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Table S1. Comparison of 2016 GSS survey and 2018 Amazon Mechanical Turk sample 
 GSS (2016) MTurk (2018) 

Male 44% 42% 

White 73% 75% 

College Degree or Higher 30% 56% 

Conservative 34% 32% 

Republican (Lean Included) 35% 36% 

Monthly Church Attendance or Greater 44% 30% 

Employed Full-Time 46% 60% 

Under $20,000 Family Income 19% 12% 

Age (Mean) 49 39 
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Table S2. Variable descriptions and descriptive statistics 

Variable Description Mean SD Max Min 

Anti-
intellectualism  

Combined index of expert trust questions 0.34 0.17 1 0 

Scientist 
Mistrust 

Mistrust a lot-to-Trust a lot, 7-point, rescaled to 
3-point 

0.23 0.23 1 0 

Science 
Confidence  

A great deal/only some/hardly any confidence 
in scientific community (GSS) 

0.32 0.31 1 0 

Climate Change 
Rating of statement truth “Using coal and gas 
contributes to the greenhouse effect” (GSS, 
1993, 1994 & 2000) 

0.62 0.26 1 0 

Climate Change 

Support for statement "Earth's climate is 
warming and this is primarily due to the human 
production of greenhouse gases like carbon 
dioxide" 

0.73 0.30 1 0 

Nuclear Power 
How dangerous is nuclear power for the 
environment? (GSS, 1993, 1994 & 2010) 

0.39 0.27 1 0 

Nuclear Power 

Support for statement "Nuclear power is a safe 
and environmentally-friendly form of energy 
production compared to conventional sources of 
energy like fossil fuels"  

0.50 0.31 1 0 

GMOs 
How dangerous is modifying genes in crops for 
the environment? (GSS, 2000 & 2010) 

0.49 0.26 1 0 

GMOs 
Support for statement "Genetically modified 
foods are safe, and pose no greater risk to 
human health than non-GM foods" 

0.47 0.47 1 0 

Fluoridation 
Support for statement "Water fluoridation 
improves oral and dental health with no safety 
risk" 

0.55 0.30 1 0 

Institutional 
Confidence 

First factor from PCA of confidence questions 
on Congress, executive, Supreme Court, press, 
major businesses, and banks and financial 
institutions (GSS, reverse coded) 

0.51 0.22 1 0 

Institutional 
Confidence 

First factor from PCA of confidence questions 
on Congress, executive, Supreme Court, press, 
major businesses, and banks and financial 
institutions (MTurk, Reverse coded) 

0.69 0.20 1 0 

Populism 
First factor from PCA on populist sentiment 
questions (MTurk) 

0.57 0.20 1 0 

 
 
 

    



4 
 

Variable Description Mean SD Max Min 

Ideology 
Extremely liberal-to-extremely conservative 
(GSS) 

0.51 0.25 1 0 

Ideology 
Extremely liberal-to-extremely conservative 
(MTurk) 

0.43 0.30 1 0 

PID Strong Democrat-to-strong Republican (GSS) 0.44 0.32 1 0 

PID Strong Democrat-to-strong Republican (MTurk) 0.43 0.36 1 0 

Male GSS 0.44 0.50 1 0 

Male MTurk 0.42 0.49 1 0 

Employed Full-time worker (GSS) 0.46 0.50 1 0 

Employed Full-time worker (MTurk) 0.60 0.49 1 0 

White White, non-hispanic (GSS) 0.74 0.44 1 0 

White White, non-hispanic (MTurk) 0.75 0.43 1 0 

Age In years (GSS) 49 17.62 89 18 

Age In years (MTurk) 39 13.16 87 18 

Income 

Less than 1000/1000-2999/3000-3999/4000-
4999/5000-5999/6000-6999/7000-7999/8000-
9999/10000-14999/15000-19999/20000-
24999/25000 or more (GSS) 

10.88 2.41 12 1 

Income 
Under 20000/20000-39999/40000-
59000/60000-79000/80000-99999/100000-
119999/120000 and over (MTurk) 

3.47 1.73 7 1 

Education 
Less than high school/high school/junior 
college/bachelor degree/graduate degree (GSS) 

2.64 1.23 5 1 

Education 
Less than high school/high school/junior 
college/bachelor degree/graduate degree 
(MTurk) 

3.66 0.88 5 1 

Church 
Attendance 

Never/less than once a year/once a year/several 
times a year/once a month/2-3x a month/nearly 
every week/every week/more than once a week 
(GSS) 

3.42 2.81 8 0 

Church 
Attendance 

Never/less than once a year/once a year/several 
times a year/once a month/2-3x a month/nearly 
every week/every week/more than once a week 
(MTurk) 

2.58 2.67 8 0 

Trust 
Can't be too careful/it depends/can generally be 
trusted (GSS) 

1.31 0.92 2 0 

Trust 
Can't be too careful/it depends/can generally be 
trusted (MTurk) 

0.86 0.78 2 0 

Political 
Interest 

Not at all interested/somewhat 
interested/interested/very interested (MTurk) 

2.17 0.73 3 0 
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Table S3. Factor loadings and reliability scores for anti-intellectualism 

Anti-intellectualism  Factor loading Item-drop  

Experts 0.80 0.83 

Economists 0.73 0.84 

Scientists 0.77 0.83 

Doctors 0.74 0.84 

Legal professionals 0.68 0.84 

University professors 0.74 0.84 

Financial experts 0.69 0.84 

Cronbach's Alpha  0.86 

 
 

Table S4. Political interest, ideology interaction, MTurk, all respondents 

 Climate Nuclear GMOs Fluoride Combined 

Ideology -0.11** -0.06 -0.12* 0.17*** -0.03 

(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.01) 

Political Interest 0.04*** 0.03* 0.04** 0.08 0.04*** 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Interest * Ideology -0.09*** 0.03 -0.00 -0.10*** -0.04** 

 (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 

Constant 1.02*** 0.42*** 0.55*** 0.43*** 0.61*** 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2 0.37 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.23 

N 3187 3187 3187 3187 3187 

Note: controls for anti-intellectualism, partisanship, gender, employment, race, age, income, 
religiosity, and generalized trust; standard errors in parentheses, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Figure S1. Control condition article 

 

  

Figure S2. Independent rhetoric condition article 
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Figure S3. Partisan rhetoric condition article, Trump version 

 

 
Figure S4. Partisan rhetoric condition article, Sanders version 
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Table S5. Non-partisan and partisan rhetoric comparison 

 Climate Nuclear GMO Fluoride Combined 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Consensus Cue 0.13*** 0.05 0.11* 0.16*** 0.11*** 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 

Anti-intellectualism -0.36*** -0.27*** -0.36*** -0.32*** -0.33*** 

 (0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) 

Cue * Anti-intellectualism -0.04 -0.00 -0.02 -0.18* -0.06 

 (0.09) (0.11) (0.12) (0.10) (0.07) 

Non-Partisan Rhetoric -0.01 -0.09** -0.06 -0.01 -0.04 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Partisan Rhetoric 0.01 -0.12*** -0.03 0.01 -0.03 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) 

Cue * Non-Partisan 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.04 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 

Cue * Partisan 0.01 0.15** -0.03 -0.04 0.02 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 

Non-partisan * Anti-intellectualism 0.05 0.25** 0.22* 0.04 0.14** 

 (0.08) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.07) 

Partisan * Anti-intellectualism -0.04 0.33*** 0.19 0.04 0.13* 

 (0.09) (0.11) (0.12) (0.10) (0.07) 

Cue * Non-partisan * Anti-
intellectualism 

-0.12 -0.18 -0.24 -0.05 -0.15 

 (0.12) (0.15) (0.16) (0.15) (0.10) 

Cue * Partisan * Anti-intellectualism -0.08 -0.40*** -0.06 0.00 -0.13 

 (0.12) (0.15) (0.16) (0.15) (0.10) 

Constant 1.02*** 0.41*** 0.47*** 0.53*** 0.61*** 

R2 0.37 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.19 

N 3213 3213 3213 3213 3213 

Note: Controls for ideology, partisanship, generalized trust, and political interest and their 

interactions with the consensus cue treatments Standard errors in parentheses, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, 

***p<0.01 
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Figure S5. Moderation effect of anti-intellectualism in non-partisan and partisan rhetoric 
treatment conditions. A) Climate change; B) Nuclear power; C) GMOs; D) Fluoride; E) Average 
across issues.  

 

Table S6. Effect of rhetoric treatment on anti-intellectualism 

DV = Anti-intellectualism  
Non-Partisan Rhetoric -0.00 

 (0.01) 

Partisan Rhetoric 0.00 

 0.01 

R2 0.00 

N 3440 

Standard errors in parentheses, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Table S7. OLS estimates for H2, no controls 

 Climate Nuclear GMO Fluoride Combined 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Cue (Unconditional) -0.013 0.020* -0.00 0.033*** 0.009 

 (0.010) (0.01) (0.010) (0.010) (0.007) 

R2 0.000 0.001 0.00 0.003 0.000 

N 3613 3613 3613 3613 3613 

Cue * Anti-intellect -0.081 -0.194*** -0.138** -0.168*** -0.146*** 

 (0.054) (0.060) (0.064) (0.067) (0.040) 

Cue (Anti-intellect=0) 0.016 0.089*** 0.040 0.090*** 0.059*** 

 (0.020) (0.023) (0.025) (0.022) (0.015) 

Anti-intellect (Cue=0) -0.601*** -0.114*** -0.315*** -0.379*** -0.352*** 

 (0.038) (0.042) (0.046) (0.040) (0.028) 

R2 0.142 0.018 0.040 0.076 0.118 

N 3440 3440 3440 3440 3440 

Note: Cue (Unconditional) represents the unconditional effect of the agreement cue treatment on 
support for positions of expert consensus. Standard errors in parentheses; *<0.1, **<0.05, ***<0.01 
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Table S8. Consensus cue treatment moderated by anti-intellectualism, non-linear 

 Climate Nuclear GMO Fluoride Combined 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Anti-intellectualism -0.67*** -0.41*** -0.62*** -0.55*** -0.60*** 

(0.11) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14) (0.10) 

Cue * Anti-intellectualism 0.03 0.10* 0.10 0.13** 0.04 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.03) 

Anti-intellectualism2 0.52*** -0.08 0.02 -0.07 0.13 

 (0.16) (0.21) (0.22) (0.20) (0.14) 

Cue * Anti-intellectualism2 0.39*** 0.40** 0.48*** 0.32* 0.44*** 

 (0.13) (0.17) (0.18) (0.16) (0.11) 

Constant 1.08*** 0.40*** 0.51*** 0.58*** 0.73*** 

R2 0.37 0.04 0.08 0.10 0.18 

N 3213 3213 3213 3213 3213 

Note: controls for ideology, partisanship, generalized trust, and political interest. Standard errors in 
parentheses, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 

 

 
Figure S6. Marginal effects of expert agreement cue conditioned by anti-intellectualism, non-

linear. A) Climate change; B) Nuclear power; C) GMOs; D) Fluoride; E) Average across issues. Note: 

controls for ideology, partisanship, generalized trust, and political interest. 90% confidence intervals. 
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Observational Relationship between Populism and Anti-intellectualism 

The theory underlining H3 depends on a connection between anti-intellectualism and 

populism. It would be helpful to show this correlation does indeed exist in the real worked. 

Populism is measured two ways. I operationalize it as the first factor that emerges from a principal 

components analysis of questions in the GSS that gauge respondents’ confidence in political and 

economic institutions, such as Congress, the federal executive, the U.S. Supreme Court, major 

companies, and banks and financial institutions (a great deal/only some/hardly any). Institutional 

confidence is standing in here as a rough proxy for populism in the absence of better measures that 

were asked consistently over time. A similar confidence measure is constructed with MTurk 

respondents. In both cases each of these items load on the same factor, as shown in Table A10. 

Respondents largely do not make a distinction between political and economic institutions.  

Table S9. Factor loadings and reliability scores for institutional confidence 

Institutional Confidence 

Factor loading 
(GSS) 

Item-drop 
(GSS) 

Factor loading 
(MTurk) 

Item-drop 
(MTurk) 

Congress 0.73 0.60 0.80 0.79 

Federal executive 0.69 0.62 0.80 0.80 

Supreme Court 0.67 0.63 0.73 0.82 

Major companies 0.61 0.65 0.78 0.80 

Banks & finance 0.62 0.65 0.79 0.80 

Cronbach's Alpha  0.68  0.83 

 

Second, I built a populist sentiment index with MTurk respondents that is based on the 

predicted first factor of a principal components analysis on the level of respondent agreement with 

five statements that tap into such sentiment taken from Oliver and Rahn (2016).1 Respondent lack 

of confidence in institutions and populist sentiment are correlated in the MTurk sample (0.32). All 

measures are re-scaled from 0 to 1 where higher values represent more populist sentiment. I 

estimate the following model to predict anti-intellectualism in both the 2016 GSS and the MTurk 

sample. β1 should be significant: 

                                                           
1 1) People like me don’t have much say in what government does; 2) Politics usually boils down to a 

struggle between the people and the powerful; 3) The system is stacked against people like me; 4) It 

doesn’t really matter who you vote for because the rich control both political parties; 5) People at 

the top usually get there from some unfair advantage. (7-point, Strongly agree-to-Strongly disagree 
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anti-intellectualism = α + β
1
populism + β

2
ideology + X + ε                                         (A1) 

 

The results are plotted in Figure A7. Full estimation results are shown in Table A11. The top 

panel contains the results using the 2016 GSS. Moving the full range of populism (operationalized as 

a lack of confidence in political and economic institutions) is associated with a large reduction in 

confidence in the scientific community of 0.33 points on a 0-1 scale (p<0.001).  

The operationalization of both anti-intellectualism and populism is unsatisfactory in the GSS, 

so I turn to the MTurk sample, the results of which are plotted in the bottom panel of Figure A1. 

This panel displays the coefficients from a series of models that utilize each combination of my 

variables of interest. For example, the first model, represented by the circle, operationalizes the 

dependent variable as mistrust in scientists (DV: Scientist Mistrust), while populism is represented 

by the institutional confidence index (IV: Confidence). The second model, signified by the diamond, 

uses the populism index (IV: Populism) in lieu of the confidence in institutions measure, while 

keeping the dependent variable the same.  

For the first model, moving the full range of institutional (lack of) confidence is associated 

with a large increase in scientist mistrust of 0.17 points (p<0.001) after controlling for other factors. 

Similarly, for model 2, moving the full range of the populism index is associated with an increase in 

scientist mistrust of 0.14 points (p<0.001). This result holds when using our more complete index of 

anti-intellectualism in models 3 and 4. Moving the full range of institutional (lack of) confidence is 

associated with an increase in anti-intellectualism of a sizable 0.28 points (p<0.001), while moving 

the full range of the populism index is linked to a large increase of 0.21 points (p<0.001). Regardless 

of specification, there is a strong, robust association between anti-intellectualism and populism. The 

strength of this association rivals and even exceeds that of ideology and anti-intellectualism. 
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Figure S7. Association between anti-intellectualism and populism with the 2016 GSS (top) 
and MTurk sample (bottom). Note: controls for gender, employment status, race, age, income, 
education, church attendance, partisanship, generalized trust, and political interest (MTurk only). 95 
and 90% confidence intervals. 
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Table S10. Determinants of anti-intellectualism, GSS and MTurk 

 Lack of Confidence in 
Science (GSS) 

Scientist Mistrust 
(MTurk) 

Anti-intellectualism 
(MTurk) 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Lack of Confidence in 
Institutions 

0.33*** 0.17***  0.20***  

(0.04) (0.03)  (0.02)  

Populism   0.14***  0.22*** 
   (0.03)  (0.02) 

Ideology 0.05 0.19*** 0.18*** 0.14*** 0.13*** 
 (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 

PID 0.04 0.10*** 0.09*** 0.07*** 0.06*** 
 (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 

Male -0.06*** 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Employed 0.04** 0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.01 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

White -0.07*** -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 
 (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Age 0.00*** 0.00 0.00 0.00*** 0.00*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Income 0.00 -0.01** -0.01** -0.01*** -0.01** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Education -0.04*** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01** -0.01* 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Church Attendance 0.02*** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.00*** 0.00** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Trust 0.04*** -0.02** -0.01* -0.02*** -0.02*** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Political Interest  -0.02** -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Constant 0.07 0.05 0.08* 0.14*** 0.13*** 

R2 0.16 0.20 0.19 0.24 0.25 

N 1455 1062 1083 1027 1044 

Note: Sampling weight WTSSALL applied for GSS sample. Standard errors in parentheses, *p<0.1, 
**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Figure S8. Marginal effects of consensus cue treatment across anti-intellectualism by 
rhetoric condition and level of political interest. Note: political interest dichotomized between 
those who are very interested in politics “1” and everyone else “0”.  
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Table S11. Association between Oliver & Rahn anti-intellectualism measure and climate 

skepticism, logistic regression 

  
Oliver & Rahn Anti-Intellectualism 0.71*** 
 (0.16) 

Ideology -3.02*** 
 (0.21) 

GOP PID -0.17 

 (0.19) 

Democratic PID 0.61*** 

 (0.19) 

PID Strength -0.04 

 (0.51) 

Male -0.08 
 (0.09) 

Employed -0.00 
 (0.09) 

White 0.27*** 
 (0.10) 

Age -0.01* 
 (0.00) 

Income 0.02 
 (0.03) 

High School -0.21 
 (0.66) 

Some College 0.33 

 (0.65) 

College 0.26 

 (0.65) 

Post-College 0.63 

 (0.66) 

Church Attendance -0.05*** 

 (0.02) 

Constant 1.13* 

N 3320 

Note: Logistic regression coefficients. Outcome variable is dichotomized 1 = strongly agree or agree 

with climate science consensus (60%), 0 if otherwise (40%), which is comparable to Motta’s measure 

(1=57%). Anti-intellectualism measured with Oliver and Rahn’s (2016) question based on levels of 

agreement with the following statement “I’d rather put my trust in the wisdom of ordinary people 

than the opinions of experts and intellectuals”. The average of 0.56 on the 0-1 scale in the MTurk 

sample was comparable to Motta’s representative online panel survey (M=0.58). Moving from 0 to 1 

there is a 16% decrease in the likelihood of being skeptical of climate science at some level holding 

other variables at their means – comparable to the 17-21% found by Motta. Standard errors in 

parentheses, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01. 


