paid for a correct response Bratnocratare negative and statistically significant at
p <.10, which means that party gaps are smaller when participants are offersi/asfor correct
responses. With one exception, largayments are associated with smaller partisan gaps relative to the
control groupFor examplewe estimate that partisan gaps are 56% smaller in the $0.10 paymenboonditi

than in the control group and 80% smaller in the $1.00 payment condition. Therdiéfdretween the two

% As in Experiment 1, questidny-question analysis yields less precise estimates and reveals heterogeneity
across topicdncentives have their largest effects on responses to questions aboutoynesnplunder

Obama and the racial composition of Iraq War casualties. They also have lacge @ffbasic retrospective
assessments, reducing average partisan divergence by 41% and 72% in réspprest®ns about
unemployment under Bush and Obama, respectii®@ge Table A2.)
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coefficients Amount correct = $0.10 x DemocrandAmount correct =$1.00 x Democragtis marginally
significant (p< .10, onetailed test).

The third column of Table 4 also repadttie effects of variation in the amount paid for “ddaiow”
responses. All of the interactions between the fractional payment amoumarasanship are in the expected
negative direction, meaning that payments for “don’t know” responses furthueerpartisan gaps. For
payments that are 20% or 33% agéaas the payments for correct responses, the estimates are statistically
significant at p< .10 (twotailed), and the pooled estimate of the effect of “don’t know” payments is
significant at p< .05. To interpret these coefficients, one can fix the payfoe a correct response at $0.10,
in which case the estimated partisan gap is .063 (.145 —.082, p <.01). Adding the “doh’p&pment is
estimated to reduce this party gap by between .02 (a 25% reduction for a “dori"tgayoment of $0.025)
and .04 (a 65% reduction for a payment of $0.033).

The ordering of the effects for the proportional payments is nonmonoldredargest reduction in
partisan divergence is associated with the 33% payment for “don’t knopdnsss, the neXargest
reduction is associated with the 20% payment, and the smallest reductisodmted with the 25% payment.
None of thesestimdesare statistically distinguishable from one another, perhaps reflectmrglatively
small sample sizes in each conditidhthe same time, the estimates imply that the combination of a $1.00
payment for a correct response and a $0.33 payment flmré& know” response will eliminatéhe entiregap
between Democrats and Republicans in responses to partisan factual gqé&stions.

Taken as a whole, these results have two implications. First, as infagpefi, modest incentives
for correct responsesibstantially reduce partisan gaps, which is consistent with these gapd uegpagtly
to expressive responding rather than to sincere differences in beliefs. Sedeadt half of the partisan
divergence that remains in the presence of incentinlgor correct responseappears tarise because
people know that they do not know the correct response but continue to engage sivexpgeponding. On
average, payments for correct responses in this experiment redisanpgaps by 60%. Adding “ddn’

know” payments reduces partisan gaps by an additional 20 percentage poiing,dagv20% of the

% This calculation is .145 — .116.841, which is actually slightly smaller than 0.
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original gap. Thigesult implies that fully half of the remaining gap arose because participargsimaware
of the correct response and understood their lack of knowledge. Indeed, ilelyehégh rate of “don’t
know” responsgabout 48%Yevealghata surprisingnumberof respondents were awatet they lacked

clearknowledgeof partisaishiprelevant facts

EXPRESSIVE SURVEY REPONSE AND THE RELATONSHIP BETWEEN FACTS
AND VOTES

Our experiments speak most directly to the role that partisan cheeggdalys in responses to factual
guestions about politics. But they also speak to the relationship betaateal assessments and the political
choices that people make. In particular, they suggest that efforts tetamdiethe relationshipetween facts
and voteswith survey responsese likely to be biased in the absence of efforts to account for partisan
cheerleading. To make this concern clearuseExperiment 1o assess the correlation between factual
assessmentnd candidate preference in 2008. By comparing the correlations in thel eotreatment
conditions, we can understand whether the use of survey measaoesmomic perceptions to predict vote
choice—a common practiée the literature on retrospective economic vofiegy, Duch and Stevenson
2006)—leads to biased conclusions when those measures are affected by partisaadihgerl

With thedata fromExperiment 1we estimate

PresVote= b, + b;FactualAssessments b,PayCorregt+ bs(PayCorrect x FactualAssessmen)s- g,

wherePresVote= 1 indicates an intended vote for Obama BresVote= O indicates an intended vote for
McCain. (We exclude from the analyses those who aren'’t registered, prefetattiglates, or report that

they won't vote.FactualAssessmenitsthe mean of the eight items that imeluded in our earlier analysis of
the experiment, with each item coded so that 1 is the most Democratic respofssthadnost Republican
responsePayCorrectis an indicator for assignment to the gay-correctresponse condition. Existing

research suggesthatb, > 0. statements of factual beliefs that favor the Democratic Party are associated wit
voting for the Democratic candidaut if those statementwe affected by cheerleadingder ordinary

survey conditions, thetime association should be weakethe treatment condition, implying ke 0.
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We presen©LS estimates witlelustered standard errors in Tabl& Ber these estimates, a ene
standaredeviation increase (.124) in the factual assessments scale is associate®@vpignceataggoint
increase in therobability of voting for Obama (p < .01). Among those assigned to the treatment group,
however, the negative estimate farmeans that this effect is substantially reduced. For those sultects
same shift in the assessments scale increases the probability of voting for Ob&melnettage points, a
decrease afore than 40%p < .05) in theassociatioetweerthose assessmeraisd vote choiceThis
finding suggestthat the observed correlation between normal (unincentivized) swpests of factual
assessments and voting is exaggeratgubbysan cheerleanly.

We are not suggesting that partisanship does not shape vote choices. Htwelearitnplication
of ourexperiments is thatandard survey measures of factual beliefs are affegtedpressive responding.
Use of those measurest&stthe claim hat partisanship works by shaping factual beliefs is therefore likely to
bevery difficult. When incentives are used to measure factual assessments more accurately, the @pparent r

of factual assessmeritsvote choicas reduced.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Differences between Demaocrats and Republicans in statements about facerslareat hallmark of
American politics How should those differences be interpreted? One view is that they rexeagitpal
biasesThat is,Democrats and Republicans answer questions differently because they pegymavate
realities”(e.g., Kull et al. 2004)Another possibility, highlighted in this paper, is that differencesiimey
responses arise because surveys offer partisarsosivepportunities to express their partisan affinities.

To explorethe distinction betweebeliefs andexpressive statements made in surveys, we have
presented a model of survey responsedbatunts fothe possibility of expressive partisan responding. Our
model shows that incentives for correct responses can be used to distaigcese from insincere partisan
responding. lalsoshows that incentivesno matter how large-may failto reduce partisan responding if

respondentareunsureof the correct aswers However, by providing incentives for both correct and “don’t

"In this sample, the medfactualAssessmengsore is .59 and 50% of respondents prefer Obama. Probit
results are substantively similar.
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know” responses, one can estimate the proportion of partisan respondingstsaitherbecause of partisan
cheerleading dbecaus@®f uncertainty about the correct answers

Guided by hemodel, we designed and fielded two novel experiments. In the first experiment, some
participants were paid for correct answers to factual questions. Thempayraduced observed partisan gaps
by about 55%. In the second experiment, we also paid some participants for “don’t kejpavises.
Payments for correct responses reduced partisan gaps byPé@¥ents for both correct and “don’t know”
responses reduced them by an additional 3084ding gaps that were 80% smaller than those that we
observed inhe absence gfaymentsTaken together, these resutsm experiments with small incentives
provide lowerbound estimatesf the extent to whicpartisan divergence arises because of expressive
partisan returns and $@ware ignorance of the truth.

Why do we observe partisan responding in the first place? We have suggested loatstffom a
conscious desire to offer a partisanstgmsistent message. But it may also arise unconsciously. Survey
respondents may not think seriously about correct answers under ordinagy cumditions, but incentives
may reduce partisan gaps by causing respondents to think more carefullgabsxitanswers (e.g.,
Kuklinski et al. 2001, 41:20; Kahan et al. 2012). In either case, the takeaway is the same: conventional
survey measures overstate partisan differeffces.

Thearticle most closely related to ours is Prior, Sood, and Khanna (2018} atko appears in this
issue.Onebasic difference is that Prior, Sood, and Khanna focukeaccuracy oinswers to factual
guestions about politics, while we focus on partisan differences in respotisesa@uestiond.hat is, Prior,
Sood, and Khanna examine the extent to which payments or wapgseeldor accurate responsesduce
respondents’ factuarrors in surveysBy contrast, we examine the extent to which payments reduce

differences in responses between Democrats and Republicans, and we do not foctserrregipendents

8 We also designed Experiment 1 to test whether merely enhancing accuragionst would reduce
partisan gaps. Specifically, we fielded an additional treatment, not descalseve, in which some
respondents were told that their answers would be scored. This conddinilas to the'accuracy appeal”
condition in Study 2 of Prior, Sood, and Khanna (2015). But unlike those authors, we fihd ot this
treatment made much difference to partisans’ respppedsaps due to imprecision in our estimates.
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answer correctlyDespite this difference, the basic results@maplematary. ordinary surveys seem to
exaggerate both the differences between partisans and the extent tthehiate misinformed.

Two other differences between this article and Prior, Sood, and Khanna (201%tteation, and
we hope that they will guiditureresearchFirst, while we asked partisans about a range of issues in our two
studies, Prior, Sood, and Khanna focused on economic ig&atearticlesshowthat ordinary surveys have
been overstating partisan biasaset oeconomic issuegioweer, our work shows that this pattern also
extends to important issues beyond the economy, including evaluations g faifairs.

Secondwe present a model of survey respowséch allows for the possibility that respondents
know that they do not knoviné correcanswers to factual questiorighis model shows that increasing the
incentive to be accurate alone will not reduce partisan bias in surveysespbrespondents have this sort of
knowledge However the experimental manipulaticghatwe underake in which individuals are paid for
“don’t know” responsegermits us t@augehow many respondents recognize their own lack of knowledge
about basic political matterg/e find that a surprisingly large proportion of subjects appear willinglhoita
their ignoranceéby choosing “don’t know” for a small financial incentive, despite the fatthis means
forgoing partisan respondingy the chance to earn a larger reward by choosing the correct response.
Furthermorepayingrespondents to admit their own ignorance further reduces partisan divepggnoe
what is achieved by encouraging accurdle.see this finding and its implications as particularly deserving

of further study.

Implications of Our Findings

The main implication of our findings thatpartisan differences in responses to factual questiaysnot

imply partisan differences in belieflnstead, some portion of partisan polarization in survey responses about
facts—perhaps very large portion-is affectiveandinsincere Our results thusadl into question the

common assumptiatihat what people say in survayslects their beliefsOf coursethis assumption has

often been called into question for sensitive topicg.ddr results suggest that a broader range of survey

responses should lsebject to scrutiny.

24



In light of this concern, efforts to assess the dynamics of public opinion shapluleywith the
possibility thatovertime changes in partisahexpressed attitudek notreflectchanges imeal beliefs
Instead changes in survey responses may reflect chartpesocial returns to cheerleading (see lyengar,
Sood, and Lelkes 2012) or in tHegree to which different responses are understodnveysupport for
one’s partyFor example, elections may make more saliegtneed to support one’s party, explaining why
party polarization is more pronounced during campaigns (lyengar, Sood, and2@1Rggust as “sorting”
(Levendusky 2009nay arise because holding particular policy positions may come to be associlated wit
public support of one’s party.

Our results may also help tesolvethetension betweepartisansdivergent assessments of objective
conditions in surveys and the power of those conditioegptain aggregate election outcomes (e.g., Bartels
and Zaller 2001; Hibbs 2000). We show not only that partisans do not fully beli@avevihesurvey
responses, but also that they appear to understand their own ign@itaiceecognition of their own
ignorance may make it easier to inform them of the facts anmrichange their vote§ his selfawareness
about lack of knowledge helps explain why even some simple informational inttengeappear to have
relatively large effects on voting.@., Ferraz and Finan 2008; Kendall, Nannicini, and Trebbi)2@n8! if
these interventions can have large effects on vote choice, then partisan pattetimgimayreflect inlarge
part,a selfaware lack of information rather than some deeper and persistent unveiigtp tie electoral
sanctions to performance.

While our experiments are confingd factual questions, our argumexpliesto a wider range of
guestions. Our modslggests that, in the absence aiativationto answef‘partisan”questions accurately,
partisan divergence should be large. These factosokkely to apply to noractual mattersin particular,
when survey reports of attitudes have expressive value, they may be inaccurate meagerafitudes.

And survey reports of vote intention may also be systematically biased by expresgignding.

We haveocused orfactual statements because our experimental design regbjeesively

verifiable response8ut other approachésatdo not rest on payments for objectively correct answeng

also create pressures to be objective. For example, fota@kithg judgments can be tied to incentives that

25



are paid based on the realization of future evéttd.creative studies in psychology show that enhancing
accuracy motivations can reduce partisan divergence even for quéstibiagkobjectively correct answers
(Waytz, Young, and Ginges 2014; see also Campbell and Kay 2014). In other words, partda@s ma
exaggerating not only their statements of factual belief but theirciti#l statements as well.

Anotherarea for subsequent researcthis potentiaheterogeneity ofreatment effectdVe asked
guestions about many different policy areas,wafound variation across questions, in btita degree of
partisan divergendhat existan the absence of incentives and the degree tohuhientives reducthat
divergenceFurther exploration of this variation will be useful. For exammiecertain policytopics
perceived as more importatgadingpartisango feel thatthey must stay “on message” when answering
guestions about those topics? In Experiment 2, we find the largest basdissnpmgaps for questions about
economic performance under Bush and Obama, key issues in almost all presideniabns(See Table
A2.) Did partisans feghatstraying from their team’s msgage on these questions would be particularly
damning? (Interestingly,es$pite these large initial gaps, incentives for coaadt“don’t know’responses
reducedpartisan divergencir these item$&y about as much as they did for other items.)

Similarly, which sorts opeople are most likely to engage in expressive responding, and how do those
peoplerespond to incentives for correct respongesiur discussion of Experiment 1, we find teaength of
partisanship does neeem to moderate expressiespondingPolitical interest does moderate expressive
responding—as expected, more interested partisans are more potatimedheither strength of partisanship
nor political interesthangeshe effects of incentive3hat saidthese results are tentagivanda
comprehensive examination of heterogenadsoss subjecwaits future research.

Additionally, the imprecision of our estimates about the effects of increasiagtive sizefor
examplemeanghat it would be valuable tonduct additional experiments with larger samples. The
appareneffect of increasing incentive siaéso implies that it would be desirable to ascertain whether even
larger incentives can further reduce apparent Bidditionally, it is unclear how incéives change survey

response relative to those in the absence of incentives.
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Our maincontributionsarea model of expressive survey responsetamcexperimentghat
distinguish cheerleading behavior from sincere partisan divergencentitedt smallihancial inducements
for correct responses can substantially reduce partisan divergence, ahdshaeductions are even larger
when inducements are also provided for “don’t know” answers. In light of tessks, survey responses that
indicate partian polarization with respect to factual matters should not be takaceatdlueAnalysts of
public opinion should consider the possibility that the appearance of polaripafiarerican politicds, to
someextent,an artifact of survey measurement rather than evidence andaleeply heldifferences in

assessments of facts
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Table 1: Experiment 1: Question Wording and Baseline Partisan Differences in Scale Scores

Lonuoi sroup

Control Group, Control Group, Difference in P-value of
Mean Mean Scale Scores,  Difference of
Democratic Republican Democrats —  party means,
Question Question Wording Response Options Response Response Republicans 1-tailed test N
Irag casualties, 2007 vs. 2008 Was the number of U.S. soldiers killed in Iraq in the first half of 2008 lower, Lower (0), About the same (.5), Higher (1) 416 177 .239 .000 212
about the same, or higher than the number who were killed in the second half
of 2007?
Bush inflation change Compared to January 2001, when President Bush first took office, has the Increased (1), Stayed about the same .894 .694 201 .000 207
level of inflation in the country increased, stayed the same, or decreased? (.5), Decreased (0)
Bush unemployment change Compared to January 2001, when President Bush first took office, has the Increased (1), Stayed about the same .766 .598 .168 .002 208
level of unemployment in the country increased, stayed the same, or (.5), Decreased (0)
decreased?
Estimated Bush approval About what percentage of Americans approve of the way that George W. 20% (1), 30% (.75), 40% (.5), 50% (.25), .909 .817 .092 .000 216
Bush is handling his job as President? 60% (0)
Iraq total casualties About how many U.S. soldiers have been killed in Iraq since the invasion in 4,000 (0), 8,000 (.25), 12,000 (.5), 16,000 .200 114 .087 .013 210
March 2003? (.75), 20,000 (1)
Estimated Bush approval among About what percentage of Republicans approve of the way that George W. 40% (1), 50% (.75), 60% (.5), 70% (.25), 794 724 .070 .039 211
Republicans Bush is handling his job as President? 80% (0)
Obama age How old is Barack Obama? 37 (0), 42 (.33), 47 (.66), 52 (1) .558 .508 .050 .055 213
McCain age How old is John McCain? 62 (0), 67 (.33), 72 (.66), 77 (1) .681 .637 .044 .035 215
Afghanistan casualties, Was the number of U.S. soldiers killed in Afghanistan in the first half of 2008  Lower (0), About the same (.5), Higher (1) .608 .598 .010 430 208
2007 vs. 2008 lower, about the same, or higher than the number who were killed in the
second half of 2007?
Bush deficit change Compared to January 2001, when President Bush first took office, has the Increased (1), Stayed about the same .938 .944 -.006 .589 212
federal budget deficit in the country increased, stayed the same, or (.5), Decreased (0)
decreased?
Placebo: price of gold in 1980 What was the price of gold, in dollars per ounce, on January 18, 1980? In dollars, 0=0, 1000=1, Correct is 791 .680
between $800 and $900
N/A
Placebo: Bangladeshi independence In what year did Bangladesh become independent of Pakistan? In years, 1800=0, 2000=1, Correct is 151 .185

1971

Note: Source: 2008 CCES. Questions are ordered by size of partisan gap in control-group responses, with placebo questions at the bottom. All responses are scaled from 0 to 1; 1 is the most Democratic response. In the "response options"
column, the correct response options are italicized. Placebo questions were open-ended and were recoded to range from 0 to 1.



Table 2: Experiment 1: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on Partisan Differences in Scale Scores

1) 2 3
Democrat (b,) 0.118 0.105 0.082
[0.015]*** [0.016]*** [0.022]***
Political interest x Democrat 0.059
[0.030]**
Payment for correct response x Democrat (b3) -0.065 -0.059 -0.057
[0.022]*** [0.022]*** [0.037]
Payment for correct response x Political interest x Democrat -0.023
[0.046]
Payment for correct response 0.038 0.031 0.045
[0.016]** [0.016]* [0.029]
Payment for correct response x Political interest -0.005
[0.035]
Knowledge (0-1) 0.013
[0.015]
White 0.017
[0.024]
Hispanic 0.040
[0.028]
Other race 0.051
[0.030]*
Female 0.016
[0.012]
Age (in years) 0.001
[0.002]
Age?/100 -0.001
[0.002]
Region: Northeast 0.043
[0.017]**
Region: Midwest 0.042
[0.016]***
Region: South 0.014
[0.014]
Income (1 = <$10,000; 14 = >$150,000; 15 = RF/Missing) 0.005
[0.002]**
Income missing -0.046
[0.024]*
Education (1 = no high school; 6 = graduate degree) 0.000
[0.006]
Education: No high school 0.006
[0.024]
Education: Some college 0.019
[0.014]
Education: 2-year college 0.032
[0.026]
Education: 4-year college -0.003
[0.019]
Married or in a domestic partnership -0.007
[0.013]
Religious attendance (1-6) -0.002
[0.004]
Political interest (0,1) -0.034
[0.021]
Constant 0.239 0.160 0.261
[0.021]*** [0.059]*** [0.024]***
Observations 3321 3299 3305
R? 0.398 0.407 0.400

Note: Source: 2008 CCES. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for the eight questions on which we observed control-group partisan gaps of p < .10. It
ranges from 0 to 1. The analysis includes only Democrats and Republicans from the control and pay-for-correct-response conditions. Cell entries are OLS
coefficients with robust standard errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects not reported.



Table 3: Experiment 2: Question Wording and Baseline Partisan Differences in Scale Scores

Pre-Treatment

Mean Mean Difference in P-value of
Pre-treatment Pre-treatment Scale Scores, Difference of
Democratic Republican Democrats — Party means,

Question Question Wording Range of Response Line Correct Response Response Response Republicans  1-tailed test N

Obama unemployment From January 2009, when President Obama first took office, to —2 (Unemployment Increased by 0.5 % 552 .378 174 .000 389
February 2012, how had the unemployment rate in the country decreased) to 4%
changed? (Unemployment increased)

Bush Il unemployment From January 2001, when President Bush first took office, to —2 (Unemployment Increased by 3.6 % .715 .583 132 .000 383
January 2009, when President Bush left office, how had the decreased) to 4%
unemployment rate in the country changed? (Unemployment increased)

Defense spending For every dollar the federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, 3 to 27 cents 19.4 cents 731 631 101 .000 355
about how much went to the Department of Defense (US Military)?

Obama vote in 2008 In the 2008 Presidential Election, Barack Obama defeated his 50 to 62% 53.70% 544 444 .100 .001 366
Republican challenger John McCain. In the nation as a whole, of
all the votes cast for Obama and McCain, what percentage went to
Obama?

Iraq deaths: percent black Approximately 12 to 13% of the US population is Black. What 910 21% 9.90% 1430 .344 .085 .006 373
percentage of US Soldiers killed in Irag since the invasion in 2003
are Black?

Medicaid spending Medicaid is a jointly funded, Federal-State health insurance 3 to 27 cents 7.5 cents 577 .502 .075 .013 343
program for low-income and needy people. For every dollar the
federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, about how much
went to Medicaid?

TARP: percent paid back The Treasury Department initiated TARP (the first bailout) during 1 (Less repaid) to 100 (More 69.56% 391 324 .068 .027 349
the financial crisis of 2008. TARP involved loans to banks, repaid)
insurance companies, and auto companies. Of the $414 billion
spent, what percentage had been repaid, as of March 15, 2012?

Global warming According to NASA, by how much did annual average global —1 (Temperatures cooler) to Increased by 1.1 .685 .640 .045 .013 382
temperatures, in degrees Fahrenheit, differ in 2010 from the 2 (Temperatures warmer) degrees
average annual global temperature between 1951 and 19807

Iraq deaths About how many U.S. soldiers were killed in Iraq between the 1000 to 7000 4,486 .549 .504 .044 .072 382
invasion in 2003 and the withdrawal of troops in December 2011?

Debt service spending The Treasury Department finances U.S. Government debt by 3 to 27 cents 6.2 cents .501 458 .043 .095 360
selling bonds and other financial products. For every dollar the
federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, about how much
went to pay interest on those Treasury securities?

Foreign-born population According to the Census Bureau, in 2010 what percentage of the 1 to 100% 12.92% .785 772 .013 239 388
total population of the United States was born outside of the United
States (foreign-born)?

Placebo: Mantle home runs 1961 In 1961, Roger Maris broke Babe Ruth's record for most home 36 to 60 54 .339 319
runs hit in a major league baseball season. He hit 61 home runs N/A

that year. How many home runs did his Yankees teammate Mickey
Mantle hit in that year?

Note: Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. Questions are ordered by size of partisan gap in pre-treatment responses, with placebo question at the bottom. All responses scaled 0 to 1; 1 is the most Democratic response.



Table 4: Experiment 2: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on Partisan Differences in Scale Scores

(1) (2 (3
OLS Tobit OLS
Democrat (b;) 145 152 .145
[.028]*** ['0291*** [.028]***
Payment for correct response x Democrat (by) -.087 -.091
[.030]*** [.032]***
Payment for correct response and DK x Democrat (bs) -117 -.123
[.029]*** ['030]***
Payment for correct response .018 .018
[.025] [.026]
Payment for correct response and DK .049 .052
[.024]** [.025]**
Amount correct = $0.10 x Democrat -.082
[.033]**
Amount correct = $0.25 x Democrat -.092
['033]***
Amount correct = $0.50 x Democrat -.096
['033]***
Amount correct = $0.75 x Democrat -.061
[.036]*
Amount correct = $1.00 x Democrat -.116
[.036]***
(Proportional payment for DK = .20) x Democrat -.031
[.018]*
(Proportional payment for DK = .25) x Democrat -.016
[.020]
(Proportional payment for DK = .33) x Democrat -.041
[.020]**
Amount correct = $0.10 .010
[.027]
Amount correct = $0.25 .028
[.027]
Amount correct = $0.50 .020
[.027]
Amount correct = $0.75 .005
[.029]
Amount correct = $1.00 .042
[.029]
Proportional payment for DK = .20 .023
[.013]*
Proportional payment for DK = .25 .030
[.017]*
Proportional payment for DK = .33 .034
[.016]**
Constant .614 .617 .614
[.026]*** [.026]*** [.026]***
Observations 4608 4608 4608
R2 179 N/A 181
F-test, 'Pay Correct x Dem.' > 'Pay Correct and DK x Dem." .020 .020 N/A

Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for the ten questions on which we observed pre-treatment partisan
gaps of p < .10. It ranges from 0 to 1. The analysis includes only Democrats and Republicans. Cell entries are coefficients with robust standard errors, clustered by
respondent. Question fixed effects are not reported. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



Table 5: Experiment 1: Association of Factual Assessments with Vote Choice

Vote for Democratic
Presidential Candidate

Average factual assessments scale score (b;; 0 = most Republican, 1 = most Democratic) 1.770
[.222]%*=*
Payment for correct response (b,) 418
[.224]*
Payment for correct response x Average factual assessments scale score (bs) -.741
[.367]**
Constant -.548
[.135]***
Observations 373
R2 .130

Note: Source: 2008 CCES. The dependent variable is coded 1 for subjects who expressed an intention to vote for the Democratic candidate (Barack
Obama), 0 for those who expressed an intention to vote for the Republican candidate (John McCain). The analysis includes only those Democrats and
Republicans who expressed an intention to vote for one of the major-party candidates. "Payment for correct response" is coded 0 or 1. "Average factual
assessments scale score" is computed by averaging across the eight non-placebo questions for which we found partisan gaps in the control condition.



APPENDIX: A MODEL OF EXPRESSIVE SURVEY RESPONSE

We begin with a model in which respondents derive utility from their suesgonses in three ways: by
offering answers that cast their party in a favorable light, by expretairgsincere beliefs, and learning
financial rewards. For now, we set aside the possibility that peoplehoase to say “don’t know.” For
simplicity, we focus on the case in which there are two survey responaed, . Individuals, indexed by
the subscript, are either Demaats (T = D) or Republicans (T = R). Individuals differ in theita¢der
partisan cheerleading and their beliefs about the truth.

Turning first to expressive benefits, individiral taste for partisan cheerleading is denoted by the
parameter ¢ for cheerleading, which ranges from 0 (no taste for it) to any positive numbesf<Batiout the
truth are described by the functioifrp, which is the probability thatbelieves response, § = 1 or 2, is
correct. In this example, we assume that respangertrays Democrats most favorably, that respopse r
portrays Republicans most favorably, and that these assumptions acelshaspondents from both parties.
Specifically, the expressive function e(j), maps an individual’s partisanship T to thesoeral benefit of
offering responseg rand is defined as e(T = D)r=e(T =R, ) =1 and e(T = D, = e(T=R, r;) = 0. That
is, Democrats and Republicans receive an expressive partisan utility boosffieang the response that
portrays their paytin a favorable light, and they receive no partisan utility from offetiegésponse that is
inconsistent with their partisan leanings.

The utility associated with providing a sincere response is measured‘byiiesty” function k(r;).
For simplicity, we assumei(r;) = pi(r;), i.e., the honesty value of offering responsge the probability that
the respondent believes it is true. Finally, some respondents may also recedentgiad, | > 0, which is the
additional reward for a correct resporndée assume utility is linear in

These assumptions allow us to describe a respondent’s expected utdiffgfmg responsg as the
sum of three terms. We omit the individual subscript clarity:

(1) EU(r].) =h(n) + 1% p(r) + cx &(T,r).

Al



The first term is simply the honesty value of respongéhe second term is the additional value of providing
response j in the presence of incentive | (realized with the probability thahsesis correct). The third term
is the partisan value of offeringsponse jiweighted by the respondent’s value of expressive partisan
responding, c. Using the assumption that h() is equivalent to p(), we relyrés: (

(2) EU(r].) =(1+1) x p(r;) + cx e(T,p),
which is the form of the expected utility we focus on hereegpondent will offer the responsdrom (r,r)
that maximizes (2).

To make the exposition as clear as possible, we suppose that the resmoadnocrat (F D).

The analysis for the Republican partisan mirrors that for the Dertopeatisan ands omitted. Recall thatr
is the partisan Demaocratic response, and so g3, and e(D, ) = 0.

First, consider how our model predicts that partisans will respond teeysaorthe absence of
incentives for correct responses. In this case, equéjareduces to

(3) EU(r|) =p(r) + cx e(T.x).

Using (3), the utility from reporting responses p(r;) + ¢, and the utility from reporting s p(r,) =
1 —p(ry). Therefore the Democrat will repoitwhenever ¢ > ¢* = 1— 2p(r).

As c is weakly positive, whenever p(r .5 (that is, the Democrat believes response at least as
likely to be correct as,), the Democrat will offer the partisan responsewven in the absence of expressive
returns (ie., even if ¢ = 0). By contrast, as(grows small (i.e., as the Democrat becomes increasingly
likely to believe the prd&Republican response is correct), larger values of ¢ are required to catseffer
r;. To produce a response of the partisa expressive return must be larger to offset the greater cost of
providing an answer that is likely to be untrue.

This relationship is displayed graphically in Panel A of Figure 1, wkliimws that for each value of
p(r1) there is a value of expressive partisan responding such that, for thoeedats with ¢ at least this
large, 1 will be their survey response. Democrats offeringre therefore composed of two groups. The first
group consists of those who believe thasmore likely to be correct thas,; this group is represented by the

right-hand side of the panel, for which g(p .5. The second group consists of those who believe,ttsat r

A2



more likely to be correct, but for whom that belief is offset by a lawggarn from offering an expressiv
partisan response. This group is represented by the upper segment efthedefide of the panel, which is
labeled “insincere choice of t

To link expressive returns to polarization of partisan responses, coRaidels B and C. Panel B
shows the response pattern for Republicans, which is a mirror image ofAPamel Panel C displays both
partisan response patterns at once. It shows that in the presence of expetssig, Democrats and
Republicansvho share common beliefs about the tiatie at the same position on the horizontal acés)
nonetheless offer polarized survey responses if their value of expressive partisadirgsgoarge enough
When beliefs about the truth are shared, polarization is most prevdlentogliefs are mosincertain, i.e.,
when p(r) = p(r2) =.5. Polarization will also arise, even in the absence of returnptessive partisan
responding (i.e., when c¢ = 0), if Democrats and Republicans hold differezfstadout the truth.

We next consider what happenkem incentives are offered for correct responses, i.e., whén |
From equation (2), for a given value of |, there is a unique c*'= (1+IZf(+r)) such that all Democrats with
an expressive responding parameter greater than c*' will affésrbefoe, incentives have no effect on the
responses of Democrats who believe that respansearrect (i.e., pg) > .5). But for Democrats who
believe response is more likely to be correct, a larger return to cheerleading is now eeqoioffset the
eanings that are likely to be lost by offering responséormally, ¢* = c* + (Ix (1 — 2p(k)). This
relationship is shown in Panel A of Figure 2. (For simplicity, we assuroeghout Figure 2 that 1 = 1.)

Comparison of Panel A in Figure 1 and Panel A in Figure 2 draws out a basitgpbutaint result:
incentives for correct responses reduce expressive partisan responding hy samsiof those who know
that responseiis less likely to be true to offer respongenstead. In Figure 2, these respamntdeare
represented by the region that is labeled “induced choige”of r

Figure 2 draws out a second important result: when a Democrat believessmabre likely to be
correct, the additional value of expressive returns (c) that is required éoheakffer response increases
in her belief thatyis correct. Formally, c*~ c* is increasing in p). To see this result graphically, note that

the vertical gap between the dashed and solid lines increases as one approadhssléheflthe xaxis. This
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gap increases because the difference between c*' and c* is a functiorp) ofrpdther words, for those who
are more uncertain (pfris closer to .5), incentives have smaller effects. The intuitiothie result is that a
person who choosesalanswer she thinks is most likely to be correct only earns the incentive foeet cor
response if that answer is in fact correct, which she expects to occur witbllabifity that they believe that
response is correct. If a person believés correst with probability .75, she earns the incentive | with
probability .75 if she choosesand .25 if she chooses At the extreme, an individual who believes that r
and , are equally likely to be true—that is, she knows that she doesn’t kndwtire-continues to offer;r
regardless of incentives for correct responses because she won't (in eaxpedtabetter by giving up the
certain benefit of a partisan response because she earns the incentive |, in explealftiewe time for either
response.

To illustrate the effect of incentives on polarizatiBanel B of Figure 2 shows the effect of
incentives for Republican partisgrand Bnel Cdisplays both partisan response patterns at @wmaparison
of Panel C in Figure 1 to Panel C in Figure 2 shtvat increasing incentives decregsaarization In
particular, incentives redutke frequency with which Democrats and Republicging share common
beliefs about the trutbffer different survey responses, apart from the case in whigh=pf(r.) = .5.

This exposition leads us to two conclusions. First, incentivesoioect answers reduce partisan
divergence in the presence of shared beliefs about the truth. Secosadnpditergence may persist in the
face of incentives. It is clear that if partisan groups have different sibediefs about which response is most
likely to be true, paying respondents for correct responses will noter@dlarization. However, although it
may seem intuitive that persistent partisan divergence in the predencentives for correct responses
impliesunderlying differences in beliefs about the truth, our analysisestiggartisan divergence may
nonetheless persist for two other reasons. First, the taste for expestisan cheerleading (c) may be large.
Second, even if that taste is small, individuals may be uncertain abouttthért that case, they will offer
partisan responses even in the face of large incentives for correct responding.

We have considered respondents who must provide either a padissiatent or a partisan

inconsistent response. But giving respondents the option to decline to paesigonse may reduce
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observed polarization. To explore this possibility, we consider a model witid#ioaal response option:

“don’t know.”

Incorporating “Don’t Know” Responses

To incorporate a “don’t know” response option, we must specify the utiitya respondent receives from
selecting “don’t know.” For simplicity, we assume that a “don’t know” resp{mgeyields some fixed
positive psybological benefit \jx > 0 plus whatever financial incentive is offered for giving that respon
(I4). (The results here are robust to allowing negative valuegdf Specified this way, Ugk) =V g + l g
One can think of \ as the honesty value of choosing “don’t know” relative to an incorrect resggsse
before, the individual is offered an incentive | for providing a comesponse.

When will a respondent choose “don’t know”? Note that the value of “don’t kisownaffected by c
or p(), so a respondent chooses “don’t know” when the values of ¢ and p() makedatlp less attractive
than “don’t know.” Critically, one can earn the incentiyewith certainty by choosing “don’t know”, unlike
the incentive for a correct response which is realized only if the chagsonee is revealed after the fact to
be correct, which occurs with the belief;p(Ceteris paribus, therefore, increasing uncertaigtySy will
make the “don’t know” option more attractive. Recall from the previous sisdfjfustrated in Panel A of
Figure 2) that a Democrat’s selection pbr r, depends on whether c is greater or less than ¢* = (1+I)(1
2p(ry)).

Consider first a Democrat who would otherwise choose the “Republican” sespgorider expected
utility for choosing this response is (1)1 —p(ry)). This utility is greater than the utility associated with
selecting “don’t know” when p() < p*(ry) = 1— (Va + la) / (1+1). This p*(r) is the lowest probability that
the Democratic response)iis correct for which the Democrat will select “don’t know” rather than th
Republican response. When g)(is below this critical value, the Democrat prefers to report the Repabl
response. Note that this critical value of p¥(s unaffected by the expressive \alf partisan responding c,

because the return tgis unaffected by c.
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Figure 3 illustrates this logic. For presentation, we assume that k==1,715, and \ = 51The
value of p*(r) isthus 1 — (.5 +.75) / (1 + 1) = .375. Graphically, this solution is represarBahel A by the
leftmost line that defines the “induced don’t know” region. Substantivelypdh® is that when p() exceeds
the critical valug*(r,), all cases in which the Democrat would have offered the Republican respense
replaced by “don’t know” answers.

We next examine how a Democrat who otherwise would have chosen the “Democraticseegpon
behaves in the presence of incentives for “don’t know.” We have already shown that*if the Democrat
is indifferent between the Democratic and the Republican responses, ahg(@hat p*(ry), she is also
indifferent between those responses and “don’t know.” However, ggigés above p*(), the expected
return from choosinghe “Democratic” response increases. Theans that as the Democratic response
becomes more likely to be true, smaller returns to expressive responding aedramkeep the Democratic
response more attractive than “don’t know.” In Panel A of Figure 3, thistcandi illustrated by the
downward-sloping line that defines the top of the region labeled “induced don’t knownidHgy ¢ = c*” =
(Vak + law) / (p(r)(1+1)) is the critical value, such that when ¢ > ¢*” (and ¢*'), the Democrat chooses the
Democratic response over “don’t know.”

Parallel analysis for Republicans appears in Panel B of Figure 3. For bottiaésrand
Republicans, the subjects who offer “don’t know” responses are drawn froemthosare most uncertain
about which answer is correct, i.e., from subjects for whom) close to .5. Our analysis above establishes
that it is this uncertainty that makes incentives for correct answers leastdildfgct survey responses.
Accordingly, for these uncertain respondents, the “sure thing” of a “dooit’kpayment is a wre effective
inducement than the smaller probability of earning a potentially laeyengnt for a correct response.

Combining these analyses, as we do in Panel C, and comparing that plot {0 paRéjure 2 allows

us to assess the effect on observaldnization of offering incentives for both correct and “don’t know”

! We choose a relatively high level gf because Figure 3 illustrates the logic of our model when there are
only two survey responses (in addition to “don’t know”). Given only two respons&s cemplete

uncertainty means that one is, in expectation, correct half of tkeltira model with more response options,
the value of Jynecessary to sustain don’t knoe@sponses would be smaller. For example, one could also
allow the value of 4 to be negative.
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responses. Relative to simply offering incentives for correct responséasy adgbntives for “don’t know”
responses decreases the frequency with which Democrats and Republicans &horshan but weak
beliefs about the correct response;fjaé not close to 1 for any j) provide divergent (non-“don’t know”)

survey responses.

A7



Figure 1: Patterns of Survey Response in the Absence of Incentives
by Value of Expressive Partisan Responding and Beliefs about Correct Responses

A) Democrats’ Survey Responses B) Republicans’ Survey Responses
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Figure 2: Patterns of Survey Response Given Incentives for Correct Responses (I=1)
by Value of Expressive Partisan Responding and Beliefs about Correct Responses

A) Democrats’ Survey Responses B) Republicans’ Survey Responses
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Figure 3: Patterns of Survey Response Given Incentives for Correct (I=1) and Don’t Know (l4=.75) Responses
by Value of Expressive Partisan Responding and Beliefs about Correct Responses

A) Democrats’ Survey Responses B) Republicans’ Survey Responses
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Table Al: Experiment 1: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on Partisan Divergence in Scale Scores by Question

() @ (©) (©) ®) (6) ™ ®)
Irag 07 to 08 Bush Est. Bush
Change Bush Inflation  Unemployment Est. Bush Iraq Total Approval
Casualties Change Change Approval Casualties Among Reps. Obama Age McCain Age
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.239 0.201 0.168 0.092 0.087 0.070 0.050 0.044
[0.052]*** [0.044]*** [0.056]*** [0.023]*** [0.038]** [0.039]* [0.031] [0.025]*
Payment for Correct Response * Democrat -0.078 -0.026 -0.074 -0.100 -0.064 -0.072 -0.048 -0.053
[0.077] [0.061] [0.079] [0.034]*** [0.054] [0.055] [0.045] [0.033]
Payment for Correct Response 0.043 0.059 0.091 0.018 0.051 0.026 0.005 0.010
[0.051] [0.052] [0.058] [0.024] [0.036] [0.039] [0.034] [0.024]
Constant 0.177 0.694 0.598 0.818 0.114 0.724 0.508 0.637
[0.033]*** [0.036]*** [0.042]*** [0.016]*** [0.024]*** [0.029]*** [0.023]*** [0.019]***
Observations 415 409 407 421 412 416 419 422
R-squared 0.064 0.093 0.032 0.044 0.014 0.008 0.008 0.012
Percentage of Partisan Gap Eliminated by Payment for Correct Response 32.5% 12.9% 44.4% 108.7% 73.3% 103.4% 95.2% 119.1%

Source: 2008 CCES study. Includes only Democrats and Republicans. Cases included are from control and paid for correct response condition. OLS Coefficients with robust standard errors. * significant at 10%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



Table A2: Experiment 2: Effect of Payment for Correct and Don't Know Responses on Partisan Divergence in Scale Scores by Question

()] @ ® 4 (©) (6) U] ®) ©) (10)

Global
Obama Bush Il Defense Iraq deaths % Medicaid TARP % Paid Warming Debt Service
Unemployment Unemployment Spending Obama Vote 08 Black Spending Back Amount Iraq deaths Spending
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.293 0.239 0.118 0.126 0.219 0.136 0.107 0.133 0.051 0.010
[0.065]*** [0.068]*** [0.085] [0.086] [0.081]*** [0.086] [0.091] [0.057]** [0.072] [0.089]
Payment Correct * Democrat -0.210 -0.097 -0.021 -0.091 -0.207 -0.088 -0.059 -0.107 -0.043 0.062
[0.078]*** [0.077] [0.093] [0.095] [0.092]** [0.096] [0.100] [0.063]* [0.081] [0.099]
Payment DK and Correct * Democrat -0.184 -0.202 -0.092 -0.056 -0.209 -0.139 -0.091 -0.093 -0.052 -0.035
[0.073]* [0.073]*** [0.088] [0.092] [0.086]** [0.089] [0.096] [0.060] [0.077] [0.092]
Payment for Correct Response 0.021 -0.049 -0.053 -0.028 0.113 0.081 -0.019 0.058 -0.009 0.042
[0.057] [0.072] [0.080] [0.080] [0.069] [0.079] [0.073] [0.055] [0.064] [0.082]
Payment for DK and Correct Response -0.019 0.079 0.059 -0.031 0.158 0.067 0.053 0.038 0.013 0.039
[0.054] [0.068] [0.076] [0.078] [0.064]** [0.073] [0.071] [0.053] [0.062] [0.076]
Constant 0.401 0.586 0.630 0.467 0.241 0.489 0.346 0.605 0.522 0.490
[0.048]*** [0.066]*** [0.073]*** [0.073]*** [0.060]*** [0.071]** [0.066]*** [0.050]*** [0.057]*** [0.074]**
Observations 444 485 446 457 470 442 452 466 479 467
R-squared 0.077 0.099 0.050 0.029 0.023 0.022 0.017 0.028 0.005 0.029
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. 0.310 0.010 0.060 0.250 0.490 0.150 0.280 0.340 0.420 0.030
Percentage of Partisan Gap Eliminated by Payment for Correct
Response 71.6% 40.6% 17.8% 72.1% 94.2% 64.8% 55.3% 80.5% 83.3% Increases
Percentage of Partisan Gap Eliminated by Payment for DK and
Correct Response 62.7% 84.5% 78.2% 44.7% 95.1% 101.9% 84.8% 70.3% 101.0% 335.7%

Source: 2012 MTURK study. Includes only Democrats and Republicans. Comparison of post-treatment responses in control, pay correct, and pay correct and don't know conditions. OLS Coefficients with robust standard errors. * significant
at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).
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PART I. DETAILS ABOUT THE EXPERIMENT 1 SAMPLE

The CCES ian Internet survey of U.S. citizens that was conductedooysov/Polimetrix
YouGov/Polimetrix uses sampling and matching techniques to generate a sahpfgptoximates the
demographic composition of the adult U.S. population. The full sample f@008&CCES is based on the
2005-06 American Community Study, November 2008 Current Population Survey, and the 2007 Pew
Religious Life Survey. Thus, this target sample is representative of the gemaukdtion on a broad range of
characteristics including a variety of geographic (state, region and wigaostatistical area), demographic
(age, race, income, education and gender), and other measures (born-agaengiédyment, interest in
news, party identification, ideology and turnout). Polimetrix invited a sanipteio opt-in panel of 1.4
million surveyrespondents to participate in the study. Invitations were stratified lmasage, race, gender,
education and by simple random sampling within strata. For more detailed informathis type of survey
and sampling technique see Vavreck and Rivers (j200&e broadly, see Baker et al. (2010) for a report on
the potential strengths and limitations of online panels.

The experiment sample was part of a private module on the 2008 CCES, wiibt saanple
population of 1,800 individuals. These questiomserasked of a subset, drawn at random, of 626 of the 1,800
individuals in the full sample.Qhe 419 partisangsed in our analysi81% were white, 7% were black, 8%
were Hispanic and 54% were female. Their mean age was 48 years old, their medareldwedtional
attainment was “some college,” and 67% were married or in a domestic partnership

Respondents in online samples often know more about politics and have moreimigotiscs than
respondents in other surveytsis not possible to estabh whether this pattern holds with respect to
knowledge in Experiment 1: the 2008 CCES includes few conventional knowledge qu@stibnsne that
have been used in recent ANES studiBsi}.the data show that the pattern does hold with respect tagloliti
interest.For example65% ofpartisans in the 2008 CCE&port being “very much interested” in politics; the
corresponding percentage in the 2008 ANE38% (No question in the 2008 ANES perfectly corresponds to

the CCES political interest questidrhe closest ANES question, which we use here, is V085073a.)
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Nonrepresentativeness on baseline characteristics does not necessariljairiply treatment effects
reported in Table 2 are different from those that we would find with a mpresentativessample (Druckman
and Kam 2011)But it is easy to imagine ways in which the euepresentation of politically interested
people in our sample may cause us to overestirattéo underestimatethe average effects of incentives.
For exampleeven after contibning on strength of partisanship, more interested people may be mbye like
to know the correct answers to our “partisan” questibhey may therefore be more likely to change their
answers in response to payments that we offer for correct anfvsersour estimates of the effects of
incentives, while valid for our sample, overstate the effectiveness of suckmigyamong ordinary partisans.

On the other hand, one may imagine that, even after conditioning on party ideotificgore
interested respondents will issue more extreme answers to the “partisan’rgusttove aslgr that they
will hold to their answers more strongly (regardless of whether they khe correct answersih either case,
our estimates of the effects of payments for correct answers are likely tstateléhe effects that we would
observe in a more representative sample.

We began to examine these possibilities by estimating models in which pajoneatsect answers
are interacted with political interedthe relevant results appear in the third column of T2laled are
discussed on pagé2-13.We find that the responses of politically interested subjects are moraz@djar
under ordinary conditions, than the responses of otBatsnterest does not rderate our estimated
treatment effect(The estimated coefficient on the relevant interaction terg3, is half the size of its
standard errorIf anything, then, the overrepresentation of the interested makes ots cesdervative: a
less interestedopulation would be less polarized under ordinary survey conditions, and becaeffecthaf
incentives would be similar in magnitude, it would bring about a greater pamparteduction of the
“distance” between the answers of members of different parties.

We canfurther consider the issue by considering how the results change when wetheigga to
account for sample nonrepresentativen€able OA1 reports these resulf§he analyses are identical to those
reported in Table 2, except thhbse in the “weighted analysis” columnsorporate theample weights that

are provided with the 2008 CCERhe critical coefficient in the table, “Payment for correct respsnse

OA3



Political interestx Democrat,” is again small and approximately half the siits standard error<034,
SE .065).This result further suggests that overrepresentation of the interesked fittle difference to our
results.

Finally, we note that we obtain similar results in our Mechanical Turkleampich does seem to be
representative of the population of U.S. partisans in terms of politicakistt&ee the next part of thisline

appendixfor details.

Coding of Correct Answers

The text of eaclExperiment lguestion is shown in Tablk as is the response option that werdéeorrect”
for each questionVe provide information about correctness to satisfy readers’ curiogitanalysis is about
partisandivisionsin responses to factual questions, not about corregbeese Even so, a few additional
words about some oi¢ questions are in order.

One question asks about casualties of U.S. soldiers in Iraq in the sedasfd2B8l7 and the first half
of 2008. The “surge” of U.S. troops in Iraq occurred during this period, and it poneed to a widely
reported decline in U.S. casualties: there were 37% fewer U.S. cesuralihe first half of 2008 than in the
second half of 2007 (Irag Coalition Casualty Count 2014). Accordingly, we have codex™(i.e.,

casualties fell) as the correct answer to the questtomesponse options to this question (“lower,” “about
the same,” and “greater”) were chosen because they have often been used in ANE tieingeemsSee
Experiment 2 for items that permit a wider range of responses.

Two of the questions were about #ges of John McCain and Barack Obama. Had McCain won the
election, he would have been the oldest first-term president in hiklisrgge was a particular concern to
voters in 2008 (e.g., Benen 2008, Alonso-Zaldivar 2008, Pew 2008b), especially amddgrtii¢rew

2008a).0Obama’s age was a lesser issue, although the concern that he was “too young fat bk rdid

surface (e.g., Calabresi 2008).
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PART Il: DETAILS ABOUT THE EXPERIMENT 2 SAMPLE AND STUDY,
INCLUDING A REPLICATION ON THE 2012 CCES

We recuited 1,506 participants for tiechanical Turkstudy over the web from March 29, 2012 to April 16,
2012.Subjects for the experiment were recruited with an advertisement foricR survey to see what you
know and how you learnBecausevlechanical Tuk samples tend be more Democratic than the general
population, we invited equal numbers of Democrats and Republicans who had preeikerslgur unrelated
surveys to participate in this study. We invited 115 each strong DemocratgpuoliBans, 208 each
Democrats and Republicans, and 111 each weak Democrats and Republicans, in aroateagitrhore
Republicans than are ordinarily foundhitechanical TurlksamplesOf the 795 partisans in our sample, 65%
were Democrats, 89 were assigned to the cogtmlp, 327 to the pay-faerrectresponse group, and 379 to
the payfor-correctand-“don’t know” group. For this group, age ranged from 19 to 75 with a mean of 33, 54
percent were female, and 46 percent had at least-ydauicollege degree.

We only exended invitations to people who had previously identified themselvesSasddidents.

As a further check on the residence of our subjects, we geocoded the IP addaetiseg tised to participate
in the experimentOf the 1,506 participants, only 38 (2.5%) had IP addresses that we located afutsede
United States, and an additional three participants had IP addresses thaldveotgeocode. The 38
outside-the-US patrticipants were distributed among 22 different countriesu@ke, many of these
participants may have been U.S. residents who were connecting to our webisije¢esporary travels
abroad.

For all of the questions asked in this experiment, we used a novel graphicalawoetto measure
participants’ attituded?art VI of this amline e appendidisplays examplesf the “slides’ that we used to
gather answers to each of the questions we asked. After we trained pagitipss this interface (complete
instructions appear below), we asked them to respond to each question by magithaadlider.

Additionally, in the conditions in which participants were paid for anresponses, subjects were informed

that a response would be scored as correct if the slider overlapped the correct answer.
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The experiment had three conditions: a control condition, the pay-for-correlii@opand the pay-
for-correctand-“don’t know” condition. (It also had a fourth condition that we do not analyze kere: s
footnote 16.)

Instructions in the control conditioriOnce again, your answers will bmed By answering these
guestions, yowill earn an additional 50 cent bonus.”

Instructions in the pay-fotorrect condition:*Once again, your answers will be timed. Additionally,
we are now going to give you a [X] cedminus for each astion youanswer correctiye'll tell you how
many questions you get right at the end of the survey. You'll get creditdarering a question correctly if
the thick horizontal bar underneath your arrow covers the correct ansyéar 8xample, in the picture
below, the arrow is at 5. If the correct answer were 5.25, which is undearthgou would earn the bonus. If
the correct answer was 7, howewasu would not earn the bonus.”

Instructions in the pay-focorrectand-‘don’t know” condition: “Once again, yauanswers will be
timed. Additionally, we are now going to give you a&ehtbonus for each astion you answer correctly.
We'll tell you how many questions you get right at the end of the survey. You'tegitfor answering a
guestion correctly if the thick horizontal bar underneath your arrow covecstfeet answer. So, for
example, in the picture below, the arrow is at 5. If the correct answerbi&s, which is under the bar, you
would earn the bonus. If the correct answer was 7, however, you would not earn thé\bamualternative
to being paid for a correct answer, you can instead €4 # centbonus for each question you tell us you
don't know the answer to. We'll pay you for saying ‘don’t know’ if you click the chegknext to ‘dort
know,’ but when you do so, the location of your arrow, whether correct or incorrechataafect your
payment. Because the payment‘fton't know’ is (Y x 100)% of the payment for getting an answer correct,
you will on average earn more by selecting don't know than your best guess i¢ yessahaiY x 100P6
sure that the bar underneath thewa covers the correct answer.”

Analysis ottonsultation of outsidesferencesAfter the survey was over, we asked participants if
theyhad looked up the answers to each queskiatthey were asked, noting explicitly that “Your bonus is

already determined, and we won't change your bonus in any way on the basis of your ah&ser to t
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guestions.” Obur 795 partisan participaninly 20 (2.5 percentepoted looking up the answer to 41
guestions (0.74 percent of all questions askE®. perceratgesof userquestions by treatment assignment
are0.32 percent (control), 0.96 percent (pay for correct), and 0.64 percent (payrémt and pay for don’t
know).

Sample representativenesgs with the Experiment 1 sample, one may be concerned about
nonrepresentativeness of the Mechanical Turk sample that we use in Experift@nEXperiment 2 sample
is far more diverse, and representative of the populafiéimerican partisans, than most samples that are
used in studies of incentivakie large majority of those studies continue to be composed chiefly of
undergraduates, and Mechanical Turk samples tend to be both more diverse amgraseatative than
undergraduate samples (eBerinsky, Huber, and Lenz, 355-6&ven so, one might fear that the sample
overrepresents the interested or the knowledgeable, or those who &redsgbnsive to incentives, in ways
that make the results unlike those thatiddbe found in a more representative sample.

Consider first the concern about political inter@ste finding that political interest does not moderate
the effects of incentives should temper this concern: it suggests that cesergption of the inteseed would
make little difference to the resul{§ee page$2-13 and the discussion in the previous part of this online
appendix) Perhaps even more to the pothg 2012 Mechanical Turk sample does not seem to overrepresent

those who have a great dediinterest in politicsOur Mechanical Turk subjects were asked

Some people seem to follow what's going on in government and public affairs most
of the time, whether there’s an election going on or@titers aren't that interested.
Would you say that you follow what's going on in government and public

affairs...[most of the time / some of the time / only now and then / hardlfjat

Only 28% of subjects responded “most of the time.” In the 2008 ANES, which usedfoaidguestion
(V085072), the coasponding percentage was 33%he question that we used to measure interest had been
used for decades by the ANES, but it was dropped after the 2008 ANES tirsestatie)

Although highly interested people do not seem to be overrepresented in theriReCTurk sample,

it remains possible that the sample overrepresents those who know a |giaibiost And
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overrepresentation of the knowledgeable might limit the generalizatilayr resultsFor example, if the
Mechanical Turk sample contains an unusually large number of knowledgeaklgtsubje effects of
incentives may be larger in the sample than in ordinary populationsek@lal, knowledgeable partisans
will be more able to converge to the same (correct) answer after being @ffeiredntive to do so.

Our Mechanical Turk sample includém political knowledge item:

Do you happen to know how much of a majority is required for the United States

Senate and House to override a Presidential veto?

The response options to this questionentr majority (fifty percent plus one vote),” “twhirds (sixtyseven
percent),” “thredourths (seventfive percent),” “ninety percent,” and “don’t knowThe question has not
been asked in the ANES for decades, but it was asked in a 1999 RDD suredigltdisseeesidents that had
an unusually high completion rate (Mondak and Davis 2000, esp. 221). We find that 72% ahparisver
the question correctly—a figure that is very close to the 74% that Mondaksansl (2000, 213) find, albeit
with aquestion that had slightlyifferent response options.

Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk is an electronic forum in which “workers” offeptoplete tasks-
typically quite brief tasks-in exchange for moneWechanical Turk subjects are thus those who are agtivel
seeking smaland immediatgpayments, and one might therefore worry that they are unusually responsive to
the financial incentives that we offer for corraod “don’t know” responses to knowledge questidvis.
begin to explore this possibility by notkithat the results that we obtained from Mechanical Turk subjects
are similar to those that we obtained from a very different sampletafipants—the 2008 CCES sample
that we used in Experiment 1. Although CCES subjects are rewarded for theipptiain (as most survey
subjects are), they are not included in the CCES sample on the basis ofllinginegs to perform small
tasks in exchange for immediate paymeBt&n so, we find similar results across the two samples.

Of course, Experiment 2, whiclses the Mechanical Turk sample, includes several innovations that
do not appear in Experiment 1, including payments for “don’t know” respdi@as pages 145 for details.)

To more precisely replicate the Experiment 2 results, we included a ostisquexperiment in the 2012

CCES.The guestion was
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How did the unemployment rate in the country change between January 2009, when

President Obama took office, and September 20127

We offered seven response options: “decreased 2%" (coded 1), “decreased3)%ai¢.8hange” (.67),
“increased 1%" (.5), “increased 2%33), “i ncreased 3%(.17),"“increased 49%(0). As with our analysis of
Experiment 2, respondents who selected “don’t know” in the pay correct and don’t&ndition were
assigned the mean (awge) response among those in the control condition, regardless of theiApantiyer
variable coding is consistent with ExperimenTRBere were 573 subjects in the experiment.

The resultarereported in Tabl®©A2, and theyare similar tahosethat we obtained in Experiment 2.
Relative to the control condition, paymefis correct responses and payments for correct@mut know”
responseboth reduced partisan divergence. The effect of paying for both correct anétrtmm’'tesponses
was larger than the effect of just paying for correct responses, but fiedifewas not statistically

significant (Ftest pvalue = .16, ong¢ailed)!

PART Ill: RESULTS INCLUDING PARTISAN LEANERS

See Table®©A3 and OA4

PART IV: ROBUSTNESS TO WITHIN, COLLAPSED, AND EXCLUDIN CHEATERS
ANALYSIS

See Table®A5, OA6, and OAY

! One may also expect that our estimates are too conservative because of somethinglli@nglitioning:
respondents may have taken so many surveys before ours that they have tired of sothieyaiee become
inured to the survey settinBesponses ta question at the end of our survey suggest that this may not be the
caseOnly 21% of our subjects reported taking at least six Mechanicalshuvkys (counting our own) in the
previous month. By contrast, 56% of subject reported taking no more thanemi@anical Turk surveys in

the previous month.

OA9



PART V: PREVIOUS REEARCH ON PARTISAN DIVERGENCE IN FACTUAL
ASSESSMENTS

A long line of research has notedrtisan differences in evaluation of factual matters relating tagsolihe
guestions in our experimentgerechosen based on prior research documenting partisan divisions for similar
topics. Here, wiéist themotivating researcfor our different questions. In Experiment 1, we asked questions
about performance during the American invasions of Iraq and Afghanistaias#eson 2010), economic
performance during President Bush'’s tenure (see Bartels 2002; Evanaderdeh 2006; Kinder and

Mebane 1983), and Obama and McCain’s age during the 2008 campaign (see Pew 2008, idgcument
partisan divisions over whether McCain was too old to be presid&men stark partisan differences in
assessments of president popularity, we also asked examined whether pafteadsinlitheir assessments

of Bush’s overall and within-party pojauity. In Experiment 2, for similar reasons we included questions
about economic performance, the Iraq war, and Obama’s election perforifaageesence of partisan
divides on preferences for government spending on health care and defens& Ph@aiout) program,

global warming, and attitudes toward immigrants led us to act factudionges those areas too.
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Table OA1: Experiment 1: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on
Partisan Differences in Scale Scores (Weighted and Unweighted Analyses)

Weighted Analysis Unweighted Analysis
€] @ 3 @ ) (6)
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.128 0.116 0.112 0.118 0.105 0.082
[0.022]*** [0.022]*+* [0.039]*** [0.015]*** [0.016]*** [0.022]*+*
Political interest x Democrat 0.033 0.059
[0.044] [0.030]**
Payment for correct response x Democrat -0.063 -0.057 -0.045 -0.065 -0.059 -0.057
[0.030]** [0.025]* [0.057] [0.022]*+* [0.022]*** [0.037]
Payment for correct response x Political interest x Democrat -0.034 -0.023
[0.065] [0.046]
Payment for correct response 0.035 0.023 0.031 0.038 0.032 0.045
[0.020]* [0.017] [0.041] [0.016]* [0.016]* [0.029]
Payment for correct response x Political interest 0.005 -0.005
[0.046] [0.035]
Political interest (0,1) 0.002 -0.034
[0.028] [0.021]
Constant 0.277 0.249 0.276 0.239 0.163 0.261
[0.033]*** [0.072]*** [0.041]*** [0.021]*** [0.060]*** [0.024]***
Observations 3321 3299 3305 3321 3299 3305
R-squared 0.354 0.369 0.355 0.398 0.407 0.400
Includes additional controls? No Yes No No Yes No

Note: Source: 2008 CCES. Includes only Democrats and Republicans. Robust standard errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects not reported. The
"unweighted analysis" results are the same as those that are reported in Table 2. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.



Table OA2: Replication of Experiment 2 on 2012 CCES

Obama Unemployment Performance
(Higher Values Indicate Unemployment Decreased)

Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.366
[0.050]***
Democrat * Pay Correct -0.132
[0.074]*
Democrat * Pay Correct and Don't Know -0.222
[0.072]***
Pay Correct 0.130
[0.053]**
Pay Correct and Don't Know 0.161
[0.053]***
Constant 0.235
[0.035]***
Observations 593
R-squared 0.109
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. 0.110

Note: Source: 2012 CCES. Includes only Democrats and Republicans. Robust standard errors. F-test p-values are one-tailed. * indicates
significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.



Table OA3: Experiment 1 Including Partisan Leaners: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on Partisan Divergence in Scale Scores

1) )] (3)
Mean Scale Score (0 to 1)
(Pooled for 8 guestions with partisan gap, p<.10, among control cases)

Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.115 0.104 0.088
[0.013]*** [0.015]*** [0.021]***
Interest * Democrat 0.042
[0.027]
Payment for Correct Response * Democrat -0.061 -0.056 -0.060
[0.020]*** [0.019]*** [0.034]*
Pay Correct * Interest * Democrat -0.007
[0.042]
Payment for Correct Response 0.032 0.029 0.039
[0.014]** [0.014]** [0.026]
Pay Correct * Interest -0.007
[0.032]
Knowledge (0,1) -0.001
[0.011]
Race: White (1=yes) -0.030
[0.017]*
Race: Black (1=yes) -0.045
[0.026]*
Race: Hispanic (1=yes) -0.020
[0.025]
Female (1=yes) 0.012
[0.010]
Age (Years) 0.002
[0.002]
Age-squared/100 -0.003
[0.002]
Region: Northeast 0.029
[0.015]**
Region: Midwest 0.028
[0.014]**
Region: South 0.002
[0.013]
Income (1=<10k; 14=>150k; 15=RF/Missing) 0.004
[0.002]**
Income Missing -0.036
[0.022]
Education (1=No HS; 6=Post-grad) -0.004
[0.005]
Education: No HS -0.003
[0.024]
Education: Some college 0.022
[0.013]*
Education: 2-year college 0.020
[0.020]
Education: 4-year college 0.008
[0.016]
Married/Domestic Partnership (1=yes) -0.008
[0.011]
Religious Attendance (1-6) -0.001
[0.003]
Political Interest (0,1) -0.026
[0.019]
Constant 0.231 0.205 0.248
[0.018]*** [0.053]*** [0.022]***
Observations 4229 4199 4213
R-squared 0.405 0.414 0.407

Note: Source: 2008 CCES. Includes only Democrats and Republicans (with leaners). Robust standard errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects not
reported. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.



Table OA4: Experiment 2 Including Partisan Leaners: Effect of Payment for Correct Responses on Partisan Divergence in Scale Scores

@

2 (3)

Sample All 10 non-placebo questions with partisan-gaps (p<.10) pre-treatment
Specification OLS Tobit OLS
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.111 0.116 0.111
[0.024]*** [0.025]*** [0.024]***
Payment Correct * Democrat -0.056 -0.057
[0.026]** [0.028]**
Payment DK and Correct * Democrat -0.076 -0.079
[0.025]*** [0.027]***
Payment for Correct Response 0.013 0.011
[0.020] [0.021]
Payment for DK and Correct Response 0.039 0.038
[0.020]** [0.020]*
Amount correct = 0.10 * Democrat -0.053
[0.029]*
Amount correct = 0.25 * Democrat -0.062
[0.029]**
Amount correct = 0.50 * Democrat -0.073
[0.029]**
Amount correct = 0.75 * Democrat -0.007
[0.032]
Amount correct = 1.00 * Democrat -0.083
[0.035]**
Prop. payment for DK=.20 * Democrat -0.021
[0.018]
Prop. payment for DK=.25 * Democrat -0.020
[0.020]
Prop. payment for DK=.33 * Democrat -0.015
[0.019]
Amount correct = 0.10 0.014
[0.023]
Amount correct = 0.25 0.019
[0.022]
Amount correct = 0.50 0.023
[0.023]
Amount correct = 0.75 -0.024
[0.025]
Amount correct = 1.00 0.037
[0.028]
Prop. payment for DK=.20 0.021
[0.014]
Prop. payment for DK=.25 0.028
[0.018]
Prop. payment for DK=.33 0.019
[0.016]
Constant 0.625 0.632 0.626
[0.020]*** [0.021]*** [0.020]***
Observations 5880 5880 5880
R-squared 0.176 0.178
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. 0.080 0.080

Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for the ten questions on which we observed pre-treatment partisan
gaps of p <.10. It ranges from 0 to 1. The analysis includes only Democrats and Republicans (with leaners). Cell entries are coefficients with robust standard
errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects are not reported. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



Table OA5: Experiment 2 Within person analysis

()] 2

Post-treatment cases asked in pre, all
questions with partisan gap among pre-
treatment cases, p<.10

Pre (Lagged) directed slider response 0.636
[0.015]***
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.077 0.160
[0.014]** [0.029]***
Payment Correct * Democrat -0.066 -0.098
[0.016]*** [0.033]***
Payment DK and Correct * Democrat -0.090 -0.127
[0.027]*** [0.031]***
Payment for Correct Response 0.032 0.022
[0.011]** [0.027]
Payment for DK and Correct Response 0.057 0.056
[0.012]*** [0.026]**
Constant 0.198 0.608
[0.016]*** [0.027]***
Observations 3275 3275
R-squared 0.638 0.190
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. 0.030 0.060

Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for the ten questions
on which we observed pre-treatment partisan gaps of p <.10. It ranges from 0 to 1. The analysis includes only
Democrats and Republicans answering questions they also answered pre-treatment. Cell entries are coefficients
with robust standard errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects are not reported. * significant at 10%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



Table OA6: Experiment 2 Excluding cheaters from the analysis

()] &)

Post-treatment
cases, all
guestions with
partisan gap

among pre- Excluding people
treatment cases, who report any
p<.10 cheating.
Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.145 0.149
[0.028]*** [0.028]***
Payment Correct * Democrat -0.087 -0.090
[0.030]*** [0.030]***
Payment DK and Correct * Democrat -0.117 -0.123
[0.029]*** [0.029]***
Payment for Correct Response 0.018 0.018
[0.025] [0.025]
Payment for DK and Correct Response 0.049 0.050
[0.024]** [0.024]**
Constant 0.614 0.613
[0.026]*** [0.026]***
Observations 4608 4492
R-squared 0.179 0.179
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. 0.020 0.010

Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for the
ten questions on which we observed pre-treatment partisan gaps of p <.10. It ranges from 0 to 1. The
analysis includes only Democrats and Republicans. Cell entries are coefficients with robust standard
errors, clustered by respondent. Question fixed effects are not reported. * significant at 10%; **
significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



Table OA7: Experiment 2 Collapsed analysis to one observation per participant

Post-treatment cases,
all questions with
partisan gap among pre-
treatment cases, p<.10

Democrat (1=Yes, 0=Republican) 0.146
[0.023]***
Payment Correct * Democrat -0.091
[0.026]***
Payment DK and Correct * Democrat -0.118
[0.025]***
Payment for Correct Response 0.023
[0.021]
Payment for DK and Correct Response 0.050
[0.021]**
Constant 0.546
[0.030]***
Observations 795
R-squared 0.175
F-test, Pay Correct * Dem. > Pay DK and Correct * Dem. one-tailed 0.050

Source: Mechanical Turk, March-April 2012. The dependent variable is the mean scale score for
that respondent across all the questions on which we observed pre-treatment partisan gaps of p <
.10. It ranges from O to 1. The analysis includes only Democrats and Republicans. Cell entries are
coefficients with robust standard errors. Question fixed effects are not reported. * significant at
10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (two-tailed tests).



You are being asked to complete an online research survey that will take approximately 7-9 minutes. The survey is

conducted by researchers at REDACTED to study how people learn. This page describes your consent.

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. No identifying information about you will
be made public and all of your choices will be kept completely confidential. Your participation is voluntary. You are free to

stop the survey at any time without penalty.

There are no known risks associated with this study beyond those associated with everyday life. Although this study will
not benefit you personally, we hope that our results will add to the knowledge about how people learn. You will receive
$0.50 for completing the survey, paid through Amazon Mechanical Turk. You will also have the opportunity to earn a

bonus of $0.50 or more, although not everyone will receive a bonus.

To participate in the study, you must be at least 18 years old and a United States resident. JavaScript must be activated

on your browser so that the graphics in the survey will work properly. The next page will test your browser.

If you have any questions about the research, you can contact REDACTED. If you have any questions about your rights
as a research participant or concerns about the conduct of this study, you may contact the REDACTED Human
Subjects Committee, Box REDACTED, REDACTED, REDACTED, REDACTED,

REDACTED@REDACTED.edu.

When you are ready to begin, please elect to participate and press the Submit button. You will then be taken to the first

page of the survey.

@ | agree to participate.
| do not agree to participate.

Submit



To confirm that our survey graphics will work with your browser, please follow the instructions in the graphic
below. You have 20 seconds to complete this task. After 20 seconds, your browser will automatically proceed

to the next page.

Please drag the arrow as far as you can to the right. You can move the arrow by
clicking on the arrowhead and dragging.

You have 16 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.



Please read carefully and answer the following questions.

Here are two personality traits that may or may not apply to you. Please check the box to indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each statement. You should rate the extent to which the pair of traits applies
to you, even if one characteristic applies more strongly than the other. To demonstrate that you've read this
much, just go ahead and select both disagree strongly and agree strongly for both questions below, no matter
how you would actually answer each question. In other words, to confirm that you are paying attention, for

each question please check both of these two boxes.

| see myself as: Dependable, self-disciplined.
Agree strongly.
Agree moderately.
Agree a little.
Neither agree nor disagree.
Disagree a little.
Disagree moderately.

Disagree strongly.

| see myself as: Disorganized, careless.
Agree strongly.
Agree moderately.
Agree a little.
Neither agree nor disagree.
Disagree a little.
Disagree moderately.

Disagree strongly.

Next



Please read carefully and answer the following questions.

What is the highest level of education that you have achieved?
No high school diploma.
High school diploma or equivalent.
Some college.
Two year degree.
Four year college graduate.

Post-graduate.

What is the year of your birth?

What is your gender?
Female.

Male.

What is your state of residence?

Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, or what?
Democrat.
Republican.
Independent.
Other.

Next



Please read carefully and answer the following questions.

Some people seem to follow what's going on in government and public affairs most of the time, whether
there's an election going on or not. Others aren't that interested. Would you say you follow what's going on in
government and public affairs...?

Most of the time.

Some of the time.

Only now and then.

Hardly at all.

We are interested in the kinds of things people do when they use the internet. What kinds of things have you
used the internet for in the LAST SEVEN DAYS? (Choose as many as apply to you)

Get directions.

Plan vacations.

Keep in touch with friends.

Look at sports highlights.

Find restaurants.

Pay bills.

Look up movie times.

Shopping.

Read the news.

Read about politics.

Do you happen to know how much of a majority is required for the United States Senate and House to
override a Presidential veto?

A majority (fifty percent plus one vote).

Two-thirds (sixty-seven percent).

Three-fourths (seventy-five percent).

Ninety percent.

Don't know.

Do you think most professional athletes are good role models for children today?
Yes.
No.

Don't know.
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In this study, we'd like you to tell us what you think the correct answer is to a number of questions. We don't
want you to look up those answers or talk to someone else, so even if you don't know please just give us your
best guess. For each question, we'll give you a short period of time -- 30 seconds -- to answer the question

before we automatically take you to the next question.

To indicate your answer, we will ask you to slide the arrow on a line like that below to the point that is closest
to your answer. You can slide that arrow by clicking your mouse on the arrowhead and dragging it to the left or

right.

How tall is the average NBA player?

Your guess

. . . e

3ft Aft 5ft 6ft 7ft
Shorter Taller

For example, in the above graphic, if you though the correct answer was 6 feet 6 inches, you would slide the

arrow to the point midway between the lines marked 6 and 7 ft.

Give it a try! Once you are happy with where the arrow is located, you can click "Next." On the next page, we'll

give you a timed example with another question.
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How tall is the Statue of Liberty, in feet, from the base of the feet to the top of the
torch?

Your guess

140ft 180ft 220ft 260ft 300ft

Shorter Taller

In this example, we are asking you to indicate your best guess as to how tall the Statue of Liberty is. You can

also see how the countdown timer works -- you have 45 seconds to indicate your answer (see below). After
you've indicated your best guess, click "Next" or just wait to go to the next page. When the timer is up, you will

automatically be routed to the next page.

You have 45 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.
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We're almost ready to begin. Before we proceed, we just want to make sure we've been clear about what we

are asking you to do.

Dave has two dozen apples. He eats half of them, and then eight more. How many
apples are left?

A guess

-1 1 3 5 7

N
In the graph above, we've placed the arrow at a certain point to indicate somebody's response to the question.

Which of the following has that person indicated is their best guess?

Their best guess is...

1.

o r wDN

None of the above.
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Dave has two dozen apples. He eats half of them, and then eight more. How many
apples are left?

A guess

-1 1 3 5 7

The arrow is located midway between 3 and 5, so the person's response is 4.
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We will now send you to the actual survey. On the next screen, you will be presented with your first question

and will only have a limited amount of time to respond.

Please do not use the back button in your browser during this survey. Any questions your answer a second

time by using the back button will not be recorded. When you are ready, please click Next.
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Please drag the slider to your best guess to the following

About how many U.S. soldiers were killed in Irag between the invasion in 2003 and
the withdrawal of troops in December 20117

Your guess

2000 3000 4000 5000 6000

You have 27 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.
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Please drag the slider to your best guess to the following

According to the Census Bureau, in 2010 what percentage of the total population of
the United States was born outside of the United States (foreign-born)?

Your guess
I

18% 34% 50% 67% 84%

You have 28 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.
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Thank you for answering those questions, we'd now like you to answer a few more questions.

Once again, your answers will be timed.

By answering these questions, you will earn an additional 50¢ bonus.

Again, please do not use the back button in your browser. Any questions your answer a second time by

using the back button will not be recorded. When you are ready to proceed, please click Next.
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Please drag the slider to your best guess to the following

In the 2008 Presidential Election, Barack Obama defeated his Republican
challenger John McCain. In the nation as a whole, of all the votes cast for Obama

and McCain, what percentage went to Obama?

Your guess

I
—+ T T T T

52.0% 54.0% 56.0% 58.0% 60.0%

You have 28 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.
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Please drag the slider to your best guess to the following

For every dollar the federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, about how much
went to the Department of Defense (US Military)?

Your guess

7 cents 11 cents 15 cents 19 cents 23 cents

You have 26 seconds to submit your answer before your current answer is automatically submitted.
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Thank you for your participation!

Your bonus is already determined, and we won't change your bonus in any way on the basis of your answer to

these questions. For research purposes...

Did you look up the answer to this question?
In the 2008 Presidential Election, Barack Obama defeated his Republican challenger John McCain. In the
nation as a whole, of all the votes cast for Obama and McCain, what percentage went to Obama?

No, | did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.

Did you look up the answer to this question?
For every dollar the federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, about how much went to the Department of
Defense (US Military)?

No, I did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.

Did you look up the answer to this question?
About how many U.S. soldiers were killed in Iraq between the invasion in 2003 and the withdrawal of troops in
December 20117

No, | did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.

Did you look up the answer to this question?
According to the Census Bureau, in 2010 what percentage of the total population of the United States was
born outside of the United States (foreign-born)?

No, | did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.

Did you look up the answer to this question?

Compared to January 2001, when President Bush first took office, how had the level of unemployment, as

measured using the unemployment rate, in the country changed by the time he left office in January 2009?
No, | did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.



Did you look up the answer to this question?
The Treasury Department initiated TARP (the first bailout) during the financial crisis of 2008. TARP involved
loans to banks, insurance companies, and auto companies. Of the $414 billion spent, what percentage had
been repaid, as of March 15, 20127

No, I did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.

Did you look up the answer to this question?
Medicaid is a jointly funded, Federal-State health insurance program for low-income and needy people. For
every dollar the federal government spent in fiscal year 2011, about how much went to Medicaid?

No, | did not look up th answer to this question.

Yes, | did look up the answer to this question.
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Thank you for your participation!

What is the total number of Mechanical Turk surveys you have taken about current events or politics?

What is the total number of Mechanical Turk surveys you have taken about current events or politics in the

last month?

If you would like to be contacted when we have future studies, please leave your email here. If not, leave
blank:

If you would like to leave any comments or feedback, please do so here (up to 500 characters):

Pleast continue to the next page to retrieve your code for payment!
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Thank you for your participation!

You have now completed the survey.

If you have any questions, please contact REDACTED@REDACTED.edu. If you have any questions about
your rights as a research participant or concerns about the conduct of this study, you may contact the
REDACTED Human Subjects Committee at REDACTED@REDACTED.edu.

For the purposes of getting paid on Mechanical Turk, please enter the following code into the box on the

survey's Mechanical Turk HIT page. You must enter this code to get your bonus.

vuhtkwysobinecs

If you are curious about the sources we used to score your answers, please contact us through the

Mechanical Turk interface and we are happy to provide references to you. Thank you!
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