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1 Survey Details

1.1 Survey Methodology

Researchers at Caltech designed a national survey which contained a series of questions about election fraud.
The survey was conducted by YouGov, using a sample from their online panel that was designed to be
representative of U.S. registered voters. The survey contains responses from 2,211 U.S. registered voters and
was fielded between June 26 and July 3, 2024. YouGov provided weights taking into consideration gender, age,
race, and education (using information from the American Community Survey); they also used information
from the 2020 presidential election vote, party identification, and 2022 Congressional vote. The sample
weights range from 0.1 to 5.0, with a mean of 1.0 and standard deviation of 0.6. According to information
provided by YouGov, the margin of error for this survey is approximately 2.4%.

We provide in Table [I] the unweighted and weighted survey marginals for the important demographic and
attitudinal features that we included in our analyses: age, gender, race/ethnicity, educational attainment,
partisanship, ideology, region of residence and urban/rural status. It is clear from Tablethat the unweighted
sample provided by YouGov is quite similar to the weighted sample. Despite that similarity, we use the
sample weights provided by YouGov in the analyses reported in the paper.

1.2 Election Fraud

The election fraud questions are listed next. In italics are the labels that we will use to refer to specific
election fraud topics. These are similar to, and in some cases identical to, questions that have been included
in other surveys, in particular the The Survey of the Performance of American Electionsﬂ

e People voting more than once in an election (Multiple Voting)

e People stealing or tampering with ballots that have been counted (Ballot Tampering)

e People pretending to be someone else when going to vote (Impersonation)

e People voting who are not U.S. citizens (Non-Citizen Voting)

e People taking advantage of absentee or mail balloting to engage in vote fraud (Mail Ballot Fraud)

e Officials changing the reported vote count in a way that is not a true reflection of the ballots that were
actually counted (Official Tampering)

e Vote counting software manipulated in a way to not count ballots as intended (Software Hacking)
e Paying voters to cast a ballot for a particular candidate (Paying Voters)

e Voting under fraudulent voter registrations that use a fake name and a fake address (Registration Fraud)

1See https://electionlab.mit.edu/research/projects/survey-performance-american-elections.


https://electionlab.mit.edu/research/projects/survey-performance-american-elections

e People submitting too many ballots in drop boxes on behalf of others (Dropbox Fraud)

Subjects could indicate that they believed for each of these examples of election fraud that “it is very
common”, “it occurs occassionally”, “it occurs infrequently”, “it almost never occurs”, or “I'm not sure.”



Table 1: Survey marginals, Unweighted and Weighted.
Unweighted Weighted

Age
Under 30 .13 .15
30 to 44 .20 .23
45 to 64 37 .35
65 and over .30 .37
Gender
Man .45 .46
Woman .55 .54
Race/Ethnicity
White .72 71
Black A1 12
Hispanic 12 .10
Other .06 .06
Education
HS or less 27 .30
Some College .32 .30
College Grad .26 .25
Post-Grad .16 .15
Partisanship
Democrat 37 .34
Republican .32 .35
Independent .28 27
Other .03 .03
Not Sure .01 .01
Ideology
Liberal .30 .28
Moderate .32 31
Conservative .34 37
Not Sure .04 .04
Region
Northease 18 18
Midwest .23 .22
South .37 37
West .22 .23
Urban/rural
City .26 .26
Suburb 41 41
Town .13 .14
Rural Area .20 .19




Table [2| provides the weighted frequencies for responses to these questions. Table presents similar
results, only here we have aggregated the responses “it is very common” and “it occurs occassionally” to
“Concerned”, and “it occurs infrequently” and “it almost never occurs” to “Not Concerned.”

Table 2: Election Fraud

Problem Common Occasionally Infrequently Never Not Sure
Multiple Voting 0.11 0.18 0.17 0.40 0.14
Ballot Tampering 0.12 0.16 0.15 0.42 0.16
Impersonation 0.11 0.18 0.17 0.39 0.15
Non-Citizen Voting 0.18 0.15 0.14 0.37 0.16
Mail Ballot Fraud 0.19 0.18 0.15 0.35 0.13
Official Tampering 0.12 0.14 0.14 0.43 0.17
Software Hacking 0.13 0.15 0.13 0.41 0.18
Paying Voters 0.14 0.19 0.15 0.34 0.18
Registration Fraud 0.14 0.17 0.16 0.37 0.15
Dropbox Fraud 0.16 0.17 0.14 0.35 0.18




Conspiracy 1 2 3 4 5 Skip
374 414 439 254 730 NA
414 460 351 269 717 NA
258 402 442 290 817 2
369 337 426 243 834 2
271 346 414 289 889 2
492 330 338 203 847 1
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Table 3: Response counts from the survey for each of the conspiracy theory questions. The conspiracy
theory row numbers correspond to the numbers in the enumerated list above. The numeric response numbers
correspond to those in the text (strongly agree, 1), (somewhat agree, 2), (neither agree nor disagree, 3),
(somewhat disagree, 4), (strongly disagree, 5), and skipped.

1.3 Conspiracy Theory and Populism Beliefs

This survey contained a six-question battery regarding different conspiracy theories. Survey respondents
could say they strongly agree (1), somewhat agree (2), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat disagree (4),
or strongly disagree (5)regarding the following six statements:

1. The rapid spread of certain viruses and/or diseases is the result of the deliberate, concealed efforts of
some organization.

2. Groups of scientists deliberately attempt to create panic about future risks because it is in their interests
to do so.

3. Many well-known celebrities, politicians, and wealthy people are members of a secret society, which has
control over our lives.

4. The United Nations is part of the new world order, planning to undermine American sovereignty and
aiming to introduce a global currency to end the U.S. dollar.

5. Governments use COVID-19 testing to collect genetic information about their citizens.

6. The government is manipulating official laboratory tests and techniques, so that it looks like a lot of
people have fallen victim to COVID-19.

To form conspiracy and populism scores for each participant, we ask six conspiracy and populism questions,
rated on a five-point scale, which we then sum to form each of these measures. These measures thus range
from a minimum of 6 to a maximum of 30. Finally, we bin these scores in 5-point bins to present the results.

In Table [3]| we provide the raw counts for each of the responses, for each conspiracy theory question.

This survey also contained a six-question battery with different statements that might indicate populist
belief. Survey respondents could say they strongly agree (1), somewhat agree (2), neither agree nor disagree
(3), somewhat disagree (4), or strongly disagree (5), regarding the following six statements:

1. The politicians in the U.S. Congress need to follow the will of the people.
2. The people, and not politicians, should make our most important policy decisions.

3. The political differences between the elite and the people are larger than the differences among the
people.

4. T would rather be represented by a citizen than by a specialized politician.
5. Elected officials talk too much and take too little action.

6. What people call “compromise” in politics is really just selling out on one’s principles

In Table 4] we provide the raw counts for each of the responses, for each conspiracy theory question.



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 Skip
1084 798 258 47 23 1
625 701 581 237 67 NA
728 802 534 107 40 NA
633 662 651 218 46 1
1114 782 243 54 18 NA
336 573 640 457 205 NA
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Table 4: Response counts from the survey for each of the populism questions. The conspiracy theory row
numbers correspond to the numbers in the enumerated list above. The numeric response numbers correspond
to those in the text (strongly agree, 1), (somewhat agree, 2), (neither agree nor disagree, 3), (somewhat
disagree, 4), (strongly disagree, 5), and skipped.



2 Summary Statistics

Table 5: Summary Statistics - Election Crimes

Variable N NA Not Common Common
Multiple Voting 2,075 0.116 0.610 0.275
Ballot Tampering 2,075 0.126 0.607 0.267
Impersonation 2,075 0.117 0.600 0.283
Non Citizen Voting 2,075 0.129 0.553 0.318
Mail Ballot Fraud 2,075 0.099 0.543 0.358
Official Tampering 2,075 0.143 0.605 0.252
Software Hacking 2,075 0.147 0.589 0.264
Paying Voters 2,075 0.150 0.530 0.320
Registration Fraud 2,075 0.121 0.581 0.298
Dropbox Fraud 2,075 0.147 0.536 0.318

Table 6: Summary Statistics - Weighted Numeric Variables

Variable N Mean Min Q10 Q25 Median Q75 Q90 Max

Populism Score 2,075 23.222 6.000 18.000 20.000 23.000 26.000 29.000 30.000

Conspiracy Score 2,075 16.513 3.000 6.000 8.000 17.000 23.000 28.000 30.000

Total Election Crimes 2,075 3.164 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 7.000 10.000 10.000

Note:
Table 7: Summary Statistics - Unweighted Numeric Variables
Variable N Mean Var Min Q10 Q25 Median Q75 Q90 Max

Populism Score 2,075 23.220 16.038 6.000 18.000 20.000 23.000 26.000 29.000 30.000
Conspiracy Score 2,075 15.966 65.178 3.000 6.000 7.000 16.000 23.000 28.000 30.000
Total Election Crimes 2,075 2.952 14.345 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 6.000 10.000 10.000

Table 8: Summary Statistics - Age Group

Variable N Under 30 30-44 45-64 654

Age Group 2,075 0.131 0.194 0.368 0.307

Table 9: Summary Statistics - Education Level

Variable N HS or less Some college College grad Postgrad

Education Level 2,075 0.258 0.318 0.265 0.159

Table 10: Summary Statistics - Gender

Variable N Male Female

Gender 2,075 0.462 0.538

Table 11: Summary Statistics - Ideology

Variable N Liberal Moderate Conservative

Ideology 2,075 0.313 0.330 0.357




Table 12: Summary Statistics - Party Identification

Variable N Democrat Republican Independent

Party Identification 2,075 0.371 0.321 0.308

Table 13: Summary Statistics - Political Interest

Follows politics:
Variable N Most of the time  Some of the time Now and then  Hardly at all

Political Interest 2,075 0.569 0.281 0.097 0.053

Table 14: Summary Statistics - Race Ethnicity

Variable N White Black Hispanic Other

Race Ethnicity 2,075 0.728 0.096 0.115 0.061

Table 15: Summary Statistics - Region

Variable N Northeast Midwest South West

Region 2,075 0.175 0.230 0.373 0.221

Table 16: Summary Statistics - Urban Rural

Variable N City Suburb Town Rural area

Urban Rural 2,075 0.256 0.412 0.133 0.200




3 Graphical Results

3.1 Bivariate Plots



Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 1: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 2: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Conspiracy Bin (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 3: Concerns about election fraud by level of belief in non-election conspiracy theories. Respondents
are grouped by party and their total level of agreement (on a 1-5 scale) with six conspiracy questions. Higher
numbers represent a higher average agreement with the conspiracy theory questions.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud

by Education Level
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Figure 4: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Political Interest (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 5: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.



Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Gender (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 6: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Region (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 7: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Urban Rural (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 8: Election Fraud, weighted row frequencies.
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Gender Age

Problem Female Male Under 30 30to44 45to 64 65 and Over
Multiple Voting .33 .35 .25 .30 .38 .36
Ballot Tampering .34 .32 .29 .36 .35 31
Impersonation .33 37 27 .34 .38 .35
Non-Citizen Voting .39 .40 .32 .36 .45 41
Mail Ballot Fraud 43 44 .35 45 .46 42
Official Tampering .34 31 .26 .32 .36 .32
Software Hacking .35 .34 .29 37 .36 .34
Paying Voters 43 .39 .38 44 A1 41
Registration Fraud .38 37 .32 .35 .39 .39
Dropbox Fraud .39 43 37 43 .42 .39

Table 17: Election Fraud: Gender and Age, weighted row frequencies.
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Education Race/Ethnicity

Problem HS or less Some College College Post-grad White Black Hispanic Other
Multiple Voting A2 .34 .32 .22 .35 .30 .32 .35
Ballot Tampering .43 .33 .30 .22 .33 .34 37 .34
Impersonation 43 .35 .32 .25 .35 31 31 .38
Non-Citizen Voting .49 41 .35 .29 41 .30 .33 .45
Mail Ballot Fraud .52 .45 .39 .33 .44 37 .44 .48
Official Tampering A1 .34 .26 .24 .33 .28 .33 .32
Software Hacking .43 .38 31 .22 .34 .35 37 .40
Paying Voters .51 43 .35 31 .40 AT .40 42
Registration Fraud .49 37 .34 .24 37 .39 .34 .40
Dropbox Fraud A48 42 .38 31 42 .39 .36 43

Table 18: Election Fraud: education and race/ethnicity, weighted row frequencies.

Region Urban/Rural

Problem NE MW S West City Suburb Town Rural
Multiple Voting | .31 .36 .36 .32 27 .33 .40 .39
Ballot Tampering | .31 .33 .36 .31 .30 .32 .36 .39
Impersonation | .31 .34 .37 .33 .34 .32 .35 .40
Non-Citizen Voting | .38 .41 .41 .38 37 .38 43 .45
Mail Ballot Fraud | .41 .43 .37 .40 .38 41 .49 b1
Official Tampering | .24 .33 .37 .29 31 31 .36 .34
Software Hacking | .32 .36 .37 .31 31 .32 40 A1
Paying Voters | .39 .43 45 .34 .35 42 .46 44
Registration Fraud | .34 .40 .39 .35 .35 .34 44 42
Dropbox Fraud | .41 42 41 .39 .39 41 .46 41

Table 19: Election Fraud: region and urban/rural residency, weighted row frequencies.

Partisanship
Problem Dem Rep Ind Other NS
Multiple Voting | .12 b8 .32 .40 .25
Ballot Tampering | .11 b8 .29 .38 .30
Impersonation | .13 b8 .32 40 .09
Non-Citizen Voting | .12 .66 41 A7 .23
Mail Ballot Fraud | .16 70 .43 A7 44
Official Tampering | .13 b4 .28 43 .29
Software Hacking | .12 D7 .33 A2 .50
Paying Voters | .22 .62 .39 44 .18
Registration Fraud | .14 .61 .37 .45 .18
Dropbox Fraud | .14 .67 .42 A7 A7

Table 20: Election Fraud: Partisanship, weighted row frequencies.
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Ideology
Problem Lib Mod Cons NS

Multiple Voting | .10 .29 D7 .38
Ballot Tampering | .10 .27 .06 43
Impersonation | .10 .32 .56 .40
Non-Citizen Voting | .11 .35 .66 .44
Mail Ballot Fraud | .13 .38 .70 .51
Official Tampering | .11 .27 b4 32
Software Hacking | .11 .26 59 .50
Paying Voters | .17 .38 .61 44
Registration Fraud | .12 .33 .61 43
Dropbox Fraud | .14 .35 67 45

Table 21: Election Fraud: Ideology, weighted row frequencies.
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3.2

Multivariate Plots

Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification and Conspiracy Bin (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Paying Voters _ 76.2% (63) fgé‘)’"/' 451% (29) 54.9% (35) 44.4%(18)  556% (23) 345%(8)  655% (15)
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Non-Citizen Voting _ 84.0% (73) o 75.8% (49) e 52.7% (21) 473% (19) 43.5% (9) 56.5% (12) o
Registration Fraud  [STORE02 NI &77% (69) 52:8% (36) 47.2% (32) 51.9% (21) 48.1% (19) 414%(@)  586%(13) ]
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P Baliot Tampering - 700% (1) i 75.7% (45) G 526% (63) 47.4% (56) 393%(71)  60.7% (110) Ty 80.0% (167)
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Figure 9: Concerns about election fraud by party and level of belief in non-election conspiracy theories.
Respondents are grouped by party and their total level of agreement (on a 1-5 scale) with six conspiracy
questions. Higher numbers represent a higher average agreement with the conspiracy theory questions.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification and Political Interest (Weighted by Sampling Weights)

Follows politics most of the time Follows politics some of the time ~ollows politics only now and ther  Follows politics hardly at all
Mail Ballot Fraud  BESR@OII s soswqss 8% eeswe 05%(14)  76.4% (30 20.6% (11)
Paying Voters m m 66.6% (30) 33.4% (15) 62.6% (23) s7.44+ (14)

Dropbox Fraud SR B e Ny 724%9) e
Non-Gitizen Voting  SSREOIIII  seswwen B menes P 76.4% (39) o .
Registration Fraud _ m 62.1% (30) ey 793%@S) Es S

Impersonation W mmaw B mmes 37.0% (11 86.1% (39) e 8

Multiple Voting _ B 729% @4 27.1% (19) 85.4% (40) |—jaon 2

Software Hacking _ _gg* 66.5% (31) 33.5% (15) 82.0% (33) 180%
S T e won wosn o~
Official Tampering _;T"' _('z;,’* 75.3% (39) 24.7% (13) 79.7% (34) (z;"‘
MailBalot Fravs 2¢  [Bs@a ] seswen  esre(29)  siowan esowes  298%0)  702%(7) |
o PaimgVowrs seeom sl amom smeam | soe meen T
§ Dropbox Fraud M m—_ 36.1% (22) W—“ 31.5% (8) 68.5% (17) ‘
'L Non-Gitizen Voting azeion EACER) | weens sewen 48w S%@)  837%@)  668%(18) | @
£ Registration Fraud 71195 [@oR@OIIIII  wskn  smswen | sow9  es7eEn 34.4% ) LA e
% Impersonation _ }65')”&}—'- 58.4% (35) 41.6% (25) 45.8% (12) 54.2% (14) ‘ %
S Mutpeloing ewis)  SHER@OIII|  someen  emee | amen  smey  wsme  seon S
é Software Hacking — }““m_ 52.5% (30) 47.5% (27) 34.8% (9) 65.2% (16) ‘
BallotTampering 7% (1%)  ©2e@e) | 4sewg  seawes  mw@ ks wswi) seswqs)
Offcial Tampering  424%(150)  S76%@08) || 4ess)  siewe0  eeks 57.4% (22) S21%@6)  67.9%(18) |
Mail Ballot Fraud  661%(168)  4asw(ien | seswen : 66.3% (27) 31.7%(12) 56.9% (18) 43.1% (13)
Paying Voters 650%(188) | oso%@) | srsw@En o) 58.5% (24) Wy wseen  sse0y

Dropbox Fraud _ .0% (77) (€ 66.6% (27) 33.4% (14) 65.7% (23) 34.3% (12)
Non-Citizen Voting _ } "‘.\r @7 } 52.3% (21) 477%(19) 62.2% (18) 37.8% (1) g
Registration Fraud _ } ".]r ) } 7% (¢ 76.3% (31) 287%(10)  605% (20) 39.5% (13) -(g;

Impersonation _ _ 4% (45) 78.0% (29) i 72.4% (25) ECAOR-]

Muliple Voting 6695 (188) 1% ( Gy TG0 26.8% (12) 75.5% (25) s 3

Software Hacking _ (98) ) 72.4% (27) 27.6% (10) 43.9% (12) 56.1% (15) {
Ballot Tampering _ (1 (4 } 78.9% (32) 21.1% (9) 46.8% (14) 58.2% (16) ‘
Official Tampering _ (¢ } 68.6% (26) 31.4% (12) 55.4% (18)
A @s’\“ R & R @6’\" A @s’\“
Frequency

sotet [l conmon [ ot conmon

Figure 10: Concerns about election fraud by party and stated level of political interest.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Urban Rural and Region (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 11: Concerns about election fraud by urban/rural status.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification and Education Level (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 12: Concerns about election fraud by party and level of education.
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Frequency of Beliefs About Various Types of Election Fraud
by Party Identification and Populism Bin (Weighted by Sampling Weights)
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Figure 13: Concerns about election fraud by party and level of populism. Respondents are grouped by party
and their total level of agreement (on a 1-5 scale) with six populism questions. Higher numbers represent a
higher average agreement with populist sentiment.
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Table 22: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Multiple Voting Ballot Tampering Impersonation Non-Citizen Voting
&) (2) 3) 4
30-44 —0.137 0.141 0.063 —0.213
(0.305) (0.279) (0.286) (0.286)
45-64 0.255 —0.072 0.191 0.171
(0.292) (0.264) (0.268) (0.262)
65+ 0.258 —0.184 0.112 —0.028
(0.294) (0.273) (0.275) (0.275)
Female 0.127 0.413* 0.028 0.209
(0.155) (0.163) (0.150) (0.157)
Black 0.476 0.561 0.311 0.117
(0.271) (0.311) (0.260) (0.289)
Hispanic 0.276 0.555* 0.039 —-0.179
(0.307) (0.261) (0.284) (0.271)
Other 0.283 0.251 0.355 0.401
(0.317) (0.343) (0.302) (0.341)
Some college —0.293 —0.242 —0.241 —0.111
(0.207) (0.207) (0.202) (0.203)
College grad 0.004 —0.076 —0.122 —0.256
(0.224) (0.220) (0.217) (0.217)
Postgrad —0.173 0.100 —0.071 0.014
(0.249) (0.256) (0.247) (0.257)
Republican 1.165*** 1.350*** 1.011%** 1.4171%**
(0.287) (0.313) (0.279) (0.286)
Independent 0.563* 0.548* 0.263 0.975***
(0.223) (0.249) (0.219) (0.224)
Moderate 0.239 —0.075 0.555* 0.268
(0.246) (0.269) (0.245) (0.245)
Conservative 0.191 —0.022 0.300 0.411
(0.311) (0.334) (0.305) (0.304)
Midwest —0.046 0.036 0.001 —0.170
(0.242) (0.261) (0.242) (0.257)
South —0.087 0.027 0.078 —0.325
(0.234) (0.232) (0.226) (0.222)
West —0.002 0.036 0.112 —-0.132
(0.242) (0.249) (0.236) (0.234)
Suburb 0.303 0.009 —0.233 —0.188
(0.216) (0.215) (0.200) (0.214)
Town 0.364 —0.164 —0.361 —0.385
(0.253) (0.272) (0.240) (0.259)
Rural area —0.214 —0.288 —0.567* —0.618*
(0.243) (0.246) (0.234) (0.243)
Follows politics some of the time —0.014 —0.089 —0.187 —0.130
(0.187) (0.185) (0.180) (0.180)
Follows politics only now and then 0.222 —0.150 —0.276 —0.065
(0.283) (0.316) (0.283) (0.290)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.324 0.033 —0.639* —0.244
(0.316) (0.333) (0.314) (0.368)
Populism Score 0.036 0.020 0.015 0.010
(0.022) (0.020) (0.022) (0.020)
Conspiracy Score 0.150*** 0.174%** 0.149*** 0.156***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)
Constant —5.312%** —5.206*** —4.231%** —4.072%**
(0.619) (0.618) (0.550) (0.584)
Observations 1,835 1,814 1,832 1,807
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Table 23: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Mail Ballot Fraud
€]

Official Tampering

(2)

Software Hacking

®3)

30-44 0.119 —0.119 0.107
(0.274) (0.299) (0.300)
45-64 —0.042 0.114 —0.111
(0.262) (0.289) (0.284)
65+ —0.186 0.012 —0.116
(0.270) (0.298) (0.291)
Female 0.196 0.330* 0.295
(0.151) (0.160) (0.174)
Black 0.380 —0.153 0.504
(0.259) (0.280) (0.300)
Hispanic 0.267 0.224 0.416
(0.263) (0.302) (0.310)
Other 0.555 0.096 0.676*
(0.296) (0.343) (0.315)
Some college —0.094 —0.309 0.100
(0.204) (0.215) (0.224)
College grad —0.112 —0.425 —0.0005
(0.215) (0.228) (0.235)
Postgrad 0.216 0.152 0.127
(0.234) (0.279) (0.260)
Republican 1.348*** 0.657* 1.043**
(0.266) (0.314) (0.331)
Independent 0.657** 0.232 0.685**
(0.200) (0.249) (0.253)
Moderate 0.304 —0.155 —0.368
(0.219) (0.272) (0.271)
Conservative 0.467 —0.034 0.067
(0.286) (0.336) (0.342)
Midwest —0.181 0.370 0.063
(0.230) (0.242) (0.266)
South —0.025 0.555* —0.095
(0.203) (0.216) (0.248)
West —0.107 0.200 —0.002
(0.218) (0.241) (0.268)
Suburb 0.108 —0.144 —0.006
(0.192) (0.209) (0.228)
Town 0.112 —0.305 —0.101
(0.230) (0.259) (0.270)
Rural area —0.106 —0.799** —0.327
(0.232) (0.249) (0.252)
Follows politics some of the time —0.080 0.084 0.003
(0.174) (0.194) (0.197)
Follows politics only now and then 0.013 —0.184 0.120
(0.271) (0.293) (0.307)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.311 0.300 0.196
(0.352) (0.332) (0.362)
Populism Score 0.050* 0.064** 0.053**
(0.020) (0.022) (0.020)
Conspiracy Score 0.136*** 0.178*** 0.186***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.017)
Constant —4.856*** —5.948*** —6.086***
(0.555) (0.626) (0.678)
Observations 1,869 1,779 1,769

Note:
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Table 24: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Paying Voters

Registration Fraud

Dropbox Fraud

) ) @)
30-44 —0.013 —0.236 —0.035
(0.261) (0.281) (0.290)
45-64 —0.227 —0.105 —0.195
(0.243) (0.262) (0.279)
654 —0.209 0.100 —0.404
(0.256) (0.268) (0.286)
Female 0.369** 0.328* —0.004
(0.142) (0.157) (0.152)
Black 0.631* 0.657* 0.405
(0.259) (0.270) (0.268)
Hispanic 0.316 0.218 —0.116
(0.245) (0.270) (0.304)
Other 0.236 0.263 0.271
(0.287) (0.305) (0.303)
Some college —0.103 —0.442* —0.056
(0.194) (0.200) (0.209)
College grad —0.293 —0.302 —0.087
(0.202) (0.216) (0.217)
Postgrad 0.089 —0.333 0.209
(0.247) (0.236) (0.247)
Republican 0.615* 1.094*** 1.466***
(0.264) (0.295) (0.272)
Independent 0.112 0.627** 1.004***
(0.203) (0.225) (0.209)
Moderate 0.270 0.257 —0.016
(0.212) (0.242) (0.214)
Conservative 0.274 0.311 0.329
(0.281) (0.308) (0.280)
Midwest 0.108 0.088 —0.186
(0.213) (0.246) (0.233)
South 0.034 —0.006 —0.312
(0.190) (0.224) (0.218)
West —0.252 —0.006 —0.142
(0.213) (0.241) (0.219)
Suburb 0.371* —0.191 —0.069
(0.184) (0.199) (0.200)
Town 0.254 —0.002 —-0.217
(0.225) (0.236) (0.237)
Rural area —0.165 —0.519* —0.730**
(0.217) (0.249) (0.239)
Follows politics some of the time 0.113 —0.053 —0.019
(0.170) (0.180) (0.183)
Follows politics only now and then —0.165 0.217 0.114
(0.277) (0.280) (0.259)
Follows politics hardly at all 0.248 —0.263 —0.174
(0.334) (0.322) (0.348)
Populism Score 0.023 0.017 0.021
(0.020) (0.019) (0.022)
Conspiracy Score 0.139*** 0.161*** 0.135%**
(0.012) (0.014) (0.013)
Constant —4.009*** —4.421*** —3.691***
(0.527) (0.565) (0.540)
Observations 1,763 1,824 1,771
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Table 25: Regression Results for Aggregate Answers to Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Number of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

Proportion of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

normal logistic
1) (2)
30-44 —0.006 —0.007
(0.278) (0.190)
45-64 —0.208 —0.143
(0.272) (0.184)
65+ —0.372 —0.241
(0.271) (0.187)
Female 0.143 0.118
(0.167) (0.107)
Black 0.147 0.257
(0.278) (0.183)
Hispanic 0.054 0.086
(0.296) (0.199)
Other 0.603 0.398
(0.361) (0.228)
Some college 0.100 0.028
(0.237) (0.142)
College grad 0.157 0.057
(0.249) (0.152)
Postgrad 0.434 0.241
(0.261) (0.175)
Republican 1.423*** 0.913***
(0.345) (0.201)
Independent 0.380 0.413**
(0.200) (0.154)
Moderate 0.051 0.230
(0.193) (0.169)
Conservative 0.125 0.256
(0.328) (0.206)
Midwest 0.091 0.033
(0.245) (0.162)
South 0.018 0.006
(0.226) (0.147)
West 0.126 0.066
(0.239) (0.157)
Suburb —0.012 —0.027
(0.204) (0.140)
Town 0.117 0.022
(0.262) (0.168)
Rural area —0.579* —0.377*
(0.244) (0.156)
Follows politics some of the time —0.558** —0.244
(0.199) (0.125)
Follows politics only now and then —0.766** —0.321
(0.283) (0.180)
Follows politics hardly at all —-0.919* —0.409
(0.401) (0.234)
Populism Score 0.045* 0.024
(0.023) (0.015)
Conspiracy Score 0.248*** 0.137***
(0.016) (0.010)
Constant —2.413*** —4.429***
(0.585) (0.419)
Observations 2,075 2,075
Log Likelihood —5,359.648
Akaike Inf. Crit. 10,771.300

Note:
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Table 26: Regression Results for Aggregate Answers to Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Number of Election Crimes Believed Proportion of Election Crimes Believed
survey-weighted survey-weighted
normal logistic
1) 2
30-44 0.185 0.103
(0.307) (0.173)
45-64 0.186 0.102
(0.283) (0.161)
65+ 0.039 0.025
(0.291) (0.166)
Female —0.083 —0.045
(0.177) (0.094)
Black 0.952** 0.600***
(0.300) (0.177)
Hispanic 0.186 0.102
(0.288) (0.161)
Other 1.118* 0.608**
(0.444) (0.228)
Some college 0.039 0.023
(0.248) (0.128)
College grad —0.261 —0.135
(0.256) (0.134)
Postgrad —0.389 —0.219
(0.278) (0.156)
Republican 4.148*** 2.206***
(0.204) (0.125)
Independent 1.847*** 1.199***
(0.203) (0.131)
Constant 0.970** —2.170***
(0.339) (0.216)
Observations 2,075 2,075
Log Likelihood —5,648.683
Akaike Inf. Crit. 11,323.370
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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4.1 Regression Tables with Interactions (Party ID and Political Interest)

32



Table 27: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Multiple Voting
(1)

Ballot Tampering

2)

Impersonation

®3)

Non-Citizen Voting
(4)

30-44 —0.138 0.163 0.030 —0.203
(0.304) (0.279) (0.285) (0.270)
45-64 0.255 —0.069 0.150 0.161
(0.291) (0.266) (0.268) (0.251)
65+ 0.260 —0.187 0.080 —0.065
(0.294) (0.275) (0.275) (0.268)
Female 0.130 0.410* 0.026 0.213
(0.155) (0.163) (0.150) (0.158)
Black 0.416 0.526 0.238 0.014
(0.269) (0.316) (0.258) (0.288)
Hispanic 0.264 0.595* 0.069 —0.186
(0.311) (0.272) (0.282) (0.271)
Other 0.226 0.245 0.295 0.322
(0.322) (0.359) (0.302) (0.338)
Some college —0.313 —0.240 —0.259 —0.115
(0.207) (0.205) (0.201) (0.198)
College grad —0.001 —0.083 —0.145 —0.279
(0.224) (0.222) (0.216) (0.215)
Postgrad —0.203 0.105 —0.077 —0.022
(0.249) (0.258) (0.249) (0.257)
Republican 1.348*** 1.558*** 1.355%** 2.037***
(0.368) (0.372) (0.349) (0.344)
Independent 0.665* 0.478 0.620* 1.194***
(0.312) (0.321) (0.297) (0.292)
Moderate 0.242 —0.031 0.539* 0.243
(0.249) (0.276) (0.247) (0.239)
Conservative 0.189 0.011 0.265 0.379
(0.314) (0.344) (0.305) (0.295)
Midwest —0.024 0.091 0.010 —0.163
(0.238) (0.262) (0.239) (0.253)
South —0.047 0.043 0.089 —0.312
(0.234) (0.236) (0.225) (0.221)
West 0.014 0.073 0.115 —0.151
(0.240) (0.255) (0.233) (0.231)
Suburb 0.297 0.015 —0.241 —0.196
(0.218) (0.216) (0.200) (0.209)
Town 0.368 —0.091 —0.340 —0.317
(0.251) (0.268) (0.239) (0.253)
Rural area —0.198 —0.269 —0.546* —0.608*
(0.244) (0.248) (0.235) (0.243)
Follows politics some of the time 0.157 —0.155 0.135 0.576
(0.395) (0.406) (0.375) (0.347)
Follows politics only now and then 0.657 0.812 0.996* 0.297
(0.442) (0.468) (0.459) (0.478)
Follows politics hardly at all 0.021 —0.127 —0.387 0.858
(0.597) (0.702) (0.660) (0.610)
Populism Score 0.036 0.020 0.017 0.009
(0.022) (0.020) (0.023) (0.020)
Conspiracy Score 0.149*** 0.172%** 0.147*** 0.158***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)
Republican: Follows politics some of the time —0.422 —0.120 —0.371 —1.300**
(0.478) (0.491) (0.455) (0.446)
Independent: Follows politics some of the time 0.082 0.377 —0.452 —0.367
(0.471) (0.506) (0.450) (0.438)
Republican: Follows politics only now and then —0.574 —1.560* —1.871** —1.144
(0.608) (0.650) (0.573) (0.639)
Independent: Follows politics only now and then —0.595 —0.969 —1.570* 0.446
(0.591) (0.685) (0.641) (0.631)
Republican: Follows politics hardly at all 0.074 —0.199 —0.029 —1.436
(0.773) (0.870) (0.817) (0.813)
Independent: Follows politics hardly at all —0.9 0.734 —0.541 —1.577*
(0.7 (0.851) (0.802) (0.789)
Constant —5.425*** —5.326*** —4.444%** —4.407***
(0.615) (0.603) (0.554) (0.563)
Observations 1,835 1,814 1,832 1,807
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 28: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Mail Ballot Fraud

Official Tampering

Software Hacking

1 (2 3)
30-44 0.091 —0.106 0.092
(0.272) (0.292) (0.297)
45-64 —0.057 0.101 —0.136
(0.260) (0.283) (0.281)
65+ —0.204 —0.005 —0.135
(0.268) (0.292) (0.289)
Female 0.206 0.317* 0.283
(0.150) (0.161) (0.173)
Black 0.304 —0.155 0.464
(0.264) (0.286) (0.308)
Hispanic 0.265 0.231 0.447
(0.265) (0.302) (0.317)
Other 0.507 0.091 0.664*
(0.292) (0.341) (0.317)
Some college —0.104 —0.322 0.104
(0.204) (0.213) (0.223)
College grad —0.115 —0.449* —0.018
(0.214) (0.228) (0.235)
Postgrad 0.197 0.136 0.133
(0.233) (0.277) (0.262)
Republican 1.599*** 0.825* 1.242**
(0.338) (0.385) (0.399)
Independent 0.875** 0.219 0.838*
(0.268) (0.344) (0.331)
Moderate 0.308 —-0.172 —0.367
(0.220) (0.272) (0.277)
Conservative 0.458 —0.057 0.043
(0.285) (0.337) (0.347)
Midwest —0.175 0.375 0.056
(0.229) (0.240) (0.264)
South —0.012 0.569** —0.108
(0.204) (0.216) (0.250)
West —0.102 0.206 —0.005
(0.218) (0.241) (0.269)
Suburb 0.103 —0.134 —0.001
(0.193) (0.211) (0.230)
Town 0.113 —0.238 —0.069
(0.229) (0.257) (0.268)
Rural area —0.104 —0.773** —0.309
(0.232) (0.252) (0.252)
Follows politics some of the time 0.216 0.169 0.114
(0.336) (0.394) (0.365)
Follows politics only now and then 0.485 0.241 0.900
(0.452) (0.456) (0.488)
Follows politics hardly at all 0.201 0.294 0.203
(0.647) (0.664) (0.770)
Populism Score 0.050* 0.064** 0.053**
(0.020) (0.023) (0.020)
Conspiracy Score 0.135%** 0.179*** 0.185%**
(0.012) (0.015) (0.017)
Republican: Follows politics some of the time —0.485 —0.211 —0.082
(0.425) (0.478) (0.475)
Independent: Follows politics some of the time —0.268 0.054 —0.225
(0.416) (0.486) (0.472)
Republican: Follows politics only now and then —0.535 —1.105 —1.256
(0.618) (0.577) (0.647)
Independent: Follows politics only now and then —0.803 0.317 —0.738
(0.600) (0.635) (0.648)
Republican: Follows politics hardly at all —0.596 0.253 —0.151
(0.836) (0.832) (0.915)
Independent: Follows politics hardly at all —0.838 —0.084 0.238
3fb.?QO) (0.809) (0.940)
Constant —5.010*** —6.028*** —6.186***
(0.550) (0.622) (0.659)
Observations 1,869 1,779 1,769
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 29: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Paying Voters

Registration Fraud

Dropbox Fraud

@ (2) 3)
30-44 0.014 —0.290 —0.076
(0.253) (0.284) (0.286)
45-64 —0.234 —0.126 —0.226
(0.237) (0.263) (0.276)
65+ —0.221 0.075 —0.426
(0.252) (0.273) (0.285)
Female 0.361* 0.343* —0.001
(0.142) (0.158) (0.153)
Black 0.595* 0.569* 0.272
(0.266) (0.269) (0.274)
Hispanic 0.317 0.234 —0.121
(0.253) (0.274) (0.307)
Other 0.241 0.189 0.173
(0.289) (0.298) (0.301)
Some college —0.108 —0.464* —0.079
(0.193) (0.200) (0.209)
College grad —0.322 —0.312 —0.094
(0.201) (0.217) (0.217)
Postgrad 0.064 —0.347 0.175
(0.248) (0.236) (0.243)
Republican 0.855** 1.470%** 1.848***
(0.319) (0.376) (0.353)
Independent 0.032 1.155%*** 1.295***
(0.270) (0.306) (0.300)
Moderate 0.264 0.259 —0.015
(0.216) (0.244) (0.216)
Conservative 0.271 0.295 0.306
(0.288) (0.315) (0.278)
Midwest 0.117 0.090 —0.180
(0.214) (0.245) (0.232)
South 0.033 0.013 —0.291
(0.194) (0.224) (0.218)
West —0.256 —0.0003 —0.131
(0.216) (0.241) (0.220)
Suburb 0.373* —0.198 —0.069
(0.184) (0.201) (0.201)
Town 0.320 —0.039 —0.199
(0.226) (0.234) (0.237)
Rural area —0.161 —0.516* —0.719**
(0.218) (0.248) (0.239)
Follows politics some of the time 0.259 0.495 0.368
(0.297) (0.349) (0.372)
Follows politics only now and then —0.019 1.175%* 0.827
(0.417) (0.442) (0.434)
Follows politics hardly at all 0.532 0.342 0.834
(0.606) (0.592) (0.632)
Populism Score 0.022 0.018 0.022
(0.020) (0.019) (0.022)
Conspiracy Score 0.139*** 0.160*** 0.135%**
(0.012) (0.014) (0.013)
Republican: Follows politics some of the time —0.443 —0.665 —0.685
(0.385) (0.441) (0.456)
Independent: Follows politics some of the time 0.119 —0.723 —0.234
(0.413) (0.447) (0.448)
Republican: Follows politics only now and then —0.779 —0.861 —0.931
(0.571) (0.627) (0.568)
Independent: Follows politics only now and then 0.618 —1.953** —0.928
(0.619) (0.633) (0.591)
Republican: Follows politics hardly at all —0.722 —0.396 —1.106
(0.777) (0.775) (0.807)
Independent: Follows politics hardly at all —0.133 —1.144 —1.608*
3%0.770) (0.768) (0.779)
Constant —4.052%** —4.719*** —3.940***
(0.519) (0.570) (0.533)
Observations 1,763 1,824 1,771
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 30: Regression Results for Aggregate Answers to Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Number of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

Proportion of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

normal logistic
1) (2)
30-44 —0.006 —0.019
(0.276) (0.187)
45-64 —0.198 —0.154
(0.268) (0.181)
65+ —0.367 —0.262
(0.269) (0.186)
Female 0.141 0.125
(0.166) (0.107)
Black 0.054 0.187
(0.279) (0.184)
Hispanic 0.042 0.085
(0.301) (0.202)
Other 0.554 0.357
(0.357) (0.226)
Some college 0.067 0.010
(0.237) (0.142)
College grad 0.131 0.041
(0.248) (0.152)
Postgrad 0.393 0.216
(0.261) (0.175)
Republican 1.820%** 1.257***
(0.401) (0.249)
Independent 0.458 0.626**
(0.256) (0.210)
Moderate 0.047 0.225
(0.196) (0.172)
Conservative 0.092 0.239
(0.332) (0.209)
Midwest 0.113 0.042
(0.243) (0.161)
South 0.041 0.013
(0.225) (0.147)
West 0.145 0.072
(0.238) (0.157)
Suburb —0.012 —0.031
(0.204) (0.140)
Town 0.157 0.048
(0.262) (0.169)
Rural area —0.555* —0.367*
(0.243) (0.157)
Follows politics some of the time —0.309 0.107
(0.267) (0.269)
Follows politics only now and then —0.207 0.291
(0.366) (0.281)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.384 0.131
(0.566) (0.451)
Populism Score 0.045 0.025
(0.023) (0.015)
Conspiracy Score 0.245*** 0.136***
(0.016) (0.010)
Republican: Follows politics some of the time —0.727 —0.566
(0.459) (0.327)
Independent: Follows politics some of the time 0.049 —0.234
(0.408) (0.326)
Republican: Follows politics only now and then —1.228* —0.972**
(0.613) (0.370)
Independent: Follows politics only now and then —0.333 —0.532
(0.563) (0.384)
Republican: Follows politics hardly at all 36 —0.641 —0.616
(1.056) (0.595)
Independent: Follows politics hardly at all —0.894 —0.741
(0.811) (0.551)
Constant —2.510%** —4.626***
(0.571) (0.407)
Observations 2,075 2,075
—5,354.161

Log Likelihood
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Table 31: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Multiple Voting Ballot Tampering Impersonation Non-Citizen Voting
@ (2 3) 4
30-44 —0.152 0.127 0.096 —0.190
(0.306) (0.285) (0.281) (0.286)
45-64 0.252 —0.094 0.194 0.165
(0.294) (0.273) (0.265) (0.264)
65+ 0.258 —0.209 0.134 —0.016
(0.293) (0.277) (0.271) (0.277)
Female 0.124 0.405* 0.024 0.214
(0.157) (0.163) (0.149) (0.157)
Black 0.492 0.596 0.316 0.111
(0.273) (0.313) (0.263) (0.288)
Hispanic 0.277 0.571* 0.064 —0.150
(0.314) (0.274) (0.284) (0.263)
Other 0.290 0.273 0.369 0.419
(0.316) (0.343) (0.299) (0.346)
Some college —0.283 —0.235 —0.250 —0.118
(0.207) (0.207) (0.201) (0.202)
College grad —0.010 —0.098 —0.137 —0.256
(0.224) (0.221) (0.216) (0.216)
Postgrad —0.156 0.117 —0.068 0.013
(0.250) (0.256) (0.248) (0.259)
Republican 1.149*** 1.292%** 1.027*** 1.429%**
(0.284) (0.313) (0.276) (0.281)
Independent 0.547* 0.505* 0.266 0.974***
(0.219) (0.249) (0.216) (0.223)
Moderate 0.015 —0.252 0.429 0.094
(0.418) (0.425) (0.378) (0.392)
Conservative 0.408 0.330 0.642 0.498
(0.509) (0.525) (0.474) (0.492)
Midwest —0.034 0.060 —0.005 —0.174
(0.239) (0.255) (0.237) (0.254)
South —0.065 0.046 0.072 —0.317
(0.234) (0.230) (0.222) (0.220)
West 0.001 0.021 0.096 —0.137
(0.240) (0.244) (0.231) (0.229)
Suburb 0.254 —0.039 0.026 —0.267
(0.482) (0.466) (0.453) (0.422)
Town 0.346 0.177 —1.334 —1.320
(0.545) (0.539) (0.721) (0.868)
Rural area 0.011 —0.008 —0.019 0.215
(0.640) (0.628) (0.562) (0.493)
Follows politics some of the time —0.024 —0.111 —0.194 —0.126
(0.190) (0.187) (0.181) (0.182)
Follows politics only now and then 0.197 —0.176 —0.248 —0.025
(0.279) (0.317) (0.281) (0.288)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.338 0.025 —0.653* —0.278
(0.313) (0.335) (0.313) (0.361)
Populism Score 0.035 0.017 0.012 0.006
(0.022) (0.020) (0.023) (0.020)
Conspiracy Score 0.151*** 0.177%** 0.151*** 0.157***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.013)
Suburb: Moderate 0.263 0.168 —0.151 0.270
(0.570) (0.564) (0.533) (0.514)
Town: Moderate —0.144 —0.109 —0.541 —0.082
(0.587) (0.579) (0.557) (0.562)
Rural area: Moderate —0.082 —0.066 1.333 1.134
(0.662) (0.696) (0.808) (0.948)
Suburb: Conservative —0.020 —0.687 0.765 0.955
(0.677) (0.670) (0.815) (0.977)
Town: Conservative 0.505 0.549 0.030 —0.664
(0.716) (0.713) (0.641) (0.603)
Rural area: Conservative —0.719 —0.838 —1.075 —1.106
(0.734) 38 (0.729) (0.658) (0.622)
Constant —5.2094%*** —5.213*** —4.258%** —4.005%**
(0.690) (0.683) (0.610) (0.613)
Observations 1,835 1,814 1,832 1,807
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 32: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Mail Ballot Fraud
€]

Official Tampering
2

Software Hacking

®3)

30-44 0.125 —0.103 0.115
(0.275) (0.298) (0.304)
45-64 —0.050 0.118 —0.124
(0.263) (0.290) (0.290)
65+ —0.182 0.021 —0.117
(0.270) (0.299) (0.296)
Female 0.196 0.324* 0.297
(0.150) (0.161) (0.175)
Black 0.384 —0.148 0.507
(0.260) (0.278) (0.303)
Hispanic 0.273 0.246 0.431
(0.268) (0.304) (0.315)
Other 0.576 0.107 0.719*
(0.299) (0.341) (0.316)
Some college —0.096 —0.313 0.090
(0.203) (0.216) (0.224)
College grad —0.120 —0.446 —0.029
(0.215) (0.228) (0.234)
Postgrad 0.224 0.150 0.114
(0.233) (0.280) (0.259)
Republican 1.340*** 0.660* 1.030**
(0.268) (0.315) (0.335)
Independent 0.654** 0.235 0.668**
(0.199) (0.249) (0.253)
Moderate 0.082 —0.333 —0.528
(0.375) (0.422) (0.428)
Conservative 0.769 —0.075 0.302
(0.464) (0.497) (0.553)
Midwest —0.161 0.378 0.076
(0.228) (0.240) (0.263)
South —0.004 0.556** —0.084
(0.202) (0.215) (0.248)
West —0.098 0.183 —0.002
(0.217) (0.240) (0.266)
Suburb 0.161 —0.309 —0.054
(0.418) (0.487) (0.452)
Town —0.286 —0.764 —0.504
(0.518) (0.647) (0.665)
Rural area 0.318 —0.346 0.568
(0.525) (0.633) (0.525)
Follows politics some of the time —0.093 0.081 —0.006
(0.176) (0.197) (0.199)
Follows politics only now and then 0.025 —0.183 0.132
(0.273) (0.292) (0.311)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.334 0.300 0.180
(0.350) (0.328) (0.363)
Populism Score 0.046* 0.061** 0.050*
(0.021) (0.023) (0.021)
Conspiracy Score 0.138*** 0.179*** 0.188***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.016)
Suburb: Moderate 0.189 0.148 0.195
(0.494) (0.578) (0.567)
Town: Moderate —0.365 0.225 —0.106
(0.539) (0.575) (0.583)
Rural area: Moderate 0.713 0.527 0.598
(0.617) (0.765) (0.790)
Suburb: Conservative 0.199 0.502 0.288
(0.658) (0.748) (0.783)
Town: Conservative 0.074 0.054 —0.354
(0.616) (0.725) (0.629)
Rural area: Conservative —0.94 —0.715 —1.353*
(0.639 9 (0.712) (0.642)
Constant —4.833*** —5.817*** —6.074***
(0.609) (0.678) (0.749)
Observations 1,869 1,779 1,769
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 33: Logistic Regression Results for Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Paying Voters

Registration Fraud

Dropbox Fraud

1) (2) 3)
30-44 —0.044 —0.244 —0.051
(0.265) (0.283) (0.292)
45-64 —0.237 —0.109 —0.216
(0.247) (0.266) (0.281)
65+ —0.230 0.103 —0.430
(0.260) (0.271) (0.286)
Female 0.357* 0.329* —0.008
(0.143) (0.157) (0.153)
Black 0.662* 0.662* 0.408
(0.262) (0.272) (0.266)
Hispanic 0.320 0.222 —0.130
(0.248) (0.274) (0.312)
Other 0.238 0.268 0.294
(0.288) (0.301) (0.309)
Some college —0.083 —0.445* —0.050
(0.195) (0.200) (0.210)
College grad —0.299 —0.317 —0.100
(0.203) (0.215) (0.217)
Postgrad 0.118 —0.323 0.207
(0.251) (0.238) (0.245)
Republican 0.596* 1.081*** 1.432%**
(0.260) (0.294) (0.271)
Independent 0.104 0.618** 0.973***
(0.201) (0.224) (0.205)
Moderate —0.149 0.131 —0.319
(0.352) (0.382) (0.357)
Conservative 0.164 0.569 0.492
(0.418) (0.474) (0.463)
Midwest 0.112 0.095 —0.153
(0.213) (0.243) (0.230)
South 0.043 0.005 —0.279
(0.191) (0.224) (0.216)
West —0.261 —0.007 —0.129
(0.213) (0.238) (0.216)
Suburb —0.064 —0.081 —0.404
(0.383) (0.404) (0.431)
Town 0.365 —0.123 —0.235
(0.407) (0.505) (0.444)
Rural area —0.593 —0.377 —0.062
(0.574) (0.543) (0.483)
Follows politics some of the time 0.103 —0.074 —0.018
(0.171) (0.180) (0.186)
Follows politics only now and then —0.204 0.206 0.093
(0.280) (0.283) (0.255)
Follows politics hardly at all 0.257 —0.288 —0.174
(0.336) (0.326) (0.349)
Populism Score 0.021 0.016 0.018
(0.020) (0.019) (0.022)
Conspiracy Score 0.141*** 0.162*** 0.137***
(0.012) (0.014) (0.013)
Suburb: Moderate 0.685 0.036 0.661
(0.480) (0.496) (0.515)
Town: Moderate 0.441 —0.332 0.151
(0.475) (0.527) (0.571)
Rural area: Moderate —0.396 0.148 0.205
(0.550) (0.630) (0.570)
Suburb: Conservative —0.049 0.032 —0.193
(0.543) (0.642) (0.610)
Town: Conservative 1.199 0.400 —0.225
(0.661) (0.659) (0.584)
Rural area: Conservative 0.07 —0.563 —1.096
(0.650f (0.655) (0.624)
Constant —3.777*** —4.429*** —3.572%**
(0.579) (0.612) (0.578)
Observations 1,763 1,824 1,771
Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001



Table 34: Regression Results for Aggregate Answers to Election Crime Questions

Dependent variable:

Number of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

Proportion of Election Crimes Believed

survey-weighted

normal logistic
1) (2
30-44 0.004 —0.014
(0.276) (0.189)
45-64 —0.213 —0.151
(0.272) (0.185)
65+ —0.375 —0.250
(0.270) (0.187)
Female 0.133 0.115
(0.166) (0.107)
Black 0.169 0.274
(0.277) (0.183)
Hispanic 0.057 0.087
(0.295) (0.202)
Other 0.641 0.408
(0.356) (0.226)
Some college 0.091 0.022
(0.236) (0.142)
College grad 0.120 0.041
(0.247) (0.151)
Postgrad 0.433 0.247
(0.260) (0.175)
Republican 1.400*** 0.893***
(0.346) (0.201)
Independent 0.367 0.397**
(0.198) (0.152)
Moderate —0.020 0.130
(0.326) (0.278)
Conservative 0.652 0.467
(0.493) (0.331)
Midwest 0.116 0.038
(0.242) (0.160)
South 0.059 0.013
(0.224) (0.146)
West 0.139 0.061
(0.234) (0.155)
Suburb 0.090 —0.002
(0.275) (0.326)
Town 0.074 —0.032
(0.301) (0.376)
Rural area 0.152 —0.038
(0.359) (0.418)
Follows politics some of the time —0.564** —0.251*
(0.199) (0.126)
Follows politics only now and then —0.777** —0.331
(0.280) (0.181)
Follows politics hardly at all —0.946* —0.418
(0.400) (0.234)
Populism Score 0.043 0.023
(0.023) (0.015)
Conspiracy Score 0.249*** 0.138***
(0.015) (0.010)
Suburb: Moderate 0.004 0.067
(0.428) (0.384)
Town: Moderate —0.422 —0.151
(0.489) (0.383)
Rural area: Moderate 0.145 0.168
(0.527) (0.456)
Suburb: Conservative —0.204 —0.076
(0.594) (0.450)
Town: Conservative —0.0261 0.134
(0.516) (0.467)
Rural area: Conservative —1.642** —0.684
(0.566) (0.470)
Constant —2.493*** —4.429***
(0.610) (0.464)
Observations 2,075 2,075

Log Likelihood

—5,351.092



5 Marginal Effect Plots
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Voting More Than Once
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Ballot Tampering
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Voter Impersonation
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Non-Citizen Voting
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Mail Voting Fraud
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Tampering With Results
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Software Manipulation
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Paying For Votes

plot

Education_Level effect

ity effect plot

Race_Ethnici

Gender effect plot

Age_Group effect plot

PR
il Jo@«o,
5
>
T T T
® © ¥ o

%
o o

$8)0/\ Jo4 Buiked :owny ul Jaijeg

o
-~ o o o o o

$8J0A Jo4 Buiked owny ul jeljeg

L L
T T T T
© © % o

©
&

<&

e . B
-~ o o o o o

$8JOA Jo4 Buiked owny ul jeleg

S
7 [,
>3
———
© © v o

Qe
-~ ©o o S o o

$8)0/\ Jo4 Buiked :owny ul jaijeg

L L
B F v
%
i ko,
%,
%
b [ %,
%
T T T T
© © 9w o

< 3 3 o o s %

s,
7
%Y

Education_Level

y

Race_Ethnicit,

Gender

Age_Group

plot

Urban_Rural effect

Region effect plot

Ideology effect plot

cation effect plot

Party_Iden

Q > % =
- o o o o o

L
q r &
%
2,
A 2
“,
<
7 [ %
2
2
%
q r
———— ©
© @ ¥ o

$8J0A 104 Buiked Jowny ul Jeleg

Q A B
<~ o o o o o

L L
4 F
)
%
b %
£
&
4 F s
q - 4
— T
® © ¢ o

5
&
a«.@
3
23

8]0 o4 Buiked owny ul jeleg

Qe
<~ o o o° o

$8JOA Jo4 Buiked wowny ul jelleg

\
7 [ %
2.
T
© o v N o -

. .
v
R F %
%
A I %
®,
%,
%,
1 bo, %
\A\®
bA\Q
%,
- . 0,
%, Y
T T %,
° @ o v o o %
-~ o o o o o [*4

$9)0/\ Jo4 Buiked :Jowny ul Jaijeg

Region Urban_Rural

Ideology

Party_ldentification

Conspiracy_Score effect plot

Populism_Score effect plot

$8J0A Jo4 Buifed Jowny ul jelleg

T T T T
e @« © b N =]
-~ ©o ©o o o o

80/ Jo4 Buiked owny ul Joleg

Conspiracy_Score

Populism_Score

50



Voter Registration Fraud
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Dropbox Stuffing
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