Abstract
Perceptions of social norms, and how those norms change over time, play a central role in shaping how people understand and respond to political divides. We developed and iteratively refined dynamic-norm messages about bipartisan attitude change to reduce divisive outparty perceptions and attitudes in a US context. We first identified real-world issues that gained support over time among both Democrats and Republicans and were judged as believable. Study 1 documented systematic misperceptions of attitude change across a range of social issues and linked these misperceptions to colder outparty feelings. We then tested intervention messages that adapted standard static-norm templates with the addition of information about change over time (dynamic norm; Study 2). This intervention increased expectations of future common ground but did not reliably improve downstream outparty attitudes. Next, we tested a refined intervention message that isolated dynamic norm information (Study 3). The refined dynamic norm message increased expected common ground and expected future feelings of belonging among the outparty and was associated with small but reliable increases in outparty warmth and positive outparty impressions relative to control. These results suggest that emphasizing trajectories of public opinion without highlighting current partisan gaps may be a useful strategy for reducing polarization.
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Partisans Misperceive and are Influenced by Dynamic Norms
Introduction
	The American political landscape is continually evolving. Over the past 25 years, public opinion has shifted significantly on a number of issues. For instance, support for gay marriage has increased by 44% (McCarthy, 2022), support for legalizing marijuana has increased by 45% (Saad, 2024), and support for the death penalty has decreased by 23% (Gallup, 2023). The extent to which public opinion influences peoples’ attitudes, however, depends in part on how accurately people perceive social reality. Indeed, a growing body of research shows that Americans frequently misperceive others’ attitudes, especially those of political outgroup members (e.g., Ahler, 2014). Such misperceptions exacerbate partisan conflict (Enders & Armaly, 2019).
Correcting misperceptions is one strategy for reducing polarization, but prior research on informational interventions has focused almost exclusively on perceptions of current reality (e.g., current outparty attitudes; e.g., Hall et al., 2025; Voelkel et al., 2023; 2024). These interventions have produced mixed results (Li, 2020; Nyhan & Reifler, 2010; Ahn et al., 2021; Voelkel et al., 2023). In contrast, far less is known about perceptions of trends (but see Mastroianni & Dana, 2022; Mortensen et al., 2019) and temporal dynamics, such as changes in inparty and outparty attitudes over time. Although people often misjudge broader trends in public opinion and attitude change over time (Miller, 2023; Mastroianni & Dana, 2022), prior work has not tested whether these trend misperceptions differ for inparty versus outparty opinions, or whether correcting them could help mitigate polarization. Interventions that highlight constructive dynamic trends may increase expectations of future interparty similarity and encourage people to adjust their attitudes in line with anticipated interparty convergence (see also Mortensen et al., 2019). In the current work, we iteratively develop a dynamic norm intervention that communicates increasing bipartisan support across a range of issues, and we evaluate its impact on key indicators of political polarization.
Static and Dynamic Norms
Partisan conflict manifests as ideological polarization, increasing divisions in policy preferences and ideological beliefs along party lines (Rogowski & Sutherland, 2016; Webster & Abramowitz, 2017), and affective polarization, growing antipathy toward the outparty (Iyengar et al., 2019). Polarization of both sorts threatens social cohesion, undermines democratic norms, and hinders bipartisan cooperation (see e.g., Druckman et al., 2013; Rudolph & Hetherington, 2021). Addressing partisan hostility requires, in part, understanding the central role that perceived social norms play in driving individual and collective behavior. 
The concept of norms has been defined in several ways across the social sciences. Scholars commonly distinguish between descriptive norms, which concern perceptions of what others do, believe, or support, and injunctive norms, which concern perceptions of what others approve of or believe ought to be done (e.g., Eriksson et al., 2015; Sparkman & Walton, 2017; Van Kleef et al., 2019). Similar distinctions appear in political science. For example, Groenendyk et al. (2023) define injunctive norms as shared beliefs about what group members ought to do and distinguish these norms from members' personal preferences. Likewise, Helmke and Rath (2025) define political norms as informal behavioral rules sustained by both empirical expectations about what others will do and normative expectations about what others believe one ought to do.
At the same time, norm researchers differ in the phenomena they emphasize. Some definitions focus on norms as behavioral rules that regulate conduct through shared expectations and social enforcement. Other approaches focus on individuals' perceptions of social patterns, including perceptions of what others believe, support, or do. The dynamic norms literature falls within this latter tradition. Specifically, dynamic norms are perceptions that a belief, attitude, or behavior is becoming more or less prevalent within a group over time (Sparkman & Walton, 2017).
Our work builds on the dynamic norms framework. Specifically, we focus on perceived descriptive norms regarding partisan attitudes and policy preferences. Thus, our focus is not on normative expectations about what partisans should believe or support. Rather, we examine perceptions of how prevalent particular beliefs, attitudes, or behaviors are within partisan groups and how they are changing over time. Accordingly, we define perceived descriptive norms as perceptions of how prevalent a belief, attitude, or behavior is within a group, regardless of whether it is held by a majority (e.g., “40% of Republicans support the death penalty”). We distinguish between two forms of perceived descriptive norms. Perceived static norms concern beliefs about the current prevalence of an attitude, belief, or behavior within a group (e.g., “Most Americans believe climate change is a serious problem”). Perceived dynamic norms concern beliefs about how the prevalence of an attitude, belief, or behavior within a group has changed over time (e.g., “More and more Americans are starting to believe climate change is a serious problem”; Sparkman & Walton, 2017). Whereas static norms communicate information about where groups currently stand, dynamic norms communicate information about the direction in which groups are moving. As such, dynamic norms may shape expectations about future consensus both within and between groups.
Our framework is also related to research examining the consequences of anticipated demographic change. For example, studies of the projected transition to a majority-minority United States have shown that information about future demographic trajectories can shape intergroup attitudes, perceived threat, and political preferences (Craig & Richeson, 2014a, 2014b; Craig et al., 2018). However, whereas demographic trajectory research focuses on projected changes in group composition, the present research focuses on perceived dynamic norms regarding attitudes and policy preferences—that is, perceptions of how the prevalence of particular beliefs is changing over time within partisan groups.
In the present studies, the information of interest concerns both current levels of support for social and political issues and changes in that support over time within partisan groups. We therefore examine whether people accurately perceive these static and dynamic norms and whether correcting misperceptions about them alters expectations about future interparty agreement. Our central claim is that people often misperceive not only where partisan groups currently stand, but also the direction in which they are moving, and that correcting these misperceptions can influence evaluations of the outparty.
Perceptions of Partisan Norms
Prior work suggests polarization is partly driven by inaccurate perceptions of partisan static norms (Iyengar et al., 2019). People tend to exaggerate interparty differences and hostility (e.g., Chambers et al., 2006; Lees & Cikara, 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020). Individuals often overestimate the extremity (Ahler, 2014) and underestimate the diversity (Fernbach & Van Boven, 2022) of outgroup views. For example, Democrats and Republicans both tend to believe that twice as many outparty members hold extreme positions than actually do (Yudkin et al., 2019). They also significantly underestimate the extent to which outparty members support democratic values (Pasek et al., 2022). Recent work has further documented misperceptions concerning democratic norms and commitments to democratic institutions (e.g., Voelkel et al., 2023, 2024; Braley et al., 2023).
Misperceiving partisan static norms also has tangible consequences. Research shows that perceived differences in policy preferences are more strongly associated with affective polarization than actual differences (Enders & Armaly, 2019). Similarly, when people underestimate how much they agree with outparty views, they overestimate how distressing it will be to engage with outparty media, which in turn drives selective exposure to information that confirms their preexisting beliefs (Dorison et al., 2019). Underestimating the willingness of outparty members to engage in dialogue further discourages cross-party contact (Collins et al., 2022). The result is a self-reinforcing cycle where distorted beliefs about the outparty deepen polarization, discouraging openness and rewarding hostility (Iyengar et al., 2019), thereby entrenching these misperceptions.
Fewer studies have examined how Americans perceive changes in political attitudes over time, and how those beliefs about change shape polarization. Recent national polling suggests that Americans hold broadly pessimistic views about the current and future state of U.S. politics. In a 2019 survey, 85% of Americans said that political debate has become more negative and less respectful (Drake & Kiley 2019). More recent polls highlight escalating concern: in 2025, a majority of Trump and Harris supporters expected politically motivated violence to increase and believed that a political candidate would be assassinated in the next few years (Doherty, 2025). There are also partisan asymmetries. For example, far more Republicans than Democrats think the country is headed in the right direction on several issues, such as free speech (Griswold, 2025), the economy, immigration, and foreign relations (Contreras, 2025). These findings suggest that perceptions about change may have similar influence on polarization as current levels of agreement. That is, Americans appear to misperceive both current partisan differences and how those differences are changing over time.
Correcting Misperceptions
Interventions designed to correct inaccurate perceptions of partisan beliefs have focused on targeting misperceptions of static norms, showing mixed results in reducing polarizing attitudes and beliefs (Ruggeri et al., 2021). Prior work shows that informing people about true levels of current interparty agreement on specific issues can reduce perceived differences and decrease the extremity of participants’ own opinions (Ahler, 2014). For instance, correcting overestimates of current outparty support for violence has been found to reduce support for violence (Mernyk et al., 2022) and correcting meta-perceptions of dehumanization can reduce dehumanization of the outparty (Landry et al., 2022). Similarly, exposing participants to examples of outparty leaders who hold counter-stereotypical policy beliefs can reduce perceptions of outparty extremity (Myers & Hvidsten, 2024). Furthermore, informing partisans that members of different political parties share the same beliefs and values also appears to have positive effects for political cooperation (Syropoulos & Leidner, 2023; Wolf & Hanel, 2024). 
However, recent research highlights important limitations of static perception-correction interventions. Studies suggest that these interventions often have inconsistent effects (Li, 2020; Nyhan & Reifler, 2010; Dias et al., 2024), are vulnerable to erosion over time (Druckman, 2023), and frequently fail to produce improvements in downstream outcomes, such as the general accuracy of outparty beliefs (Ahn et al., 2021), attitudes toward outgroup members (Hopkins et al., 2019; Moore-Berg & Hameiri, 2024), or reductions in anti-democratic beliefs (Voelkel et al., 2023). One reason for these limited effects may be that positive responses hinge on updating individuals’ perceptions of the current political reality, which are often resistant to change.
Here, we examine dynamic norm interventions, which emphasize increasing interparty agreement on social issues over time and thus aim to revise perceptions of the potential future political reality, as an alternative pathway toward reducing polarization. Expectations of future attitude and behavior change serve as a signal of emerging norms (Sparkman & Walton, 2017). Research suggests that framing behaviors and beliefs as fluid rather than fixed can encourage openness to change by reducing the identity threat often associated with adopting new views (Mortensen et al., 2019; Sparkman & Walton, 2017). Rather than asking participants to accept that the outparty is already more similar to the inparty than they previously thought, dynamic norm interventions instead suggest that the attitudes of Democrats and Republicans are becoming more similar over time. 
Importantly, perceptions of dynamic norms are conceptually distinct from perceptions of future interparty agreement. Dynamic norm perceptions concern beliefs about how attitudes within partisan groups are changing over time, whereas perceptions of future interparty agreement concern beliefs about how much the two groups will share in common. By signaling convergence in the trajectory of partisan attitudes, dynamic norm messages may lead individuals to expect greater common ground between Democrats and Republicans, even when substantial differences remain in the present. In doing so, dynamic norm interventions can activate preconformity, the motivation to adopt attitudes and behaviors in anticipation of future group consensus (Sparkman & Walton, 2017). Thus, expecting greater interparty agreement may motivate individuals to update their attitudes and beliefs about the outparty more in accordance with those expectations. Specifically, if people believe the inparty and outparty will become more similar in the future, they may preemptively feel more positively toward the outparty in the present, fostering more favorable views of the outparty before interparty consensus actually occurs.
We propose dynamic norm interventions as complementary to, rather than competing with, static norm interventions. By highlighting trajectories over time, dynamic norm messages may prevent individuals from interpreting a statistic about partisan agreement as a fluke or situational anomaly. Dynamic norm messaging may be particularly useful for issues in which current bipartisan agreement is limited, such as support for federal poverty assistance (GSS, 2023). For example:
Static Norm Framing
“As of 2022, 87% of Democrats and 52% of Republicans believe the government should spend more on poverty assistance.”
Dynamic Norm Framing
“Between 2014 and 2022, the proportion of Democrats who believe the government should spend more on poverty assistance increased 13%, while Republican support increased 14%.”
Given the 35% gap in support between Democrats and Republicans, a static norm framing may be inadvisable for this issue because it foregrounds partisan disagreement. By presenting attitudes captured at a single time point, it provides no information about whether partisan differences are shifting or stable, making it easier for individuals to assume that these differences are fixed. In contrast, the dynamic norm framing highlights bipartisan growth in support over time. By emphasizing shared movement rather than static division, this framing makes it easier for individuals to construe support for the issue (i.e., poverty assistance) as an emerging American social norm rather than a partisan position.
Current Studies
In the current work, we use an iterative, multi-study approach to test whether dynamic norm messaging influences perceptions of future polarization and, in turn, downstream indicators of affective polarization, including how individuals view and feel toward the outparty. Specifically, we examine two facets of perceived future polarization as pathways through which dynamic norm messages may reduce divisiveness: expected future interparty common ground and expected future feelings of belonging with the outparty.
	Across a pilot, three pre-registered[footnoteRef:2] studies and a supplemental study, we examined whether Americans misperceive bipartisan trends and iteratively developed a dynamic norm intervention for improving outparty perceptions. We summarize our intervention development process in Figure 1. In a pilot study, we first identified real statistics on a set of “increasingly bipartisan issues”, topics for which both Republicans and Democrats show increasing support and verified that participants judged these statics as believable.  [2:  Study 1 preregistration: https://osf.io/a9znf/?view_only=a405414ff7194beebe2d1788d1a37779; Study 2 preregistration: https://osf.io/7ea8p/?view_only=510929e1ccc84081a2bfc44ae23c1ee6; Study 3 preregistration: https://osf.io/jwrqu/?view_only=b935c1bda50143a5b1b7fbfb5562dd30.] 

Study 1 established the empirical foundation for the intervention by examining perceptions of current inparty and outparty support for increasing bipartisan issues, as well as perceptions of how this support has changed over time. We hypothesized that participants would systematically misperceive support for these issues as having decreased or remained stable over time (H1) and that greater misperceptions of partisan dynamic norms would be associated with higher levels of affective polarization (H2). 
Studies 2 and 3 then iteratively tested interventions to correct these misperceptions, allowing us to assess whether dynamic norm information can increase expected common ground and whether such changes translate into downstream shifts in outparty perceptions. Study 2 adapted a traditional static norm intervention to include dynamic information, presenting participants with corrective messages that conveyed both current levels of partisan support and how those levels had changed over time. Study 3 then isolated dynamic norm information by removing static prevalence cues. Study 3 also asked participants to explicitly state their perceptions before receiving corrective information (Study 3).
We hypothesized that exposure to dynamic norm information would increase expected future interparty common ground (H3) and expected future outparty belonging (H4) relative to a control condition. Additionally, we hypothesized that exposure to dynamic norm information would be associated with greater outparty warmth (H5a), positive outparty evaluations (H5b) and perceived self-outparty overlap (H5c). Finally, we hypothesized that the dynamic norm condition would have an indirect effect on indicators of affective polarization relative to the control via expected common ground (H6a) and expected outparty belonging (H6b). The materials and data for the current studies can be found on OSF: https://osf.io/2djgq/?view_only=a71e061f5dcc4a9591552478e6aacc19.
	Participants for all studies were recruited and compensated via Prolific and completed the study via Qualtrics. All analyses were conducted in RStudio[footnoteRef:3] (R Core Team, 2025). All studies received approval from the Boston College Institutional Review Board. [3:  Degrees of freedom for the fixed effects in all linear mixed effects models were approximated using Satterthwaite's method.] 



Figure 1
Partisan Dynamic Norm Intervention Development Process[image: A screenshot of a cell phone
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Pilot Study
	In a pilot study, we aimed to identify issues for which both Democrat and Republican support is increasing over time. First, we conducted a review of existing polling information that could allow us to identify social issues for inclusion in the research. Statistics were collected from national reports such as the American National Election Survey (ANES) and the General Social Survey (GSS) and captured growing bipartisan support for a variety of issues. We identified 16 increasingly bipartisan issues, reported in Table 1, and assessed the believability of these statistics. Although we aimed to identify an equal number of issues for which Democrats or Republicans had greater support, Democrats tended to show greater support across most of the issues we selected. On roughly half of these issues, Democrats expressed majority support (>50%) while Republicans did not; on the other half, both parties expressed majority support. Notably, because our dynamic norm interventions relied on communicating empirically documented changes in attitudes over time, issues were selected based on the availability of clear longitudinal evidence of increasing support within both partisan groups. While democratic norms and democratic commitments are important topics in the broader misperceptions literature (e.g., Braley et al., 2023), we were unable to identify comparable examples of clear and consistent bipartisan convergence on democratic norms that would permit analogous dynamic norm stimuli.
Participants
	Participants were 50 American adults (Mage = 36.84, SDage = 13.32; 18 men, 32 women; 11 Republicans, 23 Democrats, 15 Independents). Pilot data were collected in April 2024. 
Methods
	First, participants read 16 increasingly bipartisan issues, displayed in a random order. After reading each norm, participants rated the extent to which they “believe the information about changes in the opinions of [Democrats/Republicans] to be true”, separately, on 7-point scales from 1 (not at all) to 7 (completely). They also rated how the information makes them feel on a 7-point bipolar scale from 1 (very bad) to 7 (very good).
Results and Discussion
We examined the mean believability of the information regarding Democrat and Republican support, separately, for each norm (Table 1). Overall, the mean believability of changes in Democrat support was 5.04 (SD = 1.37) and the mean believability of changes in Republican support was 3.87 (SD = 1.49), a mean difference of 1.17 (SD = 0.49). Although believability ratings for changes in Republican support were lower than those for Democrat support, they still averaged close to the midpoint of the scale. As such, they may still be susceptible to updating their perceptions after exposure to these statistics. Indeed, prior work shows that even information judged as less credible can nonetheless influence attitudes and behaviors through exposure and familiarity (e.g., Lewandowsky et al., 2012). While this imbalance limits the generalizability of our findings, it may also align with broader trends in perceived opinion change. In particular, Americans often perceive public attitudes as shifting leftward over time, consistent with stereotypes of the present as being more liberal than the past (Mastroianni & Dana, 2022).
On average, participants felt slightly better than neutral after reading each norm (Mean = 4.46, SD = 1.38). Democrats (Mean = 4.57, SD = 0.72) did not feel significantly different from Republicans (Mean = 4.17, SD = 0.98).
To select norms for use in Study 1, we considered both the absolute believability of Republican support (given that it was generally lower than the believability of Democrat support), the relative gap between the believability of Democratic and Republican support, and the need to include a variety of issues to avoid concentrating participants’ attention on a single domain. We selected 12 norms for inclusion in Study 1, as reported in Table 1. For these issues, the mean believability of changes in Democrat support was 4.93 (SD = 1.40) and the mean believability of changes in Republican support was 3.90 (SD = 1.53), a mean difference of 1.03 (SD = 0.49).

Table 1

All Norm Stimuli Tested in Pilot Study

	Source
	Dynamic Norm
	Believability
Mean (SD)
	Selected for Inclusion

	
	
	Democrat Support
	Republican Support
	

	ANES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who somewhat or strongly agree that “If people were treated equally, we’d have fewer problems” has increased over time. Between 2012 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who agree increased 13% (73.2% to 86.2%) and the proportion of Republicans who agree increased 2.7% (45.4% to 48.1%).
	5.14 (1.41)
	4.24 (1.36)
	Yes

	ANES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who favor laws to protect gays and lesbians from job discrimination has increased over time. Between 2008 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who favor has increased 14% (78.2% to 92.4%) and the proportion of Republicans who favor has increased 15.2% (65.4% to 80.6%). 
	5.36 (1.34)
	3.84 (1.68)
	Yes

	ANES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe gays and lesbians should be allowed to adopt has increased over time. Between 2008 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 27.6% (60.9% to 88.5%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 29.9% (37.8% to 67.7%). 
	5.44 (1.39)
	3.76 (1.46)
	No

	ANES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe gays and lesbians should be allowed to legally marry has increased over time. Between 2012 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who support same-sex marriage has increased 23% (59.4% to 82.2%) and the proportion of Republicans who support same-sex marriage has increased 25.4% (24.1% to 49.5%). 
	5.32 (1.19)
	3.70 (1.28)
	No

	ANES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe the government should help improve the social and economic position of black people has increased over time. Between 2008 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 36.2% (27.6% to 63.8%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 7.9% (7.1% to 15%). 
	4.96 (1.48)
	3.72 (1.60)
	Yes

	GSS
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe men and women are equally well suited for politics has increased over time. Between 2010 and 2018, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 13% (80% to 93%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 12% (68% to 80%). 
	5.14 (1.46)
	4.32 (1.48)
	Yes

	GSS
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe homosexuals should be allowed to teach has increased over time. Between 2008 and 2021, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 12% (83% to 95%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 17% (72% to 89%). 
	5.36 (1.19)
	3.64 (1.52)
	No

	GSS
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe the government should spend more on assistance for childcare has increased over time. Between 2012 and 2022, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 23% (53% to 76%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 15% (32% to 47%). 
	5.36 (1.06)
	4.06 (1.20)
	No

	GSS
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe the government should spend more on dealing with drug addiction has increased over time. Between 2012 and 2022, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 18% (57% to 75%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 15% (50% to 63%). 
	4.98 (1.17)
	4.32 (1.36)
	Yes

	GSS
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe the government should spend more on assistance to the poor has increased over time. Between 2014 and 2022, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 13% (74% to 87%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 14% (38% to 52%). 
	4.90 (1.39)
	3.72 (1.41)
	Yes

	CES
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who support granting conditional legal status to undocumented people has increased over time. Between 2014 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who believe this has increased 22.4% (66.1% to 88.5%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this has increased 18.5% (27.8% to 46.3%). 
	4.96 (1.38)
	3.10 (1.45)
	Yes

	Public Agenda
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who support raising the minimum wage so full-time jobs pay well enough to keep people above the poverty line has increased over time. Between February and August 2020, the proportion of Democrats who support this increased 7% (80% to 87%) and the proportion of Republicans who support this increased 15% (47% to 62%). 
	5.02 (1.30)
	3.66 (1.48)
	Yes

	Gallup
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who say that the Republican and Democratic parties do such a poor job that third party is needed has increased over time. Between 2012 and 2022, the proportion of Democrats who desire a third major political party increased 10% (36% to 46%) and the proportion of Republicans who desire a third major political party increased 18% (40% to 58%).
	4.00 (1.80)
	3.82 (1.76)
	Yes

	Gallup
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe environmental protection should be prioritized over economic growth has increased over time. Between 2011 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who believe this increased 33% (46% to 78%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this increased 15% (19% to 34%).
	5.00 (1.18)
	3.86 (1.74)
	Yes

	Pew Research
	The proportion of Democrats and Republicans who believe climate change is a major threat has increased over time. Between 2013 and 2020, the proportion of Democrats who believe this increased 25% (58% to 83%) and the proportion of Republicans who believe this increased 7% (22% to 30%).
	5.42 (1.09)
	4.24 (1.36)
	Yes

	Brookings Institute
	Oversight letters are letters which are sent by members of the House of Representatives to keep the government accountable and transparent. The proportion of oversight letters that are bipartisan is increasing over time. Between 2019 and 2021, the proportion of oversight letters that were bipartisan increased 22% (from 7% to 29%).
	4.28 (1.16)
	3.98 (1.30)
	Yes




Study 1
	In Study 1, we examined how accurately individuals perceive the bipartisan norms identified in the pilot study. We tested whether participants would systematically misperceive support for these issues as having decreased or remained stable over time (H1) and whether greater misperceptions would be associated with higher levels of affective polarization (H2).
Methods
Participants
	We recruited 200 Democrats and 200 Republicans using Prolific preselection criteria. At the end of the study[footnoteRef:4], participants were asked “Overall, how much were you paying attention to this study while you were taking it?” on a Likert scale from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Completely). Participants who responded below a 5 on this scale were excluded. Before responding to the item, participants were told “Please answer the following question as honestly as possible. Your answer to this question WILL NOT affect whether or not you get compensated for participation.” After excluding participants who failed this attention check and those who did not identify as Republicans or Democrats, 368 participants remained. Participants were American adults (Mage = 37.55, SDage = 11.42; 142 men, 217 women, 9 nonbinary/other; 185 Republicans, 183 Democrats). Study 1 data were collected in July 2024. [4:  We note that this attention check was administered after the experimental manipulation and therefore could, in principle, be affected by treatment condition. However, exclusion rates were uniformly low across conditions in all three studies (approximately 1–3% per condition), providing little evidence that the procedure differentially removed participants across experimental groups.] 

Sensitivity Analysis
A sensitivity analysis indicated that Study 1 (N = 368) had 80% power to detect an incremental effect of dynamic-norm accuracy on outparty warmth of partial r = .145 (partial R2 = .021), corresponding to approximately 2.0 warmth points per 10 percentage-point increase in accuracy (controlling for static norm accuracy).
Materials
	Participants were asked about their perceptions of each of the 12 bipartisan norms selected in the pilot study in a random order. Participants were asked to indicate what percent of Democrats and Republicans, separately, they think currently support each issue by entering a number between 0 and 100 in a text box. They were also asked to indicate how they think the support of Democrats and Republicans, separately, has changed over time on a 7-point bipolar scale (1 – They are much more opposed, 4 – No change, 7 – They are much more supportive). Participants then indicated how warmly or coldly they feel toward Democrats and Republicans, separately, on a slider scale from 0 (Very Cold/Unfavorably) to 100 (Very Warm/Favorably) and completed a demographics questionnaire.
Results
Misperceptions of Static Norms
Running Head: IN-AND-OUT-PARTY DYNAMIC NORMS 	2

PARTISAN DYNAMIC NORMS 		2

To examine the perception accuracy of static norms, we calculated the difference between perceived support and actual support on each of the bipartisan norms. Since we do not have data on current support, by party, for bipartisan oversight, we excluded this stimulus from analyses. In line with prior work (Lees & Cikara, 2021; Moore-Berg et al., 2020), we found that participants tended to underestimate both their own party’s and the outparty’s support for all norms except one. The one exception was government aid for Black communities, for which participants tended to overestimate support among both Democrats and Republicans. Actual and perceived support by party for each norm is displayed in Figure 2. Participants tended to underestimate Republican support for norms by a larger degree than Democrat support, likely because most of the issues are more favorably endorsed by Democrats than Republicans. Specifically, participants underestimated Democrat support by 11.82% on average, while participants underestimated Republican support by 19.81% on average. 

Figure 2
Misperceptions of Static Norms 
[image: ]
Note. In this figure, light blue squares reflect the actual support of Democrats and light red squares reflect the actual support of Republicans. Dark blue circles reflect perceived Democrat support and dark red circles reflect perceived Republican support. Error bars represent 95% Confidence Intervals.

Dynamic Norms
To assess the accuracy of participants’ perceptions of changes in Democrat and Republican support, we calculated the proportion of responses that correctly indicated an increase (those above the midpoint of the scale) versus those that incorrectly indicated either a decrease (below the midpoint) or no change (at the midpoint), as shown in Figure 3. For each of the twelve issues, participants provided two responses, one about changes in Democrat support, and one changes in Republican support, yielding 24 total responses per participant.
Supporting H1, we found that Americans largely misperceived increasingly bipartisan dynamic norms: only 53.14% of responses correctly indicated an increase in support. Accuracy was substantially lower for perceptions of Republican support than Democratic support. Among Democrats, 77.36% of estimates regarding changes in Democratic support were correct, compared to 24.86% for changes in Republican support. Among Republicans, 66.26% of estimates about changes in Democratic support were accurate, compared to 44.05% for changes in Republican support. Notably, inparty estimates were more accurate than outparty ones[footnoteRef:5]. Still, even for Democratic support, misperceptions were common: roughly one-quarter of Democrats’ estimates and one-third of Republicans’ were inaccurate. Thus, despite real increases in support among both parties, participants often failed to perceive these trends accurately. [5:  This was true even for the stimuli with the smallest differences in believability between Democrat and Republican trends. For instance, only 45.90% of Democrat responses and 45.41% of Republican responses correctly identified outparty support for a third party as having increased over time.] 



Figure 3
Distribution of Dynamic Norm Perceptions
a. Dynamic Norm Perceptions of Democrats
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b. Dynamic Norm Perceptions of Republicans
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	Next, we examined whether participants’ accuracy in perceiving dynamic norms were associated with their feelings of warmth toward the outparty. All models were fit statistically adjusting for participants’ static norm accuracy. Supporting H2, participants with a greater proportion of correct responses felt significantly warmer toward the outparty, β = 3.56, t(733) = 0.88, p < .001, 95% CI [1.92, 5.21]. The relationship was driven by accuracy in perceiving outparty change: the interaction between inparty versus outparty accuracy was significant, β = 8.15, t(731) = 4.83, p < .001, 95% CI [4.84, 11.47]. Specifically, accuracy for perceived changes in inparty support was not significantly associated with outparty warmth, β = -0.35, t(365) = -0.30, p = .762, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.41], whereas accuracy for perceived changes in outparty support had a strong positive association, β = 8.78, t(365) = 7.21, p < .001, 95% CI [6.39, 11.18]. In other words, for every 10% increase in accurate perceptions of outparty change, participants reported about a three-point increase in outparty warmth on average. The influence of static norm accuracy was not significant in any model. Although Republican participants were more accurate in perceiving changes in outparty support, participant political party did not significantly moderate these effects. 
Study 1 Discussion
In Study 1, we found that participants only accurately perceived increasing support among partisans about half of the time. These results demonstrate that partisans hold inaccurate beliefs about where partisan groups currently stand on certain social issues and about how those views have changed over time (H1). Additionally, we found that greater inaccuracy in perceptions of how outparty support has changed was associated with lower outparty warmth, above and beyond the effects of static norm perception accuracy (H2). Together, these findings suggest that misperceptions of dynamic norms may contribute to partisan animosity, underscoring the potential value for interventions that target these perceptions. 
Studies 2 and 3
In Studies 2 and 3, we iteratively tested whether presenting participants with information on increasingly bipartisan issues could increase expected future interparty common ground (H3) and expected future feelings of belonging with the outparty (H4). Study 2 tested an adapted norm-based intervention that combined traditional static prevalence information with dynamic trend information. Study 3 refined this approach by isolating dynamic norm information. Across both studies, we assessed downstream indicators related to affective polarization, including outparty warmth (H5a), positive outparty perceptions (H5b), and perceived self–outparty overlap (H5c). We conducted mediation analyses to examine whether the effect of the dynamic norm condition relative to the control was driven by increased expected common ground (H6a) and expected outparty belonging (H6b). Effect sizes were calculated using the package “effsize” (Torchiano, 2020). Standardized betas were obtained by scaling variables before analysis.
Methods
Study 2 Participants
We recruited 630 Democrats and 630 Republicans using Prolific preselection criteria. Participants were given the same attention check used in Study 1. After excluding participants who failed this attention check and those who did not identify as Democrat or Republican, 1187 participants remained in Study 2 (Mage = 42.08, SDage = 13.41; 691 women, 11 nonbinary/other, 478 men; 592 Republicans, 595 Democrats). Study 2 data were collected in October 2024.
Given the achieved sample (Dynamic N = 401, Control N = 393, Static N = 393), a sensitivity analysis indicated 80% power (two-sided α = .05) to detect an omnibus one-way ANOVA effect of f = .09 (η2 = .008). For pairwise comparisons between conditions, the minimum detectable effect was approximately d = .20.
Study 3 Participants
We recruited 598 Democrats and 598 Republicans using Prolific preselection criteria. After exclusions, 1154 participants remained in Study 3 (Mage = 44.32, SDage = 13.78; 582 women, 11 nonbinary/other, 560 men; 580 Republicans, 574 Democrats). Study 3 data were collected in August 2025.
Given the achieved sample (Dynamic V.2 N = 291, Dynamic V.1 N = 286, Control N = 287, Static N = 290), a sensitivity analysis indicated 80% power (two-sided α = .05) to detect an omnibus one-way ANOVA effect of f = .010 (η2 = .009). For pairwise comparisons between conditions, the minimum detectable effect was approximately d = .23.
Intervention Design
Study 2 tested an initial dynamic norm intervention adapted from traditional static norm approaches. Participants read information highlighting growing bipartisan support for a set of the increasingly bipartisan issues used in Study 1. This message included both static information about past and current levels of support within each party and dynamic information about the magnitude of change over time, expressed as percentage-point increases among Republicans and Democrats. That is, this study tested whether augmenting conventional prevalence-based messages with evidence of bipartisan growth could reduce divisive outparty perceptions.
Based on the results of Study 2 (see Results), we refined the intervention in Study 3 to more precisely isolate the role of dynamic norm information. In this iteration, participants read information describing increases in support for the same set of issues among both parties over time, without reference to past or current absolute levels of support. Here, we tested whether information about change alone, independent of the level of current agreement, can shift perceptions of future polarization and downstream outparty attitudes.
Procedures and Measures
In Study 2, participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: the Study 2 version of the dynamic norm intervention, the static norm intervention, or a control condition. In the static norm intervention, participants read information only about the current levels of support for the issues among both parties. In the control condition, participants read information about current levels of support for apolitical topics (e.g., preferences for online vs. in-person shopping or hot vs. cold coffee) among Millennials and Boomers.
In Study 3, participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: the refined, Study 3 version of the dynamic norm intervention, the Study 2 version of the dynamic norm intervention, the static norm intervention, or the control condition. Unlike Study 2, we assessed participants’ perceptions before presenting the actual statistics. Specifically, participants in the Study 3 dynamic norm intervention estimated change in support over time; participants in the Study 2 version estimated both perceived change over time and current levels of support; and participants in the static norm intervention and control condition estimated current levels of support.
Study 2 and 3 used the same issues as in Study 1[footnoteRef:6]. However, a Qualtrics error in Study 2 necessitated the exclusion of support for protection from job discrimination for gays and lesbians. As a result, Study 2 included 10 increasingly bipartisan issues, while Study 3 included 11. For the control condition, both studies used the same 10 apolitical topics. In both studies, the order in which target groups were presented (e.g., Republicans vs. Democrats) was randomized between participants. [6:  We decided to exclude third-party support from Study 2 and 3 because Study 1 revealed only minimal misperceptions of change in that domain.] 

After reading information about the true levels of and/or change in support, participants responded to the measures presented in Table 2, presented in a random order.
Table 2
Studies 2 and 3 Measures
	Measure
	Items
	Cronbach’s αs
	Study 2
	Study 3

	Expected future interparty common ground (e.g., Syropoulos & Leidner, 2023)
	Participants rated the extent to which they expect Republicans and Democrats to have common ground on 6 key topics (e.g., healthcare, gun violence) by indicating a value on a slider scale ranging from 0 (very unlikely) to 100 (extremely likely)
	> 0.90
	Yes
	Yes

	Expected future feelings of belonging in the outparty
	Participants responded to three items about how they expect to feel in the next few years, including “I will feel emotionally connected to [Democrats/Republicans]”, “When interacting with [Democrats/Republicans], I will feel like I truly belong”, and “I will feel comfortable expressing my opinions among [Democrats/Republicans]”, on a 7-point scale from 1 (much less than now) to 7 (much more than now).
	> 0.90
	Yes
	Yes

	Outparty warmth
	We assessed outparty warmth using the same item as in Study 2. 
	NA
	Yes
	Yes

	Positive Evaluation of Outparty
	Participants rated the extent to which eight total traits, including four positive and four negative (reverse-coded) apply to outparty members by indicating a value on a slider from 0 (does not apply) to 100 (strongly applies)

	> 0.90
	Yes
	Yes

	Inclusion of the outparty in the self
	Participants indicated the extent to which they include outparty members in their self-concept by selecting one choice within set of concentric circles.
	NA
	Yes
	Yes

	Perceived current interparty warmth
	Participants rated how warmly or coldly Democrats and Republicans feel toward each other on slider scales from 0 (very cold) to 100 (very warm). We calculated the mean score across these two items as the measure of perceived interparty warmth.
	NA
	No
	Yes

	Perceived current ideological polarization 
	Participants rated how liberal or conservative they think Democrats and Republicans are on slider scales from 0 (very liberal) to 100 (very conservative). We calculated the absolute difference between each party rating and the midpoint (50). Perceived ideological polarization was then calculated as the mean across these two scores.
	NA
	No
	Yes



Results
Main Effects of the Interventions
	First, we examined the fixed effect of Condition on each outcome with a series of one-way ANOVAs. Model results are reported in Table 3. As pre-registered, regardless of the omnibus effect, post-hoc Tukey tests were conducted to examine mean differences between conditions. Mean scores for each outcome by Study and Condition are summarized in Table 4. Pairwise comparisons are reported in Table 5. To assess whether the effect of the intervention condition relative to the control condition varied by political party, we conducted two-way ANOVAs including Condition and Political Party as factors. Across both studies and all outcomes[footnoteRef:7], Condition × Party interactions were not statistically significant, indicating no evidence that intervention effects differed between Democrat and Republican participants. Full model results are reported in the Supplementary Materials.  [7:  Although Condition differences in outparty warmth were descriptively larger among Democrats than Republicans in Study 2, the effect of Condition was not significant within either party (Democrats: q = 5.13, p = .145; Republicans: q = −3.35, p = .515).] 

Expected Future Interparty Common Ground
Study 2. Supporting H3, participants in the Study 2 dynamic norm intervention expected Democrats and Republicans to have greater common ground in the future compared to those in the control condition, as shown in Figure 4. Participants in the dynamic intervention expected significantly more common ground than those in the static condition. The static condition did not significantly differ from the control condition. 
Study 3. Further supporting H3, participants in the Study 3 dynamic norm intervention expected greater interparty common ground than those in the control condition. There was no significant difference between the Study 3 dynamic norm intervention and the Study 2 version of the intervention. Participants in the Study 3 dynamic intervention expected more common ground than those in the static condition. There was no significant difference between the Study 2 version of the intervention and the static condition. As in Study 2, the static condition did not significantly differ from the control condition.
Expected Future Feelings of Belonging Among the Outparty
Study 2. Contrary to H4, there was no significant difference between the Study 2 dynamic intervention and the control condition. Participants in the static condition reported lower expected belonging than those in both the dynamic intervention and the control condition.
Study 3. Supporting H4, participants in the Study 3 dynamic norm intervention expected to feel a greater sense of belonging among outparty members in the future compared to those in the control condition. No other pairwise comparisons were significant in Study 3.
Indicators of Decreased Affective Polarization
Study 2. Contrary to H5a–H5c, Study 2 demonstrated no direct effect of condition on indicators of affective polarization. One potential explanation is that presenting static information alongside change information may have inadvertently drawn attention to existing partisan gaps, thereby diluting the intended focus on shared trajectories and limiting downstream benefits. To strengthen the intervention, we revised the messages for Study 3 to more clearly isolate information about change over time, removing references to static levels of partisan support (see Intervention Design). The revised Study 3 intervention was therefore designed to foreground convergent trends rather than differences.
Study 3. Supporting H5a, participants in the Study 3 dynamic intervention reported greater outparty warmth than those in the control condition. There were no significant differences among the Study 3 dynamic intervention, the Study 2 intervention, and the static condition. Participants in the static condition also reported greater outparty warmth than those in the control condition. There was no significant difference between the Study 2 intervention and the control condition.
Supporting H5b, participants in the Study 3 dynamic intervention evaluated outparty members more positively than those in the control condition. Again, there were no significant differences among the Study 3 intervention, Study 2 intervention, and the static condition. There were no significant differences between the static condition and the control condition, nor the Study 2 intervention and the control condition.
As in Study 2, Study 3 demonstrated no significant condition differences in self-outparty overlap, contrary to H5c. This suggests that perceptions of self-other overlap may be more resistant to change from our interventions.
Perceived Current Polarization
In an exploratory analysis, we examined condition differences on perceived current levels of polarization, assessed in Study 3. We found no significant condition differences on perceived current ideological polarization. We also found no significant differences among the intervention conditions and control condition on perceived affective polarization, or between the static condition and either intervention condition. However, participants in the static condition perceived interparty warmth to be higher than those in the control condition. These results suggest that dynamic norm messages of this type do not influence interparty perceptions and attitudes by shifting perceptions of the current ideological and affective distance between Democrats and Republicans.
Mediation Analyses
Next, we conducted a set of parallel pre-registered mediation analyses using the “lavaan” package in R (Rosseel, 2012), estimating the indirect effects of condition (Study 3 dynamic intervention vs. control) on outparty warmth, positive perceptions of the outparty, and self-outparty overlap via two simultaneous mediators: expected common ground and outparty belonging.
As shown in Table 6, the data were consistent with significant indirect effects of condition on all three outcomes via increased expected common ground and increased expected belonging.
We conducted an exploratory analysis to test for similar indirect effects in Study 2 despite the absence of a direct effect of condition. Data were consistent with a significant indirect effect of condition (Study 2 dynamic intervention vs control) on all three outcomes via increased expected common ground, but not expected belonging (see Supplementary materials).




Table 3
Effect of Condition on Outcome
	DV
	Study
	F (df)
	p
	q
	η2

	Expected Common Ground
	2
	16.24 (2, 1184)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.03

	
	3
	8.03 (3, 1150)
	< .001
	< .001
	0.021

	Expected Outparty Belonging
	2
	7.09 (2, 1184)
	< .001
	.002
	0.012

	
	3
	4.60 (3, 1150)
	.003
	.012
	0.012

	Outparty Warmth
	2
	0.09 (2, 1184)
	.912
	.912
	0.000

	
	3
	3.51 (3, 1149)
	.015
	.035
	0.009

	Positive Evaluation of Outparty
	2
	0.23 (2, 1184)
	.797
	.912
	0.000

	
	3
	2.91 (3, 1150)
	.034
	.047
	0.008

	Inclusion of Outparty in Self
	2
	1.21 (2, 1184)
	.299
	.498
	0.002

	
	3
	1.78 (3, 1150)
	.149
	.149
	0.005

	Perceived Interparty Warmth
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	3.14 (3, 1150)
	.025
	.043
	0.008

	Perceived Ideological Polarization
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	1.87 (3, 1150)
	.132
	.149
	0.005


Note: Values reflect omnibus one-way ANOVAs testing the effect of condition on each outcome. q-values were calculated separately within Study 2 and Study 3 using the Benjamini–Hochberg false discovery rate procedure to account for multiple outcome tests. Statistically significant effects after correction are shown in bold. η² represents the proportion of variance explained by condition.




Table 4
Mean Scores on Each Outcome by Condition
	Outcome
	Study
	Mean (SD)

	
	
	Dynamic S3
	Dynamic S2
	Static
	Control

	Expected Common Ground
	2
	NA
	45.77 (21.90)
	36.84 (23.20)a
	38.82 (24.53)a

	
	3
	48.41 (25.36)a
	46.46 (25.69)ab
	41.93 (23.75)bc
	39.12 (26.47)c

	Expected Outparty Belonging
	2
	NA
	2.39 (0.86)a
	2.16 (0.87)
	2.32 (0.86)a

	
	3
	2.48 (0.92)a
	2.33 (0.98)ab
	2.34 (0.86)ab
	2.20 (0.90)b

	Outparty Warmth
	2
	NA
	26.73 (24.82)a
	26.18 (24.03)a
	26.02 (25.14)a

	
	3
	32.48 (28.23)a
	30.77 (26.34)ab
	31.65 (27.17)a
	25.85 (26.09)b

	Positive View of Outparty
	2
	NA
	35.82 (21.26)a
	35.16 (21.13)a
	34.82 (21.49)a

	
	3
	39.74 (23.23)a
	39.41 (23.44)ab
	37.46 (21.50)ab
	34.79 (22.47)b

	Inclusion of Outparty in Self
	2
	NA
	2.02 (1.19)a
	1.93 (1.10)a
	1.90 (1.21)a

	
	3
	2.17 (1.27)a
	2.10 (1.23)a
	2.14 (1.31)a
	1.95 (1.28)a

	Perceived Interparty Warmth
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	29.34 (22.97)ab
	28.77 (21.93)ab
	30.43 (23.19)b
	24.96 (23.02)ab

	Perceived Ideological Polarization
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	51.75 (32.42)a
	55.07 (31.92)a
	53.53 (33.38)a
	57.99 (33.63)a


Note. Within each study and row, means that do not share a superscript differ significantly from one another at p < .05, based on post-hoc pairwise comparisons. Exact comparisons are reported in Table 5. “Dynamic S2” refers to the initial dynamic intervention developed in Study 2 and tested in Studies 2 and 3. “Dynamic S3” refers to the revised dynamic intervention developed and tested in Study 3.
Table 5
Pre-registered Tukey Comparisons Between Conditions (Studes 2-3)
	Outcome
	Study
	Dynamic vs. Control
	Dynamic vs. Static
	Static vs. Control

	Expected Common Ground
	2
	q = 6.95, p < .001, d = 0.30
	q = 8.94, p < .001, d = 0.38
	q = -1.99, p = .454, d = - 0.09

	
	3
	q = 9.29, p < .001, d = 0.36
	q = 6.47, p = .011, d = 0.26
	q = 2.81, p = .541, d = 0.12

	Expected Outparty Belonging
	2
	q = 0.8, p = .408, d = 0.09
	q = 0.23, p < .001, d = 0.26
	q = -0.15, p = .041, d = -0.17

	
	3
	q = 0.28, p = .001, d = 0.31
	q = 0.14, p = .234, d = 0.16
	q = 0.14, p = .284, d = 0.16

	Outparty Warmth
	2
	q = 0.71, p = .913, d = 0.03
	q = 0.56, p = .946, d = 0.02
	q = 0.16, p = .996, d = 0.01

	
	3
	q = 6.64, p = .017, d = 0.24
	q = 0.84, p = .982, d = 0.03
	q = 5.80, p = .049, d = 0.22

	Positive View of Outparty
	2
	q = 1.00, p = .786, d = 0.05
	q = 0.66, p = .900, d = 0.03
	q = 0.34, p = .973, d = 0.02

	
	3
	q = 4.96, p = .043, d = 0.22
	q = 2.28, p = .618, d = 0.10
	q = 2.67, p = .489, d = 0.12

	Inclusion of Outparty in Self
	2
	q = 0.12, p = .292, d = 0.10
	q = 0.09, p = .515, d = 0.08
	q = 0.03, p = .917, d = 0.03

	
	3
	q = 0.22, p = .149, d = 0.18
	q = 0.03, p = .994, d = 0.02
	q = 0.20, p = .247, d = 0.15

	Perceived Interparty Warmth
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	q = 4.38, p = .096, d = 0.19
	q = -1.09, p = .939, d = -0.05
	q = 5.47, p = .021, d = 0.24

	Perceived Ideological Polarization
	2
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	3
	q = -6.25, p = .102, d = -0.19
	q = -1.78, p = .914, d = -0.05
	q = -4.46, p = .361, d = -0.13


Note. Values reflect preregistered Tukey HSD pairwise comparisons. Reported p-values are adjusted for multiple comparisons using Tukey's method. Cohen's d is reported as an effect size. "Dynamic" refers to the Study 2 dynamic norm intervention in Study 2 and the revised dynamic norm intervention in Study 3.

Table 6
Parallel Mediation Results for Dynamic vs. Control (Study 3)
	Outcome
	Mediator
	Effect of Condition on Mediator 
(a paths)
	Effect of Mediator on Outcome 
(b paths)
	Indirect Effect

	Outparty Warmth
	Common Ground
	a1 = 9.29***
	b1 = 0.40***
	a1*b1 = 3.75***

	
	Outparty Belonging
	a2 = 0.28***
	b2 = 11.54***
	a2*b2 = 3.26**

	Positive View of Outparty
	Common Ground
	a1 = 9.29***
	b1 = 0.45***
	a1*b1 = 4.19***

	
	Outparty Belonging
	a2 = 0.28***
	b2 = 7.70***
	a2*b2 = 2.18**

	Inclusion of Outparty in the Self
	Common Ground
	a1 = 9.29***
	b1 = 0.01***
	a1*b1 = 0.13***

	
	Outparty Belonging
	a2 = 0.28***
	b2 = 0.49***
	a2*b2 = 0.14***


Note. Condition was coded as ‘0’ for the control condition and ‘1’ for dynamic intervention. 
*** p < .001, ** p < .01.

Studies 2-3 Discussion
Taken together, Studies 2 and 3 provide converging evidence that changes in expectations about future polarization may be one pathway through which dynamic norm messages influence outparty perceptions. Across both studies, exposure to dynamic norm messages reliably increased expectations of future common ground between Democrats and Republicans, and mediation analyses showed that increased expected common ground indirectly predicted greater outparty warmth, more positive outparty evaluations, and greater perceived self–outparty overlap—even in Study 2, where no significant direct effects of condition on these downstream outcomes were observed. Dynamic norm messages may shape outparty evaluations indirectly through expectations of future interparty similarity.
Expected outparty belonging emerged as a mediating pathway only in Study 3. In Study 2, the initial intervention—which embedded dynamic trend information within a traditional static norm framework emphasizing past and current levels of agreement—did not significantly affect expected belonging and showed no indirect effects through this pathway. In contrast, when we isolated information about change over time, dynamic norm messages increased expectations of future belonging with the outparty, which in turn indirectly predicted more positive outparty attitudes. Together, these findings suggest that dynamic norm messages consistently promote perceptions of shared attitudes. Further, isolating information about change over time may be especially important for shifting more relational expectations about social inclusion and belonging across partisan lines.
General Discussion
Across a pilot and three preregistered studies, we explored whether Americans systematically misperceive shifts in public opinion on support for social issues, and whether correcting these misperceptions can help reduce key components of affective polarization. 
Misperceptions of Partisan Dynamic Norms
Prior research has demonstrated that distorted perceptions of current partisan beliefs and attitudes, such as overestimates of outparty hostility or underestimates of interparty common ground, play a central role in driving partisan animosity (e.g., Ahler, 2018; Moore-Berg et al., 2020; Santos et al., 2024). Here, we examined the accuracy and influence of perceptions of change in partisan beliefs for a range of social issues in the US.
Supporting H1 and expanding prior work on partisan misperceptions, we found that Americans systematically misperceived how partisan support for these issues has changed over time, even for one’s own party. Notably, these effects were more pronounced when estimating support of the outparty. This is consistent with prior work on the outgroup homogeneity effect (e.g., Park & Rothbart, 1982). Although all of the issues we examined showed real increases in support among both Democrats and Republicans, participants correctly identified these trends only about half of the time. Misperceptions were especially pronounced for perceptions of Republican change: both Democrats and Republicans were substantially less accurate when estimating how Republican support had evolved than when estimating changes among Democrats. This asymmetry is likely due to the largely progressive orientation of the issues examined, for which increases may be more expected or salient for Democrats than for Republicans. 
Supporting H2, we found that meta-misperceptions of partisan dynamic norms were closely tied to interparty attitudes: the more issues on which participants mistakenly perceived outparty support as stagnant or declining, the less warmth they reported toward outparty members. Specifically, for every 10% decrease in accurate perceptions of outparty change, participants reported about a three-point decrease in outparty warmth on average. Notably, these effects were significant even after accounting for static norm misperceptions, indicating that perceptions of dynamic change uniquely shape interparty attitudes beyond beliefs about current partisan positions. This pattern extends prior research (e.g., Lees & Cikara, 2020) linking inaccurate meta-perceptions to polarization by showing that misperceptions about how attitudes are changing over time, and not only where groups currently stand, are associated with interparty animosity.
Dynamic Norm Interventions for Reducing Partisan Animosity
In our intervention experiments (Studies 2 and 3), we examined dynamic norm messages as an additive and an alternative approach to static norm messages for reducing partisan animosity. Whereas static norm messages aim to update participants’ perceptions of current partisan reality, dynamic norm messages aim to update participants’ perceptions of future partisan reality. In both studies dynamic norm messaging successfully increased participants’ expectations of future common ground between Republicans and Democrats, supporting H3. In Study 3, the dynamic norm intervention without a static norm cue also successfully increased expected future feelings of belonging and inclusion among outparty members, supporting H4. Perceiving greater similarity between one’s group and the outgroup has been linked to several intergroup benefits, including greater liking and cooperation (Brown & Abrams, 1986), increased willingness for contact (Roccas & Schwartz, 1993), and enhanced closeness that fosters consensus (Balietti et al., 2021). Our findings extend this work by showing that expecting greater intergroup similarity and belonging in the future is also associated with benefits like warmer outparty attitudes, more positive views of the outparty, and greater self-outparty overlap.
When people are given information about how opposing parties are moving closer together, we hypothesized that they would preemptively adjust their current feelings and perceptions of the outparty in line with that imagined future (H5a-H5c). In line with this hypothesis, participants in the revised dynamic intervention (Study 3) reported greater feelings of warmth toward outparty members (H5a) and evaluated outparty members more positively (H5b) than those in the control condition. There was no significant direct effect of the revised intervention on perceived overlap between oneself and the outparty in either study, nor did the initial intervention produce reliable effects on any polarization indicator.
Supporting H6a, the dynamic intervention exerted a significant positive indirect effect on every outcome through increased expected common ground in both studies, and, supporting H6b, an additional indirect effect emerged via increased expected belonging in Study 3. These findings suggest that dynamic norm interventions may primarily operate by shaping forward-looking expectations rather than directly altering affective polarization. Further, these findings suggest that expectations of future convergence can have meaningful downstream consequences for interparty affect, even in the absence of changes to perceived current overlap. More broadly, these results contribute to the literature on political polarization by identifying anticipated common ground as a key psychological pathway through which norm-based interventions can reduce interparty animosity. Rather than attempting to persuade people that partisan divisions are already smaller than they believe, emphasizing credible trajectories of change may offer an effective alternative route to improving intergroup attitudes.
Limitations and Future Directions
While this research highlights the potential of dynamic messaging to reduce ideological polarization, it is not without limitations. A key strength of our design was that all information provided across conditions was based on real statistics. However, this also constrained the scope of our interventions to increasingly bipartisan norms that we could identify, which were largely progressive in nature and for which the believability of Republican change was somewhat limited. As a result, it remains unclear whether similar effects would emerge for conservative policies or in different political contexts. In addition, the use of real statistics limited our ability to manipulate the rate of change, which was often relatively small. Hypothetical statistics with larger shifts in support or greater consensus might yield even stronger effects, but they would also introduce significant drawbacks, including deception, the risk of fostering false beliefs that could be contradicted by real-world experiences, and potentially reduced believability.
Despite these constraints, the dynamic norm intervention yielded measurable benefits, indicating that even modest, real-world shifts in partisan support can be leveraged to improve interparty perceptions. An additional limitation concerns the broader political context in which the studies were conducted. Since norm information is dynamic, future work should use longitudinal designs to examine how changes in the political environment shape the effects of this information over time.
Future research should also investigate which features of dynamic norm interventions participants are most responsive to, and how these sensitivities shape intervention effectiveness. Some individuals may focus primarily on the shared positive trajectories of both parties, whereas others may also attend to differences in the rate of change. In the present studies, we assessed perceptions of the direction and degree of change but not perceptions of the precise rates of change, leaving open the possibility that explicitly highlighting these distinctions could further enhance effectiveness. Future work could also extend this approach to other intergroup domains, such as those involving race, religion, or gender, to test whether correcting misperceptions about how outgroup members’ support for inclusive policies is changing over time can foster cohesion and reduce hostility across diverse contexts.
Conclusion
In sum, this research shows that dynamic norm messaging emphasizing bipartisan trends in attitude change can meaningfully shape expectations for future interparty alignment. Misperceptions of outparty belief change, particularly in the outparty, were strongly tied to reduced outparty warmth, and correcting these misperceptions reliably increased expected common ground. These forward-looking expectations, in turn, were associated with warmer and more positive views of outparty members, even though perceptions of present-day levels of interparty overlap remained unchanged. These findings highlight the importance of attending not only to where groups are perceived to stand currently, but also to how they are perceived to be moving over time. By foregrounding shared trajectories, dynamic norm messaging may offer a modest but scalable tool for improving certain interparty attitudes, with implications for communicators and policymakers seeking to foster cooperation and mitigate partisan animosity.


Appendix A
Table A1
Paired T-Tests Comparing Believability of Democrat Support to Believability of Republican Support by Stimuli (Pilot Study)
	Dynamic Norm
	t(df)
	p-value
	Cohen’s d

	Support for Equality
	3.99(49)
	< .001
	0.56

	LGB job protection
	4.89(49)
	< .001
	0.69

	LGB adoption
	6.02(49)
	< .001
	0.85

	LGB marriage
	6.01(49)
	< .001
	0.85

	Black community aid
	4.75(49)
	< .001
	0.67

	Gender parity in politics
	3.28(49)
	.001
	0.46

	LGB teaching
	6.57(49)
	< .001
	0.93

	Childcare assistance
	7.77(49)
	< .001
	1.10

	Drug addiction aid
	2.87(49)
	.006
	0.41

	Poverty assistance
	4.54(49)
	< .001
	0.64

	Legal status reform
	5.75(49)
	< .001
	0.81

	Minimum wage increase
	5.30(49)
	< .001
	0.75

	Third party support
	1.04(49)
	.303
	0.15

	Environmental safeguards
	3.88(49)
	< .001
	0.55

	Climate initiatives
	3.88(49)
	< .001
	0.55

	Support letters
	1.91(49)
	.062
	0.27


Note. The four stimuli with the largest differences were excluded from Study 1: govtchild, lgbteach, lgbadopt, lgbmarry.






Table A2
Perceptions of Dynamic Norms (Study 1)
	Target
	1
Much more opposed
	2
	3
	4
No change
	5
	6
	7 
Much more supportive

	Democrats’ Perceptions of Democrats
	0.45% (10)
	0.77% (17)
	3.69% (81)
	17.71% (389)
	33.38% (733)
	25.36% (557)
	18.62% (409)

	Republicans’ Perceptions of Democrats
	1.76% (39)
	2.07% (46)
	6.31% (140)
	23.60% (524)
	26.89% (597)
	18.20% (404)
	21.17% (470)

	Democrats’ Perceptions of Republicans
	18.85% (414)
	15.62% (343)
	17.30% (380)
	23.36% (513)
	18.81% (413)
	4.46% (98)
	1.59% (35)

	Republicans’ Perceptions of Republicans
	6.35% (141)
	6.35% (141)
	13.29% (295)
	29.95% (665)
	27.30% (606)
	10.68% (237)
	6.08% (135)















Table A3
Mean Scores on Each Outcome by Condition and Party (Study 2)
	Outcome
	Party
	Mean (SD)

	
	
	Dynamic
	Static
	Control

	Expected Common Ground
	Democrat
	40.77 (21.60)
	30.53 (20.12)
	30.99 (22.25)

	
	Republican
	51.05 (21.02)
	42.99 (24.37)
	46.54 (24.27)

	Outparty Warmth
	Democrat
	22.73 (24.89)
	21.14 (22.04)
	17.61 (19.32)

	
	Republican
	30.96 (24.09)
	31.09 (24.91)
	34.31 (27.40)

	Positive View of Outparty
	Democrat
	30.27 (21.41)
	28.64 (18.74)
	28.01 (19.29)

	
	Republican
	38.65 (22.07)
	39.45 (23.41)
	41.33 (24.17)

	Negative View of Outparty
	Democrat
	66.58 (24.15)
	70.04 (20.39)
	72.30 (19.57)

	
	Republican
	58.60 (23.85)
	57.69 (25.28)
	57.95 (23.91)

	Inclusion of Outparty in self
	Democrat
	1.83 (1.13)
	1.68 (0.86)
	1.58 (0.90)

	
	Republican
	2.23 (1.22)
	2.18 (1.25)
	2.21 (1.39)

	Outparty Belonging
	Democrat
	2.44 (0.88)
	2.10 (0.83)
	2.27 (0.83)

	
	Republican
	2.35 (0.91)
	2.23 (0.90)
	2.36 (0.89)

	American Belonging
	Democrat
	3.00 (0.81)
	2.87 (0.67)
	2.97 (0.67)

	
	Republican
	3.34 (0.85)
	3.38(0.82)
	3.43 (0.86)
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