
Errata for How Experiments Help Campaigns
Persuade Voters

Six corrections to Hewitt, Broockman, Coppock, Tappin, Slezak, Coffman, Lubin and Hamidian,
“How Experiments Help Campaigns Persuade Voters: Evidence from a Large Archive of Campaigns’
Own Experiments,” American Political Science Review (2024), 10.1017/S0003055423001387.

None of them changes a conclusion of the article. Entries 1 to 5 correct numbers, and in each case
the corrected figure is the one the article’s own tables already print, recomputed here from the
deposited data at Harvard Dataverse (10.7910/DVN/LBPSSV). Corrected values on the percentage
point scale are given at one decimal place throughout; the reliability coefficient in entry 5 keeps the
article’s own two decimals, since one would erase the correction. Entry 6 corrects the reference list
against the deposit’s own recorded authorship. The changed token is bold on both sides of each
entry.

1. The 2018 standard deviation of true effects on vote choice

The article gives this quantity as 1.5 points in two places. Table 2 gives it as 1.42.

In addition, we find that common theories […] our meta-analytic results indicate that
the standard deviation of the distribution of true treatment effects were 1.5 points, 0.5
points, and 0.3 points, respectively, or roughly about half the size of the average effect.
(p. 2)

Corrected: our meta-analytic results indicate that the standard deviation of the distribution of true
treatment effects were 1.4 points, 0.5 points, and 0.3 points, respectively, or roughly about half the
size of the average effect.

In 2018, the estimated standard deviation of the true treatment effects ( ̂𝜏) was 1.5 points,
but in both the downballot and presidential races in 2020, the standard deviations were
smaller, at 0.5 and 0.3 percentage points. (p. 10)

Corrected: In 2018, the estimated standard deviation of the true treatment effects ( ̂𝜏) was 1.4
points, but in both the downballot and presidential races in 2020, the standard deviations were
smaller, at 0.5 and 0.3 percentage points.

The reanalysis returns 1.42, which is what Table 2 prints and which rounds to 1.4. The two 2020
figures are correct as published.
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2. The range of R-squared values for vote choice

When we include all primary hypotheses in one meta-regression, the adjusted 𝑅2 values
range between 0.12 and 0.34 for favorability and between 0 and 0.32 for vote choice.
(p. 11)

Corrected: When we include all primary hypotheses in one meta-regression, the adjusted 𝑅2 values
range between 0.12 and 0.34 for favorability and between 0 and 0.39 for vote choice.

The three vote choice cells of the “𝑅̂2 (all vs. control)” row of Dataverse Appendix Table DA28 are
0.32, 0.39 and <0. The sentence takes the 2018 figure as the upper end of the range where the 2020
downballot figure is larger. The favorability range in the same sentence is correct.

3. The average survey treatment effect quoted in Appendix C.1

Compared these values with the average survey treatment effects 𝜇 from Table OA2, we
calculate the survey-to-field conversion factor to be approximately 100 (= 0.015 / 1.53)
based on the 2020 Downballot dataset. (Online Appendix, p. OA20)

Corrected: Compared these values with the average survey treatment effects 𝜇 from Table OA2, we
calculate the survey-to-field conversion factor to be approximately 100 (= 0.015 / 1.51) based on
the 2020 Downballot dataset.

Table OA2 gives 1.51 for the 2020 downballot mean effect on the dichotomised vote choice scale,
which the reanalysis returns exactly. The conversion factor is unchanged at approximately 100.

4. The last 2020 downballot study in Table 1

The “Last study” cell of Table 1’s 2020 downballot row reads 2020-12-22.

Corrected: 2020-12-25.

The changed artifact is that cell alone; every other cell of Table 1 reproduces. The deposited code
reads the last row of the study file rather than the latest date, and the file is not in date order: the
study dated 2020-12-22 is the last row, and the study dated 2020-12-25 is the last study.

5. The reliability of the pushiness rating

Research assistants were highly consistent in their ratings of the most explicit features
such as the race and gender of the primary messenger (single-rater ICC > 0.8), but less
consistent in their ratings of the most subjective characteristics, such as how “pushy”
the ad was (single-rater ICC = 0.23). (p. 8)

Corrected: Research assistants were highly consistent in their ratings of the most explicit features
such as the race and gender of the primary messenger (single-rater ICC > 0.8), but less consistent
in their ratings of the most subjective characteristics, such as how “pushy” the ad was (single-rater
ICC = 0.22).
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A rounding error rather than a different quantity: the deposited single-rater intraclass correlation
for the pushiness item is 0.2230. The claim about the messenger items in the same sentence holds.

6. The article’s own data citation drops its sixth author

Hewitt, Luke, David Broockman, Alexander Coppock, Ben M. Tappin, James Slezak,
Nathaniel Lubin, et al. 2024. “Replication Data for: How Experiments Help Campaigns
Persuade Voters…” Harvard Dataverse. Dataset. (p. 18)

Corrected: Hewitt, Luke, David Broockman, Alexander Coppock, Ben M. Tappin, James Slezak,
Valerie Coffman, et al. 2024. “Replication Data for: How Experiments Help Campaigns Persuade
Voters…” Harvard Dataverse. Dataset.

The deposit’s own author list is the article’s byline: Hewitt, Broockman, Coppock, Tappin, Slezak,
Coffman, Lubin, Hamidian. The entry drops the sixth author and promotes the seventh into
her place, so its “et al.” stands for two authors where it should stand for three. Harvard
Dataverse, doi 10.7910/DVN/LBPSSV; the same eight names in the same order at Crossref,
doi 10.1017/S0003055423001387.
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