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• Preference-based motives
• Group-contingent social preferences: Employers may wish to help co-partisans or harm out-partisans
• Social association motive: Employers may wish to avoid interacting with out-partisans or may consider 

workplace culture and fit
• Non-consequentialist motive: Employers may be inherently averse to hiring out-partisans

• Belief-based motives
• Recent work shows that biased beliefs about group identities can lead to “inaccurate statistical 

discrimination” (Bohren et al. 2023)
• Both Democrats and Republicans see the other side as less intelligent and are less trusting of their 

advice on non-political matters (Hartman et al. 2023; Zhang and Rand 2023) 
• Exaggerated stereotypes of the other party may translate into beliefs that opposing partisans are less 

competent, more dishonest and willing to cheat the firm, less responsive to feedback, or generally have 
a worse work ethic 
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• We conduct a controlled, pre-registered online hiring experiment designed to assess discrimination 
relative to Independents and tease apart some of the underlying motives
• Using four different tasks that specifically address competence, shirking, volunteering, and 

responsiveness to feedback 
• Conducting a treatment that eliminates the group-contingent social preferences motive
• Eliminating by design social association motive or possibility of conflating partisanship with other 

demographics
• Eliciting beliefs about performance to assess the role of inaccurate statistical discrimination
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against each other in hiring? 
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• We recruited 1,088 (543 Rs and 545 Ds) American political partisans on Prolific to act as hiring 
managers

• Their job was to view the profiles of workers and decide how much they were willing to pay a given 
worker to complete various tasks for them

• The design builds on previous experiments in which participants make hiring decisions and receive a 
payment that depends on the actual productivity of the worker(s) they hired (Reuben et al. 2014; Bohnet et al. 
2016; Bohren et al. 2023)
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Worker Tasks

•In an earlier experiment (Abel 2024), workers from 
MTurk were asked to transcribe grocery store receipts

•The receipts varied in their legibility and workers could 
skip receipts by reporting them as illegible

•Workers were told that they could voluntarily add up 
the total price of the individual items

•Some workers received criticism midway through the 
task if their performance was below average

• This gives us four measures of productivity: % items accurately transcribed (accuracy task), 
% receipts attempted rather than skipped (shirking task), % receipts voluntarily added 
(volunteering task), and change in accuracy after criticism (feedback task)
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• In each of the other two parts of the survey, participants completed 10 more hiring decisions for 
two of the other three tasks

• To assess the role of group-contingent social preferences, participants were randomly assigned to:
• Worker Payment condition: the worker actually receives the wage paid
• No Worker Payment condition: the worker does not receive the wage

•To assess the role of beliefs and affective polarization, the final survey included an incentivized 
belief elicitation and feeling thermometer questions

•The experiment and analysis plan were pre-registered on the AEA registry

No Worker 
Payment 

Condition

Worker Payment 
Condition



How do worker characteristics influence wages?

Democrats Republicans



How do worker characteristics influence wages?

Democrats Republicans

Independents are offered wages ~2.5% lower than co-partisans



How do worker characteristics influence wages?

Democrats Republicans

Out-partisans are offered wages ~7.5% lower than co-partisans

Independents are offered wages ~2.5% lower than co-partisans



How do worker characteristics influence wages?

Democrats Republicans

Out-partisans wage penalty is ~80% of the college wage premium

Out-partisans are offered wages ~7.5% lower than co-partisans

Independents are offered wages ~2.5% lower than co-partisans



How do worker characteristics influence wages?

Democrats Republicans



Does the type of task matter?



Does the type of task matter?



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?

•  Knowing that the worker will actually receive the wage 
does not influence the co-partisan premium or out-
partisan penalty



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?
•  Knowing that the worker will actually receive the wage 

does not influence the co-partisan premium or out-
partisan penalty



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?

• Likewise, the worker payment doesn’t interact with any 
worker characteristics, for either party

•  Knowing that the worker will actually receive the wage 
does not influence the co-partisan premium or out-
partisan penalty



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?

• Likewise, the worker payment doesn’t interact with any 
worker characteristics, for either party

• The out-partisan penalty doesn’t increase even for the 
most polarized participants

•  Knowing that the worker will actually receive the wage 
does not influence the co-partisan premium or out-
partisan penalty



Is the wage penalty driven by social preferences?

• Likewise, the worker payment doesn’t interact with any 
worker characteristics, for either party

• The out-partisan penalty doesn’t increase even for the 
most polarized participants

•  Knowing that the worker will actually receive the wage 
does not influence the co-partisan premium or out-
partisan penalty



Worker Productivity and Beliefs

** n.s. *** n.s. ***

***

***
***

n.s.

***
***

***

***

***
***



Worker Productivity and Beliefs



Worker Productivity and Beliefs



Worker Productivity and Beliefs



Summary



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task

• We find that out-partisans are paid 7.5% less than co-partisans and 5% less than independents



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task

• We find that out-partisans are paid 7.5% less than co-partisans and 5% less than independents

• The results are robust across tasks that involve general competence, shirking, volunteering, and 
responsiveness to criticism



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task

• We find that out-partisans are paid 7.5% less than co-partisans and 5% less than independents

• The results are robust across tasks that involve general competence, shirking, volunteering, and 
responsiveness to criticism

• There is little evidence that group-contingent social preferences play a role



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task

• We find that out-partisans are paid 7.5% less than co-partisans and 5% less than independents

• The results are robust across tasks that involve general competence, shirking, volunteering, and 
responsiveness to criticism

• There is little evidence that group-contingent social preferences play a role

• Instead, (inaccurate) statistical discrimination seems to account for much of the wage penalty



Summary

• We conducted an experiment to test for partisan wage discrimination in a controlled hiring task

• We find that out-partisans are paid 7.5% less than co-partisans and 5% less than independents

• The results are robust across tasks that involve general competence, shirking, volunteering, and 
responsiveness to criticism

• There is little evidence that group-contingent social preferences play a role

• Instead, (inaccurate) statistical discrimination seems to account for much of the wage penalty

• Even controlling for beliefs, affective polarization explains some of the variation in wage offers, 
suggesting an identity or normative mechanism


