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Abstract
Youth-targeted voter suppression is on the rise in the United States, yet we know little about its effect on
political participation, especially among young people. Recent research has found that framing restrictive
voter laws as attempts to reduce Black voters’ turnout can have the opposite effect, inducing
psychological reactance and anger that can motivate individuals to participate at higher rates. In this
paper, I present data from a pilot survey experiment exploring whether framing voter suppression as
directed at young people has a similar effect. I find that for the youngest respondents, both a youth
suppression message and a “generic” suppression message (with no clearly identified suppression target)
had a significant effect on anger (+11.5 percentage points for both measures, p < 0.01) and psychological
reactance (about +15 percentage points for both measures, p < 0.01). The generic suppression message
increased young people’s intentions to attend a political event in 2021 (+8.6 pp, p < 0.05) and donate to a
political individual or group (+6.5 pp, p < 0.1). Neither treatment made young respondents more likely to
say they will vote in 2024, though this may be because respondents reported voting at especially high
rates already. I also discuss the need for a new approach to measuring reactance in response to
information about voter suppression.

Introduction
In recent years, U.S. states and local election officials have adopted policies that make it harder for young
people to register and vote. In North Carolina, Republican lawmakers responded to college students
voting disproportionately for Democratic candidates in 2012 by closing campus polling places, removing
students from local voter rolls, and introducing a Senate bill that “would prevent parents from claiming
their college-aged children as dependents if their child registers to vote in the county where they go to
school instead of their home county” (Now Foundation 2014). In Texas, the Republican legislature passed
a law to end early voting at temporary or mobile sites, effectively eliminating early voting on college
campuses; Democrats sued in response, claiming the move was aimed at suppressing youth turnout
(Goldenstein 2019). In Wisconsin, students can only use their college ID to satisfy the state’s voter
identification requirement if the ID card displays the date it was issued, has an expiration date no more

than two years after the issuance date, and includes the student’s signature, and if the student also shows
proof of residency and college enrollment (Jervis 2020). In total, seven states with strict voter ID laws do
not accept student ID cards as valid proof of identity (Campus Vote Project 2019).
Youth voter suppression—primarily but not solely directed at college students—has been documented by
journalists (e.g., Williams 2020, Wines 2019, Levin 2020), legal scholars (e.g., Fearon-Maradey 2014;
Bromberg 2018), and advocacy organizations (e.g., Lee 2014; Leach and Cohen 2020; Rock the Vote
2020). Many political leaders also appear to recognize that voter suppression is a real and growing threat
to youth voting: in the lead-up to the 2020 general election, Democratic members of Congress introduced
a new bill to protect youth voting rights, citing “efforts to disenfranchise youth” that “could have lasting
effects for decades to come” as the motivation behind the legislation (Janfaza 2020).
Most scholarship on voter suppression focus on how that suppression dilutes or suppresses votes by racial
and ethnic minorities (e.g., Hajnal et al. 2017; Burden 2018; Bentele and O’Brien 2013). While this is a
critically important line of inquiry, there is room to expand this research agenda to explore the impact of
suppressive policies on youth turnout. Suppression may play a role in low youth voting rates, especially in
states and districts with more extreme suppressive measures in place. Alternatively, increased awareness
of youth-targeted suppression could produce a backlash effect that drives even higher participation among
young people.
Backlash to voter suppression has been well-documented among other voting blocs. Valentino and
Neuner (2017) find that Democratic voters feel angry when voter ID laws are framed as voter
suppression, and this anger leads them to vote at higher rates. The backlash effect is strongest when voter
suppression is framed as an attempt to reduce Black turnout, specifically. In another set of experiments,
Biggers (2019) finds that framing suppressive actions as targeting Black voters leads African Americans
to experience more psychological reactance—
 a negative emotional reaction in response to the feeling that
someone is taking away your choices or freedom—as well as more opposition to voter ID laws.
Might framing voter suppression as targeted at young people produce a backlash effect for young voters?
On the one hand, if young people start out less aware than Black Americans that political actors are
attempting to suppress their political participation, a youth-centric suppression frame might drive even
stronger backlash. On the other hand, voter suppression frames might only produce backlash when
centered on an important shared group identity—and it is unclear whether age-based identities, like
“youth,” are as strong as race-based identities like “Black.” New research from Trachtman, Anzia, and
Hill (2020) suggests that young people do, indeed, share an age identity that in turn predicts multiple
forms of political participation, and that their age identity is comparable in strength to partisan identity. It
may be that young people with a stronger sense of age identity experience greater backlash to youth
suppression frames than those with weaker age identity.
More broadly, how might information about youth voter suppression affect political participation across
different age groups? As Valentino and Neuner (2017) found, Democrats were most angry about voter
suppression when it was framed not as targeting Democratic voters but Black voters. In other words, an
individual need not necessarily belong to the aggrieved identity group in order to be angered and
mobilized by its suppression. If youth suppression sparks a backlash, it may do so for more than just
young people themselves.

Methodology
To explore these ideas, I ran a pilot survey experiment measuring the extent to which a youth voter
suppression frame evokes voter backlash, and whether effects were particularly strong for young people.
The experiment was fielded between December 27 and 29, 2020, on a convenience sample of American
adults obtained from MTurk, an online task-completion platform. A total of 2,917 respondents completed
the survey.
Approximately 51% of respondents identified as female, 45% as male, 1% as transgender, and 0.5% as
“other,” and another 2% preferred not to say how they identified. Around 74% of respondents identified
as white, 9% as Black, 8% as Asian, 4% as mixed-race, 2% as “other,” and less than 1% each as Native
American or Pacific Islander. As expected, the MTurk participants had completed more formal education
than the broader American public: 43% had earned a bachelor’s degree and 19% had completed their
postgraduate education, 29% had completed some college, and 10% had a high school diploma or less.
About 20% of respondents were current college students. Respondents were relatively low-income; over
the past 12 months, approximately 46% had a household income of less than $50,000, 39% between $50K
and $99K, 10% between $100K and $149K, and 6% at least $150K.
Respondents were first asked a number of demographic questions—age, gender, race, ethnicity, state of
residence, educational attainment, current college status, and income—and about their previous political
participation, political attention, party affiliation, and political ideology. Respondents were also asked a
series of questions about the strength of their age identity, a hypothesized moderator of backlash, building
on an identity index originally developed by Huddy and Bankert (2017) and refined for the context of age
identity by Trachtman et al. (2020). I added two additional measures to this index that explicitly ask about
political dimensions of age identity.
Respondents were next block-randomized on the basis of age, race (white vs. non-white), ethnicity
(Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic), and educational attainment (no college vs. at least some college) to one of
three conditions: a placebo control, a voter suppression frame not tied to any particular identity group, and
a youth voter suppression frame. The randomization was successful, with balance across all demographic
covariates (Appendix Table A1).
Treatment and control messages were presented as short newspaper articles modeled after the messages
originally used in Valentino and Neuner’s 2017 study on Democratic backlash to voter ID laws. Each
respondent was presented with one of three fake news articles: a placebo-control article about evolving
political campaign strategies, a voter suppression article not tied to any particular identity group, and a
voter suppression article focusing on youth-targeted voter suppression. Each article began with two
paragraphs about the importance of voter turnout, followed by two paragraphs with condition-specific
language. Key lines were bolded to increase the likelihood of successful experimental manipulation. For
example, the youth suppression article ended with the following two paragraphs:
This is also why many campaigns are helping voters overcome new voting restrictions—
especially young adults, who have become prime targets of voter suppression in recent
years. States have passed laws closing campus polling places, stopping college students from
using their school IDs to vote, and prohibiting young people from voting by mail unless they
provide a valid excuse.

Research suggests that these new voting laws keep many legally eligible young citizens from
voting and expressing their unique preferences on important issues. James Hall, a political
consultant, says the laws will make a difference: “My best guess is that these laws will prevent
thousands of young adults from exercising their right to vote. It’s an absolute outrage.”
In order to avoid deception, I designed the articles to include only accurate information about the details,
scope, and consequences of voter suppression. Draft treatment and control messages, along with the full
survey battery, can be found in the Appendix.
A number of outcomes were measured post-treatment. Primary among these are two potential backlash
mediators: anger and psychological reactance. To measure anger, I used a modified version of Valentino
and Neuner’s (2017) measure, asking respondents how angry they would be if restrictive voting laws
blocked eligible individuals from voting. Responses ranged from not at all angry to extremely angry on a
5-point scale and were re-coded to range from 0 to 1.
Psychological reactance is typically operationalized as “an amalgamation of anger and negative
cognitions” (Reynolds-Tylus et al. 2020). I first asked respondents to rate how positive or negative their
thoughts were while reading the article, using a 7-point scale ranging from extremely negative to
extremely positive, and then recoded and combined this with the anger measure to form a measure of
reactance ranging from 0 to 1, with 1 representing high scores for anger and negative cognitions. I also
asked respondents about trust in government using the standard ANES measure.
The political participation measure was an index drawn from Valentino and Neuner (2017). Four
questions comprised the index: how likely the respondent is to vote in the 2024 general election, to attend
a political meeting in the coming year (either in person or virtually, given the ongoing Covid pandemic),
and to give money to a political individual or group in the coming year, and how interested they are in
volunteering to raise awareness of voter suppression. Response options for the first three measures ranged
from extremely unlikely to extremely likely (7-point scale); for the volunteerism question, responses
ranged from not at all interested to extremely interested (5-point scale). Each individual measure was
recoded to range from 0-1 and then combined to form a single index, again ranging from 0-1.
I also measured two other potentially important outcomes that could be affected by the message frames:
beliefs about the prevalence of voter suppression, and beliefs about how often specific groups (e.g., young
people) are targeted by voter suppression laws. Respondents were also warned at the beginning of the
survey that their attention would be monitored by researchers, and all but 10 respondents passed a simple
attention check at the end of the survey.

Results
Anger
Respondents were asked how angry they would feel if a restrictive voting law actually prevented some
qualified voters from casting a ballot. Among those assigned to the control condition, the youngest

respondents (age 18-24) reported lower levels of anger than other age groups (Table 1), though a series of
pairwise t-tests does not find any significant differences in average anger between age groups (Appendix
Table A2).1 For every age group, average anger levels were higher after exposure to both the generic
suppression and youth suppression treatments, relative to the control message. For all but the youngest
respondents, anger was highest for those exposed to the youth treatment; for those ages 18-24, both
treatments increased average anger levels by 11.5 percentage points. The increase was largest in
magnitude and only reached statistical significance for 18-24-year-olds, as shown in Table 1.2
Table 1

Figure 1 visualizes how each age group’s anger varied by treatment group. For those 18-24, both
treatments raised average anger from disproportionately low to approximately the same level as other age
groups. (A similar but statistically insignificant result can be seen for those ages 40-49.) For slightly older
young people, ages 25-29, anger was consistent across the control and generic suppression groups and
jumped slightly for those exposed to the youth treatment; again, however, this change did not reach
statistical significance. For individuals 30-39 and 50 and older, neither treatment meaningfully shifted
average anger.

1

The pairwise t-tests in this paper are conducted using a Bonferroni correction, which adjusts for the fact that when
testing multiple hypotheses, there is an increased chance of observing a rare event and therefore incorrectly rejecting
a null hypothesis.
2
These results were consistent with a model interaction age groups with treatment conditions. The interaction of
treatment and belonging to the youngest age group, 18-24, had a statistically significant, positive impact on anger:
+9.7 percentage points for the generic suppression treatment (p < 0.05), and +10.5 percentage points for the youth
suppression treatment (p < 0.01). Full results can be found in Appendix Table A4.

Figure 1

Age identity did not have a statistically significant moderating effect on either treatment’s impact on
anger. (See Appendix Table A5 for full regression results.)

Reactance
To measure psychological reactance, respondents answered a question about how negative their thoughts
were while reading the article. This measure of “negative cognitions” was then combined with the anger
measure described previously to form a reactance index. (As such, to the extent that treatments
significantly affected reactance but not anger, this difference can be wholly attributed to respondents
reporting especially negative thoughts.)
Among those assigned to the control condition, respondents between 18 and 24 reported slightly lower
levels of reactance than other age groups, though again, pairwise t-tests do not find any significant
differences in average reactance between age groups (Appendix Table A3).
For all age groups, both treatments significantly increased average reactance (Table 2). The youth
treatment was especially effective on young respondents, increasing reactance among 18-24-year-olds by
15.7 percentage points. For all but the oldest respondents (50 and older), the youth treatment had a larger
effect than the generic treatment, though this difference was not statistically significant for any age group.

Table 2

The magnitude of the youth treatment’s effect was similar for 25-29-year-olds and 40-49-year-olds (+15
pp), slightly lower for those 50 and older (+13 pp), and lowest—but still quite high—for individuals ages
30-39 (+11 pp). The generic treatment had similarly large effects across age groups, with the largest
impact for 18-24-year-olds (+15.1 pp) and those 50 and older (+14.3 pp).
Contrary to expectations, there was no significant relationship between a respondent’s age group and the
effectiveness of either treatment. In particular, young people were not significantly more affected by the
youth suppression article than older respondents. This can be seen in Figure 2, which shows overlapping
95% confidence intervals for both treatments across all age groups.3

3

Appendix Table A6 shows no significant effects for the interaction of age group and treatment.

Figure 2

Differences across age groups did emerge once strength of age identity was accounted for. On average,
age identity itself did not vary much across age groups; young people and individuals in their 40s had
slightly stronger age identities than people in their 30s and those 50 and older, but the largest difference
(that between people age 25-29 and people 50 and older) was just .027 on a 0-1 scale (Appendix Table
A7). Moreover, age identity alone did not significantly moderate the effectiveness of either treatment on
reactance (Appendix Table A8).
However, once respondents were separated into different age buckets, strength of age identity did have a
bearing on how effective the treatments were at increasing reactance. Table 3 shows that among
18-24-year-olds, having a stronger age identity increased the youth suppression treatment’s effect on
reactance by around 28 percentage points, though this effect was only marginally significant (p < 0.1).
Similarly, the interaction of age identity and assignment to youth treatment was positive—though not
statistically significant—for young people ages 25-29. By contrast, the interaction coefficient was either
zero or negative for older age groups: for example, a stronger age identity decreased t he youth treatment’s
effectiveness by around 24 percentage points (p < 0.1) for subjects in their 30s.

Table 3

Figure 3 visualizes this complicated relationship. For all age groups, the generic suppression and youth
suppression treatments induced greater reactance than the control condition. However, among young
respondents, the youth treatment’s effect on reactance grew stronger with age identity, as shown by the
upward-sloping blue line in the first two panels. In contrast, among older respondents, the youth treatment
became less e ffective as age identity increased; this is reflected by the downward-sloping blue lines in the
remaining three panels.

Figure 3

It is also instructive to examine the slope of each panel’s youth treatment line, relative to the generic
treatment and control lines. For 18-24-year-olds and 25-29-year-olds, the youth treatment line is not only
positive but steeper than the other lines, indicating that age identity had a stronger moderating impact on
the youth treatment than on the other conditions. The same holds for subjects in their 30s, where the youth
treatment line is also steeper than the other lines—except this time, the line has a negative slope,
indicating age identity’s stronger negative i mpact on youth treatment than on the other conditions.
Finally, for the oldest age groups, all lines have a similar slope, meaning the strength of age identity had a
fairly consistent impact on reactance, regardless of which treatment respondents were exposed to.

Political participation
Four separate types of intended future political participation were separately measured and then combined
to form a participation index: respondents’ intention to vote in 2024, donate to a political individual or
group in 2021, attend a political event in 2021, and volunteer to raise awareness of voter suppression.
Contrary to expectations, the generic suppression treatment—but not the youth treatment—boosted
overall participation intentions for 18-24-year-olds by 5.3 percentage points (p < 0.05). For older
respondents, participation was not significantly affected by either treatment (Table 4).

Table 4

Breaking the results down by type of participation, the generic treatment significantly increased
18-24-year-olds’ intentions to donate in 2021 by 6.5 percentage points (Table 5) and to attend an event in
2021 by 8.6 percentage points (Table 6), but not their intentions to vote in 2024 or to volunteer.4 For other
age groups, neither treatment had a significant effect on any of the four participation measures.
Table 5

4

Regression results for these two measures can be found in Appendix Tables A9-A10.

Table 6

In most cases, strength of age identity had no significant bearing on the effectiveness of treatment at
boosting participation for any age group. This held for both overall participation and for the four separate
measures (Appendix Tables A11-A15). One notable exception is around intentions to donate in 2021. For
this measure, the interaction of age identity with the youth suppression treatment had a negative effect,
but only for people ages 18-24 (Table 7).
Table 7

Perceptions of voter suppression
Respondents were finally asked two questions about their perceptions of voter suppression. The first
question asked how common voter suppression is in elections today, with responses ranging from 0-1.
Among respondents not exposed to information about voter suppression, those ages 18-24 were especially
likely to think that voter suppression was common, with an average response of 0.59. Other age groups
thought suppression was less widespread (Table 8). Control subjects in their 40s were the least likely to
see suppression as common. They were also the only age group for whom either treatment significantly
increased perceptions of the prevalence of voter suppression.5
Table 8

Next, respondents were asked how often different types of people—including young people, the primary
group of interest—are targeted by voter suppression. For all age groups, the youth treatment had a
significant positive effect on the perception that young people are targeted by suppression. This effect was
largest for the age groups that started out least l ikely to believe young people were being frequently
suppressed (Table 9). 18-24-year-olds started out most likely to think youth were targeted frequently, with
respondents assigned to control giving an average answer of 0.52 on a 0-1 scale. The youth treatment also
had the smallest effect on this age group, increasing the average response by about 7.2 percentage points
(p < 0.05). Meanwhile, individuals ages 40-49 were 8.4 percentage points less likely than the youngest
respondents to think young people were common suppression targets; for these respondents, the youth
suppression treatment raised their average response by more than 13 percentage points (p < 0.01).

5

Strength of age identity had no significant bearing on the effectiveness of treatment for any age group (Appendix
Table A16).

Table 9

Discussion
This paper aimed to determine whether giving people—especially young people—information about
youth-targeted voter suppression increased their anger and psychological reactance and, ultimately, their
intentions to participate in American politics. The results were unexpected. While both information about
youth suppression and also “generic” suppression (without any defined target) boosted anger and
reactance for young people—and in the case of anger, only y oung people—the youth treatment was not
obviously better at doing so than the generic treatment. Moreover, only the generic treatment was
effective at increasing young people’s intentions to participate in politics in two forms: donating to a
political leader or organization in the coming year, and attending a political event. Neither treatment had a
measurable impact on intentions to vote in the 2024 general election or to volunteer to help others
overcome voter suppression efforts.
Why did information about suppression only boost anger among young people? Respondents were asked
how angry they would feel if restrictive voting laws prevented eligible people from voting. Both
treatments framed voter suppression as “an outrage,” so it is understandable that treated respondents
would express greater anger toward people’s votes being restricted. Yet the treatments only had this effect
for young respondents. The explanation seems to have something to do with baseline l evels of anger
toward votes being restricted. As shown in Table 1, young respondents who did not receive treatment had
especially low levels of anger; only following treatment did their anger reach the levels of older age
groups. Future research should explore whether this finding is an artifact of this particular MTurk sample
or broadly representative.
By contrast, both treatments affected reactance fairly steadily across age groups. It is notable that, in
contrast to anger, baseline reactance levels among control-group respondents varied only modestly by age
group (Table 2). Given that the reactance measure was formed by combining the anger measure with a
measure of negative cognitions, this suggests that baseline (control-group) negative thoughts were in fact
higher f or young people than for other age groups. An analysis of negative cognitions alone, separate
from anger, confirms this is the case, as shown in Table 10 below. It could be that the control condition

disproportionately sparked negative thoughts for younger respondents, or that young people would have
responded more negatively even without reading a control message. Additional research might vary the
control message to see if this finding holds.
Table 10

The youth treatment’s effect on psychological reactance, in particular, was moderated by the strength of
respondents’ age identity, and this moderating effect varied by age group. Young respondents who
identified more strongly with their age group experienced greater reactance in response to the youth
suppression treatment, while older respondents who identified more strongly with their age group
experienced lower reactance following the treatment. This is understandable. In contrast to the control
group (which did not read about voter suppression at all) and the generic suppression group (which read
about suppression but not about any particular target), those assigned to the youth suppression treatment
read about a clear suppression target: young people. We should expect the respondents who strongly
identified with the target group to have more negative thoughts while reading the article. And because of
the way the reactance measure was constructed—adding anger and negative cognitions—those negative
thoughts should have driven up their reactance scores.
But simply adding negative thoughts to the anger measure seems insufficient for capturing reactance, at
least in this research context. Typically, reactance measures are used in psychological research in
response to treatments that explicitly try to get subjects to change their behavior—for example, messages
emphasizing how bad smoking is. Then experimenters measure negative thoughts and anger, combine
them, and use that index score as a measure of the reactance that subjects experienced.
This approach, while reasonable for those types of experiments, is difficult to translate into a context in
which individuals are learning about a freedom-restricting act but not actually being subjected to the act
in real time. (Ethical concerns aside, putting an anti-voting message in front of survey participants would
not make much sense, as most suppression is carried out via policy change rather than overt anti-voting
language.) The researcher can ask subjects whether they feel angry and negative toward what they read,
but it remains unclear whether respondents who feel those sentiments perceive their own freedom as
under threat, and whether the anger they feel is in response to that perceived threat. In future experiments,
this approach to measuring reactance should be improved upon—perhaps by instead presenting

respondents with multiple Likert items that capture 1) whether they perceive a threat to their freedom and
2) whether they have an angry response to that perception. For instance, the statements might read, "There
are people out there who want to restrict my ability to vote in elections," and "I feel angry at the thought
of my ability to vote being restricted.”
A key takeaway of this pilot study is that simply informing young people about voter suppression in
general, without emphasizing the targeting of young Americans, might be better at motivating backlash
and fueling greater political participation, at least in terms of attending meetings and making donations.
While there is no obvious explanation for this finding, the answer may have something to do with which
groups matter to young people. If young people have standing assumptions about who is targeted by voter
suppression—for instance, if they assume that suppression disproportionately targets Black
Americans—and if they also care more a bout the suppression of those targets than about youth
suppression, then a generic message about voter suppression might make them more motivated to
participate in the future than a youth-centric message. This idea should be explored in future research.
Notably, neither treatment had a significant effect on respondents’ intention to vote in the 2024 general
election. It could be that the treatments are simply ineffective at mobilizing young people. Alternatively,
it could be that the MTurk survey respondents were already highly likely to vote in 2024, relative to the
general public, leaving them little room for improvement on this measure. The data supports this
interpretation, as 86% of study participants reported voting in 2020—a full 20 percentage points higher
than the general public (Schaul et al. 2020). Young MTurk respondents reported especially high voting
rates compared to their general-public counterparts: 82% of 18- to 29-year-old respondents reported
voting, compared to the 52 to 55 percent of 18- to 29-year-olds in the general public who actually voted
(CIRCLE 2020). It could be, then, that either or both treatments would indeed boost young people’s
intentions to vote, but only for those who were not already highly likely to participate. To explore this
possibility, the experiment could be conducted on a nationally representative sample of young people, as
well as paired with a field experiment to measure how information about youth suppression changes
real-world voting outcomes.
Extensions of this research might include comparing youth voter suppression frames to other frames, such
as Black voter suppression and Democratic voter suppression; varying the content of the youth
suppression message to explore the effect of different messengers, whether the suppression is framed in a
partisan way or not, and whether the suppression is framed as targeting young people overall or only
college students; and gathering additional information about perceptions of young people as political
actors, to understand why news of their suppression might induce anger and reactance in older age
groups.
This last extension is especially interesting, as it could shed light on an outstanding question from
Valentino and Neuner’s 2017 research. The authors hypothesize that anger “should mediate the
relationship between exposure to these messages and participation in politics,” and that this effect “should
be especially large among Democrats because they perceive their group to be under attack.” But are
Democrats angered by voter suppression because they believe Democrats are under attack—that is,
because they perceive their own group being hurt—or because they believe Black people are under attack,
and they feel some special sympathy or even protectiveness toward that group (or both)? In either case, it

is unclear whether young people are perceived in a similar way—as a key bloc of the Democratic Party,
and/or as a group deserving sympathy and protection. Understanding how young people are perceived in
relation to other targets of voter suppression would help our understanding of why voter suppression
frames generate backlash among broader swaths of voters.
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Survey instrument
Demographics
Age
1. In what year were you born? (Drop-down list of years)
Ethnicity
2. Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin? (Yes — No — Not sure)
Race
3. Which racial group best describes you? Select all that apply. (American Indian or Alaska Native
— Asian — Black or African American — Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander — White
— Other)
Gender
4. What is your gender? (Male — Female — Transgender — Other — Prefer not to say)
Educational attainment
5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Less than high school degree
— High school graduate (high school diploma or equivalent including GED) — Some college but
no degree — Associate degree in college (2-year) — Bachelor’s degree in college (4-year)
— Master’s degree — Doctoral degree — Professional degree (JD, MD))
College student status
6. Are you currently a college student? (Yes — No)
Household income
7. To the best of your knowledge, what was your total household income over the past 12 months?
Please include household income from all sources, before tax. ($24,999 or less — $25,000 to
$34,999 — $35,000 to $49,999 — $50,000 to $74,999 — $75,000 to $99,999 — $100,000 to
$149,999 — $150,000 or more)
State of residence
8. In which state do you currently live? (Drop-down list of states)
Political interest & participation
Political interest
9. Some people seem to follow what’s going on in government and politics 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 politics most of the time, some of the time, only now

and then, or almost never? (Most of the time — Some of the time — Only now and then —
Almost never — Not sure)
Party ID
10. In politics today, do you consider yourself a Republican, Democrat, or independent? (Republican
— Democrat — Independent — Other — Don’t know)
a. (If Democrat:) Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong
Democrat? (Strong — Not very strong)
b. (If Republican:) Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong
Republican? (Strong — Not very strong)
c. (If Independent, Other, Don’t Know:) As of today, do you lean more to the Republican
Party or more to the Democratic Party? (Republican Party — Democratic Party
— Neither — Don’t know)
Ideology
11. When it comes to politics, how would you describe yourself – as liberal, conservative, or neither
liberal nor conservative? (Very liberal — Somewhat liberal — A little liberal — Neither liberal
nor conservative — A little conservative — Somewhat conservative — Very conservative)
Past participation
12. Are you currently registered to vote? (Yes — No — Not sure)
13. (If yes:) What state are you registered to vote in? (Drop-down list — Don’t know)
14. In talking to people about the 2020 presidential election, we often find that a lot of people were
not able to vote because they weren't registered, they were sick, or they just didn't have time. Did
you vote in the 2020 election? (Yes — No — Not sure)
15. In your opinion, how easy or difficult is it for someone like you to register and vote? (Very easy
— Easy — Slightly easy — Neither easy nor difficult — Slightly difficult — Difficult — Very
difficult — Don’t know)
Age identity
16. Please mark how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
I have a lot in common with other people my age. (Strongly agree — Agree — Somewhat agree
— Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly disagree)
17. I am interested in what other people think about my age group. (Strongly agree — Agree
— Somewhat agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly
disagree)
18. When others criticize people my age, it feels like a personal insult. (Strongly agree — Agree
— Somewhat agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly
disagree)
19. When others praise people my age, it makes me feel good. (Strongly agree — Agree
— Somewhat agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly
disagree)

20. When I meet someone my age, I feel connected with this person. (Strongly agree — Agree
— Somewhat agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly
disagree)
21. It is important for people my age to have a say in politics. (Strongly agree — Agree — Somewhat
agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat disagree — Disagree — Strongly disagree)
22. When it comes to politics, people my age want different things than people in other age groups.
(Strongly agree — Agree — Somewhat agree — Neither agree nor disagree — Somewhat
disagree — Disagree — Strongly disagree)
Treatment
Control condition

To Win Elections, Campaigns Say It’s All About Turnout
Candidates are changing strategy to get more people voting in elections.
Political campaigns spent millions of dollars last fall trying to persuade voters around the country
to choose their candidate. However, strong evidence now suggests the biggest factor in who wins
elections is not which candidate has the best message, but which one can effectively turn out his
or her base.
A recent study by the Pew Research Center found that only 9 percent of voters changed parties
between 2018 and 2020. Meanwhile, more than a third of eligible voters did not vote at all in the
2020 election. These findings have led some to suggest that, rather than investing in persuasion,
campaigns should focus on simply getting their voters to turn out.
Several campaigns are changing tactics as a result of this research. Many candidates are
investing more in digital advertisements, text messages, and other voter mobilization
strategies.
Research suggests that these methods can be effective. James Hall, a political consultant, puts it
this way: “If we won’t change your mind with an attack ad, colorful yard sign, or witty campaign
slogan, we should focus our resources instead on getting our voters to the polls.”
Generic suppression condition

Campaigns Say Voter Suppression May Block Thousands of
Legal Voters
Restrictive election laws could prevent many Americans from exercising their right to vote.
Political campaigns spent millions of dollars last fall trying to persuade voters around the country
to choose their candidate. However, strong evidence now suggests the biggest factor in who wins
elections is not which candidate has the best message, but which one can effectively turn out his
or her base.

A recent study by the Pew Research Center found that only 9 percent of voters changed parties
between 2018 and 2020. Meanwhile, more than a third of eligible voters did not vote at all in the
2020 election. These findings have led some to suggest that, rather than investing in persuasion,
campaigns should focus on simply getting their voters to turn out.
This is also why many campaigns are focused on helping voters overcome new voting
restrictions—especially groups targeted by voter suppression in recent years. States have
passed laws closing polling places, requiring a photo ID to vote, and prohibiting some people
from voting by mail unless they provide a valid excuse.
Research suggests that these new voting laws prevent many legally eligible citizens from
voting and expressing their unique preferences on important issues. James Hall, a political
consultant, says these laws will make a difference: “My best guess is that these laws will prevent
thousands of Americans from exercising their right to vote. It’s an absolute outrage.”
Youth suppression condition

Campaigns Say Voter Suppression May Block Thousands of
Young Voters
Restrictive election laws could prevent many young Americans from exercising their right to vote.
Political campaigns spent millions of dollars last fall trying to persuade voters around the country
to choose their candidate. However, strong evidence now suggests the biggest factor in who wins
elections is not which candidate has the best message, but which one can effectively turn out his
or her base.
A recent study by the Pew Research Center found that only 9 percent of voters changed parties
between 2018 and 2020. Meanwhile, more than a third of eligible voters did not vote at all in the
2020 election. These findings have led some to suggest that, rather than investing in persuasion,
campaigns should focus on simply getting their voters to turn out.
This is also why many campaigns are helping voters overcome new voting
restrictions—especially young adults, who have become prime targets of voter suppression in
recent years. States have passed laws closing campus polling places, stopping college students
from using their school IDs to vote, and prohibiting young people from voting by mail unless they
provide a valid excuse.
Research suggests that these new voting laws keep many legally eligible young citizens from
voting and expressing their unique preferences on important issues. James Hall, a political
consultant, says the laws will make a difference: “My best guess is that these laws will prevent
thousands of young adults from exercising their right to vote. It’s an absolute outrage.”

Outcome measures
Negative cognitions
23. Overall, how positive or negative were the thoughts you had while reading this article?
(Extremely positive — Positive — Slightly positive — Neither positive nor negative — Slightly
negative — Negative — Extremely negative)
Anger
24. Various states have passed laws requiring a photo ID to vote, closing some polling places, and
limiting who can vote by mail. If one of these laws actually prevented some qualified voters from
casting a ballot, how angry would that make you feel? (Extremely Angry – Very Angry –
Somewhat Angry – Not too Angry – Not at all Angry)
Support for laws
25. In general, how much do you support or oppose making each of these changes to our voting laws?
(Strongly support – Support – Slightly support – Neither support nor oppose — Slightly oppose
— Oppose — Strongly oppose)
a. Requiring a photo ID to vote
b. Closing some polling places
c. Limiting who can vote by mail
Participation 1-3
26. Even though the 2024 presidential election is still years away, how likely are you to vote in that
election? (Extremely likely – Moderately likely – Slightly likely – Neither likely or unlikely
— Slightly unlikely – Moderately unlikely — Extremely unlikely)
27. In the next 12 months, how likely is it that you will go to any political meetings, rallies, speeches,
dinners, or things like that, either in person or virtually? (Extremely likely – Moderately likely –
Slightly likely – Neither likely or unlikely — Slightly unlikely – Moderately unlikely
— Extremely unlikely)
28. In the next 12 months, how likely is it that you will give money to a political leader, party, or
organization? (Extremely likely – Moderately likely – Slightly likely – Neither likely or unlikely
— Slightly unlikely – Moderately unlikely — Extremely unlikely)
Political trust
29. How much of the time do you think you can trust the government to do what is right – just about
always, most of the time, only some of the time, or never? (Just about always — Most of the time
— Only some of the time — Never)
Conceptions of voter suppression
30. Voter suppression is a strategy used to influence the outcome of an election by discouraging or
preventing specific groups of people from voting. How common would you say voter suppression
is in elections today? (Not at all common — Slightly common — Somewhat common — Very
common — Extremely common)

31. How often do you think each of the following groups is targeted by voter suppression? (Never
— Rarely — Sometimes — Often — Almost always)
a. Young people
b. Black people
c. Hispanic people
d. Democrats
e. Old people
f. White people
g. Republicans
h. Independents
Participation — volunteering
32. How interested are you in volunteering some of your time to raise awareness about voter
suppression laws, so that people know what they need to do in order to be able to vote in future
elections? (Extremely interested – Very interested – Somewhat interested – Not too interested –
Not at all interested)
33. [If extremely, very, or somewhat interested:] You answered that you are interested in
volunteering to raise awareness about voter suppression. You can click here now to sign up to
volunteer with the nonpartisan organization Let America Vote.
Next, click the arrow to finish the survey.
Attention check
34. Please select the color "yellow" below to demonstrate that you are paying attention to the
instructions in this survey.
a. Yellow
b. Green
c. Red

