1 Moral Attribution in Political Psychology

Design a set of experiments applying the attribution literature to political psychology, such
that the findings have at least the possibility of distinguishing between competing theories.
These may be theories that already are in the literature and/or they may be theories that

you propose.

1.1 Introduction

Human beings are inherently moral beings. As a representation of this, we need look no further than
the stories we tell. These stories, from Homer’s tale of Achilles in The Iliad to that of Darth Sidious (also
Emperor Sheev Palpatine) in the Star Wars saga, describe the battle between good and evil and tell the
stories of both heroes and villains. By-in-large, these stories are crafted to advocate for the protagonist,
the good guy for whom we should be rooting. However, it is generally the villains whom we attend to
most. Whether it were Captain Hook, “Bill The Butcher” Cutting, or Hedy Lamarr (“It’s Hedley”!),
these characters were all deliberately portrayed by filmmakers to communicate to the audience that we
are in the presence of a nefarious individual. Being able to determine who intends to do us harm and
who intends to do us good is an adaptive decision-making process that has helped us survive millennia
so that we can put that skill to use when we boo or hiss a villain on-screen.

By extension, humans are also inherently tribal. Who is “good” and who is “bad” can also be
applied to whom we perceive as in-group and who is out-group. The human mind developed in the
presence of coalitional conflict (Geary, 2005). For many thousands of years, tribes have competed against
each other. Coalitions that were more cooperative and cohesive not only survived but also gained
resources from other coalitions and therefore reproduced more prolifically, passing their genes (and loyalty
traits) to later generations (Tooby & Cosmides, 2010). Because coalitional commitment was crucial to
group success, tribes punished and ostracized defectors and rewarded loyal members with status and
resources. As a result, conspicuous demonstrations of loyalty and commitment to the tribe also enhanced
individual status (thereby increasing potential resources and minimizing risks of ostracism). Over time,
this affiliative behavior would select for traits that signaled coalitional commitment (Berreby, 2005) such
as in-group allegiance (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Applied to the 21st century, modern politics is modern tribalism. Due to the consequences of ob-
taining and remaining in power, political partisans often see comfort in their own, and villainy in the
opposing, side. However, perhaps more interesting than demonstrating that liberals prefer the views
and presence of liberals, and conservatives vice versa, is determining the extent to which violations to
intraparty values can or will be tolerated.

In recent years, both US political parties have ostracized their own members for violating party



values. For Democrats, figures such as former Senator Al Fraken and Representative Anthony Weiner
were ousted for violating ethical standards related to sexual behavior which, some might argue, are not
equally as discrediting to members within the Republican party. For Republicans, figures such as late
Senator John McCain, General John Kelly, and Lieutenant General H.R McMaster, despite the high
symbolic value to conservatives of their military service, were rejected by a portion of the Republican
base for failing to unequivocally support President Trump.

This paper will begin by establishing what it means for a person to violate an established moral stan-
dard. Following this, I will briefly review the literature on affective polarization in political partisanship,
in particular how individuals make judgements regarding those within and those without their selected
party. Next, I will outline an experiment set to determine what types of moral violations are (or are not)
permissible in the opposing party. Finally, I will propose an experiment which seecks to determine the
limits of inparty moral violations; can a liberal tell a lie and still be considered honest to other liberals;

can a conservative reject the President and still be considered honorable to other conservatives?

1.2 Violations of Perfect and Imperfect Duties

Perhaps in response to the release of Star Wars (Kurtz, 1977), Reeder and Brewer (1979) proposed
a distinction between trait dimensions that seemed to benefit attribution researchers and movie goers
alike. First, partially restrictive (PR) trait dimensions do not change an expectancy about a person when
that dimension is not fulfilled. For example, if one of our protagonists, Han Solo, occasionally engages in
a behavior that is less-than-helpful, this would not necessarily cause an audience to outright reject him.
Similarly, Watto, the greedy, distasteful owner of Anakin and Shmi Skywalker in The Phantom Menace
(McCallum, 1999), could do something kind occasionally without an audience regarding him positively.

PR trait dimensions have two characteristics. First, neither positive nor negative behaviors are
necessarily indicative of an actor’s character, and therefore PR behaviors do not elicit strong trait
attributions. For example, if a target acted in an unkind behavior (negative PR behavior), an observer
could not be confident that this single incident was reflective of the actor’s character. Secondly, situational
information is important in attributing behavior. The perceived unfavorable behavior of an actor may
be attributed to factors outside the actor’s character, such as the actor’s (or target’s) mood, or external
pressures such as a time crunch or a stressful encounter.

In contrast, hierarchically restrictive (HR) trait dimensions are more consequential. Consider the
cases of Darth Vader and of Luke Skywalker. Darth Vader, having been established as a “bad guy”,
would not have had an audience change their opinion of him by performing a good action. He would
simply remain an evil person who happened to do a good thing. Luke Skywalker, however, having been
established as a good guy, would no longer still be considered as such if he had done a bad thing (i.e.

Anakin murdering the younglings; The Revenge of the Sith, McCallum, 2005). In this instance, one



murderous behavior negates the trait expectancy that the target person is a good person.

HR trait dimensions differ from PR trait dimensions in two ways. First, HR trait dimensions are
asymmetric, whereas PR dimensions are symmetric (both poles, positive and negative, are perceived to
equally reflect an actor’s character). For HR trait dimensions, positive and negative behaviors differ in
their diagnosticity, meaning an observer will weigh a target’s negative behavior differently from if that
same target performed a positive behavior.

With respect to morality, the negative pole of the trait dimensions carries greater diagnosticity.
Examples of morality trait dimensions related to morality are honest-dishonest and loyal-disloyal. For
example, if an actor were to perform a dishonest behavior, an observer would be confident that the
actor is a dishonest person (and a trait attribution is made). However, if an actor performs an honest
behavior, an observer would not necessarily consider the actor as an honest person (and a trait attribution
is not made). As Trafimow and Trafimow (1999) simply state, “the performance of a dishonest behavior
strongly indicates that the target person is dishonest (because an honest person would not have done
it))” but “because friendly and unfriendly behaviors can be performed by both friendly or unfriendly
people, and honest behaviors can be performed by both honest or dishonest people” (p.687).

Situational factors for HR dimensions differ from PR dimensions in that is not important when
and under what circumstances an actor engages in a negative behavior on an HR dimension, but this
information is important when an actor engages in a positive behavior. If an actor engages in an honest
behavior, observers perceive that the behavior may be due to reasons other than trait possession (perhaps
the behavior provided the actor some immediate, temporary benefit) and the frequency of the behavior
is also considered (is this a common behavior from this actor?). However, if an actor performs a single
dishonest behavior, this is seen to be indicative of his or her trait possession regardless of any particular
situational factors.

Consistent with Reeder and Brewer’s (1979) distinction, Rothbart and Park (1986) found that partic-
ipants rated traits such as honesty as being readily disconfirmed, while Birnbaum (1973) found that one
observer-perceived negative behavior could undermine many observer-evaluated positive deeds. Further,
Reeder and Coovert (1986) demonstrated that, after having previously determined that an actor was
dishonest, an observer did not permit a single honest act to change their evaluation of the actor, but
a single dishonest behavior was enough to alter an observer’s attribution of that actor from what was
theretofore one of honesty to one of dishonesty.

Given that there are HR and PR trait dimensions, several researchers have found that trait dimensions
pertaining to morality tend to be hierarchically restrictive. For example, by varying situational demands
for moral and immoral behaviors, researchers found that these demands carried more attributional weight
for moral than for immoral behaviors (Reeder & Spores, 1983; McGraw, 1985; Trafimow & Schneider,

1994). Skowronski and Carlston (1987) showed that negative behaviors are diagnostic for immorality



because only immoral people would be expected to perform them. Of the possible trait dimensions that
carry hierarchically restrictive attributional weight (when a bad behavior causes a person to be perceived
as bad, but a good behavior does not similarly regard someone as good), Trafimow and Schneider (1994)
found that two of them were explicitly moral (i.e. honest-dishonest and loyal-disloyal).

Traditionally, attribution theorists have focused on assessments of the situation (external) and the
dispositional traits of the actor (internal) when explaining people’s behavior (Jones & Nisbett, 1972).
Trafimow and Trafimow (1999) identified perfect and imperfect duties as a means to explain moral attri-
butions. The distinction between perfect and imperfect duties dates back to Immanuel Kant (1797/1991).
According to Kant, “perfect duties” are perfect in that they allow for no exceptions regardless of a per-
son’s mood, situation, or any other consideration. These perfect duties, such as honesty, are absolute
and universal: All rational and moral people are forbidden to lie, without exception. If a person were to
lie, then they are not honest; just one instance of such a violation can damage a person’s moral standing.

By contrast, imperfect duties may be occasionally violated with far fewer consequences to the a
person’s moral standing. For example, an imperfect duty, such as charitability, is different from the
perfect duty or honesty. Even if a person is not charitable at a given time, it does not necessarily mean
that that person is uncharitable. Situational factors can protect a person’s moral standing in face of an
imperfect duty violation; perhaps someone was uncharitable in the moment because they were on their
way to make a donation or to buy a gift for someone. According to Kant, imperfect duties are duties of
virtue. Fulfilling them results in merit for the actor, but not fulfilling them does not result in blame.

Applying Kant to attribution, Trafimow and Trafimow (1999) found that his distinction between
perfect and imperfect duties corresponded to the distinction participants made between HR and PR
morality trait dimensions. They demostrated that more imperfect than perfect duty moral violations
were required to override a positive impression of a person. That is, they found that participants
changed their positive expectancies about an actor’s trait possession more quickly because of a perfect
duty violation rather than an imperfect duty violation. They also found that situations affect attributions
for the violation of imperfect duties but not perfect duties.

While Kant (1797/1991) argued that rational and deliberative processes by individuals were necessary
to distinguish perfect from imperfect duty violations, participants appear to be able to make these
distinctions quite effortlessly. One possibility is that people rely on affect to distinguish between HR and
PR trait dimensions. For example, affect has been found to be a strong factor in determining attitudes,
which in turn is a reliable predictor of behavioral intentions and, consequently, behavior (Mann, 1959;
Ostrom, 1969; Abelson et al., 1982; Breckler, 1984; Millar & Tesser, 1986; Breckler & Wiggins, 1989;
Pfister & Bohm, 1992; Crites et al., 1994; Eagly et al., 1994; Trafimow & Sheeran, 1998; Trafimow et
al., 2004). Provided affect is instrumental in developing attitudes and in determining human behavior,

it stands that affect could very well be a factor that helps determine the way in which we interpret the



behavior of others, both of political copartisans and of partisan opposites.

1.3 Affective Political Partisanship

60 years after the seminal work The American Voter (Campbell et al., 1960), science still debates
the nature of political partisanship (see Fiorina & Abrams, 2008; Hetherington, 2009). Early studies
described partisanship in terms of in- and out-group affiliations (Campbell et al., 1960). More recent
work suggests that the affiliation to a party is itself a form of social identity (Huddy, Mason, & Aarge,
2010; Iyengar, Sood, & Lelkes, 2012). These social identities become evermore exacerbated in instances
of group conflict or competition, raising both positive evaluations of the in-group and hostile evaluations
of the out-group (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel & Turner, 1979)

In the case of partisanship, this affective discrepancy between those of the in and out group — termed
affective polarization by Iyengar and Westwood (2014) — has dramatically increased over the past 60
years (Haidt & Hetherington, 2012; Iyengar, Sood, & Lelkes, 2012). Unlike other forms of identity
(i.e. race, gender, nationality, etc...) there are few (if any) social pressures to restrain from holding
and expressing negative attitudes about political opposites (Himmelfarb & Lickteig, 1982; Maccoby &
Maccoby, 1954; Sigall & Page 1971). If anything, political leaders, political media, and political group
members encourage each other, in a self-reinforcing manner, to demonstrate hostility towards the political
outgroup. Partisans therefore feel free to express animus and engage in discriminatory behavior toward
opposing partisans.

Affective polarization, defined by Iyengar and Westwood (2014), is the tendency of people identifying
as Republicans or Democrats to view members of the opposing party negatively and members of the
same party positively (Campbell et al., 1960; Green, Palmquist, & Schickler, 2004). This distinction can
be directly attributed to the perception of one collection as the outgroup, to which a person does not
belong, and another collection as the ingroup, to which that person does belong. Social psychological
research has provided an extensive history of in- and outgroup perception, notably, members of the
ingroup tend to attribute negative characteristics to members of the outgroup, regardless of how trivial
the in-out group distinction may be (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel 1970; Tajfel & Turner 1979).

In the present American political environment, hostility between political parties have reached a fever
pitch. This hostility can be attributed to a number of factors, including repeated negative attributions
assigned to out-party members from political candidates and aligned news media outlets as well as
partisans self-selecting their media sources (Catapano & Tormala, In Prep). Among Americans who
identify as either Democrats or as Republicans, negative views of the opposite party, and its supporters
have dramatically increased (Haidt & Hetherington, 2012; Iyengar, Sood, & Lelkes, 2012). Likewise,
party members, in addition to holding negative attitudes toward the other party, they are also less

trusting of the intentions and motivations of others than they are of copartisan politicians (Munro,



Weih, & Tsai, 2010).

Despite being less readily perceptible as traits like race and gender, opportunities abound for iden-
tifying politically signalling cues. Casual workplace discussions (Mutz & Mondak, 2006), social media
engagement (Kreiss & McGregor, 2017; Metz, Kruikemeier, & Lecheler, 2019), and T-shirts and bumper
stickers (Korte, 2012). Thus, for a large portion of the electorate, information on individuals’ political
affiliations is conspicuously accessible.

Even more striking than the availability of partisan cues is the gradual encroachment of party pref-
erence into previously, ostensibly, nonpolitical domains. Neighborhoods, cities, and even states are
increasingly politically homogeneous (Bishop, 2008). Pointedly, even the rate at which parents’ displea-
sure of a child marrying a member of the opposite political party has increased (Iyengar, Sood, & Lelkes
2012; Rosenfeld, Reuben, & Falcon, 2011).

It is evident, perhaps now more than anytime in living memory, Americans increasingly dislike people
and groups on the other side of the political divide. This disdain is not only socially permitted, but
oftentimes even encouraged; due to social, geographic, and online self-selection, people are unlikely
to face any real social repercussion for the open expression of hostile attitudes. Heightened affective
polarization has widened American partisanship beyond what we have before experienced.

In a demonstration of affective polarization, Weizel and Wegner (personal communication, March
15, 2020) have conducted a line of research that investigated behavioral differences attributed to either
in-group liking or to out-group animosity. For example, which would cause a self-identified Republican
to put up a yard sign supporting a local Republican politician? Would this Republican’s behavior be
more driven by his or her positive affect and affiliation towards the Republican party? Or would his or
her behavior be driven by their dislike of Democrats?

In line with Trafimow and Trafimow’s (1999) observation that negative attributions carry more attri-
butional diagnosticity than positive ones, Iyengar & Krupenkin (2018) found that outparty animosity did
a better job predicting an aggregate of political behaviors. Additionally, Weizel and Wegner’s (2020) work
show that among an array or political behaviors, outparty animosity was the driver of costlier/higher-
investment behaviors (i.e. monetary contributions, attending rallies, contacting officials) than inparty
liking, which better accounted for lower-investment behaviors (i.e. online posting, displaying campaign

material).

1.4 Present research

Having established that people make different moral trait attributions based on the type of behavior
they observe (Perfect/HR vs. Imperfect/PR), and that people think and behave differently based on
inparty and outparty affiliations, the experiments presented here seek to determine two things. The first

experiment seeks to establish whether strong inparty liking can buffer against an observed perfect duty



violation. Specifically, can a political copartisan lie and still be considered honest? Second, is there a
limit to copartisan perfect duty violations? Specifically, when threatening the nature of one’s partisan

affiliation by violating a loyalty duty, what becomes of them within the party?

1.4.1 Establishing conditional moral violations based on party party

The objective of this experiment is to test the bounds of honesty as a hierarchically restrictive trait.
Recall from above that perfect duties are generally robust to conditionality. An honest person cannot
tell a lie and still be considered an honest person, while no amount of truths a dishonest person tells will
he or she be considered honest.

In this political climate, however, I suspect there is a role for conditionality when considering the
trait attributions of political opposite and of copartisans. Simply put, it appears as though a like-
minded politician can lie and still be considered honest, depending to what that particular lie pertains.
For example, in his first three years in office, The Washington Post (2020) reports Donald Trump to

have told 16,241 false or misleading claims. Given this, there are number of possible inparty reactions.

1. “Donald Trump lies, therefore he is dishonest”

2. “Donald Trump lies, but it is for the good of the party/country, therefore his honesty remains
intact”

3. “Donald Trump does not lie (despite evidence to the contrary), therefore he is honest”

Scenario one comports with Kant’s notions of a perfect duty: that regardless of the situation, a
person who has told a lie is inherently a dishonest person. Scenario two presents a more complicated
possibility. Scenario two acknowledges that a person can be untruthful, but remain honest so long as
those untruths are consistent with inparty values. This particular scenario invites confounding political
calculations, such as game theory and losing power, which extend beyond the purview of this paper. The
third scenario appears the most simple in that for some partisans, being faced with the possibility that
their candidate is immoral, they will simply reject the evidence.

In order to determine political partisanship, participants will first complete a feelings thermometer
(Hutchens, Hmielowski & Beam, 2015; Lelkes, Sood, & Iyengar, 2015). This thermometer asks partici-
pants to rate, on a scale from 0-100, how they feel about political ideologies, candidates, and partisans
(e.g., Iyegar, Sood, & Lelkes, 2012; Abramowitz, 2013; Iyengar & Westwood, 2045; Rogowski & Suther-
land, 2016). From these self-reported ratings, participants will be identified as either Republican (and to
what degree) or Democrat (and to what degree). For this study, Independents’ data will be disregarded.

Participants will then be presented, in a manner adapted from Trafimow and Trafimow (1999), with
a description of a person and a scenario displaying their [lack of] honesty. The descriptions will consist

of the target (2; Democrat or Republican), their behavior (2; Lie vs. Honesty), and their motive (3; for



them self, for their party, or against the opposing party). After reading the description, participants will
answer two questions: “In your view, do you consider [Target] to be an honest person? Yes or no?” and
“In your view, do you consider [Target] to be a moral person? Yes or No?”.

While exists the possibility of uncovering partisanship that acknowledges simultaneous dishonesty
and favorability, it seems more likely that one of adherence to perfect duties or of affective polarization
will hold true. In the event that partisan participants identify a copartisan as doing or saying something
dishonest, and subsequently assign them the trait attribution of dishonesty onto them, then this would
support the notion that honesty is a hierarchically restrictive trait attribution. If, however, partisans
presented with evidence of copartisans being less than truthful, yet still consider them to be honest, then
this would suggest the trait of honesty is more situational than previously considered. This outcome

would provide support to concept of affective polarization at the expense of perfect duties.

1.4.2 Determining extent of permissible violations within own party

The second experiment seeks to determine the extent of affective polarization in the face of perceived
disloyalty. To illustrate the purpose of this experiment, permit me to tell you the tale of Jefferson
Beauregard Sessions.

Jeff Sessions, former Republican Senator from Alabama, established himself as an outspoken sup-
porter of candidate Donald Trump early in the 2016 Presidential election cycle. As such, Mr. Sessions’s
loyalty was rewarded upon Donald Trump’s successful election by being nominated for the position of
United States Attorney General. Sessions’s relationship with the president frayed very early in Trump’s
administration when Sessions recused himself from an investigation into the Trump campaign. The pres-
ident and his supporters perceived this as a violation of loyalty to Trump and Sessions was dismissed
immediately following the midterm elections of 2018. Sessions is currently running as a Republican for
the senate seat he vacated; Donald Trump has endorsed Sessions’s Republican opponent.

What is interesting about this case is that Jeff Sessions never changed his behaviors or ideologies. He
is the exact same Republican who endorsed Donald Trump in 2015. In fact, Sessions’s 2020 campaign
advertisements still seek to align him closely with the president. In this instance, affective polarization
would predict that a partisan Republican voter would regard Sessions very highly, while his violation of
the hierarchically restrictive trait of loyalty would predict disfavorability among Republican partisans.

To test this, participants will be presented information similarly to the first experiment. They
will once again take a battery of feeling thermometers to determine partisanship. In this instance,
however, participants will be presented a description of a target that varies party (2; Democrat or
Republican), their behavior (2; loyalty or disloyalty), and to a partisan cause (2; Donald Trump or
Planned Parenthood). After reading the description, participants will answer two questions: “In your

view, do you consider [Target] to be a loyal person? Yes or no?” and “In your view, do you consider



[Target] to be a moral person? Yes or No?”.

This experiment tests the strength of the trait attribution of loyalty when it collides with affective
polarization. In this case, is it possible to hold all of the same partisan views as another person, but
hold a negative attitude towards him or her because of a perceived loyalty violation? If people give more
weight toward affective polarization, then a common disdain for political opponents should still unite
an partisan observer with a copartisan who committed a disloyal act. However, if loyalty carries more
attributional weight, as appears to be the case with Jeff Sessions, no amount of political agreement can

forgive such a violation.

1.5 Conclusion

If it is discovered that in politics, loyalty is truly a perfect duty, but honesty is not, this line of
research could help explain the interesting political landscape America is currently experiencing. If it
is found that a political actor can sometimes act dishonestly and still be considered honest, this draws
support from the notion that honesty is a hierarchically restrictive behavior or a perfect duty.

However, if it stands that loyalty is considered hierarchically restrictive despite political observer-
target congruence, then it might explain President Trump’s perpetual staff turnover. If a single violation
of loyalty to the president causes an aide or staffer to be considered disloyal, an attribution which in
inexcusable and untenable, then it stands that there will be an ever-reducing pool of individuals who

can possibly maintain that standard.



1.6 References

Abelson, R., Kinder, D., Peters, M., and Fiske, S. (1982). Affective and semantic components in political
person perception. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 42, 619-630.

Abramowitz, A.L. (2013). The Electoral Roots of America’s Dysfunctional Government. Presidential
Studies Quarterly, 43(4), 709-731.

Berreby, D. (2005). Us and them: Understanding your tribal mind. New York, NY: Time Warner Book
Group.

Birnbaum, M. H. (1973). Moral judgment: Test of an averaging model with differential weights. Journal
of Experimental Psychology, 99, 395-399.

Billig, M., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social Categorization and Similarity in Intergroup Behaviour. European
Journal of Social Psychology 3(1): 27-51.

Bishop, B. (2008). The Big Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded America Is Tearing Us Apart.
New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Breckler, S. (1984). Empirical validation of affect, behavior, and cognition as distinct components of
attitude. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 47, 1191-1205.

Breckler, S., and Wiggins, E. (1989). Affect versus evaluation in the structure of attitudes. J. Exp. Soc.
Psychol. 25, 253-271.

Catapano, R. & Tormala, Z. (In Prep) Do I Support Gun Control or Oppose Guns? Supporters are
More Likely to Share than Opponents.

Campbell, A. Converse, P.E., Miller, W.E., & Stokes, D. (1960). The American Voter. Unabridged
edition. New York: Wiley.

Crites, S., Fabrigar, L., & Petty, R. (1994). Measuring the affective and cognitive components of prop-
erties of attitudes: conceptual and methodological issues. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 20, 619-634.

Eagly, A., Mladinic, A., & Otto, S. (1994). Cognitive and affective bases of attitudes toward social
groups and social policies. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 30, 113-137.

Fiorina, M.P., & Abrams, S.J. (2008). Political Polarization in the American Public. Annual Review of
Political Science 11: 563-88.

Geary, D. C. (2005). Origin of mind: Evolution of brain, cognition, and general intelligence. Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Green, D., Palmquist, B., & Schickler, E. (2004). Partisan Hearts and Minds: Political Parties and the
Social Identities of Voters. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Haidt, J., & Hetherington, M.J. (2012). “Look How Far We've Come Apart.” Campaign Stops, The New
York Times, September 17. http://campaignstops.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/17/look-how-far-weve-comeapa

Hetherington, M.J. (2009). Putting Polarization in Perspective. British Journal of Political Science
39(2): 413-48.

10


http://campaignstops. blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/17/look-how-far-weve-comeapart/

Himmelfarb, S., Lickteig, C.. (1982). Social Desirability and the Randomized Response Technique.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 43(4): 710-17.

Huddy, L., Mason, L. & Aarge, L.(2010). Measuring Partisanship as a Social Identity, Predicting Political
Activism. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Society for Political Psychology,
San Francisco.

Hutchens, M.J., Hmielowski, J.D., & Beam, M.A. (2015) Rush, Rachel, and Rx: Modeling Partisan
Media’s Influence on Structural Knowledge of Healthcare Policy, Mass Communication and Society,
18:2, 123-143.

Iyengar, S., Krupenkin, M. (2018). The Strengthening of Partisan Affect. Political Psychology, 39(S1),
201-218.

Iyengar, S., Westwood, S. (2014). Fear and Loathing across Party Lines: New Evidence on Group
Polarization. American Journal of Political Science, 59(3), 690-707.

Iyengar, S., Sood, G., & Lelkes, Y. (2012). Affect, Not Ideology: A Social Identity Perspective on
Polarization. Public Opinion Quarterly 76(3): 405-31.

Jones, Edward E. & Nisbett, Richard E. (1972). “The actor and the observer: Divergent perceptions of
the causes of behavior.” Pp. 79-94 in Attribution: Perceiving the causes of behavior, edited by E. E.
Jones, D. E. Kanouse, H. H. Kelley, R. E. Nisbett, S. Valins, & B. Weiner. Morristown, NJ: General
Learning Press.

Kant, Immanuel. (1797/1991). “The metaphysics of morals (M. Gregory, Translator.).” Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press (Original work published 1797).

Kreiss, D., & McGregor, S.C. (2018) Technology Firms Shape Political Communication: The Work of
Microsoft, Facebook, Twitter, and Google With Campaigns During the 2016 U.S. Presidential Cycle,
Political Communication, 35:2, 155-177.

Korte, G. (2012). Obama Has Edge in Political Merchandise. USA Today, September 25.

Kurtz, G. (Producer) & Lucas, G. (Director). (1977) Star Wars [Motion Picture]. United States: 20th
Century Fox.

Lelkes, Y., Sood, G., Iyengar, S. (2015). The Hostile Audience: The Effect of Access to Broadband
Internet on Partisan Affect. American Journal of Political Science, 61(1), 5-20.

Maccoby, E.E., & Maccoby, N. (1954). The Interview: A Tool of Social Science. In Handbook of Social
Psychology, ed. Gardiner Lindzey. Cambridge, MA: Addison Wesley, 449-87.

Mann, J. (1959). The relationship between cognitive, affective and behavioral aspects of racial prejudice.
J. Soc. Psychol. 49, 223-228.

Metz, M., Kruikemeier, S., & Lecheler, S. (2019) Personalization of politics on Facebook: examining the
content and effects of professional, emotional and private self-personalization, Information, Commu-

nication Society

11



McCallum, R. (Producer) & Lucas, G. (Director). (1999) Star Wars: Episode 1 - The Phantom Menace
[Motion Picture] United States: 20th Century Fox.

McCallum, R. (Producer) & Lucas, G. (Director). (2005) Star Wars: Episode 3 - The Revenge of the
Sith [Motion Picture] United States: 20th Century Fox.

McGraw, M. (1985). Subjective probabilities in moral judgments. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 21, 501-518.

Millar, M., & Tesser, A. (1986). Effects of affective and cognitive focus on the attitude-behavior relation.
J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 51, 270-276.

Munro, G.D., Weih, C., & Tsai, J. (2010). Motivated Suspicion: Asymmetrical Attributions of the
Behavior of Political Ingroup and Outgroup Members. Basic and Applied Social Psychology 32(2):
173-84.

Mutz, D.C., & Mondak, J. (2006). The Workplace as a Context for Cross-Cutting Political Discourse.
Journal of Politics 68(1): 140-55.

Ostrom, T. (1969). The relationship between affective, behavioral and cognitive components of attitude.
J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 5, 12-30.

Pfister, H., & Bohm, G. (1992). The function of concrete emotions in rational decision making. Acta
Psychol. 80, 105-116.

Reeder, G., & Brewer, M. (1979). A schematic model of dispositional attribution in interpersonal
perception. Psychol. Rev. 86, 61-79. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.86.1.61

Reeder, G. D., & Coovert, M. D. (1986). Revising an impression of morality. Social Cognition, 4, 1-17.

Reeder, G. D., & Spores, J. M. (1983). The attribution of morality. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 44, 736-745.

Rogowski, J.C., & Sutherland, J.L. (2016). How Ideology Fuels Affective Polarization. Political Behavior
38: 485-508.

Rothbart, M., & Park, B. (1986). On the confirmability and disconfirmability of trait concepts. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 131-142.

Rosenfeld, M.J., Reuben, T.J., & Falcon, M. (2011). How Couples Meet and Stay Together, Waves 1, 2,
and 3: Public Version 3.04. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Libraries.

Sigall, H., & Page, R. (1971). Current Stereotypes: A Little Fading, a Little Faking. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 18(2): 247-55.

Skowronski, J. J., & Carlston, D. E. (1987). Social judgment and social memory: The role of cue diag-
nosticity in negativity, positivity, and extremity biases. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
52, 689-699.

Tajfel H. (1970). Experiments in intergroup discrimination. Scientific American, 223(5), 96-103.

Tajfel, H., / Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin

12



/ S. Worchel (Eds.), The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations (pp. 33-47). Monterey, CA:
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.

Tooby, J., & Cosmides, L. (2010). Groups in mind: The coalitional roots of war and morality. In
H. Hggh-Olesen (Ed.), Human morality & sociality: Evolutionary & comparative perspectives (pp.
191-234). London, England: Red Globe Press.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin
& S. Worchel (Eds.), The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations (pp. 33-47). Monterey, CA:
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.

Trafimow, D., & Schneider, D. J. (1994). The effects of behavioral, situational, and person information
on different attribution judgments. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 30, 351-369.

Trafimow, D., & Sheeran, P. (1998). Some tests of the distinction between cognitive and affective beliefs.
J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 34, 378-397.

Trafimow, D., Sheeran, P., Lombardo, B., Finlay, K. A., Brown, J., & Armitage, C. J. (2004). Affective
and cognitive control of persons and behaviors. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 43, 1-18.

Trafimow, D., & Trafimow, S. (1999). Mapping perfect and imperfect duties onto hierarchically and
partially restrictive trait dimensions. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 25, 686-695.

Washington Post Fact Checker (2020, January 20). President Trump has made 16,241 false or mislead-
ing claims in his first three years. Washington Post. https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/

2020/01/20/president-trump-made-16241-false-or-misleading-claims-his-first-three-years/

13


https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/01/20/president-trump-made-16241-false-or-misleading-claims-his-first-three-years/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2020/01/20/president-trump-made-16241-false-or-misleading-claims-his-first-three-years/

2 Appendix A: Accompanying Documents

14



For the following media sources, please indicate your:

1. Familiarity of the source (Not Familiar - Extremely Familiar)

2. The frequency at which you access the media source weekly (1 day/week - 7 days/week)

Questionnaire #1
Media Exposure

3. The extent to which you find yourself in agreement with the media presentation (Do not agree with presentation - Agree very much with presentation)

Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
CNN (www.cnn.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly hat Extremely
Daily Beast (www. i com) quency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day K 3 4 5 6 day k 7 day K
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
ington Post (www.huffi com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
MSNBC (www.msnbc.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
CBS News (www.cbsnews.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day K 3 day 4da k 5da k 6 day K 7 day K
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
NPR (www.npr.org) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
PBS News Hour (www.pbs.org) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day k 3 4 5 6 day, k 7 day k
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Post (ww i com)  Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
Military Times (www.militarytimes.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Politico (www.politico.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day K 3 4da K 5da 6 day K 7 day K
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Snopes (www.snopes.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
Voice of America (www.voanews.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day K 3 4 5 day 6 day K 7 day K
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Forbes (www.forbes.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
New York Post (nypost.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
The Hill (thehill.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day. K 3 4 da K 5da 6 day k 7 day k
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Wall Street Journal (www.wsj.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
Daily Caller (dailycaller.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day K 3 4 5 day 6 day K 7 day K
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Federalist Society (fedsoc.org) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day: k 3 day. 4 da k 5 day: k 6 day k 7 day: k
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Moderately Extremely
Fox News (www.foxnews.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly hat Extremely
The Blaze (www.theblaze.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 day I 3 4 5 6 day I 7 day I
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all slightly Somewhat Moderately Extremely
Breitbart (www.breitbart.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
Familiarity Not at all Slightly Extremely
Infowars (www.infowars.com) Frequency Never Less than weekly 1 day/week 2 days/week 3 days/week 4 days/week 5 days/week 6 days/week 7 days/week
Agreement Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree




Study 1
Testing partisan duty limits of honesty

In the following scenarios, please indicate whether you believe the politician, importantly *in this single instance* is honest or dishonest, immoral or moral.

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Scenario 3

President Donald Trump (Republican) is concerned about his re-election prospects. In an effort to bolster the economy, and consequently enable him to use a
successful economy as a positive talking point, he downplays the potential severity of an oncoming pandemic, endangering millions of Americans.

In this situation, would you consider President Trump to be: |Dishonest | or | Honest|
In this situation, would you consider President Trump to be: |Immora| I or | Morall

President Donald Trump (Republican) is negotiating for a nationwide concealed carry (firearms) with senior congressional Democrats. In order to get Democrats to the
table, President Trump offers expanded national abortion access. When the Democrats sit down to negotiate with President Trump, he rescinds his offer and presents
the Democrats as being obstructionist for walking away.

In this situation, would you consider President Trump to be: |Dishonest | or | Honestl
In this situation, would you consider President Trump to be: |Immora| I or | Morall

Democratic Candidate Joe Biden has a long history of supporting women's causes, including women's equality, violence prevention against women, and #MeToo.
Seeking to minimize the effect of a sexual assault claim from a former female staffer on his candidacy, Joe Biden publicly espouses support for women to be believe,
while simultaneously denying the encounter and questioning the woman's motives.

In this situation, would you consider Joe Biden to be: |Dishonest I or | Honestl
In this situation, would you consider Joe Biden to be: |Immora| | or | Morall

Democratic Candidate Joe Biden's personal instinct is in line with working class Americans. However, he is aware of the political reality that necessitates massive
corporate campaign donations - corporations whose motivations are often at the expense of working class Americans. Joe Biden takes the corporations' money and
immediately preceding the vote, he publishes all large donations and makes clear corporations will not be receiving favors from him once elected.

In this situation, would you consider Joe Biden to be: |Dishonest | or | Honest|
In this situation, would you consider Joe Biden to be: |Immora| I or | Morall




Study 2
Testing partisan duty limits of loyalty

In the following scenarios, please indicate whether you believe the politician, importantly *in this single instance* is honest or dishonest, immoral or moral.

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Attorney General Jeff Sessions (Republican), appointed as the chief law enforcement officer in the United States By President Donald Trump, is in a position to protect
the president from Democratic attacks surrounding possible campaign coordination with Russia to get Trump elect in 2016. In the face of scrutiny, Sessions recuses
himself from the case rather than be seen as protecting his boss.

In this situation, would you consider Jeff Sessions to be: |Loya| | or | Disloyal|
In this situation, would you consider Jeff Sessions to be: |Immora| I or | Morall

Governor John Bel Edwards (Democrat) of Louisiana oversees a southern, typically conservative state. Democratic fundraising groups, from progressive to moderate,
donated a great deal of time and money to get Governor Edwards elected. Once elected, Governor Edwards, himself pro-life, seeks to defund Planned Parenthood
from state dollars with the intent of closing down all clinics in Louisiana.

In this situation, would you consider Governor Edwards to be: |Loya| | or | Disloyall
In this situation, would you consider Governor Edwards to be: |Immora| I or | Morall




s
Jrenr—

Vi)

Attoniadet

Allanc for st (AF (e tiorl

At News

(wwatemetorg

H
§

merans oo Sprstonof Gt s G v
White Men agywhiemen.ort
e e ascsnons )
Avostradde wank auostradie.com)
Baimore ity Pape (e itypaper.com)

0 o com

Coats ke (et
Canactan Dmension (anadiandimenson om)
Captal & Wiln (aptalandmain.com)
Core2 s care2com)
ot e et ok
ontertrs s syt

o et rogrs (o amercrorogess )

o)

Change.or (1 change.r
Chicago teader aoreader.com)

v et fmtnCrer o)
ChronicesofDe condsetdemocracy o)
Citten Crics etzencrts
s
Code Pk

Daily Do (e ot com)
aives

m.wmmw,m ) oty
Daly Soued and Fury dlsoundandiry.co

s Vet e com)

Desdsgin desdiincom)

Deadsise desdstateorg)

et et o)

Desp South Voic (decpsouthwaice com)

et Chrides eassconisors

Democracy Guards

Democacy

Now democrscoworg)

Democatic Underground(w democratiunderground.com)
Deshabhimars {stpsfwwwdestaehimancom)

Desmog (wi desmogtiog com)

Detor Metra News

D ot dsrmpnr)
DrugeRetort e,

Eanh st outnl- Mmm‘m,w

o vl gt an)

Eecorshote com (v

[Soootmsvas e —
o ol el sl
w

‘Good Magaine (v go00.s]
G Magaaine (v gcom)

Lehcemer
o2 apune 7o)
s s

)

Aoy Mot

Afeian Aguments arcarrguments.org)

Aot Newsfhvaines con)

Akcan Beaco lueral escoriouralcom)
Al

m e o)
W oo,

Alan Guttmacher s (wai gumachr os)
Aaska isptch News (w2 com)

Ay Times imesumioncam)

H
§a
H

)
s apire ez

[rows
s Conrol Assaiation (g fruwarsconteol o)
Aaheville itien Times (o itz tmes.com)

i Serine!-
i Corende oo o
Atavst Mg (magasineataist.com}

Atants JounabConstitution (wwelccom)
Auanic antc
v oy tanimatcan)

- (watencom)

Pl i OR—
sty e s
Vb o

St Sl oo
ooy oo o com
o

cete com)
e ——

Carnese Endowment o nerrationlFesc (amegieendowmentorg)

o bk ol
Cotch o e e o)
B N (i

o sonen- wazvvxm;\nnzwm\ com)

65 News (v com)

s u——

Conter for a New Amercan Securty (e rasor
Conter for Advanced eterse suis (ool

Cotr o Gl Gevlomnt (s 7

o tor (e

o et ol sprie o
Center for Popuar Demoracy (opulardemocacyor)

Conet o il g et eyt

Center on Budgetand Polcy Prioies (wan <o)

Contal News Agency (CNA)  Focs Taw (e ocataiuan /)

oottt il oo

Gt Morr g om)
hicago Sun-Times (i sutimes com)

Green et Weekly(wawgreenieft orgaul
Greenvile Garette (ww reenvlegazteecoml

Guarian Uerty Voce fgardanvcom)
Guarian of Democracy (heguardarsoféemocrscy com)

Haarets i hasretz o)
ol Reporte hikeorte o
ifington Post (v ffngtonpostcom)

om)
Lavender Magsine(win lavendermagainacom)
Left oot Fouard etcotfornardorg)

ahtscom)
Lot ide of istory (s lfsceotistor com)
et oic (e etoic.oe)

et Wing Ntion

Leftscoop (wwlescoop om)

RS —————
Ubcom.og ibeomorg

UberalAmeic (Iberlamerica fe)

et e brlesair o)
Uberss nie samvel

st Now s ratoeart
Ul Gree o eareeoott ol

astatie (mashable.com]

Hook (meanlefthol.com)
MediaMaters (medamatirs.org).
e

Modern Ubersl [modernberls com)

Chin Gl
Gz Trth (ctientrthorg)
Ciizens for Legtmate Governmens (v egtgovors)

Wiz st
medibissaccheckcom

0w 0w on)
12 v KX 120005 com)
55t e Srer o)

80 News G 650news.com)
ABCLAWRTTV (bc12 o]
85.CBN {news abs-cn o)

A Fones Medi (adontesmedia.com)

duek
Airica Chck(atiacheckrg)

Jr T ———

Agence France-Presse (A7) (o)

Righcenter
Tt i com

e —
ot
Advocates for S Government (hesduocates rs)
Agaist Crony Capitls (v acznews.com)
Avam Onie ergishaham o

Alom (lakama News) el com)
Abare ot b bdoaral on)

American Action Frum (e americanactonforum )
American s e (americanafirsiouera ore).

Agerprs w agerpes o)
A Force Times

owars firwars rg)

A s egihalason e

Al Baws (e b

A sl engrm

el o ———

Aatama Tods ety com)

Albany emocrat Herald (demecratheraidcom)

iktica

Allance For SecuringDemocrscy (secuingdemocracy gmius o)
et e e sl

N R—————
Ao ey Weme it )
American mmm.ﬂmu B
Amobiama rews amomans.

e i prseentcon)

gt ettt
e —

Banghok Post (ww barghokpost.com)
Baxter Blletin (e baxterbuletincom)
Bbarta2 (ensbartazirer]

American Firearms st (www americafrearms org)
Americn st orEconomic Researc (ser. o)
Americas Quartely s americasariely ore)

ArkarsasDemocrst Gazete (www arkansasonline.com)

1600 Dty (o witehousegou)
e b com

Seor7s

ccuracy inAcademn () (v scademi g

cauracy in e wnsaim org)

xcting Man [ cting man.com)

Aeustedi et flnewsmeda et)

Sotn f ot Ao ) sl

American Corsequences mercarcorsequenees com)
American Exeprse nstute (v et
Americn o o fcanstorprospeiyorg)
Ameranain oy

s famgreatnes

America Legsiative Exchor mmm o st
American Ubery Report (o amercalbertyre
o

Ammoland i ammolard o)

At
1 News Inernations (uwaninews. o)

R Comeh mwtsmiconct o

BT, Denmar (1.

Barorts

bertarian (einglertrancom)
)

et (e
-,e.».».w et )

prosi
Jd (algaryhraidom)

GalfoniaGlob (s calforniagiobecom)

CatforiaPoticl Revew (v capoltctevin com)

Campaian for bert (campignoriery ot

CanadianJeish tows [ s com)

Canadian Taspayers edertion (o txgayer com)

BelleileNews Democrt (v b com)
T

i ews Network (e ignewsnetuarkcom).
B Think ko)

Bl S erld

Bismarck Tune ismarckrbune o)
Blstingews (s Bastngoows com)

Gato st (o

s Trtun i chicagotebunecom)
it oy by om)
Cicnat Equrer (ww cindnnat

Coorato e et et com)

8O News (sronews com)

i widgem
Bulletin of tomic Scertists (rabuletnorg).
Bulstido el

Burnet ountySertiel

ol Dlpatch (i)
[ T——

de Volisizan (e olsirant.

Cape Cod Times (wn capecodtimes.com)
Capitol Fax capitofaxcom)
CasperSarTrwme i com)

Castaet (ww asanetna)

Center for amocracyan Technlogy (ctorg]

Desert on s desersin com)
DetroitNews (o datr e com)

vizons iy ndependent (szonadaiindependent com)

[T ——

e N —
News Hetwork (siomnewsetworkcom)

com)
ition s campsignfecoaivion com)
eform s ampuseormore)
sy Crr (i)
Cente for recdom and e
s R o b com)

imerton vl imoronoa o)
Edmonton Sunfwa.admontorsun com)

Charty Navigator chartyvistor ors)
Chattanooga Times Free Frss (timesireepress com)
e com)

e it com)
st v o anismemeom
NET (wncet com)

Fath oy Arerica (v fahflyomerica com)
o)

o aneer e frgri,
Firancl Post (o franclpost.com)
Fravens

)
Horo Times nonGacsile com)

Committe to Protct Jouralsts il org)
Concors Marstor (i concrdmoritor o)
Congres gov (. conres g

ngressiona Budget Office CBO) v oo gl
Consttuton ol [constiutioncerterorg
Comumer eors s ommareprs g
Consumerist consumerist com)
kb tors opaucizon)

Coet o o Relions b
CourtableNews (i countble )

Forign Py Rescarch s (e i org)
Fort end Horad

m (v sartlegram com)
Fornigly Review (ornighyreview.co.
Fortne Wagain fotune com)
Foundation o Econamic dcaion (e.org)
Fox usiess (foxbusiness.com)

om)
e cesomepor com)

Fraser nsttte owwaserinsie org)
edom Allance (s frecdomalance ors)
Freedom House (reedomouse org)

Cosdmagtroa cangon
2 528 con
o mceont

S nr——

[ e——

Curosty

5. Ciut reser scruteaterorg

rand Raidspress (v com)
Gresty Tibune
oo e o)

Gunsor i
5o ) ot 031
Hetaroox Academy (eterodoracacemyorg)
HighPoint Enerprise v honews com)

Oaiy Jurnl (i)

Daiy ournl (Misour) dfournaloine com)
Oaiy Maveric dtymaverick co 1)

o eord s

Des MainesRegister (v desmoinesregster.com)

Crisens for Tax st (e ore)
e s

Giab (Gtytabom)
Gl rmm.m.n.m(mmy

Commonweal Magasne (e commenweainagstne.rgl
Commomieat o ommonwestund )
Cometoson oo

m News (corsortumnews o)
oo Pt ool oe
Corpus Chist Calle Times

Counl o the Natonal tres (ww counlforctenstonaiteestog)
Credo Action crecoacioncom)

Crosscot o (ossutcom)
T o cmirorors)

iy Hampstie Gazete
Dsily Miror uwimirorco k)
-

el
0 o s G sty ol
pshely

Mondows [mendoweis et
Moon of Alsbama fuw moonoflatama ors)

Wi (Magain) vwimsmagazine com)

e ——

Natin of Crans (i ntionofhange re)

et et O Counl (s e

I —————
New Statesman (v reustatesman com)

New Yok Amteséam News amstrdamaws com)
New Yok Magatne(oymag com)

Nova Magadne (ww.nova magadineet)
Yo i rovirrtocon)

Occupy o (wa occy o
e Cree et b eregengiontrs
op o) e apdrsn om)

o M;px\n' foutcoml
o almereport com)

zzt
1 ]

ol i bocada o)
Trur mAmhnahnbumwv()l‘vmembtvnhum\

Polticstsa (wan policsuss.com)
o poaonson
Popuar nformation popusrno)
Popuar Resistance lpopuarresistanceorg)
Pravda Report (e praviaregort.com}

progess.
e A oy om)
Progresie Uberl (www progessvelvratnet)

i oot e B stersporcinrs
Reading he Pictures (o readingthepctures.rs)
e News Network therelnews. com)

Economics elp . economicshelpors)
pn S et con

€1pais o
€1 paco Tms (wwn lpastimes com).
ﬂmmm(anllterndnmn(wwweNovl‘
Emerging Europe(emergng ewope com)
Emiaes 2077 w7 com
Empty Wheel (uawemptyahee et

Engadget o)

uromaden Prese

Exposing th Truth (v exposingruth com)

Fachhfactmphcom)

Fress and Acurcy In Reporing (crs)
e s irvote o)

e

Gy tarNows (v gastarews com)
famour Magazie (wn gamour.com)

Gloa Citzen i globaicizenors)
o News gobslnews

Gl Post (warprirs)

Glata Rl News gossireat )

loa ik g gobalriskinsghs com)

loba Times (e gbatimes.c.

2
o o
asine uwgoversingcom)

Coveen evsiey ol over )
Government Executive (. )

o e e

och iedia(wa reentechmed com)

:..m P

o ilence Avchiv (s guniolencearive ore)

Healihyay mwheathpay com)
vy (eavy com)

Helsingi Sanomat 1)

Helin T (ww hesnkitnes )
High P T———
Hihine (hghine huffngtonpos com)
Hindustan Times (v ircistanime com)

ncstantimes com)
Hitory News Network (stormewsnetworkorl

Ofgia lounal (i dighalurna com)

Yottt porsroringcn)

1083 Tmes (natimes.com)
nga.com

Semmisroamtcon e sl
m

ener s eneryctier
s & Relglous sy Commisio (erccom)
st e e £o (asadopon

vilivicsd s

nideSources (o nsdesoce

o Ty iy o)
Jersalem post(wepost o)

Ouluth ews Tribue (wa ctmesstine.com)
g Trune
Eau Clir Leader Telgram lleacetlegram.com)

wasigroupinet]

P
Gl Sovry o o oo o)
love st gt

GoodewNetwork (w goodevanetwarkors)

i News Sycicate wwinsorg
st Fcts v stacts.com

st Fcts Dty (v jsfactsdaiy com)
Korean erald (wwne oreaheraid om)

§
5

London mmn,mmmmm.mm
London EveringSandard (w standrd o

Mania Times s maniaimes et}
Margna Resolution (margnalrevolution com)
Markerwate ctuat
Mercaus orm)

News com.au s con.ul
News-Gazete (s news gazete com)

GovTrack (s govtrack ).
P —

NTOTY (New Tang Dymssty) ().
e American

GreenvileNews (i greenileonine com)

Group of Thiy (povpi.rs)
nford Sentin (g fhaferdsenine com)
HarvardBusioes Review (.

Haruard Garete fnews arvard o)
Hastings Triune

e oot ecrsnord
regonian (wwnregrine.
mxammm:nanwmxmmnm)

Ottaus sun ottawase

P eyt o s
peninsula Dty News (v peninsuladiynews.com)

Herald  Rviow (herlareviow com)
HoauSiayr v boax slaer com

Homeland Scutty News Wirs (wank homelanssecutyoeusiire com)

iman (o dsbstatesman com)
‘Mmam v mesietics og)

2 cord mmymm.mm
et Ve emwerk ) e
I oy ool

i Sta v iostacom)
irvater e o daodatinzom)

it e e o or)

g 5o P gt o)
RStest st (it ore)
are N

Rasmussen Reports v asmusserveports com)
RealCearDefse v readerdetensecom)

e in Ameic (s utrenamercs.com)
e rlgon s etelgionard)
Go

sopusa o
Goverrment Accourtably st (v
rabienews [oows grabiencom

erage Foundtion (wan hritageort)
HermanCaincom whermancsin o)
Hot A (otatcom
e g

man Events (humanerts o)
oot S
il el

s <)

i
oo sonl
ore)

pncomey o)
[—

)
Marhatta sttt for olicy Resesrch (e marbatan ntote.ore).

NRA -ttt for Lagilative Acton (s v re)
NTK Network (ntknetwork.com)
Numbers USA (wa samberssa com)

RealCear Pollcy [t eaicearpolcy.com)
RealCea Polis fwanrealdearpolics com)
ReaiClesrligon (w resdearreligan.re)
Reason reasoncom)

Intematons Evrsy Agency

mematon Gremioton ot i
Iotematona ress st (ww remeda 1)
Intematons| Rescus Commites (waksescus g

fomw o e ousmams o)
Knouhere inouherencus.
it ews s twan s ol

i
2 ool v o)

Regulton Magsine
Remington Resareh Goup remingtonesearchgroup coml
Resublc Word uwrecablicvoridom)

S Mo ew o)

SOrRE (ofepcor
fosegtorieamsicTIR——
Satesman Joural (e taesmanjoeratcom)
Stdent iy News (s stodertnewsdsily o)
Talaseo Damocrat i alahasse com)

ampa Trione (w0 com)

Tax Foundation taxfoundation ore)

Tharauat Magaine (. tharawat magasinecom)
The Algemeiner Jounal (www lgemeiner com)

o sl fdunsilam)
Anaica e ek o)
e Ay comer onsramt e,
OneNewsto

iotRetortcom (ptritstort com)
[a———

ey Reiew

it (poficie com)

Proud onsenative (consenativesus paty)
Pl merest g Foundatin lemerestgaore

The American neres (s the-smercainterest com)
oA ot et s o)
The Autratan sttt cor

)
The Bunswick New (s hebrunswicinews.com)

[ ————
com)

Jrom
[T ——
e Sories(acstorie o)
anon Oy News ldnews.com)
ma Charle News (Imacharenews.com
UneolnJouna ta oumalstar com)
Lompoc Record lompocr )
———
et st e
aayia Todo
Ned medshior)

The Cvonice Herald thechvanicebersd )

he Citaen

The Courie i fwa couiemai com)
)

he part
The sl Times (o thefsatimes.com)
The Gatete (cedr Rapic)fwar thegarete cor

)
The Gobe and Mai (Toront) (v thelobeandrmi com)
The il (thi o)

e Incependen Aeiew (aindependent ore)

Reader’s igst (e o)
e Alet P ecaertpolics com)
et s News (s ez com)

Regated ews
Renewediight com (renewedrght com)

Resisance Mdla (v resistancemeda o

e Anetn ey Tesmesmarergoncam)

[T ——

Infowars e infowars com)

Bt

e (i com)



Red epper v redpepperorg k)

el
e P Curon (o A—
5 revcom.s)
et s s )

ot dmton)
Shareue sharebe o

Srontand tronind o)
ERT——

ot com)

s

it S ——
Sodallstiorkeorg odlstuorker org)
Soure Plitics (sourcepoltcs com)

Sourcetch (wan soucewatchor
SouthernPovertyLow Ceter (uwsplcaterrs)
[ ——

st.pete for eace w
Syrlans Analyss (o yriana-anhsts.com)

e ar (s akepart.co

he At mm kww avsavonde om)
The lue Route v
e g S o)
The Carar LK) (e thecanary.co
T Climate Reaity rojec (e lmateraltyprfec ors)

e FuckingNews (thefingnews.com)
The Ghion Jourral (girjournalcom)

e Improper Magaine (v theimprope com)
The nderden néypendentor

e malectulist heinelectuls o)

e Morsing sar (unw morsngstaronin o).
e Nation (et s heraton com)
The Natonal Mermo lww.rtioaimero com

e Resty-S3sed Community (w sameacts com)
e Root e heroot com
e Souece Newsaser (1 Souree) hlasource com
e s s s o
he Texa Ooserver cobserverorel
T i v e leroe o
The Walu thewaluscal
The Week (teweek o
T Word Cor Wt i )
TheGrio thagriocom)
e

Them
TheosWatehcom (treoswatencom)
ik rogrss (irkprogressorg)

Tutho e
Uprons (eoncon)
[raismarvm—)

a
il
it S—
i verrt com)
YT e con)
rore—
e R

i
Washington Babyon [washingonbatylon com)
Wahington Daiy Wire

2hagazie ommore

porter (nakllywoodreporercom)
)

s (rews o
iobs irioec

ot i

Irsde Ediion (v nsidecditon com)
Irside Highr Ed v nsidiher

et Nevs insisimaenus
e rid.com)
enes o e oot o

ke on Tnation nd Econome Pl (TE e

Inverse umniersecom)

i Faiston oo
KOCO News  (www hoco com)
Kotk fotakucom)

UOW PR uowcor)

Kurdiston 28 unnw urdstan2s )

s presse o apresse o)

1 Reputbica (repubblca )

5 stampa (astampa.t)

ATimes wa aimes com)

Lt st 3
Lo Hera ethorideeneraldcoml
’ o tescer wcscom)

veral Mountan (s ramountai.com)
UetaiarGecrcom)
Lok fwan el
;.,, e e agcom)
on (minsbescon com)
Nt v (o

Metr w0
ot ———

Miami orald (v iamieraid om)

M (miccom)

mm Falr s gt
Wil e i)

Mttt Rework G
ot

nerstio
Mo Demoest m mdencom)
[ E——

Muncie Voce .

e - et With e e )
Naked aptasm (woru akedeapitalis com)
NasiesDaily News (v rapesnews.com)

Wiz st
medibissaccheckcom

Memeorsndum (e memeorandum com)
com}

heckews Gt com)

o ——

Milkary Times e iltrytimes.com)
Milkary.com (wanw miltar com)
Misalan mslncam)
MUve (icigan— Booth Newpagers)
mnnmsnnm'ﬂkmnum.mmmr
Moro ot i)
v Rt et )

The ation aksan nstion com k]
The alora (UAE) frwthntionL.se}

The ew Aants (e renewatanis om)

The News Les ierntionlthenewsiens com)

The Objctive Standard (o heobiectivestandard com)
The OMahorman i Kahorman o)

The ostouna amestown, New Yo (pest ouralcom)

ot ol vt am)
NationMaster o com)

s oo o
Neadzknow theneedknow com)
New Bom Su Jourrl (i m

e com)
Hew s e o o
ol

e oo e relos
i
Newsela (rewselacom]

Newsguard (wanw ewsgaretechcom)

hearania wewshsorenioom)

The Times Herald (ort Huro) (s thtimesheraidom)
The Times of i (tmesofindi ndiatmes com)
The Times UK and Sunday Times s thtimes.co &)

et npn i o)
tandpo

T Consratit . o hcomenthens o5

i Opinon
Contraie Womi (s corrathesomanco
sl Oefender thedsiycefender <o

o i Tl AUS) el ol

he ally Wire (v ditire com)

TheC s i crmnidcom

50ch Times (ww.hespochimes com)

e et s

The Haide thehayice com)

The ast Refuge (heconseratvetrechousecom)

T ———t
Mm

Onaighy (180reportcom)

The Winchet
Trsiret et
Tines s ot tmsrrie recm)
Times of South Afcs (. tmesive
Tt e v ot o)
Topeka CaptalJourra s conine com)

e

Woterbury Repiblican Ameican (wokes-am.com)
Wicita Eagle [ ansas com)
Willamsport Sun Gazete v singaztte com)

range County Register (ww.ocregster.com)
e prejoct (i oyezorg)
Pacfic Daily News (v gusmodn.com)
e ctchamd
e se———
Feests Now el mevrizont

0
PR Newswire pnewsuire mecdaroam com)

Prjec n Government gt (oo ore)

Public oy Poling [ww pusicplicgolling o)

Publc Relgon Research st (wwn prcrl

s iy Times (ctmes.com)

Radio fee Europe  Racio Uberty (et rg)

Rand Corporation (wirandors)

Rapid Gty Joural (rapicitiouralcom)
EN—y

Relevant Mg refevatmazazine com)

e it s s

Sorta MariaTimes (sntamaritines com)
Srsta e T o eradne coml
Soti Reviow (s safreviecom)

ot e o Tl rseaaivord
Natioral Monior (stmontorcom)

et Newsvatt o asranewsuchom)

Nationl Observr v ntinalobsrve com)

Nationl Youth Riht Assoiaion lwwwyouthrights ors)

Natural Resource Gosernance st (was esourcgovernance ore)
Nature Comsrvany (i ratureorl

NBC News (i pocraws com)

Cry g o
OCWeskly (v ccweeily.com)

oo ———
Oneinga (e oninda com)

openemocracs i coendsmacaceet

)
i e Dty e s o)
patotc Mmmm patrotimilionies g

ot G gl

Postiv News (v osive.news)
o

o sy o rolc e
bl ol

e o enproagin o)
roies o e ronsematodt e
s Cinen o o)

]

mk "l i comt
sevet st (roosevetstiuteorg)

e MeruryHews —
Son s Obispo Tiune salisobispo.com)
Sort Barbara Independen (o ndependent com)

secons i
Semencrg et e seencngrsec o)
SiGate wwnsgatecom)

Stame projct (shomeproec o)

o ored

Septeed st

o ke sl

Sl (st

wmmnmnLmu.mmmmmy
(s )

S Gy o o s 5]

o oo oo

Tampa Bay Times (ww ampabay com)

Tarel s arbelors)

The Automatic Earth (e thesutematicesrth com)
The Btfer thesler o

)

The Bipartisan pess
The rovmasle erald

Sconpnest (i scooprest com)
SCOTUSHIog fuwscousiog com)
Stareaiy (wa shareably et
Storenstein Center (shorenstencener o)
Streeport Times evepertimes com)
Simpl Poitics fa simslepolc o)
o iy i o
Sty Nows (newssky.com)
Snenmens ovasrantevs ol

om)

Satesle Record & Landmrk

Simon Centr stimsonors)
ek Nows Ush (tocknewscss com)

H
H
H

The Oiplomat Magaze thedplamatcom)
The Economis v conomst com)
The Fake News Codex (s akeneuscodex com)
The i ide (thefipideio]

The Heratd Jourl (Ut}

ekt st

he el i

Tt e, Nt Crlrl e erincom)

he Humanist Magane (ihehumarist.com)
The ndian Exress (ndianspress com)
The aarta Post v thjakartspost com)

T ot e et o)
The MdestsBee v morbee com)

The Meritr Texs]

he Moming Call (.l com)

The hevda ndepener eneniapnir com)
he News (MexicoCiy) (e henews )

The News Inerrations (v thenews com 2k

5
The News Lteacy Projec (e henewsierscyproject og)

The Obseratory (o PR—.
The Oulook (Mormouth Unversiy slook mormouthecs)
The Pantagraph (ww

Prnom penh st (uwphnomperpostcom)
The Post and Courier fuwpostandcouircom)
e oo s rstrscom)

e PostStandard Srscse) v srscuse o)

The Repstc (danalthrepublic com)
) b massivecom)
com)

H
iE
:
H

The Times inos) (wwe.mywebrimes com)

e teriao-Cedar Flls Couie (wckouiercom)
The 20F (wsites Detsches Ferrsena) v df )

Tranparencynerratiora ww rarsparecy ors)
Tanartn hedow ersrseton o
Traverse iy Recor Esge
oers Aoy rmecramageoy an)
il

Mo TrbuneHerald s wacotribcom)
War on the Rocks warontherocks com)

(v defconwaringsystem com)

WPEC - CoSE2com (s12co
Vorkn ot for oty s tpressi
et Fact Check (v zebratacicre

Tt Amaian e
)

et s o)

The Temnsice St emnessestar com)
The Truth About Guns (v hetrtraboutguns.com)

)
e gt com)
T it

 warkmadsnl
e —
U Wtch e
Unit News Network utunewsnetuorkcoo
ica 1 eamericacom)

Western ree pres s westrnreepress com)
WestMorster (wwestmorstr o)
i ———"
Witebouse go fuitchousegov)
Wrld Magadne (worldwrg e
W i rdtuecom)

- News (yelowhammerneus com)
Tone e oo AR oo ot
Voung Consenatves (wk youngeors.



The Budspest Beacon (udapestbesconcom)

The Cener for Econonic polcy and Researc (CEPR)

The Centur Foundaton coe)

The Chstia et wan thecestiniett oe)
o

g

mes it com)
The Eurapean Councl o Foreig Rlaions (ECFR) (.l cu)
The xpress-Times Laigh Vally [ eighaleine com)
The rorard fovard om)

The ronter (ntosumnsesdtonte e

The Guarian (s thegsarciancor)

The Herald (Everect) el com)

The il Tak etk com)

The inda reuste theinducom]

he Indecendent (o ndependent ok

e Prss Demacrat fu prossdemocrst com)
The ule pulsegulcosst.com)
e Record ) b ortieseycom)

)
he St e (Arzoa) atepress com)
The Stranger (. esranger com)

Time Magaane (ime.com)
Timelne

Times Colonist

Times eadine (v imesheadie com)
Times ofsac (www imesofsraclcom)
Times icayne | )

Uricor o (s eicornot i)
u i ———
Uited Fedration ofTeschers (wan

o)
Uriersty Bsiness mmwniversitysusines com)

UsATodsy (wwsatoday com)
Ushews and Worid Repor [ snews com)
tah ublc Rao (UTA) (prog]
Utia Oserver Dispatc wczodom)
Varety Magaine Gty com)
Vie News (wannice com)
Vitori Aduacte victorssduocte o)
Viginia Meraury inamercy o)

etz on)

wale: couh)
Washingion slade s washingtonade com)
o o)

:
i
i

otz News Agency wnews o
I Janoo.com)
ValesiobelOnlne (tpsyaegisolyleed)
nethess v ynetnews com)
VorkDaly Record . com)

Vork ispatch (e yorkdspatchcom)
Youth Radi fyoutadoore

Wiz st
medibissaccheckcom

Washingon loural (CSpa)
Washingon's Top News (WIO) (wop.om)
e ar the Mighy v wesrethemighty com)

inona Daly
ton Salem lour
WION (Word s One News) (e wioneus com)

WerldEconomic Fore (wmweforum.org)
World News wn.com)

Wrld Pltics Rview [ vorlpolisreview com)
WrldPopuaton Reiow (erldpopulatoneiew com)
rldpress Review (wordprss org

WrldResoures st (W) (i)
Werldomete (wordometersinfo)

waaL

2 News Charnel wias.com)
WIHETV Fox 29 fox28.com)



ZANES

American National Election Studies

ANES 2018 Pilot Study
Questionnaire Specifications
Version 20181205

Fielding & Sample specifications

Dates: data collection should begin on or after December 5 and be completed by December 21, 2018.
Eligibility: respondents should meet two eligibility criteria:

o U.S. citizen

o Age 18 orolder
n = 2,500 completions

Programming & Design specifications

Paging design: display one question per page unless otherwise specified.

Nonresponse prompting: Unless otherwise noted for a specific item, for every item to which the R
fails to respond, please re-display the item once with the following text above it: We noticed that you
did not answer the question below. We would be very grateful if you would be willing to provide
your best answer, even if you're not completely sure. But if you'd prefer to skip this question, you
can click “Next.”

o Nonresponse prompt records: record whether or not the nonresponse prompt is shown.

Types: items are “single-punch” radio button responses unless otherwise specified.

No backup option: no “back” button on the page.

No progress bar: no progress bar is displayed on the page.

Missing data and nonresponse codes: Please assign a numeric code to all variables rather than using
system missing. Please use the following nonresponse codes:

o -1:inapplicable, legitimate skip. Use this code when the specified flow through the
questionnaire makes a question inapplicable. For example, a “how strongly do you favor
that” follow-up question would be coded -1 when the preceding answer was “oppose.”

o -4:other/error: data are missing due to a technical problem.

o -7:no answer; the question was displayed to the respondent, but the R clicked “Next”
without answering the question.

Variable names: Names for item variables are in brackets in lower case to the left of each item, such
as “[follow]” for the first item in the survey.
Codes for response options are indicated in brackets. These are not displayed to the respondent.
Randomization: record all random assignments. Randomize independently.
Timing: Record all item timings in seconds
Profile and administrative variables to deliver merged with the data:
© number of previous panel surveys completed
date of panel enrollment
date and time of interview completion
duration of interview in seconds or minutes (or start and end times)
gender (“Are you male or female?”)
race (“What racial or ethnic group describes you?”)
birthyr (“In what year were you born?”)
educ (“What is the highest level of education you have completed?”)
marstat (“What is your marital status?”)
votereg (“Are you registered to vote?”)
pid7 (7-point party ID)

O O O OO0 O OO0 O0OOo



ideo5 (5-point political viewpoint liberal-conservative)

pew_churatd (church attendance)

religpew (“What is your present religion, if any?” 12 categories)

bornagain (“Do you consider yourself to be ‘born again’?”)

income (“Thinking back over the last year, what was your family’s annual income?”)
inputstate (“What is your state of residence?”)

newsint (“...Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and public affairs?”)

O O OO0 O 0 O

[START SCREEN (CONSENT)]

[DISPLAY ONLY]
SURVEY INTRODUCTION
We would like to include you as a participant in a research study. If you agree to be in this
study, we will as you your views on certain social and political issues. Participation is
voluntary, and you may decline to answer any questions you do not want to answer. The
survey will take about 30 minutes to finish.

You will be awarded 2000 points as a thank you for your time.

This survey is sponsored by Stanford University. If you have any questions or comments
about the survey you may contact Dr. Matthew DeBell at 650-725-2239, or by email at
debell@stanford.edu.

If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have any concerns,
complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a participant, please
contact the Stanford Institutional Review Board (IRB) to speak to someone independent of the
research team at 650-723-2480 or toll free at 1-866-680-2906. You can also write to the
Stanford IRB, Stanford University, 3000 EI Camino Real, Five Palo Alto Square, 4t Floor, Palo
Alto, CA 94306.

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE FORM=1 OR 2]

[FOLLOW POLITICS]

[follow] 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, or hardly at all?

__Most of the time [1]

__Some of the time [2]
__Only now and then [3]
__ Hardly atall [4]
[VOTER REGISTRATION]
[addtime] How long have you lived at your current address?
__Less than one year [1]
__1-5years [2]

__More than 5 years [3]

[reg] Are you registered to vote, or not?
_Yes, registered to vote at my current address  [1]
__Yes, registered to vote at a different address [2]



__No, not registered [3]

[IF reg=1 OR 2]

[whenreg] When did you register to vote for the first time?
__In the past twelve months [1]
__1-2 years ago [2]
__3-4years ago [3]
__5ormore years ago [4]
[IF whenreg=1 OR 2]
[howreg] How did you register to vote, the first time?
__Iregistered online [1]
__Iregistered by mail [2]
__Iregistered to vote in person as part of a voter registration drive [3]
__Iregistered to vote in person at the department of motor vehicles [4]
__Iregistered to vote in person at another location [5]
[howreg_os] __Other (please specify) [TEXT BOX] [6]
[IF whenreg=1 OR 2]
[regdiff] How difficult was it for you to register to vote?
__Not difficult at all [1]
__Alittle difficult [2]
__Moderately difficult  [3]
__Very difficult [4]
__Extremely difficult [5]
[2018 TURNOUT AND CHOICE]
[turnout18] In the election held on November 6, did you definitely vote in person on election day, vote in

person before Nov 6, vote by mail, did you definitely not vote, or are you not completely sure
whether you voted in that election?

__Definitely voted in person on Nov 6 [1]
__Definitely voted in person, before Nov 6 [2]
__Definitely voted by mail [3]
__Definitely did not vote [4]
__Not completely sure [5]

[IF turnout18 = 5]

[turnout18ns] If you had to guess, would you say that you probably did vote in the election held on
November 6, or probably did not vote in that election?
__Probably did vote [1]
__Probably did not vote [2]

[IF turnout18 IN(2,3) OR turnout18ns = 1]
[turnout18w] When did you vote?

__On election day, November 6 [1]
__One week before election day or less [2]
__2-3 weeks before election day [3]
__More than 3 weeks before election day [4]

[IF turnout18 IN(1,2,3) OR turnout18ns = 1]

[votehard] How difficult was it for you to vote in this last election?
__Not difficult at all [1]
__Alittle difficult [2]

__Moderately difficult  [3]



__Very difficult [4]
__Extremely difficult [5]

[MULTIPUNCH]
Here is a list of things some people might say make it harder for U.S. citizens to vote.
Whether or not you were able to vote, please indicate if any of the following made it harder
for you to vote in the 2018 general election.

Mark all that apply.
[vharder1] __Long wait time at my polling place
[vharder2] __Concerns about my identification card
[vharder3] __The voting machine was too complicated to operate
[vharder4] __Hard to figure out where my polling place was located
[vharder5] __Takes too long to get to the polling place from where I live
[vharder6] __Costs too much for transportation to my polling place
[vharder7] __ My work schedule
[vharder8] __Bad weather
[vharder9] __Difficult to obtain an absentee ballot
[vharder10] __Did not have postage to mail back my ballot
[vharder11] __Other problem [TEXT BOX 60 CHARACTERS]
[vharder12] __None of these [ALLOW ONLY IF NO OTHER RESPONSE IS MARKED]
[IF vharder1 IS MARKED]
[waittime] You indicated there was a long wait time at your polling place. About how long was the wait
time at your polling place?
__0-15 minutes [1]
__16-30 minutes [2]
__31-59 minutes [3]
_1-2 hours [4]
__More than 2 hours [5]
[IF vharder5 IS MARKED]
[triptime] You indicated it takes too long to get to the polling place from where you live. About how
long does it take you to get to your polling place?
__0-15 minutes [1]
__16-30 minutes [2]
__31-59 minutes [3]
__1-2 hours [4]

__More than 2 hours [5]

[IF turnout18 IN(1,2,3) OR turnout18ns = 1]

[house18t] How about the election for House of Representatives in Washington? Did you vote for a
candidate for the U.S. House of Representatives, or did you not vote for that office?
__Voted for a U.S. House candidate [1]
__Did not vote for that office [2]

[IF house18t = 1]

[house18p] Was that U.S. House candidate a Democrat, a Republican, or something else?
__Democrat [1]
__Republican [2]
__something else [3]

[IF (turnout18 IN(1,2,3) OR turnout18ns = 1) AND inputstate IN(HI, WA, CA, NV, UT, AZ, NM, TX, MT, WY, ND,
NE, MN, MO, WI, M], IN, OH, TN, MS, FL, WV, VA, MD, DE, PA, NJ, NY, CT, RI, MA, ME, VT)]



[senate18t] How about the election for U.S. Senate? Did you vote for a candidate for the United States
Senate, or did you not vote for that office?
__Voted for a U.S. Senate candidate [1]
__Did not vote for that office [2]

[IF senate18t = 1]

[INCLUDE RESPONSE OPTION 4 AND PARENTHETICAL TEXT IF inputstate = MN or inputstate = MS, ELSE

OMIT OPTION 4 AND OMIT PARENTHETICAL TEXT]

[senate18p] For the U.S. Senate, did you vote Democrat, Republican, or another party(, or did you vote for
Senate candidates from two different parties in your state’s two U.S. Senate races)?
__Democrat [1]
__Republican [2]
__another party [3]
__two different parties [4]

[IF inputstate IN (AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IA, KS, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, NV, NH, NM, NY,
OH, OK, OR, PA, R, SC, SD, TN, TX, VT, WI, WY)]
[gov18t] How about the election for governor? Did you vote for a candidate for governor of
[INPUTSTATE], or did you not vote for that office?
__Voted for a governor candidate [1]
__Did not vote for that office [2]

[IF gov18t=1]

[gov18p] For governor of [INPUTSTATE], did you vote for a Democrat, Republican, or another party?
__Democrat [1]
__Republican [2]
__another party [3]

[ELECTORAL INTEGRITY]

[GENERATE RANDOM VARIABLE rand_votestop= 1 OR 2]

[IF rand_votestop=1]

[votestop1] How often are people who are legally allowed to vote stopped from voting?
__Never [1]
__Rarely [2]
__Occasionally [3]
__Fairly often [4]
__Very often [5]

[IF rand_votestop=2]

[votestop2] How often are people who are eligible to vote denied the right to vote?
__Never [1]
__Rarely [2]
__Occasionally [3]
__Fairly often [4]
__Very often [5]

[SAME PAGE AS votestop1 OR votestop2]
[votestop_imp] How concerned are you about this?

__Notatall [1]
__Alittle [2]
__Moderately [3]



__Very [4]

__Extremely [5]
[votecount] In the elections this November, how accurately do you think the votes were counted?
__Notatall accurately [1]
__Alittle accurately [2]
__Moderately accurately [3]
__Very accurately [4]

__Completely accurately [5]

[votetrust] How much do you trust the officials who oversee elections where you live?
__Notatall [1]
__Alittle [2]
__Amoderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]

[ELECTORAL INTEGRITY, FORM 1 ONLY]

[I[F FORM=1]
[integrity1] How secure are ballots from tampering in this country’s elections?
__Extremely secure [1]
__Very secure [2]
__Moderately secure [3]
__Nottoo secure [4]
__Notatall secure [5]
[[F FORM=1]
[integrity2] How often are voting machines accurate in counting the votes?
__Extremely often [1]
__Very often [2]
__Moderately often [3]
__Not too often [4]
__Notat all often [5]
[IF FORM=1]
[integrity3] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose requiring all people to show a government

issued photo ID when they vote?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]



[IF FORM=1]
[integrity4] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose allowing convicted felons to vote once
they complete their sentence?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]

[[F FORM=1]

[integrity5] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose allowing people to register to vote on
Election Day at the polls?
__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [71

[RETROSPECTIVE TURNOUT AND CANDIDATE CHOICE 2016]

[turnout16] In 2016, the major candidates for president were Donald Trump for the Republicans and
Hillary Clinton for the Democrats. In that election, did you definitely vote, definitely not vote,
or are you not completely sure whether you voted?

__Definitely voted [1]
__Definitely did not vote [2]
__Not completely sure [3]

[IF turnout16=3]

[SAME PAGE AS turnout16]

[turnoutl6b] Do you think you probably voted or probably did not vote?
__Probably voted [1]
__Probably did not vote [2]

[IF turnout16=1 OR turnout16b=1]

[votel6] In the 2016 presidential election, who did you vote for? Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, or
someone else?
__Donald Trump [1]
__Hillary Clinton [2]
__someone else [3]



[PROSPECTIVE TURNOUT]

[NUMERIC INPUT]

[percent20]

What is the percent chance that you will vote in the election for President of the United
States in 2020?

Please enter a number from 0 to 100.
[NUMERIC ENTRY BOX, HARD RANGE 0-100]

[PARTICIPATION]

[meet]

[givefut]

[march1]

[march2]

[online]

[persuade]

[sign]

[give]

During the past 12 months, have you attended a meeting to talk about political or social
concerns, or have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

During the past 12 months, have you given money to an organization concerned with a
political or social issue, or have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_MARCH =1 OR 2]

[IF RAND_MARCH=1]

During the past 12 months, have you joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration, or
have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

[IF RAND_MARCH=2]

During the past 12 months, have you joined in a political march, rally, or demonstration, or
have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

During the past 12 months, have you posted a message or comment online about a political
issue or campaign, or have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

During the past 12 months, have you tried to persuade anyone to vote one way or another,
or have you not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

During the past 12 months, have you worn a campaign button, put a campaign sticker on
your car, or placed a sign in your window or in front of your house, or have you not done this
in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in the past 12 months [1]

__Have not done this in the past 12 months [2]

During the past 12 months, have you given money to any candidate running for public office,
any political party, or any other group that supported or opposed candidates, or have you
not done this in the past 12 months?

__Have done this in the past 12 months [1]



__Have not done this in the past 12 months

[GLOBAL EMOTION BATTERY]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD ORDER OF ITEMS gehope THROUGH gesad IN GRID]

Generally speaking, how do you feel about the way things are going in the country these days?

Mark one answer in each row.

[gehope]

[geangry]
[geafraid]
[geproud]
[gebitter]
[gehappy]
[geworry]

[gerelieve]

[gedep]

[gesad]

How hopeful do you feel?
How angry do you feel?
How afraid do you feel?
How proud do you feel?
How bitter do you feel?
How happy do you feel?
How worried do you feel?
How relieved do you feel?

How depressed do you
feel?

How sad do you feel?

[FEELING THERMOMETERS]

[DISPLAY]
[ftintro]

Not at all
[1]

O o o o o o o o0 O

O

Please look at the graphic below.

[2]

A little
[2]

O o o o o o o o0 O

O

Somewhat

(3]

O O o0 o0 o o o O O

O

Very
[4]

O o o o o o o o0 O

O

Extremely

[5]

O o o o o o o0 o0 O

O



- 100° Very warm or favorable feeling
- 85° Quite warm or favorable feeling
—— 70° Fairly warm or favorable feeling
— 60° A Dbit more warm or favorable

feeling than cold feeling

- 50° Nofeeling atall

—— 40° A bit more cold or unfavorable
feeling than warm feeling

-1 30° Fairly cold or unfavorable
feeling

- 15 Quite cold or unfavorable
feeling

- 0° Very cold or unfavorable feeling

We'd like to get your feelings toward some of our political leaders and other people who are
in the news these days. We'll show the name of a person or group and we'd like you to rate
that person or group using something we call the feeling thermometer.

Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward
the person. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorable
toward the person and that you don't care too much for that person. You would rate the
person at the 50 degree mark if you don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the person.

If we come to a person whose name you don't recognize, you don't need to rate that person.
Just click Next and we'll move on to the next one.

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE FT_RAND=1 OR 2]
[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[fttrump]

How would you rate Donald Trump?
[INTERFACE: FEELING THERMOMETER WIDGET.]
(_I'don’t recognize this person)

FT WIDGET LIKE THIS:
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Click on thermometer to give your rating.

Very warm or favorable feeling 100° L)
Quite warm or favorable feeling  85°

Fairly warm or favorable feeling 70° ——

A bit more warm or favorable feeling than cold  60° ——
Mo feeling atall 50° ——

A bit more cold or unfavorable than warm  40°

Fairly cold or unfavorable feeling  30°

Quite cold or unfavorable feeling  15°

Very cold or unfavorable feeling

[PROGRAMMING: RANDOMIZE AND RECORD ORDER OF ft ITEMS BELOW.]

[ftblack] How would you rate blacks?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[ftwhite] How would you rate whites?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[fthisp] How would you rate Hispanics?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[ftasian] How would you rate Asians?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[ftgay] How would you rate gays and lesbians?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[ftobama] How would you rate Barack Obama?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[fthrc] How would you rate Hillary Clinton?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]



[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftmetoo]

How would you rate the #MeToo movement?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(_Idon’t recognize this group)

[I[F FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftrural]

How would you rate rural Americans?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(__I'don’t recognize this group)

[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftsocialists]

[ftcapitalists]

[ftimmig]

[ftpolice]

[ftjournal]

[fttrans]

[ftmuslim]

How would you rate socialists?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(__I'don’t recognize this group)

How would you rate capitalists?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate immigrants?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate the police?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate journalists?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate transgender people?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate Muslims?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftmueller]

[ftfbi]

[ftscotus]

How would you rate Special Counsel Robert Mueller?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(__Idon’t recognize this person)

How would you rate the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

How would you rate the U.S. Supreme Court?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftkavanaugh]

How would you rate Supreme Court Justice Brett Kavanaugh?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(__I don’t recognize this person)

[I[F FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]

[ftaltright]

How would you rate the “alt right”?
[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]
(__I'don’t recognize this group)
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[IF FT_RAND=1, INCLUDE “I don’t recognize” RESPONSE OPTION; OTHERWISE EXCLUDE THIS OPTION]
[ftantifa] How would you rate Antifa?

[INTERFACE: FT WIDGET.]

(__Idon’t recognize this group)

[VOTING]

[vote20dem]  Will you vote in a Democratic presidential primary in 2020, or not?
__Will vote in a Democratic primary [1]
__Will not vote in a Democratic primary [2]

[IF vote20dem=1]

[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD ORDER OF RESPONSE OPTIONS]

[vote20cand] Inthe 2020 Democratic primary for president, who will you vote for? Your best guess is fine.
__Elizabeth Warren [1]

__Joe Biden [2]
__Kamala Harris [3]
__Cory Booker [4]
__Bernie Sanders [5]
__Kirsten Gillibrand [6]
__Deval Patrick [7]
__Eric Holder [8]
__Chris Murphy [9]
__Amy Klobuchar [10]
__Beto O’'Rourke [11]

[vote20jb] If the 2020 presidential election were between Donald Trump for the Republicans and Joe
Biden for the Democrats, would you vote for Donald Trump, Joe Biden, someone else, or
probably not vote?

__Donald Trump [1]
__Joe Biden [2]
__someone else [3]

__probably not vote [4]

[vote20ew] If the 2020 presidential election were between Donald Trump for the Republicans and
Elizabeth Warren for the Democrats, would you vote for Donald Trump, Elizabeth Warren,
someone else, or probably not vote?

__Donald Trump [1]
__Elizabeth Warren [2]
__someone else [3]
__probably not vote [4]

[ISSUE OWNERSHIP/PARTY HANDLING]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
Which party, the Democrats or the Republicans, would better handle each of the following
issues, or is there no difference?
Mark one answer in each row.

Democrats Republicans No difference
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[phecon] The economy O O O
[phhealth] Health care O O O
[phtax] Taxes O O O
[phimmig] Immigration O O O
[phborder] Border security O O O
[phforeign] Foreign policy O O O
[phtrade] International trade O O O
and tariffs
[phopioid] Opioid drugs O O O
[phenviron] Environment O O O
[phnatdis] Natural disasters O O O
[TRUMP JOB APPROVAL]
[apppres] Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the way Donald Trump is
handling his job as president?
__Approve extremely strongly [1]
__Approve moderately strongly [2]
__Approve slightly [3]
__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]
__Disapprove slightly [5]
__Disapprove moderately strongly [6]
__Disapprove extremely strongly [7]
[frnpres] Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the way Donald Trump

is handling relations with foreign countries?
__Approve extremely strongly
__Approve moderately strongly

__Neither approve nor disapprove

__Disapprove moderately strongly
__Disapprove extremely strongly

Approve slightly

Disapprove slightly

[1]
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[econpres]

[TRUMP EMOTION BATTERY, FORM 1 ONLY]

[IF FORM=1]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD ORDER OF ITEMS IN GRID]

Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the way Donald Trump is

handling the economy?
__Approve extremely strongly
__Approve moderately strongly
__Approve slightly

__Neither approve nor disapprove

__Disapprove slightly

__Disapprove moderately strongly
__Disapprove extremely strongly

Think about Donald Trump. How often would you say you've felt each of the following ways because of the

kind of person Donald Trump is or because of something he has done?

Mark one answer in each row.

Never Some of | Abouthalf | Most of Always
[1] thetime | thetime | thetime [5]
2] 3] [4]
[dthope] Hopeful? O O O O O
[dtangry] | Angry? O O O O O
[dtafraid] | Afraid? O O O O O
[dtproud] | Proud? O O O O O
[dtbitter] | Bitter? O O O O O
[dtcont] Contempt? O O O O O
[dtworry] | Worried? O O O O O
[dtemb] Embarrassed? O O O O O
[dtshame] | Ashamed? O O O O O
[dthappy] | Happy? O O O O O
[dtrelieve] | Relieved? O O O O O
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[POLICY-SPECIFIC EMOTION BATTERY, FORM 2 ONLY]

[IF FORM=2]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD ORDER OF ITEMS IN GRID]

Think about immigrants coming from other countries to live in the United States. How often would you say
you've felt each of the following ways because of immigrants coming from other countries to live in the

United States?
Mark one answer in each row.

Never Someof | Abouthalf | Most of Always
[1] thetime | thetime | thetime (5]
[2] (3] [4]
[imhope] | Hopeful? O O O O O
[imangry] | Angry? O O O O O
[imafraid] | Afraid? O O O O O
[improud] | Proud? O O O O O
[imbitter] | Bitter? O O O O O
[imcont] Contempt? O O O O O
[imworry] | Worried? O O O O O
[imdisgust] | Disgusted? O O O O O
[imsick] Sickened? O O O O O
[imhappy] | Happy? O O O O O
[imrelieve] | Relieved? O O O O O

[RUSSIA/TRUMP CAMPAIGN INVESTIGATION]

[russial6]

[muellerinv]

Do you think the Russian government probably interfered in the 2016 presidential election
to try to help Donald Trump win, or do you think this probably did not happen?

__Russia probably interfered
__This probably did not happen

Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of Robert Mueller’s

[1]
(2]

investigation of Russian interference in the 2016 election?

__Approve extremely strongly
__Approve moderately strongly
__Approve slightly

__Neither approve nor disapprove

__Disapprove slightly

__Disapprove moderately strongly
__Disapprove extremely strongly

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]
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[coord16]

Do you think Donald Trump’s 2016 campaign probably coordinated with the Russians, or do
you think his campaign probably did not do this?

__Probably coordinated with the Russians

__Probably did not

[ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
Now thinking about the economy in the country as a whole...

[1]
(2]

Much better

Somewhat
better

About the
same

Somewhat
worse

Much worse

(1]

(2]

(3]

[4]

[5]

[econnow]

Would you
say that as
compared to
one year ago,
the nation's
economy is
now better,
about the
same, or
worse?

O

O

O

O

[econ12mo]

What about
12 months
from now?
Compared to
now, do you
think the
nation’s
economy
will be
better, about
the same, or
worse in 12
months?

[GENERATE AND SAVE RANDOMIZATION VARIBLE RAND_IMPROVE=1 OR 2]

[I[F RAND_IMPROVE=1]
When it comes to people trying to improve their financial well-being, do you think it is now
easier, harder, or the same as it was 20 years ago?
__Much easier
__Moderately easier
__Slightly easier

[improvel]

__ The same

__Slightly harder
__Moderately harder
__ Much harder

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]
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[IF FORM=1]
[finparl] When it comes to getting ahead financially, do you think you’ve had it easier, harder, or the
same as your parents?

__Much easier [1]
__Moderately easier [2]
__Slightly easier [3]
__The same [4]
__Slightly harder [5]
__Moderately harder [6]
__Much harder [7]
[I[F FORM=2]
[finpar2] When it comes to getting ahead financially, do you think it has been easier, harder, or the
same for your generation as it was for your parents’ generation?
__Much easier [1]
__Moderately easier [2]
__Slightly easier [3]
__The same [4]
__Slightly harder [5]
__Moderately harder [6]
__Much harder [7]

[IF RAND_IMPROVE=2]
[DESIGN NOTE: Question is identical to improvel, only the order/position differs.]

[improveZ2] When it comes to people trying to improve their financial well-being, do you think it is now
easier, harder, or the same as it was 20 years ago?
__Much easier [1]
__Moderately easier [2]
__Slightly easier [3]
__The same [4]
__Slightly harder [5]
__Moderately harder [6]
__Much harder [7]
[ALL RESPONDENTS]
[finworry] So far as you and your family are concerned, how worried are you about your current

financial situation?

__Notatall worried [1]
__Alittle worried [2]
__Moderately worried  [3]
__Very worried [4]

__Extremely worried [5]

[IDEOLOGICAL PLACEMENTS]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]

[RANDOMIZE ORDER OF lcd AND lcr IN rand_Ic]
When it comes to politics, would you describe yourself, and these groups, as liberal,
conservative, or neither liberal nor conservative?

Mark one answer in each row
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Somewhat .Neither Somewhat
Very liberal Closer to liberal nor Closer to conservative Very
liberal liberals conservative conservatives conservative
(1] (2] (3] [4] [5] [6] [7]
[lcself] You O O O O O O O
[lcd] Democrats O O O O O O O
[lcr] Republicans O O O O O O O

[CORRUPTION/CAMPAIGN FINANCE]

[GENERATE AND SAVE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_DIRECT =1 OR 2. SEPARATELY GENERATE AND
SAVE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_IND =1 OR 2.]

[IF RAND_DIRECT = 1]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD “AMOUNT_DIR” WITH VALUES OF 25 or 2,500]

[direct1] When people give ${AMOUNT _DIR] each to the election campaigns of Members of Congress,
how much does Congress respond by passing laws to benefit the people who gave them
money?

__Agreatdeal [1]
_Alot [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
__Alittle [4]
__Notatall [5]

[IF RAND_DIRECT = 2]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD “AMOUNT_DIR” WITH VALUES OF 25 or 2,500]
[direct2] When a person gives ${ AMOUNT_DIR] to the election campaign of a Member of Congress,

how much does that Member of Congress respond by supporting laws to benefit the person
who gave them money?

__Agreatdeal [1]
_Alot [2]
__Amoderate amount [3]
__Alittle [4]
__Notatall [5]
[I[F RAND_IND =1]
[indirect1] When organizations spend money on advertising to support a candidate for Congress, how
much does Congress respond by passing laws to benefit those organizations?
__Agreatdeal [1]
_Alot [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
__Alittle [4]
__Notatall [5]

[IF RAND_IND = 2]
[RANDOMIZE AND RECORD “AMOUNT_IND” WITH VALUES OF 2,500 OR 250,000]
[indirect2] When an organization spends ${AMOUNT_IND] on advertising to support a candidate for

Congress, how much does that candidate respond by supporting laws to benefit that
organization?
__Agreatdeal [1]
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[corrupt]

[corrupt_dt]

_Alot [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
__Alittle [4]
__Notatall [5]

How many of the people running the government are corrupt?

__None [1]
__Afew [2]
__About half [3]
__ Most [4]
_All [5]

Has corruption in government increased, decreased, or stayed the same since Donald Trump
became president?

__Increased a great deal [1]
__Increased a moderate amount [2]
__Increased a little [3]
__Stayed the same [4]
__Decreased a little [5]
__Decreased a moderate amount [6]
__Decreased a great deal [7]

[HARASSMENT AND DISCRIMINATION]

[harass]

[harassstr]

[disc_selfsex]

[sexadvance]

Now, thinking about the increasing attention to sexual harassment in the workplace, which
statement best describes what you think?

“It has gone too far and is calling into question all interactions between men and women in
the workplace, which will hurt people's ability to do their jobs.” Or:

“It is an appropriate response to a problem that has been ignored for too long and
addressing it will help women in the workplace.”

__Ithas gone too far [1]
__Itis an appropriate response  [2]

How strongly do you feel about that?

__Not at all strongly [1]
__Alittle strongly [2]
__Moderately strongly [3]
__Very strongly [4]
__Extremely strongly [5]

How much discrimination have you personally experienced because of your sex or gender?

__None
__Alittle

__ A moderate amount

__Alot

__Agreatdeal

How often have you personally experienced unwanted sexual advances?

__Never
__Rarely

__Occasionally

__Fairly often

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
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[sexharass]

[disc_selfrace]

__Very often [5]

Have you ever personally experienced sexual harassment at work, or not?
__Have [1]
__Have not [2]

How much discrimination have you personally experienced because of your race or
ethnicity?

__None [1]
__Alittle [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]

[WHITE RESENTMENT AND IDENTITY]

[IF R IS WHITE AND NON-HISPANIC]

[whiteid]

How important is being White to your identity?
_ Notatall important  [1]

__Alittle important [2]
__Moderately important [3]
__Very important [4]

__Extremely important [5]

[IF R IS WHITE AND NON-HISPANIC]

[whitework] How important is it that whites work together to change laws that are unfair to whites?
__Notatall important [1]
__Alittle important [2]
__Moderately important [3]
__Very important [4]
__Extremely important [5]
[whitejob] How likely is it that many whites are unable to find a job because employers are hiring
minorities instead?
__Notatall likely [1]
__Alittle likely [2]
__Somewhat likely [3]
__Very likely [4]
__Extremely likely [5]
[IMMIGRATION]
[immignum] Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries who are permitted to come

to the United States to live should be increased, decreased, or kept the same as it is now?
__Increased alot [1]

__Increased a moderate amount [2]
__Increased alittle [3]
__Kept the same as now [4]
__Decreased a little [5]
__Decreased a moderate amount [6]
__Decreased alot [7]
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[immigpol]

[birthright]

[wall]

[diversity]

[illimcrime]

[illimschool]

Which comes closest to your view about what government policy should be toward
unauthorized immigrants now living in the United States?
__Make all unauthorized immigrants felons and send them back to their home country. [1]

__Have a guest worker program so they can work. [2]
__Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for U.S. citizenship, if they pay back taxes

and meet certain requirements. [3]
__Allow them to remain and eventually qualify for U.S. citizenship without penalties. [4]

Some people have proposed that the U.S. Constitution should be changed so that
the children of unauthorized immigrants do not automatically get citizenship if they
are born in this country.

Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose this proposal?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]

Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose building a wall on the U.S. border with
Mexico?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]

On balance, do you think having an increasing number of people of many different races,
ethnic groups and nationalities in the United States makes this country a better place to live,
a worse place to live, or does it make no difference?

__Alot better [1]
__Moderately better [2]
__Alittle better [3]
__No difference [4]
__Alittle worse [5]
__Moderately worse [6]
__Alotworse [7]

Does illegal immigration increase, decrease, or have no effect on the crime rate in the U.S.?

__Increase alot [1]
__Increase a moderate amount  [2]
__Increase alittle [3]
__No effect [4]
__Decrease alittle [5]
__Decrease a moderate amount [6]
__Decrease alot [7]

Is illegal immigration good, bad, or neither good nor bad for the quality of local public
education?
__Very good [1]
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__Moderately good [2]
__Alittle good [3]
__ Neither good nor bad [4]
__Alittle bad [5]
__Moderately bad [6]
__Very bad [7]

[illimecon] [s illegal immigration good, bad, or neither good nor bad for the national economy?
__Very good [1]

__Moderately good [2]
__Alittle good [3]
__Neither good nor bad [4]
__Alittle bad [5]
__Moderately bad [6]
__Very bad [7]

[imigcit] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose allowing unauthorized immigrants
currently living in the United States to remain in the country and eventually qualify for
citizenship?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]

[ice] Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the way the Immigration
and Customs Enforcement Agency (“ICE”) officials are doing their job?
__Approve extremely strongly [1]

__Approve moderately strongly [2]
__Approve slightly [3]
__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]
__Disapprove slightly [5]
__Disapprove moderately strongly [6]
__Disapprove extremely strongly [7]

[famsep] Do you approve or disapprove of the practice of separating the children from those parents
caught crossing the border illegally?
__Approve extremely strongly [1]
__Approve moderately strongly [2]
__Approve slightly [3]
__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]
__Disapprove slightly [5]
__Disapprove moderately strongly [6]
__Disapprove extremely strongly [7]

[HEALTH CARE]

[acaapprove] Do you approve or disapprove of the Affordable Care Act of 2010, sometimes called
Obamacare?
__Approve extremely strongly [1]
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__Approve moderately strongly [2]
__Approve slightly [3]
__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]
__Disapprove slightly [5]
__Disapprove moderately strongly [6]
__Disapprove extremely strongly [7]
[acarepeal] Do you approve or disapprove of repealing the Affordable Care Act?
__Approve extremely strongly [1]
__Approve moderately strongly [2]
__Approve slightly [3]
__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]
__Disapprove slightly [5]
__Disapprove moderately strongly [6]
__Disapprove extremely strongly [7]
[acains] Has the Affordable Care Act made it easier, harder, or had no effect on your ability to get
health insurance?
__Much easier [1]
__Moderately easier [2]
__Slightly easier [3]
__No effect [4]
__Slightly harder [5]
__Moderately harder [6]
__Much harder [7]
[loseins] How concerned are you about losing your health insurance in the next year?
__Notatall concerned [1]
__Alittle concerned [2]
__Moderately concerned [3]
__Very concerned [4]
__Extremely concerned [5]
[costins] How concerned are you about the cost of health insurance?
__Notatall concerned [1]
__Alittle concerned [2]
__Moderately concerned [3]
__Very concerned [4]
__Extremely concerned [5]
[INCOME INEQUALITY]
[richpoor] Do you think the difference in incomes between rich people and poor people in the United
States today is larger, smaller, or the same as it was 20 years ago?
__Alotlarger [1]
__ A moderate amount larger [2]
__Alittle larger [3]
__The same [4]
__Alittle smaller [5]
__ A moderate amount smaller  [6]
__Alot smaller [7]
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[POSTMATERIALIST VALUES, FORM 2 ONLY]

[[F FORM=2]
[postl] Which of these do you consider to be the most important?
__Ahigh level of economic growth
__Making sure this country has strong defense forces
__Seeing that people have more say about how things are done
at their jobs and in their communities
__Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful

[IF FORM=2]
[OMIT THE RESPONSE OPTION SELECTED IN post1]
[post2] And which would be the next most important?
__Ahigh level of economic growth
__Making sure this country has strong defense forces
__Seeing that people have more say about how things are done
at their jobs and in their communities
__Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful

[IF FORM=2]

[post3] Here is another list. Which one of these do you consider most important?

__Maintaining order in the nation

__Giving people more say in important government decisions
__Fighting rising prices

__Protecting freedom of speech

[I[F FORM=2]
[OMIT THE RESPONSE OPTION SELECTED IN post3]
[post4] And which would be the next most important?
__Maintaining order in the nation
__Giving people more say in important government decisions
__Fighting rising prices
__Protecting freedom of speech

[TAXES]

[work] In the past 12 months, did you do any work for pay, or did you not do any work for pay

during this time?
__Worked for pay in the past 12 months [1]
__Did not work for pay in the past 12 months [2]

[taxecon] Do you think the 2017 law that reduced federal tax rates for individuals and businesses
helped or hurt the nation's economy, or has it not made any difference either way?

__Helped a great deal [1]
__Helped a moderate amount [
__Helped alittle [
__Neither helped nor hurt [
__Hurtalittle [5]
__Hurt a moderate amount [
__Hurta great deal [

[1]
[2

]
[3]
]

[taxfam] Do you think the 2017 tax cuts helped or hurt your family’s economic situation, or have they

not made any difference either way?
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[taxapproval]

__Helped a great deal

__Helped a moderate amount

__Helped alittle

__Neither helped nor hurt

__Hurtalittle

__ Hurt a moderate amount

__Hurta great deal

__Approve a great deal

__Approve a moderate amount

__Approve a little

[1]
[2]
(3]
[4]
[5]
[6]
[7]

[1]
(2]
(3]

__Neither approve nor disapprove [4]

__Disapprove a little

__Disapprove a moderate amount

__ Disapprove a great deal

[RACIAL RESENTMENT]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
Do you agree strongly, agree somewhat, neither agree nor disagree, disagree somewhat, or
disagree strongly with each of the following statements?

[rr1]

[rr2]

[rr3]

[rr4]

[5]
[6]
[7]

Do you approve, disapprove, or neither approve nor disapprove of the 2017 tax cuts?

Agree
strongly

Agree
somewhat

Neither agree
or disagree

Disagree
somewhat

Disagree
strongly

(1]

(2]

(3]

[4]

[5]

Irish, Italians, Jewish and
many other minorities
overcame prejudice and
worked their way up.
Blacks should do the
same without any special
favors.

O

O

O

O

O

Generations of slavery
and discrimination have
created conditions that
make it difficult for blacks
to work their way out of
the lower class.

Over the past few years,
blacks have gotten less
than they deserve.

It's really a matter of
some people not trying
hard enough; if blacks
would only try harder
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they could be just as well
off as whites.

[GROUP EMPATHY]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_EMP=1 OR 2]

[IF RAND_EMP = 1]

[emp_concern1] How often would you say that you have tender, concerned feelings for people from another
racial or ethnic group who are less fortunate than you?

__Extremely often
__Very often

__Somewhat often

__ Nottoo often
__Not often at all

[IF RAND_EMP = 2]

[emp_concern2] How often would you say that you feel concerned about people from another racial or ethnic
group who are less fortunate than you?

__ Extremely often
__Very often

[1]
[2]
(3]
[4]
(5]

(1]
[2]

__Somewhat often [3]
__Not too often [4]
__Notoften atall [5]

[emp_persp]

__Extremely often
__Very often
__Somewhat often
_ Nottoo often
__Not often at all

[emp_place]

__Extremely often

How often would you say you try to better understand people of other racial or ethnic
groups by imagining how things look from their perspective?

[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]

Before criticizing somebody from another racial or ethnic group, how often do you try to
imagine how you would feel if you were in their place?

[1]

__Very often [2]
__Somewhat often [3]
__Not too often [4]
__Not often at all [5]

[IF RAND_EMP = 1]
[emp_adv1]

__Extremely often
__Very often

__ Somewhat often
_ Nottoo often

__ Not often at all

[IF RAND_EMP = 2]

When you see someone being taken advantage of due to their race or ethnicity, how often do
you feel protective towards them?

[1]
(2]
[3]
[4]
(5]

[emp_adv2]

When you see someone being treated poorly due to their race or ethnicity, how often do you
feel protective towards them?
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__Extremely often [1]
__Very often [2]
__Somewhat often [3]
__Not too often [4]
__Not often atall [5]

[FOREIGN POLICY, FORM 2 ONLY]

[I[F FORM=2]

[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
During the past 12 months, do you think U.S. policy has been too tough, about right, or not
tough enough with these countries?
Mark one answer in each row.

Too tough About right Not tough enough
[1] [2] 3]
[russia] Russia O O O
[dprk] North Korea O O O
[israel] Israel O O O
[mexico] Mexico O O O
[china] China O O O
[canadal] Canada O O O
[germany] Germany O O O
[saudi] Saudi Arabia O O O

[ENVIRONMENT: CLIMATE CHANGE]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_CLIMATE=1 OR 2]

[[F RAND_CLIMATE=1]

[warm] You may have heard about the idea that the world's temperature may have been going up
slowly over the past 100 years. What is your personal opinion on this? Do you think this has
probably been happening, or do you think it probably hasn't been happening?

__Has probably been happening [1]
__Probably hasn't been happening [2]

[IF warm =1 or RAND_CLIMATE=2, FILL QUESTION TEXT 'Do' ELSE FILL 'Assuming it's happening, do']

[warmcause] (Do / Assuming it's happening, do) you think a rise in the world's temperatures is caused
mostly by human activity, mostly by natural causes, or about equally by human activity and
by natural causes?

__Mostly by human activity [1]
__Mostly by natural causes [2]
__About equally by human activity and natural causes [3]
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[[F RAND_CLIMATE=1, FILL “rising temperatures”, ELSE IF RAND_CLIMATE=2 FILL “climate change”]

[warmdo] Do you think the federal government should be doing more about (rising
temperatures/climate change), should be doing less, or is it currently doing the right
amount?

__Should be doing more [1]
__Should be doing less [2]
__Is currently doing the right amount [3]

[warmus] How much, if at all, do you think climate change is currently affecting severe weather events
or temperature patterns in the United States?
__Notatall [1]
__Alittle [2]

__ A moderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]

[warmcom] How much, if at all, do you think climate change is currently affecting severe weather events
or temperature patterns in your local community?
__Notatall [1]

__Alittle [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]

[warmyoul] How important is the issue of climate change to you personally?

__Notatall important [1]
__Alittle important [2]
__Moderately important [3]
__Very important [4]
__Extremely important [5]

[POLITICAL VIOLENCE]

[violencel] Compared to two years ago, do you think violence in the United States related to politics has
increased, decreased, or stayed the same?

__Increased a great deal [1]
__Increased a moderate amount [2]
__Increased alittle [3]
__Stayed the same [4]
__Decreased a little [5]
__Decreased a moderate amount [6]
__Decreased a great deal [7]

[violence2] How much do you feel it is justified for people to use violence to pursue their political goals
in this country?

__Notatall [1]

__Alittle [2]

__ A moderate amount [3]

_Alot [4]

__Agreatdeal [5]
[FREE TRADE]
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[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE TRADE_ORDER WITH VALUES 1, 2, 3,4, TO CONTROL THE
SEQUENCE OF QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION AS FOLLOWS:

IF TRADE_ORDER=1: freetrade, tariff_ work, tariff_con

IF TRADE_ORDER=2: freetrade, tariff _con, tariff work

IF TRADE_ORDER=3: tariff_work, tariff_con, freetrade

IF TRADE_ORDER=4: tariff _con, tariff work, freetrade]

[freetrade]

[tariff_work]

[tariff_con]

In general, do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose the U.S. making free trade
agreements with other countries?

__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]

Do you think raising tariffs and barriers to imports from other countries will mostly help
protect American workers, mostly hurt American workers, or will it have no effect on
workers?
__Help a great deal [1]
__Help moderately [2]
__Help alittle [3]
__No effect either way [4]
__Hurtalittle [5]
__Hurt moderately [6]
[7

__Hurta great deal ]

Do you think raising tariffs and barriers to imports from other countries will mostly help
American consumers, mostly hurt American consumers, or will it have no effect on
consumers?

__Help a great deal [1]
__Help moderately [2]
__Help alittle [3]
__No effect either way [4]
__Hurtalittle [5]
__Hurt moderately [6]
__Hurta great deal [7]

[DRUGS/OPIOID EPIDEMIC]

[knowopioid]

[opioiddo]

Do you know anyone who has had an addiction to pain-killers or opioid drugs, or do you not
know anyone who has had that kind of addiction?

__Know someone who has had a pain-killer or opioid drug addiction [1]

__Do not know anyone who has had that addiction [2]

Do you think the federal government should be doing more about the opioid drug addiction
issue, should be doing less, or is it currently doing the right amount?

__Should be doing a great deal more [1]
__Should be doing a moderate amount more [2]
__Should be doing a little more [3]
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__Is doing the right amount [4]
__Should be doing a little less [5]
__Should be doing a moderate amount less [6]
__Should be doing a great deal less [71
[GUNS]
[guncheck] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose requiring background checks for gun
purchases at gun shows or other private sales?
__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]
[gunsar] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose banning the sale of semi-automatic
“assault-style” rifles?
__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]
[gunteach] Do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose allowing school teachers to carry guns at
school?
__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]
[DEMOCRATIC NORMS]
[[F FORM=1]
[strlead] “Having a strong leader in government is good for the United States even if the leader bends
the rules to get things done.”
How much do you agree or disagree with this statement?
__Agree strongly [1]
__Agree somewhat [2]
__Neither agree nor disagree [3]
__Disagree somewhat [4]
__Disagree strongly [5]
[[F FORM=1]
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[GRID, ONE RESPONSE PER ROW]
How important are each of the following to the United States maintaining a strong democracy?
Mark one answer in each row.

Not Alittle Moderately Very Extremely
important important important important important
atall
[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]
[sd1] | News organizations are O O O O O
free to criticize political
leaders
[sd2] | The government conducts O O O O O
its work openly and
transparently
[sd3] | The executive, legislative, O O O O O
and judicial branches of
government keep one
another from having too
much power
[sd4] | Elected officials face O O O O O
serious consequences if
they engage in
misconduct
[sd5] | People are free to O O O O O
peacefully protest
[sd6] | People agree on basic O O O O O
facts even if they disagree
politically
[I[F FORM=2]
[strpres] How helpful or harmful would it be if U.S. presidents could work on the country’s problems
without worrying so much about opposition from Congress or the courts?
__Extremely helpful [1]
__Very helpful [2]
__Somewhat helpful [3]
__Neither helpful nor harmful  [4]
__Somewhat harmful [5]
__Very harmful [6]
__Extremely harmful [7]
[IF FORM=2]
[dishonest] Do you think politicians today are more dishonest or less dishonest than politicians in the

past?

__ Much more dishonest

[1]

__Moderately more dishonest [2]

__Alittle more dishonest

[3]
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__No difference 4]

[
__Alittle less dishonest [5]
__Moderately less dishonest [6]
__Agreatdeal less dishonest [7]

[EVALUATIONS OF NEWS MEDIA]

[medial]

[media2]

[media3]

[trustmedia]

[media4]

The news media—such as newspapers, TV, and radio— have historically had a role in
checking the powers of the U.S. government by covering what is happening so the public can
be well-informed. How important is it to you that the media play this role?

__Notatall important [1]

__Alittle important [2]
__Moderately important [3]
__Very important [4]
__Extremely important [5]

How effective do you think the news media are today in this role?

__Notat all effective [1]
__Slightly effective [2]
__Moderately effective [3]
__Very effective [4]
__Extremely effective [5]

How concerned are you that some people in the government today might want to undermine
the news media’s ability to serve as a check on governmental power?

__Notatall concerned [1]

__Alittle concerned [
__Moderately concerned [
__Very concerned [4]
__Extremely concerned [

In general, how much trust and confidence do you have in the news media when it comes to
reporting the news fully, accurately, and fairly?

__None [1]
__Alittle [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]

Compared to two years ago, do you think the news media overall have become more biased
in their political reporting, have become less biased, or have stayed the same as always?
__Agood deal more biased than before  [1]

__Alittle more biased than before [2]
__Stayed the same [3]
__Alittle less biased than before [4]
__A good deal less biased than before [5]

[IF media4 = 1 or 2]

[media4a]

Compared to two years ago, has there been an increase in the number of news media sources
biased in favor of conservatives, an increase in the number of news media sources biased in
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favor of liberals, or has there been an increase in both pro-conservative and pro-liberal
media sources?

__Increase in media sources biased in favor of conservatives [1]
__Increase in media sources biased in favor of liberals [2]
__Increase in both pro-conservative and pro-liberal media sources [3]
[media5] How often can you find a news source that provides accurate information about what is
happening in the country?
__Always [1]
__Most of the time [2]
__About half the time [3]
__Some of the time [4]
__Never [5]
[mediaviol] How concerned are you about violence against people who work in the news media?
__Notatall concerned [1]
__Alittle concerned [2]
__Moderately concerned [3]
__Very concerned [4]
__Extremely concerned [5]

[POLITICAL CORRECTNESS]

[selfcensor] How often do you stop yourself from saying something because you think someone might
call you a racist, a sexist, or otherwise a bad person?
__Never [1]
__Rarely [2]
__Occasionally [3]
__Fairly often  [4]
__Very often [5]
[RURAL RESENTMENT]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_RURAL=1 OR 2.]

[IF RAND_RURAL=1]

[rurall] How much do you think other people look down on those who live in small towns and rural
areas?
__Notatall [1]
__Alittle [2]
__ A moderate amount [3]
_Alot [4]
__Agreatdeal [5]
[[F RAND_RURAL=2]
[rural2] How many people who live in cities look down on those who live in small towns and rural
areas?
__None [1]
__Afew [2]
__About half [3]
_Alot [4]
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_All [5]

[rural3] Do people in small towns and rural areas get more, the same, or less than they deserve
compared to those who live in cities?
__Agreat deal more [1]

__Moderately more [2]
__Alittle more [3]
__The same [4]
__Alittle less [5]
__Moderately less [6]
__Agreatdeal less [7]

[IMPEACHMENT]

[[F FORM=2]

[DISPLAY ONLY]

The Constitution permits the U.S. Congress to remove a president from office if he or she
commits “treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors.” For this to occur, there
are two steps. The House of Representatives must vote to impeach -- that is, to bring charges
against -- the president, and the Senate must then hold a trial on those charges and vote on
whether to remove the president.

[ALL RESPONDENTS]
[impeach1] Based on what you know today, do you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose the U.S.
House of Representatives voting to impeach President Trump?
__Favor a great deal [1]
__Favor moderately [2]
__Favor alittle [3]
__Neither favor nor oppose [4]
__Oppose a little [5]
__Oppose moderately [6]
__Oppose a great deal [7]
[impeach2] Again based on what you know today, if the U.S. House voted to impeach the President,

would you favor, oppose, or neither favor nor oppose the U.S. Senate voting to remove
Donald Trump from the office of president?
__Favor a great deal [1]

__Favor moderately [2]

__Favor alittle [3]

__Neither favor nor oppose [4]

__Oppose a little [5]

__Oppose moderately [6]

__Oppose a great deal [7]
[POLITICAL KNOWLEDGE]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_PK = 0 OR 1. THIS CONTROLS ONLY THE FOLLOWING
DISPLAY SCREEN.]

[IF RAND_PK=1]
[DISPLAY ONLY]
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We are interested in how much information about certain subjects gets out to the public. No
one knows all the answers to the next few questions. When you are not sure, please just give
your best guess. Please do not look up the answers. We want to see what people already
know or can guess.

[ALL RESPONDENTS]
[pk_cjus] What job or political office is now held by John Roberts?
[TEXT BOX 40 CHARACTERS]

[pk_germ] What job or political office is now held by Angela Merkel?
[TEXT BOX 40 CHARACTERS]

[pk_sen] For how many years is a United States Senator elected - that is, how many years are there in
one full term of office for a U.S. Senator?
[NUMBER BOX, RANGE 1-99]

[pk_spend] On which of the following does the U.S. federal government currently spend the least?
__Foreign aid [1]
__Medicare [2]
__National defense [3]
__Social Security [4]
[pk_geer] In what year did the Supreme Court of the United States decide Geer v. Connecticut?

[NUMBER BOX, HARD RANGE 1000-2018]

[pk_alaska] In what year was the Alaska Purchase Treaty signed?
[NUMBER BOX, HARD RANGE 1000-2018]

[PARTY ID]

[GENERATE RANDOMIZATION VARIABLE RAND_PID = 1 OR 2]
[IF RAND_PID =1]

[pid1d] Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an
independent, or what?
__Democrat [1]
__Republican [2]
__independent [3]
__something else [4]
[IF pid1d = 4]
[TEXT BOX]
[pid2d] [PROGRAMMING: if pid2d is displayed, display it on the same screen as pid1d.]

What is that?

[IF RAND_PID =2]
[NOTE RESPONSE CODE VALUES MATCH pid1d BUT ORDER (2,1,3,4) DIFFERS]

[pid1r] Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an
independent, or what?
__Republican [2]
__Democrat [1]
__independent [3]
__something else [4]
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[IF pid1r = 4]

[TEXT BOX]

[pid2r] [PROGRAMMING: if pid2r is displayed, display it on the same screen as pid1r.]
What is that?

[IF pidld =1 OR 2 OR pid1r =1 OR 2]
[IF pid1d = 1 OR pid1r = 1 INSERT “Democrat” in (Democrat/Republican); IF pid1d = 2 or pid1r = 2 INSERT
“Republican” in (Democrat/Republican)]

[pidstr] Would you call yourself a strong (Democrat/Republican) or a not very strong
(Democrat/Republican)?
__Strong (Democrat/Republican) [1]

__Notvery strong (Democrat/Republican)[2]

[IF pid1d=3 OR 4 OR NO ANSWER OR pid1lr = 3 OR 4 OR NO ANSWER]

[pidlean] Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party?
__Closer to the Republican Party [1]
__Closer to the Democratic Party [2]
__Neither [3]

[MILITARY SERVICE]

[dem_activduty] Are you now serving on active duty in the U.S. armed forces -- the U.S. Air Force, Army, Coast
Guard, Marine Corps, or Navy -- or have you previously served on active duty in the U.S.
armed forces, or have you never served on active duty in the U.S. armed forces?

__Now serving on active duty [1]
__Previously served on active duty but not now on active duty [2]
__Have never served on active duty [3]

[IF dem_activeduty=1]
[milyears] How many years have you been on active duty so far?

[NUMBER BOX SOFT RANGE 0-30, HARD RANGE 0-50]

[IF dem_activeduty=2]

[MARK ALL THAT APPLY]
When did you serve?
Mark all that apply.
[milyr1] __before 1950 [1]
[milyr2] _1950-1959 [2]
[milyr3] _1960-1974 [3]
[milyr4] _1975-1989  [4]
[milyr5] _1990-2000 [5]
[milyr6] __2001-present [6]
[IF dem_activeduty=1 OR 2]
[combat] Were you deployed to a combat zone during your service, or were you never deployed to a
combat zone?
__Was deployed to a combat zone [1]
__Never deployed to a combat zone [2]
[RESPONDENT HEALTH]
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[FILL “MONTH” WITH THE CURRENT MONTH SUCH AS “November”]

[hospital] Have you or a member of your immediate family spent the night in a hospital in the past 12
months—that is, since (MONTH) 20177
__This has happened in the past year [1]
__This has not happened in the past year [2]

[RACE AND GENDER OF SPOUSE, FORM 1 ONLY]

[IF FORM=1]
[marital] Are you now married, widowed, divorced, separated, or never married?
__Married [1]
__Widowed [2]
__Divorced [3]
__Separated [4]
__Never married [5]
[I[F FORM=1]

[IF MARITAL IN(1,2,3,4)]
[IF R MARITAL IN(2,3,4) DISPLAY “most recent former”, ELSE OMIT “most recent former”]

[spouseeth] Is your (most recent former) spouse Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?
_Yes [1]
_No [2]

[IF FORM=1]

[IF MARITAL IN(1,2,3,4)]
[IF R MARITAL IN(2,3,4) DISPLAY “most recent former”, ELSE OMIT “most recent former”]
Please choose one or more races that describes your (most recent former) spouse.

Mark all that apply.
[sp_w] __ White
[sp_b] __Black or African-American
[sp_ai] __American Indian or Alaska Native
[sp_asian] __Asian
[sp_pi] __Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

[IF FORM=1]
[[F MARITAL IN(1,2,3,4)]
[IF R MARITAL IN(2,3,4) DISPLAY “most recent former”, ELSE OMIT “most recent former”]

[sp_gender] What is the gender of your (most recent former) spouse?
__Male [1]
__Female [2]
__Something else [3]

[RESPONSE QUALITY]

[nonserious] We sometimes find people don't always take surveys seriously, instead providing funny or
insincere answers. How often would you say that you were not serious in answering
questions on this survey?

__Never [1]
__Some of the time [2]
__About half the time  [3]
__Most of the time [4]
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__Always [5]

[honest] How often would you say you answered the questions honestly on this survey?
__Never [1]
__Some of the time [2]
__About half the time  [3]
__Most of the time [4]
__Always [5]

[END SURVEY]



	Moral Attribution in Political Psychology
	Introduction
	Violations of Perfect and Imperfect Duties
	Affective Political Partisanship
	Present research
	Establishing conditional moral violations based on party party
	Determining extent of permissible violations within own party

	Conclusion
	References

	Appendix A: Accompanying Documents

