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A Endline survey

During April and May 2023, we conducted an online survey among an expanded sample of mayors,

councilors, and officials of all municipalities to which we could assign an ideology.1 In total, we

sent invitations to 17,044 policymakers from 7,576 municipalities. Besides questions about their

views on the relevance of scientific evidence for local public policies, the survey included an online

experiment to test how policymakers update their beliefs after receiving information about the

true impact of a policy. As in our main experiment, we varied the ideological orientation of the

institution that communicated the evidence. To avoid an explicit link with our main experiment

which may bias survey participation, the survey invitations were sent by ESADEEcPol, a research-

oriented think tank with a stated interest in evidence-based policies.2 Below we describe the four

modules of our endline survey along with the responses to a selection of the questions.

Common background questions

A total of 1,600 policymakers from 1,196 municipalities completed the survey, including 1,077

municipalities that were also included in the main experiment. Because one of the goals of the survey

is characterizing policy-making in touristic municipalities and testing some of the assumptions of

the main experiment, survey responses were presented in this section by treatment assignment

in the main experiment, and also separately for those municipalities that were not touristic and

therefore, not included in the main experiment. The 1,077 touristic municipalities that responded

to the on-line survey were not a random sample of the touristic municipalities included in the first

experiment. The descriptive statistics reported in Table A.1 show that they are overall larger,

with more comprehensive Wikipedia pages, although they have on average the same number of

tourist accommodations per capita. Although the survey respondents in the on-line survey were

not representative, the number is large enough to provide valuable information about touristic

municipalities in Spain.

Turning to the on-line survey, in the first question, participants were asked to indicate their position

within the municipality government by selecting one out of five possible options: mayor, councilor,
1To assign the ideology of the municipality, we followed the same procedure used in the main experiment, which

is described in Section 2.
2https://www.esade.edu/ecpol/en/
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Table A.1: Differences in means: municipalities participating in both the on-line and main experi-
ments vs. municipalities participating only in the main experiment

Mean Municipalities Mean Municipalities
included in main experiment included in main experiment that
that responded online survey did not respond online survey Difference

(1) (2) (3)

Recommended Changes (0/1) 0.05 0.03 -0.02
N words Sp 2,052.12 1,199.04 -853.09
N words En 410.99 200.79 -210.20
N images Sp 31.75 24.97 -6.78
N images En 17.27 13.49 -3.77
N languages 37.64 33.66 -3.98
Tourist accom p/c 0.06 0.06 -0.00
Population 21,990.77 4,951.42 -17039.36

N 1,077 4,601 -

Note: This table presents the mean and the difference in means between tourist municipalities
that were included in the main experiment and also responded to the on-line survey, and tourist
municipalities that were included in the main experiment but did not respond to the on-line survey.

administrative staff, tourism officers or political advisor. Figure A.1 shows the distribution of survey

respondents among these categories by treatment status in the main intervention. Given the small

sample size, the categories of tourism officers and political advisors are grouped together under the

label “other”. Among the municipalities of our main experiment, we observe no relevant differences

in the distribution by treatment status. The majority of participants (50%-53%) are councilors

in the municipality and members of the mayor’s party or the ruling coalition. The second largest

group is mayors, who represent between 26% and 31% of the respondents, depending on treatment

status. Finally, between 15% and 18% of the respondents are administrative staff, while less than

4% are tourism officers or political advisors. However, in the case of those municipalities that did

not participate in our main experiment (”Nonparticipant”), others and administrative staff account

for almost 90% of the respondents.
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Figure A.1: Distribution of survey participants’ occupations by treatment arm:
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Note: All percentages are calculated excluding people who did not answer that question in

the survey (n=1,323).

The second module includes questions that are relevant to our main intervention. Table A.2 reports

the responses to the first three questions regarding the respondents’ views on the usefulness of

scientific evidence in designing municipal public policies, the desirability of attracting more tourists

to their municipality, and the effectiveness of Wikipedia as a means to achieve this objective. The

answers are grouped by treatment status of the respondent’s municipality in our main intervention,

with columns (7) and (8) reporting the results for the municipalities that were excluded from

our main experiment. Besides the tabulation of the responses, the table also includes a test for

differences in means with respect to the municipalities in the control group.

The survey responses strengthen the credibility of our main intervention. The vast majority of

respondents (over 80% across all treatment arms) consider scientific evidence to be quite or very

useful for the design of municipal policies (Q2). Furthermore, around 70% of the respondents from

the municipalities in our main experiment consider attracting more tourists a very desirable goal

(Q3). Additionally, 60% of respondents believe that Wikipedia can be a fairly or very effective tool

to achieve this goal (Q4). Importantly, we do not observe statistically significant differences across

treatment arms relative to the control group.
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Table A.2: Responses to questions related to the main experiment:

Aligned Nonsalient Opposite Non Control
ideology ideology ideology participant group

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Perc Diff Perc Diff Perc Diff Perc Diff Perc Diff

Q2: Do you think that scientific evidence is useful for designing municipal public policies? (n=1,107)

Very 36.22 -1.67 42.79 4.9 41.06 3.17 33.78 -4.1 37.89 -
Quite 47.68 3.58 44.23 0.13 44.87 0.77 41.89 -2.21 44.10 -
A bit 13.62 -1.91 10.58 -4.95 11.14 -4.38 16.22 0.69 15.53 -
No 2.48 -0.01 2.40 -0.08 2.93 0.45 8.11 5.62 2.48 -

Q3: Do you think that increasing the number of tourists in your municipality would be a desirable
goal? (n=1,108)

Very 35.29 1.13 32.04 -2.12 36.73 2.57 37.33 3.17 34.16 -
Quite 38.39 7.33 37.86 6.81 37.03 5.97 34.67 3.61 31.06 -
A bit 21.36 0.24 21.84 0.73 18.37 -2.75 21.33 0.22 21.12 -
No 4.95 -8.71 8.25 -5.41 7.87 -5.79 6.67 -7 13.66 -

Q4: Do you think that having a good entry of your municipality on Wikipedia can be an effective way
to attract tourism to your municipality? (n=1,109)

Very 19.44 0.81 20.19 1.56 21.11 2.48 16.00 -2.63 18.63 -
Quite 40.74 -2.74 40.38 -3.09 46.04 2.56 49.33 5.86 43.48 -
A bit 33.95 2.89 35.58 4.52 26.10 -4.96 26.67 -4.39 31.06 -
No 5.86 -0.97 3.85 -2.99 6.74 -0.09 8.00 1.17 6.83 -

Note: All percentages are calculated on the total number of participants who responded to that question

in the survey. Columns (1), (3), (5), (7) and (9) only show the percentage of each response per treatment.

Columns (2), (4), (6) and (8) show the percentage difference between that group and the Control group,

which will be the reference group in the difference of means test that is carried out.

Another key assumption underlying our main intervention is the proposed policy’s non-ideological

nature, i.e., Wikipedia improvements to foster tourism. In the fifth question of the second module,

we asked the participants to classify the proposed policy as either right-wing, left-wing, or neutral.

The results, reported in Figure A.2, show that 94% to 96% of the participants consider the policy

ideologically neutral, with no significant differences across treatment arms.
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Figure A.2: The perceived ideology of the proposed policy
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Note: All percentages are calculated excluding people who did not answer that question in

the survey (n=1,105).

Next, participants were asked if they remembered receiving an email from TIDES related to our

main experiment.3 We included this question to check for contamination across treatments. Reas-

suringly, only 3% of the respondents in the control group and 4% of the respondents from excluded

municipalities declare to have received an email from TIDES, as shown in Figure A.3. In contrast,

the corresponding figure for the treated municipalities ranges from 6% for those municipalities that

received information from a think tank or newspaper with an opposite ideology to 10% for the

group that received information from an aligned source. Recall that the endline survey was sent

almost six months after the date of the last mailing by TIDES. This helps to explain the relatively

low recall rates.
3After an affirmative answer, the participants were subsequently asked to reveal their trust in the provided

information, their updating of beliefs and actions to improve the municipalities Wikipedia page as well as the motives
behind inaction for those who did not undertake any action. Unfortunately, however, the response rate for these
questions was too low to draw any reliable conclusion.
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Figure A.3: Percentage of participants who remember receiving a TIDES mailing:

Note: Figure displays percentage of individuals in each treatment arm that

remember receiving a TIDES email and 95% confidence intervals. All per-

centages are calculated excluding people who did not answer that question in

the survey (n=1,115).

Finally, in the last question of the survey, we asked the participants about their personal ideological

affinity. A comparison between this self-reported ideology and the ideology assigned to their mu-

nicipality in the main experiment reveals a high level of correspondence, but the correlation is not

perfect. 20% of the respondents state a different ideology than the one assigned to their municipal-

ity. Moreover, the difference is more pronounced when the ruling party is right-wing. Nonetheless,

the differences are much smaller when we restrict the comparison to mayors and councilors.

Survey experiment

The third part of the questionnaire included our survey experiment. This online survey experiment

was divided into two parts.

First, we asked policymakers about their ex-ante beliefs about the effectiveness of displaying mes-

sages on road panels highlighting the number of casualties in road accidents to reduce the incidence

of road accidents. Our prior was that most policymakers would believe such policy to be effective

and, moreover, neutral from an ideological perspective. Table A.3 shows indeed that the vast ma-

jority of the policymakers surveyed expected either a beneficial effect of the policy (i.e., a reduction

in the number of casualties in road accidents) or no effect of the policy on this outcome, and that
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there were no ex-ante differences in these responses across policymakers of different ideologies.

Next, we presented policymakers with a summary of the counter-intuitive results in Hall and Madsen

(2022): road panels announcing the number of casualties actually increase the number of accidents

in their surroundings. The summary of the results was identical in all treatment arms, and we

stressed that it had been published in a leading academic journal, i.e., Science. We randomized

whether such information was communicated by a think tank with an aligned or opposite ideology

or by an ideologically nonsalient institution. We use the same think tanks as in the main exper-

iment to inform participants about the undesirable effects of messages on road panels to avoid

speeding. Random treatment assignment was such that municipalities received the endorsement of

this alternative policy from the same ideological spectrum as in the previous experiment. Munici-

palities that were not part of the main experiment and those assigned to the control group of the

main experiment were randomized across all three treatments. In this online survey experiment

there is no control group that does not receive the information. Instead, policy makers receiving

the opposite ideology treatment arm are rather used as the reference group. Figure A.4 displays the

experimental design of the on-line survey. We then asked participants whether they update their

beliefs about the effects of the policy and whether they would now implement it.

The results of the survey experiment have already been presented in Table 4 and discussed in Section

6. Below we present two further pieces of evidence. Table A.3 reports the distribution of the answers

to two questions of our survey experiment. The first question asked about prior beliefs, and the

second post-treatment question was about belief updating and implementation. As expected, the

vast majority of participants who responded to the first question indicated that they believed the

policy would have the opposite effect to what the research presented to them immediately afterward.

Specifically, 87% and 90% responded that the policy would reduce the target outcome, with minimal

variations between treatment arms, while the scientific evidence provided shows that it increases the

target outcome. Next, an inspection of the bottom panel shows that the percentage of respondents

who state they believe the study and would refrain from implementing the counter-effective policy

is significantly higher for those who received the information from non-salient or aligned think tanks

than for those who are informed by a think tank on the opposite side of the political spectrum.

Conversely, the percentage of those who disbelieve the study results and would insist on posting
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warnings against speeding is significantly higher among those who receive information from think

tanks with an opposite ideology.

Finally, Table A.4 presents the results of a robustness check when we restrict the sample to respon-

dents from the municipalities that were included in our main experiment. The results are virtually

identical to those presented in Table 4.
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Figure A.4: Implementation and design of the on-line experiment
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Table A.3: Responses to survey experiment questions by treatment arm:

Aligned Nonsalient Opposite
ideology ideology ideology

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Perc Diff Perc Diff Perc Diff

Q11: Do you think these messages may have any effect on the number of
traffic accidents? (n=1,065)

Substantial increase 0.51 -0.24 0.00 -0.74 0.74 -
Slight increase 2.27 0.05 4.91 2.68 2.23 -
No effect 8.33 0.17 7.55 -0.62 8.17 -
Slight reduction 58.33 -1.57 63.02 3.12 59.90 -
Substantial reduction 30.56 1.6 24.53 -4.43 28.96 -

Q12: If your goal was to reduce the number of road accidents, would you
put this type of informational message on roadside panels? (n=955)

Yes - Don´t believe study 16.76 -19.55 15.90 -20.41 36.31 -
Yes - Believe the study 39.66 10.06 35.98 6.37 29.61 -
No - Don´t believe study 15.36 1.4 13.81 -0.16 13.97 -
No - Believe the study 28.21 8.1 34.31 14.2 20.11 -

Note: All percentages are calculated on the total number of participants who responded to that question

in the survey. Columns (1), (3) and (5) only show the percentage of each response per treatment. Columns

(2), (4) and (6) show the percentage difference between that group and the Not Corresponding group,

which will be the reference group in the difference of means test that is carried out.
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Table A.4: Treatment effects on update of beliefs only among participants in the main experiment

Believe Follow study Believe study results &
study results recommendations follow recommendations

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: All those who participated in the main experiment

Aligned ideology 0.1955 0.0966 0.0782
( 0.0366) ( 0.0378) ( 0.0340)

Nonsalient ideology 0.2362 0.1216 0.1452
( 0.0408) ( 0.0436) ( 0.0391)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology

Mean dep var in reference group 0.6243 0.4128 0.2722
N 886 886 886

Panel B: Only individuals with pre-treatment beleifs not aligned with study results

Aligned ideology 0.1938 0.0954 0.0738
( 0.0374) ( 0.0382) ( 0.0343)

Nonsalient ideology 0.2345 0.1054 0.1286
( 0.0417) ( 0.0444) ( 0.0393)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology

Mean dep var in reference group 0.4924 0.3364 0.2018
N 855 855 855

Note: The table reports the effects of the on-line experiment. Panel A reports the effects of the different treatment

arms on the probability of updating beliefs about the effectiveness of the intervention for all individuals who answered

the survey. Panel B reports the effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of updating beliefs about

the effectiveness of the intervention for individuals that belief the intervention has no negative impacts. Standard

errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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B Treatment arms: Policy briefs and newspaper articles

B.1 Text of the emails

This email was sent alternatively mentioning the publication of one of the five media through

which the information was disseminated. Therefore, the variation in the paragraphs in which the

respective medium or organization is mentioned is highlighted here.

Dear Mr/Ms. Councillor of “FINAL NAME”:

From the University Institute of Tourism and Economic Development (TIDES), we are contacting

you to send you the results of a study that shows with data the beneficial effects of an effective,

simple, and zero-cost intervention to increase tourism in “FINAL NAME”.

The research finds that simple changes to the Wikipedia page of municipalities like yours reported

improvements of up to 33% in tourist income.

Fundación Alternativas:[The study is summarised in the report published by the progressive ideas’

laboratory Fundación Alternativas, directed by former socialist deputy Diego López Garrido]

FAES:[The study is summarised in the report published by the conservative think tank FAES, chaired

by former popular president José Maŕıa Aznar]

LSE:[The study is summarised in the following report published by researchers from the London

School of Economics]

El Mundo:[The study is summarised in an article by the conservative media El Mundo, in its digital

version, directed by Joaqúın Manso]

elDiario.es:[The study is summarised in an article by the progressive digital media elDiario.es,

directed by Ignacio Escolar]

Insert the corresponding logo [Fundación Alternativas] [elDiario.es] [El Mundo] [FAES] [LSE]

Research shows that Wikipedia is a key instrument to promote tourism in Spanish municipalities

Insert the following text with the link to the article, depending on the media mentioned:
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Fundación Alternativas:[:Here, you can access the link to read the full report from the Alternativas

Foundation]

FAES:[Here, you can access the link to read the full report from the FAES Foundation]

LSE:[Here, you can access the link to read the full report from researchers at the London School of

Economics]

El Mundo:[Here, you can access the link to read the full El Mundo article]

elDiario.es:[Here, you can access the link to read the full elDiario.es article]

Improvements to your municipality’s Wikipedia page are straightforward- and free- and can generate

more than 200,000 euros in tourist income in your municipality. Among the most effective simple

changes you could implement to your Wikipedia page are:

1. Add photographs of your municipality.

2. Edit a simple English version of the exact text for foreign tourists.

3. Mention or expand the section dedicated to local festivals.

The last months of the year are critical for tourism in many municipalities since they include var-

ious bank holidays, so the changes in Wikipedia should be implemented as soon as possible. If

you need help changing the Wikipedia page, you can find simple step-by-step instructions in this

link, or, if you prefer us to help you do it, you can contact us at the email address estudiotur-

ismo@institutoturismotides.com

Please keep in mind that by accessing the report, you will be giving us your consent to monitor the

effectiveness of our information to promote public policy based on scientific evidence.

Hoping that this information is helpful to you, receive a cordial greeting,

Instituto de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES) https://tides.ulpgc.es Contact email: estu-

dioturismo@institutoturismotides.com. If you do not want to receive a reminder about this study,

please write to estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com
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Figure B.1: Example of an email PB:

Estimado/a Sr/Sra. Regidor/a de «NOMBRE_FINAL»: 
  
Desde el Instituto Universitario de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES), nos ponemos en contacto con 
usted para hacerle llegar los resultados de un estudio que muestra con datos los efectos beneficiosos 
de una intervención efectiva, sencilla y a coste cero para aumentar el turismo en «NOMBRE_FINAL». 
  
La investigación encuentra que simples cambios de la página de Wikipedia de municipios similares al suyo 
reportaron mejoras de hasta un 33% en los ingresos turísticos. El estudio está resumido en el siguiente 
informe publicado por el laboratorio de ideas progresista Fundación Alternativas, dirigido por el 
exdiputado socialista Diego López Garrido. 

 

  
 Aquí puede acceder al enlace para leer el informe completo de la Fundación Alternativas. 
  
Las mejoras de la página de Wikipedia de su municipio son muy fáciles de hacer, sin ningún coste y pueden 
generar más de 200.000 euros en ingresos turísticos en su municipio. Entre los cambios sencillos más 
efectivos que podría implementar en la página de Wikipedia se encuentran: 
  
1. Añadir fotografías de su municipio. 
  
2. Editar una versión sencilla en inglés del mismo texto para turistas extranjeros. 
  
3. Mencionar o ampliar la sección dedicada a fiestas locales. 
  
Los últimos meses del año son clave para el turismo en muchos municipios ya que incluyen diversos puentes, 
por lo que sería ideal que los cambios en la WIkipedia se implementasen lo antes posible. Si necesita ayuda 
para cambiar la página de Wikipedia, puede encontrar instrucciones sencillas paso a paso en este link o, si 
prefiere que le ayudemos a hacerlo puede contactarnos en la dirección de correo 
electrónico estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 
  
Por favor tenga en cuenta que al acceder al informe nos estará dando su consentimiento para monitorizar la 
efectividad de nuestra información para promover la toma de decisiones de políticas públicas basadas en 
evidencia científica. 
  
Esperando que esta información le resulte útil, reciba un saludo cordial, 
  
Instituto de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES) 
https://tides.ulpgc.es 
Dirección de contacto: estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 

  

 

 

  
En caso de no querer recibir un recordatorio sobre este estudio por favor escribe 
a estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com. 
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Figure B.2: Emails Newspapers:

Estimado/a Sr/Sra. Regidor/ra de «NOMBRE_FINAL»: 
  
Desde el Instituto Universitario de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES), nos ponemos en contacto con 
usted para hacerle llegar los resultados de un estudio que muestra con datos los efectos beneficiosos 
de una intervención efectiva, sencilla y a coste cero para aumentar el turismo en «NOMBRE_FINAL». 
  
La investigación encuentra que simples cambios de la página de Wikipedia de municipios similares al suyo 
reportaron mejoras de hasta un 33% en los ingresos turísticos.  El estudio está resumido en el siguiente 
artículo de prensa publicado por el medio digital progresista elDiario.es, dirigido por Ignacio Escolar. 

 

  
 Aquí puede acceder al enlace para leer el artículo completo de elDiario.es 
  
Las mejoras de la página de Wikipedia de su municipio son muy fáciles de hacer, no tienen ningún coste y 
pueden generar más de 200.000 euros en ingresos turísticos en su municipio. Entre los cambios sencillos 
más efectivos que podría implementar en la página de Wikipedia se encuentran: 
  
1. Añadir fotografías de su municipio. 
  
2. Editar una versión sencilla en inglés del mismo texto para turistas extranjeros. 
  
3. Mencionar o ampliar la sección dedicada a fiestas locales. 
  
Los últimos meses del año son clave para el turismo en muchos municipios ya que incluyen diversos puentes, 
por lo que sería ideal que los cambios en la WIkipedia se implementasen lo antes posible. Si necesita ayuda 
para cambiar la página de Wikipedia, puede encontrar instrucciones sencillas paso a paso en este link o, si 
prefiere que le ayudemos a hacerlo puede contactarnos en la dirección de correo 
electrónico estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 
  
Por favor tenga en cuenta que al acceder al informe nos estará dando su consentimiento para monitorizar la 
efectividad de nuestra información para promover la toma de decisiones de políticas públicas basadas en 
evidencia científica. 
  
Esperando que esta información le resulte útil, reciba un saludo cordial, 
  
Instituto de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES) 
https://tides.ulpgc.es 
Dirección de contacto: estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 
   

En caso de no querer recibir un recordatorio sobre este estudio por favor escribe 
a estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com. 

 

 

Estimado/a Sr/Sra. Regidor/a de Balazote: 
  
Desde el Instituto Universitario de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES), nos ponemos en contacto con 
usted para hacerle llegar los resultados de un estudio que muestra con datos los efectos beneficiosos 
de una intervención efectiva, sencilla y a coste cero para aumentar el turismo en Balazote. 
  
La investigación encuentra que simples cambios de la página de Wikipedia de municipios similares al suyo 
reportaron mejoras de hasta un 33% en los ingresos turísticos. El estudio está resumido en el siguiente 
artículo de prensa publicado el medio conservador El Mundo, en su versión digital, dirigido 
por Joaquín Manso. 

 

  
Aquí puede acceder al enlace para leer el artículo completo de El Mundo. 
  
Las mejoras de la página de Wikipedia de su municipio son muy fáciles de hacer, no tienen ningún coste y 
pueden generar más de 200.000 euros en ingresos turísticos en su municipio. Entre los cambios sencillos 
más efectivos que podría implementar en la página de Wikipedia se encuentran: 
  
1. Añadir fotografías de su municipio. 
  
2. Editar una versión sencilla en inglés del mismo texto para turistas extranjeros. 
  
3. Mencionar o ampliar la sección dedicada a fiestas locales. 
  
Los últimos meses del año son clave para el turismo en muchos municipios ya que incluyen diversos puentes, 
por lo que sería ideal que los cambios en la WIkipedia se implementasen lo antes posible. Si necesita ayuda 
para cambiar la página de Wikipedia, puede encontrar instrucciones sencillas paso a paso en este link o, si 
prefiere que le ayudemos a hacerlo puede contactarnos en la dirección de correo 
electrónico estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 
  
Por favor tenga en cuenta que al acceder al informe nos estará dando su consentimiento para monitorizar la 
efectividad de nuestra información para promover la toma de decisiones de políticas públicas basadas en 
evidencia científica. 
  
Esperando que esta información le resulte útil, reciba un saludo cordial, 
  
Instituto de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES) 
https://tides.ulpgc.es 
Dirección de contacto: estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com 

  

 

 

  
En caso de no querer recibir un recordatorio sobre este estudio por favor escribe 
a estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com. 
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B.2 Text of the newspaper article

A study shows that Wikipedia can be a great ally in recovering the tourism sector in Spain

Improving a municipality’s Wikipedia entry can mean an increase of up to 33% in hotel stays in

that place. This was demonstrated by an experimental study developed with Spanish municipalities

and published in the prestigious Journal of Economics and Management this year.

Tourism is one of our country’s main economic sectors. In 2019, the sector represented 12.4% of

GDP and 12.7% of employment. Furthermore, according to figures from the Ministry of Industry,

Commerce and Tourism, Spain closed that same year with 83.7 million foreign tourist visits. How-

ever, COVID-19 changed the scenario radically: in 2020, international tourism decreased by 78%

compared to 2019, and the tourism GDP in 2021 fell to 2017 levels, close to 6%.

In the Wikipedia Matters study, researchers Marit Hinnosaar, Toomas Hinnosaar, Michael Kummer

and Olga Slivko carried out a curious experiment to analyse the impact of the information available

on Wikipedia about touristic municipalities in Spain on tourism in those places. As part of the

experiment, the authors improved the editing and content of Wikipedia pages referring to some

Spanish municipalities chosen randomly from a sample of municipalities with tourism potential.

The experiment results showed that the improvement in Wikipedia content in different languages

caused the municipalities in the sample whose pages were edited to increase the nights of accom-

modation of tourists native to the language in which the Wikipedia content was edited. During the

tourist season, hotel nights increased by 9% in these municipalities compared to those with tourist

potential but without edited pages. In the cities whose pages were more incomplete and briefer be-

fore the intervention, the increase reached 33%. That is, more detailed information captivates the

attention of potential readers, and this has a direct effect on attracting tourists.

Official figures show that the average expenditure of a foreign tourist in Spain is 101 euros per day,

and initial calculations suggest that improving a municipality’s article on Wikipedia could generate,

in that place, an approximate annual amount of 160 thousand euros of additional income. The

results of this experiment demonstrate with evidence that improving the quality of the Wikipedia

page is a simple and economical way to increase the visibility and number of tourists a city receives,
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which could substantially help the recovery of the tourism sector.

Figure B.3: Newspaper articles:

El Mundo:[Here, you can access the link to read the full El Mundo article]

https://www.elmundo.es/television/medios/2022/03/07/622663cffc6c832a3b8b45d5.html

elDiario.es:[Here, you can access the link to read the full elDiario.es article]

https://www.eldiario.es/economia/

estudio-demuestra-wikipedia-gran-aliado-recuperar-sector-turistico-espana_1_

8888694.html
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B.3 Text of the Policy brief

Three organisations published this policy brief. All are written identically; the only difference

is that each institution presented its version with its respective organisational logo plus a brief

description of the organisation before showing the content of the policy brief.

[Logo Fundación Alternativas]

[About Fundación Alternativas]

[The Alternativas Foundation is an independent centre of thought and debate for political and social

transformation chaired by Diego López Garrido. It was born in 1997 with the desire to be a chan-

nel for reflection, and its mission is to contribute to progressive theoretical and cultural thinking.

www.fundacionalternativas.org]

[Logo FAES]

[About FAES]

[FAES is a private, non-profit foundation that has been working in the field of ideas since 1989.

Chaired by José Maŕıa Aznar, its objective is to nourish the thinking of the liberal reformist centre

with political proposals that influence decision-making and impact public opinion. At the service of

Spain and its citizens, its purpose is to create, promote and disseminate ideas based on political,

intellectual, and economic freedom and strengthen the values of liberty, democracy, the rule of law,

the free market and Western humanism]

[Logo LSE]

[About the London School of Economics]

[The London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), founded in 1985, is a world-leading

university specialising in teaching and research in the social sciences, with a global community of

people rooted in London and ideas that transform the world]

Research shows that Wikipedia is crucial to promoting tourism in Spanish municipalities

• A study published in the prestigious Journal of Economics and Management shows that an im-

provement in the content of the Wikipedia page of Spanish municipalities increased the number of

19



hotel overnight stays by 9%.

• Wikipedia page improvements are straightforward, are done at 0 cost and can generate more than

€200,000 of additional income to local coffers.

• Adding photographs of the municipality, improving information on local festivals, and translating

into other languages, such as English, are some improvements that have proven effective.

Improve Wikipedia, a pivotal policy to improve tourism in Spanish municipalities

Tourism is a crucial sector in Spain and the main economic activity in many municipalities, where it

generates income worth approximately 51 billion euros each year. In the current context of return to

normality, scarce resources and growing competition, promoting tourism is one of the main political

objectives in many municipalities. But what does the evidence tell us about the effectiveness of

various policies in promoting tourism in your municipality? In this policy brief, we summarise the

results of a recent study that shows a simple way to increase tourism in your municipality at zero

cost.

The Wikipedia Matters study, published by Hinnosaar and co-authors in the prestigious Journal of

Economics and Management, showed that an improvement in the content of the Wikipedia page of

Spanish municipalities increased the number of hotel nights by 9% during the high season in the

city. The increase in hotel overnight stays reached 33% for municipalities with Wikipedia entries

that were significantly incomplete before being improved. Considering that each tourist spends an

average of €136 per day, improving a municipality’s page on Wikipedia can generate more than

€200,000 of additional income at zero cost per year for local coffers.

Wikipedia is the world’s largest collaborative encyclopaedia. It is consistently one of the first results

displayed by the algorithms of the major online search engines when searching for information about

anything. It is one of the most popular portals in the world. According to We Are Social’s Digital

2022 report, Wikipedia was the 7th most viewed website in the world in 2021, with 66.9 billion

visitors and content available in 300 languages.

What specific changes to the municipality’s Wikipedia page help improve tourism?

Municipal officials of Spanish municipalities can edit the page about their locality on Wikipedia. But
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what changes to Wikipedia help increase tourism? The study points out some elementary changes:

1. Add photos of the municipality, either of places or celebrations, on the Wikipedia page of your

city in Spanish, English, and other languages whose nationality receives tourists.

2. Include complete information about local festivals on the Wikipedia page of your municipality in

Spanish, English, and other languages whose nationalities receive tourists.

3. Complete information in Spanish or other languages in which your municipality’s Wikipedia page

is concise on crucial aspects of the city, such as places to visit or transportation and communication

routes.

Although the improvement in the entry is particularly effective in increasing tourism in munici-

palities with poorly developed Wikipedia pages in Spanish and other languages, changes as simple

as adding 2 or 3 photographs or adding around 300 words expanding information on local festivals

have proven effective even in those municipalities with extensive Wikipedia pages.

How to do it? A straightforward, fast, and free process

Finally, it is essential to highlight that changing your municipality’s page on Wikipedia in Spanish

and other languages is entirely free.

In the email, you will find attached a document in PDF format showing you step-by-step instruc-

tions on changing your municipality’s page on Wikipedia. Improving your municipality’s page on

Wikipedia is an effective and cost-free way to increase tourism income in your municipality.

References

Hinnosaar, M., Hinnosaar, T., Kummer, M., Slivko, O. 2022. Wikipedia Matters, Journal of

Economics and Management Strategy.
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Figure B.4: Example of a policy brief:

 
 

Acerca de Fundación Alternativas 

          

          

    

 

 

Policy brief de la Fundación Alternativas 

 

Una investigación demuestra que la Wikipedia 
es un instrumento clave para impulsar el 

turismo en municipios españoles 
 
 

• Un estudio publicado en la prestigiosa revista Journal of Economics 
and Management, muestra que una mejora en el contenido de la 
página de Wikipedia de los municipios españoles incrementó en un 
9% el número de pernoctaciones hoteleras. 
  

• Las mejoras de la página de Wikipedia son muy fáciles de hacer, se 
hacen a coste 0 y pueden generar más de 200.000€ de ingreso 
adicional a las arcas locales. 
 

• Añadir fotografías del municipio, mejorar la información sobre 
fiestas locales y traducir a otros idiomas como el inglés son algunas 
de las mejoras específicas que han demostrado ser efectivas 
 
 

Mejorar la Wikipedia, política clave para mejorar el turismo en municipios 

españoles 

 

El turismo es un sector clave en España y la principal actividad económica en muchos 

municipios, en los que genera ingresos por un valor aproximado de 51.000 millones de 

euros cada año. En el actual contexto de vuelta a la normalidad, recursos escasos y 

creciente competencia, uno de los objetivos políticos principales en muchos 

ayuntamientos es cómo fomentar el turismo. ¿Pero qué nos dice la evidencia sobre la 

efectividad de diversas políticas para fomentar el turismo en su municipio? En este policy 

brief le resumimos los resultados de un estudio reciente que muestra una forma sencilla 

de aumentar el turismo en su municipio a coste 0. 

             
                  

        

La Fundación Alternativas es un centro independiente de pensamiento y debate para la 
transformación política y social presidido por Diego López Garrido. Nació en 1997 con la 
voluntad de ser un cauce de reflexión y su misión es contribuir al pensamiento teórico y 
cultural progresista.
www.fundacionalternativas.org
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B.4 Text of the instructions to change Wikipedia

This section reproduces the instructions contained in the links that were sent by email to policy-

makers for changing Wikipedia. The original instructions included screenshots of Wikipedia images

to facilitate this process; these screenshots are not reproduced in this appendix for licensing reasons.

Ten steps for editing content on Wikipedia

1. Open the Wikipedia page of your town hall.

2. Click “Create an account” in the upper right corner.

3. Complete the registration details.

4. Once completed, click on the “Create your account” box.

5. The “Edit” tab will appear once the account has been created.

6. In the “Edit” section, you can modify and add new text to the page. You will see a toolbar like

that of Word displayed. These tools will help you edit the content.

7. If after pressing the “Edit” tab (from the previous step), the “Code editing” version opens by

default, select the “Visual editing” option to edit directly in the text.

8. To add images, go to the “Insert” tab and select the “Multimedia” or “Gallery” option. Once

there, select the picture you want to add and press “insert”.

9. Once editing is complete, select the “Publish Changes” icon at the far right of the toolbar.

10. When you press “Publish Changes”, a pop-up tab will appear with options such as “Review

your changes”, “Continue editing”, “Save your changes”, and finally “Publish changes”. Once you

press “Publish Changes”, you will have finished publishing information to Wikipedia.
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C Heterogeneity of results

This appendix explores the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms, (1) by the ideology

of the municipality’s major, (2) by whether the mayor of the municipality belongs to one of the two

main political parties, (3) by the population of the municipality, (4) by the number of words in the

Wikipedia page of the municipality prior to our intervention, and (5) by whether the municipality

is located in a region with a strong pro-independence sentiment (Catalonia, the Basque Country, or

Galicia). To conduct these analyses, we expand the baseline specification 1 by adding interaction

terms between the dummy variables indicating the treatment arms and the dummy variables that

define the categories over which we want to estimate the heterogeneous effects of the treatments

(e.g., ideology of the mayor).

First, we discuss whether the main effects of the treatments on policy adoption might differ for mu-

nicipalities with a left- or right-wing mayor. The results are reported in Table C.1. The probability

of policy adoption is 38% higher among municipalities with a left-wing mayor. More importantly,

the effect of receiving information from an ideologically aligned institution is nearly three times

larger for left-wing municipalities, although the interaction term is not statistically significant at

conventional confidence levels. Furthermore, the effect of receiving information from an ideologically

nonsalient institution is relevant for left-wing policymakers but not for right-wing policymakers.

On the other hand, the effect of receiving the summary of results from an institution with the

opposite ideology is consistently 0 regardless of the ideology of the mayor. ur estimates show that

non-salient is about half as effective as aligned. If this effect were symmetric, then the overall

impact of the non-salient institution would be comparable to aligned. However, in our experiment

this is not the case as the effect operates (almost) exclusively on the left-hand side of the political

spectrum.

It is important to interpret the results of this analysis cautiously, as the strength of the ideological

alignment may not be symmetric for right- and left-wing mayors and institutions. To illustrate

this, consider the following example: Right-wing mayors assigned to receive the policy brief from

an institution with the same ideology will receive a document endorsed by FAES. In contrast, left-

wing mayors in the same treatment arm will receive a policy brief endorsed by Alternativas. If
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the prestige, authority, or trust associated with FAES differs for right-wing mayors compared to

the prestige, authority, or trust of Alternativas for left-wing mayors, the observed results should

not be solely attributed to differing ideological biases among right- and left-wing mayors, but also

to this asymmetry. However, it’s important to note that this consideration does not undermine

the main findings reported in the paper, as each treatment arm includes both right- and left-wing

municipalities, and ideology is used in the randomization as a stratification variable.

Second, we explore whether the effects of the different treatments differ based on the political

affiliation of the municipality’s mayor, specifically whether they belong to the PP or PSOE, the

primary right-wing and left-wing political parties, or another political party. This is a reasonable

consideration given the key roles of the directors of FAES and Alternativas, who are influential

figures and members of the Popular Party (PP) and the Socialist Party (PSOE), respectively.4

While there is no formal affiliation at the moment, FAES and Alternativas wield considerable

influence in shaping ideas and political and economic proposals for both PP and PSOE.

The findings of this analysis are presented in Table C.2. Overall, they indicate no discernible

differential effects of the treatment arms on policy adoption based on whether the mayor belongs to

either the PP/PSOE or a different political party. This result underscores that the primary effect

identified in the paper—strong impacts on policy adoption when receiving information endorsed by

an ideologically aligned institution—is not contingent on party discipline.

Third, the email sent to local policymakers not only includes the link to the policy report or

newspaper article but also a link to a document providing step-by-step instructions for editing

Wikipedia. While these instructions reduce implementation costs, one may wonder whether some

non-negligible implementation costs might persist in small municipalities lacking equipment or

personnel with the skills to edit the Wikipedia page. To explore this possibility, we investigate the

heterogeneous effects of the treatments based on the population of the municipality, which arguably

proxies for implementation capacity in the municipality. For this analysis, we divide the sample

into tertiles of the population distribution and examine whether the effect differs across tertiles.

The results of this analysis are reported in Table C.3. The findings indicate that the main effect
4José Maŕıa Aznar, the president of FAES, is a former president of the PP and served as the Spanish prime

minister between 1996 and 2004. Diego López Garrido, the president of Alternativas, is a prominent politician and
former MP for PSOE.
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on adoption is driven by municipalities in the top tertile of the population. These municipalities

are likely those with a higher implementation capacity.

Fourth, we examine the heterogeneous effect of the treatment arms based on the length of the munic-

ipality’s page on Spanish Wikipedia at the time before our intervention. Arguably, the word count

serves as a good proxy for the completeness of the municipality’s entry on Wikipedia. Although

we recommended implementing changes that were easily executable even for very comprehensive

web pages (e.g., adding photographs, expanding information on festivals, etc.), it is easier to make

improvements on more incomplete pages. On the other hand, shorter pages might also correlate

with a lower capacity in the municipality to implement changes or a lower interest in tourism.

For this analysis, we divide the sample into municipalities above and below the median length of

the Wikipedia page in the sample. We then expand the main specification, including interaction

terms between the treatment arms and a dummy variable indicating whether the municipality has

a Wikipedia page with an above-median number of words. The results of this analysis are reported

in Table C.4. While the coefficients are not statistically significant, their magnitude suggests that

the effects of receiving information endorsed by an institution with the same ideology are two times

larger in municipalities with lengthier Wikipedia pages. While this result may seem counterintuitive

(as editing more comprehensive webpages is, in principle, more costly), it is in line with the idea

that municipalities with higher implementation capacity tend to be more responsive to ideological

alignment, provided the length of Wikipedia pages serves as a proxy for implementation capacity.

Fifth, we investigated whether the treatment effects might be weaker for municipalities in which the

municipality belongs to a region with a strong pro-independence sentiment: Catalonia, the Basque

Country, and Galicia. Although we address local politicians in Galicia, Catalonia, and the Basque

Country in Spanish and their regional language in the email, local politicians from these parties

might perceive both right- and left-wing national-level think tanks and media as politically distant.

The results of this heterogeneity analysis are reported in Table C.5. Contrary to expectations, the

results suggest that, if anything, the effect on policy adoption of receiving a summary of research

from an institution with an aligned ideology is larger for these municipalities.

Finally, we analyzed whether the treatment effects are different for the 60 municipalities included

in the experiment conducted by Hinnosaar et al. (2021). Unlike most of the municipalities in
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our sample, these 60 municipalities were big towns or cities. In the experiment conducted by

Hinnosaar et al. (2021), the changes in Wikipedia pages were conducted by the authors and their

team without informing the treated municipalities. Furthermore, the results received very limited

coverage from mass media in Spain, so they were unlikely to interact with our experiment.5 The

results of this heterogeneous analysis are reported in Table C.6. They show that the impact of

ideological alignment is larger among this subsample of 60 municipalities. This result is consistent

with the results presented earlier in this section, illustrating that treatment effects are larger for

more populated municipalities with more complete Wikipedia pages.
5Only the small online news portals La Informacion and Tourinews have published brief articles about the study

results. https://www.lainformacion.com/management/turismo-editar-pueblos-wikipedia/2815402/https:
//www.tourinews.es/resumen-de-prensa/curiosidades/wikipedia-clave-reactivar-turismo-rural_4461915_
102.html
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Table C.1: Heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms by ideology

Study period Placebo period

Dep. var: Recommended change in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control
Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0239 0.0235 -0.0015 -0.0020

( 0.0092) ( 0.0092) ( 0.0058) ( 0.0058)
Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Right -0.0157 -0.0147 -0.0083 -0.0075

( 0.0163) ( 0.0165) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0085)
Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.0043 0.0037 -0.0035 -0.0037

( 0.0108) ( 0.0109) ( 0.0099) ( 0.0100)
Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Right -0.0054 -0.0039 0.0143 0.0148

( 0.0156) ( 0.0157) ( 0.0148) ( 0.0150)
Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0236 0.0236 0.0022 0.0021

( 0.0119) ( 0.0119) ( 0.0081) ( 0.0081)
Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x Right -0.0311 -0.0309 -0.0096 -0.0094

( 0.0161) ( 0.0162) ( 0.0106) ( 0.0107)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0297 0.0293 -0.0016 -0.0019

( 0.0123) ( 0.0124) ( 0.0075) ( 0.0075)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Right -0.0285 -0.0275 0.0055 0.0060

( 0.0174) ( 0.0175) ( 0.0112) ( 0.0112)
Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0100 0.0100 0.0002 0.0003

( 0.0092) ( 0.0092) ( 0.0068) ( 0.0068)
Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Right -0.0130 -0.0128 -0.0007 -0.0006

( 0.0151) ( 0.0152) ( 0.0113) ( 0.0114)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Panel B: Pooled effects relative to control
Any treatment 0.0183 0.0180 -0.0008 -0.0010

( 0.0070) ( 0.0070) ( 0.0058) ( 0.0058)
Any treatment x Right -0.0187 -0.0179 0.0003 0.0007

( 0.0125) ( 0.0126) ( 0.0086) ( 0.0087)
Aligned ideology 0.0268 0.0264 -0.0016 -0.0019

( 0.0084) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0060) ( 0.0060)
Aligned ideology x Right -0.0221 -0.0211 -0.0014 -0.0007

( 0.0147) ( 0.0149) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0084)
Opposite ideology 0.0072 0.0068 -0.0016 -0.0017

( 0.0085) ( 0.0085) ( 0.0066) ( 0.0066)
Opposite ideology x Right -0.0092 -0.0083 0.0068 0.0071

( 0.0130) ( 0.0130) ( 0.0111) ( 0.0114)
Policy brief 0.0173 0.0169 -0.0010 -0.0012

( 0.0080) ( 0.0080) ( 0.0072) ( 0.0073)
Policy brief x Right -0.0174 -0.0165 -0.0012 -0.0007

( 0.0132) ( 0.0133) ( 0.0095) ( 0.0096)
Newspaper 0.0198 0.0196 -0.0007 -0.0008

( 0.0074) ( 0.0074) ( 0.0058) ( 0.0058)
Newspaper X Right -0.0207 -0.0201 0.0024 0.0027

( 0.0131) ( 0.0132) ( 0.0096) ( 0.0097)

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on the

Wikipedia page by ideology. To explore the heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms, we interact the treatment indicators with a dummy variable

indicating whether the mayor of the municipality belongs to a right- or left-wing political party. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect

of the different arms for right- and left-wing municipalities between May and December 2022, the study period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4)

examine the effect of the different arms for right- and left-wing municipalities between May and December 2019, a placebo period before the start of

the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata

fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled effects relative to the control group. The mean adoption rate among municipalities with a right-wing mayor

is 2.8% and for municipalities with left-wing mayors is 3.8%. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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Table C.2: Heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms by whether the mayor belongs to the
PP/PSOE or to a different political party

Study Placebo
period period

Dep. var: Recommended change in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0187 0.0190 -0.0067 -0.0066
( 0.0138) ( 0.0140) ( 0.0065) ( 0.0065)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x PP/PSOE -0.0028 -0.0032 0.0020 0.0020
( 0.0170) ( 0.0172) ( 0.0085) ( 0.0086)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief -0.0069 -0.0068 0.0061 0.0066
( 0.0101) ( 0.0101) ( 0.0103) ( 0.0105)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x PP/PSOE 0.0132 0.0132 -0.0045 -0.0051
( 0.0144) ( 0.0145) ( 0.0142) ( 0.0143)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0093 0.0095 0.0062 0.0063
( 0.0162) ( 0.0164) ( 0.0077) ( 0.0077)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x PP/PSOE 0.0003 0.0002 -0.0125 -0.0125
( 0.0191) ( 0.0193) ( 0.0104) ( 0.0104)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0157 0.0161 -0.0002 0.0000
( 0.0136) ( 0.0138) ( 0.0080) ( 0.0080)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x PP/PSOE 0.0014 0.0009 0.0017 0.0014
( 0.0179) ( 0.0182) ( 0.0108) ( 0.0109)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0100 -0.0097 0.0063 0.0066
( 0.0084) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0091) ( 0.0092)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x PP/PSOE 0.0210 0.0207 -0.0094 -0.0097
( 0.0132) ( 0.0133) ( 0.0113) ( 0.0114)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Panel B: Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0054 0.0056 0.0023 0.0026
( 0.0086) ( 0.0087) ( 0.0062) ( 0.0063)

Any treatment x PP/PSOE 0.0066 0.0063 -0.0045 -0.0048
( 0.0120) ( 0.0121) ( 0.0083) ( 0.0083)

Aligned ideology 0.0172 0.0176 -0.0035 -0.0033
( 0.0126) ( 0.0128) ( 0.0061) ( 0.0061)

Aligned ideology x PP/PSOE -0.0007 -0.0011 0.0019 0.0017
( 0.0156) ( 0.0159) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0082)

Opposite ideology -0.0084 -0.0082 0.0062 0.0066
( 0.0080) ( 0.0079) ( 0.0083) ( 0.0084)

Opposite ideology x PP/PSOE 0.0171 0.0169 -0.0070 -0.0074
( 0.0117) ( 0.0117) ( 0.0108) ( 0.0109)

Policy brief 0.0070 0.0072 0.0019 0.0021
( 0.0108) ( 0.0109) ( 0.0067) ( 0.0068)

Policy brief x PP/PSOE 0.0036 0.0034 -0.0050 -0.0052
( 0.0137) ( 0.0138) ( 0.0092) ( 0.0093)

Newspaper 0.0029 0.0032 0.0030 0.0033
( 0.0076) ( 0.0078) ( 0.0065) ( 0.0066)

Newspaper X PP/PSOE 0.0112 0.0108 -0.0039 -0.0041
( 0.0119) ( 0.0120) ( 0.0089) ( 0.0090)

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on

the Wikipedia page by whether the mayor belongs to the PP/PSOE parties or to a different political party. To explore the heterogeneous

effects of the treatment arms, we interact the treatment indicators with a dummy variable indicating whether the mayor of the municipality

belongs to either the PP/PSOE, or to a different political party. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect of the different arms

for right- and left-wing municipalities between May and December 2022, the study period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4) examine the

effect of the different arms for right- and left-wing municipalities between May and December 2019, a placebo period before the start of the

intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are estimated

with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled effects relative to the control group. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the
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Table C.3: Heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms by the population of the municipality

Study Placebo
period period

Dep. var: Recommended change in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0320 0.0322 0.0096 0.0097
( 0.0146) ( 0.0148) ( 0.0088) ( 0.0088)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Mid tertile population -0.0162 -0.0166 -0.0288 -0.0289
( 0.0211) ( 0.0212) ( 0.0121) ( 0.0121)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Bottom tertile population -0.0291 -0.0293 -0.0160 -0.0160
( 0.0180) ( 0.0181) ( 0.0096) ( 0.0097)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.0061 0.0067 -0.0002 0.0002
( 0.0185) ( 0.0186) ( 0.0129) ( 0.0130)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Mid tertile population 0.0000 -0.0007 0.0094 0.0091
( 0.0212) ( 0.0213) ( 0.0202) ( 0.0204)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Bottom tertile population -0.0125 -0.0133 0.0001 -0.0001
( 0.0207) ( 0.0208) ( 0.0151) ( 0.0153)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0066 0.0071 0.0002 0.0001
( 0.0153) ( 0.0154) ( 0.0121) ( 0.0121)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x Mid tertile population 0.0026 0.0020 -0.0099 -0.0099
( 0.0220) ( 0.0221) ( 0.0146) ( 0.0146)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x Bottom tertile population 0.0060 0.0055 0.0030 0.0032
( 0.0205) ( 0.0206) ( 0.0141) ( 0.0142)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0466 0.0470 0.0091 0.0093
( 0.0192) ( 0.0194) ( 0.0115) ( 0.0116)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Mid tertile population -0.0498 -0.0504 -0.0187 -0.0190
( 0.0229) ( 0.0231) ( 0.0146) ( 0.0147)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Bottom tertile population -0.0404 -0.0408 -0.0060 -0.0060
( 0.0206) ( 0.0208) ( 0.0136) ( 0.0137)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0160 0.0166 0.0160 0.0163
( 0.0156) ( 0.0157) ( 0.0102) ( 0.0103)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Mid tertile population -0.0163 -0.0171 -0.0321 -0.0324
( 0.0192) ( 0.0193) ( 0.0140) ( 0.0141)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Bottom tertile population -0.0193 -0.0199 -0.0160 -0.0162
( 0.0189) ( 0.0190) ( 0.0121) ( 0.0122)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678
Panel B: Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0215 0.0220 0.0069 0.0071
( 0.0127) ( 0.0128) ( 0.0083) ( 0.0083)

Any treatment x Mid tertile population -0.0160 -0.0166 -0.0160 -0.0162
( 0.0163) ( 0.0164) ( 0.0119) ( 0.0120)

Any treatment x Bottom tertile population -0.0191 -0.0196 -0.0070 -0.0070
( 0.0149) ( 0.0150) ( 0.0094) ( 0.0095)

Aligned ideology 0.0393 0.0397 0.0094 0.0095
( 0.0158) ( 0.0160) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0084)

Aligned ideology x Mid tertile population -0.0331 -0.0335 -0.0238 -0.0240
( 0.0194) ( 0.0195) ( 0.0112) ( 0.0112)

Aligned ideology x Bottom tertile population -0.0348 -0.0351 -0.0110 -0.0110
( 0.0170) ( 0.0172) ( 0.0096) ( 0.0097)

Opposite ideology 0.0110 0.0116 0.0079 0.0082
( 0.0145) ( 0.0146) ( 0.0095) ( 0.0097)

Opposite ideology x Mid tertile population -0.0081 -0.0089 -0.0113 -0.0116
( 0.0169) ( 0.0169) ( 0.0153) ( 0.0155)

Opposite ideology x Bottom tertile population -0.0159 -0.0166 -0.0079 -0.0081
( 0.0168) ( 0.0168) ( 0.0110) ( 0.0112)

Policy brief 0.0149 0.0153 0.0032 0.0033
( 0.0131) ( 0.0132) ( 0.0099) ( 0.0100)

Policy brief x Mid tertile population -0.0045 -0.0051 -0.0098 -0.0099
( 0.0172) ( 0.0173) ( 0.0137) ( 0.0138)

Policy brief x Bottom tertile population -0.0118 -0.0123 -0.0043 -0.0043
( 0.0165) ( 0.0166) ( 0.0111) ( 0.0112)

Newspaper 0.0314 0.0320 0.0125 0.0128
( 0.0136) ( 0.0137) ( 0.0086) ( 0.0087)

Newspaper X Mid tertile population -0.0332 -0.0338 -0.0254 -0.0257
( 0.0172) ( 0.0173) ( 0.0120) ( 0.0121)

Newspaper X Bottom tertile population -0.0299 -0.0305 -0.0110 -0.0111
( 0.0145) ( 0.0146) ( 0.0102) ( 0.0103)

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on the

Wikipedia page by the population of the municipality. We interact the treatment indicators with a set of dummy variables indicating whether

the population is in the mid or the bottom tertile of the population distribution. The interaction term with the top tertile of the population

distribution is the reference category. The mean population in municipalities in the bottom tertile is 349 inhabitants, in the medium tertile

1,617 inhabitants and in the top tertile 22,593 inhabitants. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect of the different arms for

municipalities with larger and smaller populations between May and December 2022, the study period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4)

examine the effect of the different treatment arms for municipalities with larger and smaller populations between May and December 2019, a

placebo period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in

columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled effects relative to the control group. Standard errors

in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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Table C.4: Heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms by the length of the Wikipedia page

Study Placebo
period period

Dep. var: Recommended change in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0144 0.0163 -0.0012 0.0000
( 0.0113) ( 0.0113) ( 0.0079) ( 0.0080)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Below the median of words 0.0041 0.0013 -0.0089 -0.0108
( 0.0162) ( 0.0161) ( 0.0126) ( 0.0131)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.0095 0.0101 0.0048 0.0058
( 0.0121) ( 0.0123) ( 0.0101) ( 0.0101)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Below the median of words -0.0142 -0.0157 -0.0035 -0.0052
( 0.0145) ( 0.0147) ( 0.0133) ( 0.0132)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0113 0.0116 0.0034 0.0040
( 0.0112) ( 0.0114) ( 0.0105) ( 0.0105)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x Below the median of words -0.0042 -0.0041 -0.0115 -0.0125
( 0.0154) ( 0.0154) ( 0.0154) ( 0.0154)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0287 0.0295 0.0090 0.0098
( 0.0141) ( 0.0142) ( 0.0092) ( 0.0094)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Below the median of words -0.0257 -0.0265 -0.0170 -0.0180
( 0.0179) ( 0.0178) ( 0.0135) ( 0.0138)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0109 0.0099 0.0170 0.0174
( 0.0124) ( 0.0126) ( 0.0097) ( 0.0098)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Below the median of words -0.0120 -0.0106 -0.0320 -0.0329
( 0.0166) ( 0.0168) ( 0.0125) ( 0.0127)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Panel B: Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0151 0.0157 0.0064 0.0072
( 0.0088) ( 0.0090) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0070)

Any treatment x Below the median of words -0.0108 -0.0116 -0.0144 -0.0157
( 0.0124) ( 0.0124) ( 0.0110) ( 0.0112)

Aligned ideology 0.0216 0.0228 0.0039 0.0049
( 0.0114) ( 0.0115) ( 0.0071) ( 0.0073)

Aligned ideology x Below the median of words -0.0108 -0.0126 -0.0130 -0.0144
( 0.0151) ( 0.0151) ( 0.0117) ( 0.0121)

Opposite ideology 0.0101 0.0100 0.0108 0.0115
( 0.0099) ( 0.0100) ( 0.0079) ( 0.0079)

Opposite ideology x Below the median of words -0.0130 -0.0131 -0.0177 -0.0191
( 0.0137) ( 0.0138) ( 0.0109) ( 0.0110)

Policy brief 0.0118 0.0128 0.0023 0.0032
( 0.0090) ( 0.0091) ( 0.0080) ( 0.0080)

Policy brief x Below the median of words -0.0051 -0.0066 -0.0077 -0.0093
( 0.0122) ( 0.0123) ( 0.0119) ( 0.0120)

Newspaper 0.0203 0.0202 0.0128 0.0134
( 0.0105) ( 0.0106) ( 0.0078) ( 0.0080)

Newspaper X Below the median of words -0.0194 -0.0191 -0.0245 -0.0254
( 0.0148) ( 0.0147) ( 0.0116) ( 0.0120)

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on

the Wikipedia page by whether the Wikipedia page was above or below the median number of words before the experiment. To explore the

heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms, we interact the treatment indicators with a dummy variable indicating whether the municipality’s

page in the Spanish Wikipedia is above or below the median number of Words in Wikipedia. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine

the effect of the different arms for municipalities with longer and shorter pages in Wikipedia between May and December 2022, the study

period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4) examine the effect of the different arms for municipalities with longer and shorter pages in Wikipedia

between May and December 2019, a placebo period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include

strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled effects relative

to the control group. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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Table C.5: Heterogeneous effects of treatment arms by belonging to a region with a strong pro-
independence sentiment

Study Placebo
period period

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0092 0.0089 -0.0074 -0.0075
( 0.0096) ( 0.0097) ( 0.0060) ( 0.0059)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0301 0.0313 0.0077 0.0080
( 0.0174) ( 0.0176) ( 0.0120) ( 0.0119)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief -0.0005 -0.0007 0.0038 0.0040
( 0.0098) ( 0.0099) ( 0.0096) ( 0.0096)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0092 0.0098 -0.0036 -0.0039
( 0.0126) ( 0.0129) ( 0.0113) ( 0.0112)

Nonsalient ideology (LSE) - Policy brief 0.0095 0.0091 -0.0031 -0.0030
( 0.0107) ( 0.0107) ( 0.0065) ( 0.0066)

Nonsalient ideology (LSE) - Policy brief x Region with pro-independence sentiment -0.0008 0.0012 0.0033 0.0029
( 0.0145) ( 0.0142) ( 0.0107) ( 0.0108)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0132 0.0123 0.0009 0.0007
( 0.0108) ( 0.0108) ( 0.0068) ( 0.0068)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0132 0.0168 -0.0005 0.0003
( 0.0154) ( 0.0151) ( 0.0131) ( 0.0132)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0051 0.0055 -0.0017 -0.0013
( 0.0099) ( 0.0098) ( 0.0068) ( 0.0069)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Region with pro-independence sentiment -0.0050 -0.0061 0.0063 0.0049
( 0.0120) ( 0.0119) ( 0.0124) ( 0.0129)

Panel B: Pool effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0073 0.0070 -0.0015 -0.0014
( 0.0081) ( 0.0081) ( 0.0054) ( 0.0054)

Any treatment x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0093 0.0105 0.0026 0.0025
( 0.0101) ( 0.0101) ( 0.0088) ( 0.0090)

Aligned ideology 0.0112 0.0106 -0.0033 -0.0034
( 0.0086) ( 0.0087) ( 0.0052) ( 0.0052)

Aligned ideology x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0217 0.0240 0.0036 0.0042
( 0.0120) ( 0.0120) ( 0.0102) ( 0.0103)

Opposite ideology 0.0023 0.0024 0.0010 0.0013
( 0.0085) ( 0.0086) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0070)

Opposite ideology x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0021 0.0019 0.0013 0.0005
( 0.0109) ( 0.0110) ( 0.0096) ( 0.0100)

Policy brief 0.0060 0.0058 -0.0022 -0.0022
( 0.0086) ( 0.0087) ( 0.0064) ( 0.0064)

Policy brief x Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0128 0.0140 0.0025 0.0024
( 0.0121) ( 0.0121) ( 0.0095) ( 0.0095)

Newspaper 0.0092 0.0089 -0.0004 -0.0003
( 0.0085) ( 0.0085) ( 0.0058) ( 0.0059)

Newspaper X Region with pro-independence sentiment 0.0040 0.0052 0.0029 0.0026
( 0.0112) ( 0.0110) ( 0.0107) ( 0.0109)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recom-

mended change on the Wikipedia page by whether the municipality belongs to a region with a strong pro-independence

sentiment: Galicia, the Basque Country, and Galicia. To explore the heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms, we inter-

act the treatment indicators with a dummy variable indicating whether the municipality belongs to one of the cited regions.

Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the heterogeneous effects of the different arms between May and December 2022,

the study period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4) examine the heterogeneous effects of the different arms between May

and December 2019, a placebo period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include

strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled

effects relative to the control group. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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Table C.6: Heterogeneous effects of the treatment arms by whether the municipality is included in
the experiment conducted in Hinnosaar et al. (2021)

Study Placebo
period period

Dep. var: Recommended change in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0135 0.0136 -0.0056 -0.0055
( 0.0077) ( 0.0078) ( 0.0043) ( 0.0043)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief x Hinnosaar 0.4865 0.4727 0.0056 -0.0056
( 0.1190) ( 0.1219) ( 0.0043) ( 0.0109)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.0018 0.0020 0.0029 0.0032
( 0.0078) ( 0.0079) ( 0.0074) ( 0.0075)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief x Hinnosaar -0.0018 -0.0156 -0.0029 -0.0181
( 0.0078) ( 0.0144) ( 0.0074) ( 0.0121)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0096 0.0100 -0.0022 -0.0021
( 0.0087) ( 0.0088) ( 0.0055) ( 0.0055)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief x Hinnosaar -0.0096 -0.0174 0.0022 0.0009
( 0.0087) ( 0.0116) ( 0.0055) ( 0.0059)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0136 0.0137 0.0008 0.0009
( 0.0086) ( 0.0086) ( 0.0056) ( 0.0057)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper x Hinnosaar 0.3198 0.3043 -0.0008 -0.0053
( 0.1678) ( 0.1588) ( 0.0056) ( 0.0099)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0030 0.0033 -0.0055 -0.0054
( 0.0075) ( 0.0076) ( 0.0053) ( 0.0053)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper x Hinnosaar 0.0970 0.0861 0.5055 0.5108
( 0.0913) ( 0.0840) ( 0.2024) ( 0.1987)

Panel B: Pool effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0083 0.0085 -0.0019 -0.0018
( 0.0061) ( 0.0062) ( 0.0042) ( 0.0042)

Any treatment x Hinnosaar 0.1406 0.1258 0.1083 0.1044
( 0.0599) ( 0.0495) ( 0.0380) ( 0.0378)

Aligned ideology 0.0135 0.0137 -0.0024 -0.0023
( 0.0070) ( 0.0070) ( 0.0042) ( 0.0042)

Aligned ideology x Hinnosaar 0.3865 0.3714 0.0024 -0.0052
( 0.1080) ( 0.0992) ( 0.0042) ( 0.0075)

Opposite ideology 0.0024 0.0026 -0.0013 -0.0011
( 0.0064) ( 0.0065) ( 0.0053) ( 0.0053)

Opposite ideology x Hinnosaar 0.0531 0.0408 0.2790 0.2751
( 0.0475) ( 0.0391) ( 0.0952) ( 0.0942)

Policy brief 0.0083 0.0085 -0.0016 -0.0015
( 0.0067) ( 0.0067) ( 0.0048) ( 0.0049)

Policy brief x Hinnosaar 0.0988 0.0857 0.0016 -0.0045
( 0.0482) ( 0.0457) ( 0.0048) ( 0.0065)

Newspaper 0.0083 0.0085 -0.0023 -0.0023
( 0.0065) ( 0.0065) ( 0.0046) ( 0.0046)

Newspaper X Hinnosaar 0.2022 0.1858 0.2655 0.2671
( 0.1293) ( 0.1193) ( 0.0988) ( 0.0999)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0202 0.0202
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Note: Panel A reports the heterogeneous effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on the

Wikipedia page by whether the municipality is included in the experiment conducted in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). To explore the heterogeneous effects

of the treatment arms, we interact the treatment indicators with a dummy variable indicating whether the municipality is included in the experiment

conducted in the latter paper. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effects on recommended changes between May and December 2022, the

study period. Estimates in columns (3) and (4) examine the effects of the different arms on recommended changes between May and December 2019,

a placebo period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns

(2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the pooled effects relative to the control group. Standard errors in parentheses are

clustered at the randomization strata level.
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D Additional tables and graphs

Figure D.1: Spanish touristic municipalities

Note: Map of Spain showing treated municipalities in dark, control municipalities in light, and municipalities

not in the sample in white.

34



Figure D.2: Timing of changes in Wikipedia over the study period

Note: The figure displays the number of recommended changes in the Spanish Wikipedia page of control and treatment

municipalities over the study period. The vertical dashed lines show the timing of the reminder emails sent. The sum of

the days on which mailings were made and the day after represent 16.7% of the days in our intervention period, but these

account for 30% of the changes in the treatment group.
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Figure D.3: Heterogeneity of results by types of recommended change in Wikipedia
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Note: The figure displays the point estimates and 90% confidence intervals for the effect of the different treatment arms

relative to the control group on the probability of doing different types of changes in the municipalities’ page in the Spanish

Wikipedia during the study period. The taxonomy of changes includes: changes related to local festivities, changes related

to pictures, and changes related to landmarks. The estimates were conducted with strata fixed-effects.
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Table D.1: Effects of the treatment arms on the number of contact emails targeted in the munici-
pality

Dep var: N email addresses (1) (2)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief -0.0380 -0.0324
( 0.0661) ( 0.0659)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0113 0.0045
( 0.0592) ( 0.0589)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0621 -0.0648
( 0.0700) ( 0.0695)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0420 0.0409
( 0.0647) ( 0.0655)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 2.91 2.91
Strata FE No Yes
N 4,652 4,652

Note:The table reports the effects of the different treatment arms on the number of emails targeted in the munic-

ipality. The reference groups are the municipalities that received the information endorsed by an institution with

an opposite ideology. Estimates in Column (1) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in column (2) are

estimated with strata fixed-effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level
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Table D.2: Treatment effects on the probability and number of bounces

At the municipality level At the email level
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Probability of bounce

Aligned ideology- Policy brief -0.0362 -0.0362 -0.0063 -0.0048
( 0.0246) ( 0.0248) ( 0.0136) ( 0.0136)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief -0.0132 -0.0131 -0.0026 -0.0016
( 0.0216) ( 0.0216) ( 0.0117) ( 0.0114)

Aligned ideology- Newspaper -0.0306 -0.0308 -0.0026 -0.0016
( 0.0211) ( 0.0213) ( 0.0122) ( 0.0121)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0474 -0.0475 -0.0086 -0.0068
( 0.0200) ( 0.0202) ( 0.0097) ( 0.0099)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.3751 0.3751 0.1717 0.1717
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 13,709 13,709

Panel B: Number of bounces

Aligned ideology- Policy brief -0.0920 -0.0930 -0.0313 -0.0311
( 0.1342) ( 0.1352) ( 0.0451) ( 0.0452)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief -0.0521 -0.0545 -0.0207 -0.0209
( 0.1078) ( 0.1087) ( 0.0361) ( 0.0360)

Aligned ideology- Newspaper -0.0674 -0.0714 -0.0207 -0.0209
( 0.1289) ( 0.1295) ( 0.0433) ( 0.0430)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.1186 -0.1198 -0.0176 -0.0163
( 0.1124) ( 0.1134) ( 0.0380) ( 0.0385)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.9494 0.9494 0.3285 0.3285
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 13,709 13,709

Note: The estimates presented in the table yield the effect of the different treatment arms on the probability of at least one email

bouncing and the number of email bounces, both relative to the group of individuals that receive the summary of results endorsed

by a think tank with an opposite ideology. The latter group is the omitted category in the regressions since the control group

did not receive the intervention email, and we cannot measure email bounces for them. In Panel A, the outcome variable is the

probability of at least one email bouncing. In Panel B, the outcome variable is the number of email bounces. The outcome variable

is measured at the municipality level in columns (1) and (2). Because we had more than one email address in some municipalities,

we estimate the effects in columns (3) and (4) with the outcome variable measured at the email address level. Estimates reported

in columns (1) and (3) are estimated without strata-fixed effects, and columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata-fixed effects.

Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.

38



Table D.3: Treatment effects on the probability of opening an email

At the municipality level At the email level
Dep var: Opening
email (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief -0.0051 -0.0039 0.0083 0.0079
( 0.0239) ( 0.0241) ( 0.0212) ( 0.0213)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0215 0.0216 -0.0002 -0.0043
( 0.0244) ( 0.0245) ( 0.0205) ( 0.0203)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0095 -0.0092 -0.0174 -0.0175
( 0.0263) ( 0.0264) ( 0.0219) ( 0.0219)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0257 -0.0248 -0.0204 -0.0197
( 0.0245) ( 0.0247) ( 0.0212) ( 0.0214)

Reference group:
Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.5716 0.5716 0.3796 0.3796
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 11,288 11,288

Note: The estimates presented in the table yield the differences across the different treatment groups and the arm that received the policy

brief endorsed by a think tank with opposite ideology regarding the probability of opening the email containing the intervention. The latter

group is the omitted category in the regressions since the control group did not receive the intervention email. Estimates reported in columns

(1) and (3) are estimated without strata-fixed effects, and columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata-fixed effects. The outcome variable,

whether an email with the intervention is opened, is measured at the municipality level in columns (1) and (2). Because we had more than

one email address in some municipalities, we estimated the effects in columns (3) and (4) with the outcome variable measured at the email

address level. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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Table D.4: Power calculations for dichotomous outcomes: Minimum detectable effect size (MDE)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Baseline Any treatment Newspaper vs Newspaper Policy brief Same ideology vs Same ideology Opposite ideology Any group
prob. vs Control Policy brief vs Control vs Control Opposite ideology vs Control vs Control vs Control

0.4 0.049 0.041 0.055 0.052 0.045 0.055 0.055 0.064
0.1 0.033 0.026 0.036 0.034 0.029 0.036 0.036 0.042
0.03 0.02 0.016 0.023 0.021 0.018 0.023 0.023 0.026

Note: The table reports the minimum detectable effect size (MDE) with a probability of 80% for different treatment

arms comparisons. The calculations are for dichotomous outcomes and we assume different baseline probabilities for the

outcomes. We believe these were reasonable probabilities for the outcomes: opening the email received, clicking on the link

to the policy brief/newspaper, and changing the Wikipedia.

Table D.5: Power calculations for continuous outcomes: Minimum detectable effect size (MDE) in
standard deviations of the outcome variable

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Baseline Any treatment Newspaper vs Newspaper Policy brief Same ideology vs Same ideology Opposed ideology Any group
prob. vs Control Policy brief vs Control vs Control Opposed ideology vs Control vs Control vs Control

Words 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.12
Images 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.12

Note: The table reports the minimum detectable effect size (MDE) with a probability of 80% for different treatment arms

comparisons. The calculations are for continuous outcomes for two outcomes for which we have baseline information: the

number of words and the number of images.
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Table D.6: P-values of the effect of the different treatments arms and of comparisons across treat-
ment arms

Without strata With strata
fixed effect fixed effect

(1) (2)

Any treatment vs Control group 0.128 0.126

Aligned ideology vs Control group 0.029 0.030

Opposite ideology vs Control group 0.643 0.631

Nonsalient ideology vs Control group 0.276 0.269

Aligned ideology vs Opposite ideology 0.022 0.023

Aligned ideology vs Nonsalient ideology 0.344 0.355

Nonsalient ideology vs Opposite ideology 0.348 0.345

Policy brief vs Control group 0.169 0.166

Newspaper vs Control group 0.124 0.124

Newspaper vs Policy brief 0.819 0.823

Note: The table reports the p-values of t-test conducted after regressions

estimated without strata fixed effects in column (1) and with strata fixed

effects in column (2). The p-values corresponds to the effects reported in

Table 2 of the different treatment arms and of comparisons across treatment

arms in terms of the probability of a recommended change during the study

period (May to December 2022).
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Table D.7: Treatment effects on the probability of making a recommended change in Wikipedia
using the ideologically opposite treatment arms as omitted category

Study Placebo
period period

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment treatment arms relative to control
Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0137 0.0138 -0.0069 -0.0069

( 0.0061) ( 0.0062) ( 0.0045) ( 0.0045)
Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0064 0.0065 -0.0036 -0.0038

( 0.0068) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0055) ( 0.0055)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0137 0.0137 -0.0006 -0.0007

( 0.0082) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0051) ( 0.0052)
Omitted category:
Opposite ideology - Policy brief & Newspaper

Panel B: Pool effects relative to control
Aligned ideology 0.0137 0.0137 -0.0037 -0.0038

( 0.0058) ( 0.0059) ( 0.0040) ( 0.0040)
Policy brief 0.0101 0.0101 -0.0053 -0.0054

( 0.0055) ( 0.0055) ( 0.0044) ( 0.0045)
Newspaper 0.0137 0.0137 -0.0006 -0.0007

( 0.0082) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0051) ( 0.0052)
Received any treatment -0.0071 -0.0071 0.0008 0.0009

( 0.0059) ( 0.0060) ( 0.0053) ( 0.0053)
Mean dep var in control 0.0274 0.0274 0.0232 0.0232
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 4,736 4,736

Note: Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and
December 2022 using the Opposite ideology treatment arms as the omitted category rather than the uninformed control group.
Therefore, the coefficient of the different treatments arms show the difference in effects between the relevant treatment arm and the
Opposite ideology treatment arms. The uninformed control municipalities are excluded from the analytical sample. Estimates in
columns (3) and (4) examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and December 2019, a placebo
period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions
in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization
strata level.
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Table D.8: Treatment effects on the probability of making a recommended change in Wikipedia
using the ideologically nonsalient treatment arm as omitted category

Study Placebo
period period

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Panel A: Effect of treatment treatment arms relative to control
Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0073 0.0073 -0.0032 -0.0031

( 0.0068) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0046) ( 0.0047)
Opposite ideology - Policy brief -0.0075 -0.0076 0.0052 0.0054

( 0.0089) ( 0.0090) ( 0.0063) ( 0.0064)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0072 0.0072 0.0031 0.0031

( 0.0103) ( 0.0104) ( 0.0059) ( 0.0060)
Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0053 -0.0054 0.0021 0.0023

( 0.0067) ( 0.0068) ( 0.0067) ( 0.0068)
Omitted category:
Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief

Panel B: Pool effects relative to control
Aligned ideology 0.0073 0.0073 -0.0001 0.0000

( 0.0076) ( 0.0077) ( 0.0046) ( 0.0046)
Opposite ideology -0.0064 -0.0065 0.0036 0.0038

( 0.0068) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0055) ( 0.0055)
Policy brief -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0010 0.0011

( 0.0068) ( 0.0069) ( 0.0047) ( 0.0047)
Newspaper 0.0010 0.0009 0.0026 0.0027

( 0.0071) ( 0.0072) ( 0.0056) ( 0.0056)
Received any treatment 0.0004 0.0004 0.0018 0.0019

( 0.0066) ( 0.0067) ( 0.0046) ( 0.0047)
Mean dep var in omitted category 0.0349 0.0349 0.0180 0.0180
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 4,736 4,736

Note: Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and
December 2022 using the nonsalient ideology treatment arm as the omitted category rather than the uninformed control group.
Therefore, the coefficient of the different treatments arms show the difference in effects between the relevant treatment arm and the
nonsalient ideology treatment arm. The uninformed control municipalities are excluded from the analytical sample. Estimates in
columns (3) and (4) examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and December 2019, a placebo
period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions
in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization
strata level.
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Table D.9: Spatial spillovers: Effect of distance to the nearest municipality in each treatment arm
on the probability of changing Wikipedia for municipalities in the control group

Study Period Placebo Period
Recommended changes Recommended changes

in Wikipedia in Wikipedia
(1) (2)

Dist (in km) to nearest municipality treated with...
Aligned ideology - Policy Brief 0.0006 -0.0002

( 0.0008) ( 0.0006)
Opposite ideology - Policy Brief 0.0002 -0.0000

( 0.0010) ( 0.0008)
Nonsalient ideology - Policy Brief 0.0010 0.0010

( 0.0008) ( 0.0007)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0005 -0.0006

( 0.0007) ( 0.0006)
Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0005 0.0002

( 0.0006) ( 0.0007)
Mean outcome 0.0255 0.0202
N 942 942

Note: For the sample of control municipalities, the table reports the effect of distance to the closest municipality in
each treatment arm on the probability of a recommended change in Wikipedia during the study period in column
(1) and the placebo paeriod in column (2). Te mean distance in km from control municipalities to the closest
in municipality in the aligned policy brief treatment arm is 11.53, in the opposite policy brief treatment arm is
11.33, in the nonsalient policy brief treatment arm is 11.44, in the aligned newspaper treatment arm is 11.28, and
in the opposite newspaper treatment arm is 11.13. heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors are reported in
parentheses.
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Table D.10: Effects of the treatment arms on the probability of making a recommended change in
Wikipedia (Goldsmith-Pinkham et al., 2022)

Dep var: Change Pl Own ATE EW CW
in Wikipedia (0/1) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Effect of treatment arms relative to control
Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0169 0.0164 0.0165 0.0167 0.0166

( 0.0082) ( 0.0083) ( 0.0081) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0081)
Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.0020 0.0016 0.0015 0.0017 0.0016

( 0.0073) ( 0.0073) ( 0.0072) ( 0.0072) ( 0.0072)
Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.0097 0.0095 0.0093 0.0096 0.0094

( 0.0078) ( 0.0078) ( 0.0077) ( 0.0077) ( 0.0077)
Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.0167 0.0161 0.0164 0.0165 0.0164

( 0.0082) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0080) ( 0.0082) ( 0.0080)
Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0043 0.0041 0.0038 0.0042 0.0039

( 0.0075) ( 0.0075) ( 0.0073) ( 0.0074) ( 0.0073)

Mean dep var in control 0.0255 0.0255 0.0255 0.0255 0.0255
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Note: The table replicates the main results of the study reported in Table 2 but using the estimation methods

presented in Goldsmith-Pinkham et al. (2022). This method is used to account for contamination when estimating

the effect of mutually exclusive treatments with control variables, in our case, with strata fixed effects. Column

(1) reports the results of the partly linear model (PL), column (2) reports the effect of the own treatment effect

component of the PL estimator that subtracts an estimate of the contamination bias, column (3) reports the

unweighted average treatment effect, implemented using regression that includes interactions of covariates with the

treatment indicators, column (4) reports the effect of the weighted ATE estimator based on easiest-to-estimate

weighting (EW) scheme, implemented by running one-treatment-at-a-time regressions, and column (5) reports the

weighted ATE estimator using easiest-to-estimate common weighting (CW) scheme, implemented using weighted

regression.p<0.01;p<0.05;p<0.1.
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Table D.11: Effects of the different treatment arms on the number of clicks

At the municipality level At the email level
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Number of clicks

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0465 0.0478 0.0176 0.0179
( 0.1107) ( 0.1112) ( 0.0463) ( 0.0448)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.2793 0.2789 0.1151 0.1142
( 0.2295) ( 0.2306) ( 0.0920) ( 0.0915)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.1191 -0.1198 -0.0484 -0.0490
( 0.1188) ( 0.1196) ( 0.0492) ( 0.0461)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.1496 0.1517 0.0614 0.0670
( 0.2078) ( 0.2103) ( 0.0854) ( 0.0847)

Reference group: Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.5674 0.5674 0.2366 0.2366
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 11,288 11,288

Panel B: Number of clicks on policy brief/newspaper

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0143 0.0150 0.0044 0.0039
( 0.0574) ( 0.0576) ( 0.0238) ( 0.0230)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.1462 0.1459 0.0602 0.0591
( 0.1141) ( 0.1146) ( 0.0456) ( 0.0454)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0717 -0.0721 -0.0292 -0.0298
( 0.0609) ( 0.0613) ( 0.0251) ( 0.0238)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0664 0.0676 0.0270 0.0294
( 0.1005) ( 0.1017) ( 0.0414) ( 0.0409)

Reference group: Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.3155 0.3155 0.1312 0.1312
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 11,288 11,288

Panel C: Number of clicks on instructions to edit Wikipedia

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.0321 0.0328 0.0132 0.0140
( 0.0559) ( 0.0562) ( 0.0234) ( 0.0227)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.1332 0.1330 0.0550 0.0552
( 0.1162) ( 0.1168) ( 0.0467) ( 0.0464)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0474 -0.0477 -0.0192 -0.0193
( 0.0595) ( 0.0599) ( 0.0247) ( 0.0229)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.0831 0.0841 0.0344 0.0376
( 0.1090) ( 0.1104) ( 0.0448) ( 0.0445)

Reference group: Opposite ideology - Policy brief

Mean dep variable 0.2519 0.2519 0.1054 0.1054
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 4,736 4,736 11,288 11,288

Note: The estimates presented in the table yield the effect of the different treatment arms on the number of clicks through the

links in the email relative to the group of individuals that receive the summary of results endorsed by a think tank with an opposite

ideology. The latter group is the omitted category in the regressions since the control group did not receive the intervention email,

and we cannot measure clicks for them. In Panel A, the outcome variable is the number of clicks to the two links included in the

email. In Panel B, the outcome variable is the number of clicks to the link that provided the results summary (either the policy brief

or the newspaper). In Panel C, the outcome variable is the number of clicks to the link that provided the step-by-step instructions

to change the Wikipedia page. The outcome variable is measured at the municipality level in columns (1) and (2). Because we

had more than one email address in some municipalities, we estimate the effects in columns (3) and (4) with the outcome variable

measured at the email address level. Estimates reported in columns (1) and (3) are estimated without strata-fixed effects, and

columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata-fixed effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization

strata level.
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E Script facilitated to the call center agents for the phone calls

to local policy makers

This appendix provides the original script (in Spanish) and the English translation facilitated to

the call center company that was hired to call the local policy makers as described in Section 3.

Original script (in Spanish)

Objetivos de la llamada

1. El objetivo de la llamada es conseguir que abran el correo que les hemos mandado desde

el Instituto Universitario de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES).

2. Para eso, debemos asegurarnos que lo ha recibido la persona adecuada. Si no lo ha recibido

la persona con la que hablamos, debemos conseguir el contacto relevante (correo y teléfono)

para que nosotros podamos después enviar el correo a la persona responsable de turismo en

el municipio.

Interacción

1. Identificarse como asociado al equipo de investigadores del Instituto Universitario

de Turismo y Desarrollo Económico (TIDES): https://tides.ulpgc.es/.

• El Instituto, ubicado en Canarias, es de referencia internacional en el sector y se dedica

a la investigación y mejora de las poĺıticas tuŕısticas.

2. Explicar que hemos enviado un correo electrónico con fecha 21/6/2022 con ”una

información sobre una investigación cient́ıfica con datos para mejorar el turismo en [NOMBRE

DE LA LOCALIDAD]”. Preguntar si han recibido el correo y si han tenido la oportunidad

de leerlo.

• El correo está relacionado con una investigación cient́ıfica que ha tenido mucho impacto

en el sector que muestra que pequeñas mejoras en la página de Wikipedia del municipio

(como traducirla al inglés o aãdir fotos), pueden llevar a mejoras muy significativas del

turismo (y de los ingresos tuŕısticos para el municipio).
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3. Si han recibido el correo, consultar si han tenido la oportunidad de leerlo y sinó

sugerirles que lo hagan.

4. Si no han recibido el correo, pedir contacto (correo, teléfono) de la persona relevante

que sea el responsable de turismo en el municipio (alcalde, concejal de turismo, técnico de

turismo, otro). Si pueden pasaros directamente, seŕıa lo ideal. Si no el objetivo es apuntar el

correo y teléfono alternativos.

5. Para terminar. Pedir nombre y cargo de la persona con la que se ha hablado. Indicar que

cualquier duda, pueden contactar directamente con los investigadores en estudioturismo@

institutoturismotides.com.

Anotar

1. Si han recibido o no el correo.

2. Contacto alternativo (correo electrónico o teléfono) para transmitir info.

3. Nombre y cargo de la persona más relevante con la que se haya hablado.

4. Fecha, duración de la llamada, número de llamada y otros comentarios.

English translation of the script

Call Objectives

1. The goal of the call is to get municipalities to open the email we sent from the Institute

of Tourism and Economic Development (TIDES).

2. To achieve this, we must ensure that the appropriate person received it. If the person we are

speaking with didn’t receive it, we need to obtain the relevant contact information (email and

phone number) so that we can later send the email to the person responsible for tourism in

the municipality.

Interaction

1. Identify yourself as a member of the research team at the Institute of Tourism

and Economic Development (TIDES): https://tides.ulpgc.es/.

48

estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com
estudioturismo@institutoturismotides.com
https://tides.ulpgc.es/


• The Institute, located in the Canary Islands, is internationally recognized in the sector

and is dedicated to researching and improving tourism policies.

2. Explain that we sent an email on 21/6/2022 with “information about a scientific re-

search study with data to improve tourism in [NAME OF THE LOCATION].” Ask if they

received the email and if they have had the chance to read it.

• The email relates to scientific research that has had a significant impact on the sector,

showing that small improvements to the municipality’s Wikipedia page (such as trans-

lating it into English or adding photos) can lead to significant improvements in tourism

(and tourist income for the municipality).

3. If they received the email, ask if they have had the chance to read it and if not,

suggest they do so.

4. If they did not receive the email, ask for the contact information (email, phone

number) of the relevant person responsible for tourism in the municipality (mayor, tourism

councilor, tourism officer, etc.). If they can pass you directly to that person, that would be

ideal. If not, the goal is to obtain the alternative email and phone number.

5. To conclude. Ask for the name and position of the person you spoke with. Let them know

that if they have any questions, they can contact the researchers directly at estudioturismo@

institutoturismotides.com.

Important steps

1. Whether or not they received the email.

2. Alternative contact information (email or phone) to pass on the information.

3. Name and position of the most relevant person spoken to.

4. Date, duration of the call, call number, and any additional comments.
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F Instructions for independent coders

‘This section reproduces the instructions given to independent coders. The original instructions

included screenshots of Wikipedia images to facilitate the coding process; these screenshots are not

reproduced in this appendix for licensing reasons.

List of inclusion criteria in the different categories of changes:

1. Recommended Changes: They can be of three types; it is enough for only one of them to be

met for it to score as 1 in this variable.

• Changes in the festivals section: Any addition of an additional festival, the incorporation of

dates in festivals that are already included, or the incorporation of relevant information about the

activities carried out in said festivals will be considered a change in the parties section. In the same

way, it will also be counted if what is done is to write a web link to a page where information of

this type is collected (tourist information or the city council’s page).

• Incorporation of new images: This type of change is especially difficult to detect since the change

in bytes is small and may go unnoticed. The kind of image that is added is essential and can be

known by the name of the file that is uploaded. Those that show the coat of arms or the logo of the

city council, as well as those that show party logos or photos of politicians, will not be considered

valid images, or graphs on the city council’s outstanding debt or its demographic evolution. Yes,

those that include photographs of municipal buildings, beaches, the environment, or that show a

tourist attraction will be considered valid image changes.

• Edit a version in English: Any addition of text in English to the text, if it concerns festivals, the

municipality’s heritage, or tourism.

2. Not recommended but credible changes: They can be from at least three categories.

Again, it is enough for one of them to be met to consider it as a change.

• Changes in the heritage section: In this case, any incorporation of new monuments or buildings

that are part of the architectural or historical heritage of the municipality is considered a change,

as well as the expansion of information on the buildings/monuments that are already included.
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Likewise, this also applies to artistic heritage. It will also be considered a change if, in any of the

buildings and works of art, information is added that it is regarded as an asset of tourist/cultural

interest by a public institution.

• Changes in the nature/environment section: In this case, those that refer to the natural heritage

of the municipality will be considered as changes, especially when reference is made to its value in

terms of tourist attraction, either due to the inclusion of routes, or other possible outdoor activities.

This section includes expanding or incorporating sections on the municipality’s beaches. Changes

related to recording temperatures, precipitation or similar data would not be considered. It will

also be considered a change if, in any place of tourist interest, the information is added that it is

viewed as an asset of tourist/cultural interest by some public institution.

• Changes in the gastronomy/tourism section: In this case, creating a gastronomy or tourism

section is considered a change most municipalities do not have. Similarly, the incorporation of a

list of hospitality establishments in the gastronomy section or the incorporation or expansion of

information on places of tourist interest in the tourism section would also be considered a change.

It will also be considered a change if, in any area of tourist interest, the information is added that

it is viewed as an asset of tourist/cultural interest by some public institution.

3. Not recommended or credible changes: These are outside previous sections and will be

the most common. The most common, which should be distinct from any of the earlier categories,

are changes in geography, administration, politics, and history, which would only enter as changes

in any of the previous categories if any of the previously mentioned requirements are met.

What types of users can we find on Wikipedia?

• Changes made by an IP

• Changes made by a user without a page built (User in red)

• Changes made by a Wikipedia user with a built page (Blue User)

Practical instructions for Wikipedia classification

1. First, you must enter the general page of Wikipedia and write the name of the corresponding

municipality in the search engine. As the title is the one used by Wikipedia, the first tab that will

51



appear will be the municipality’s website, the one you must click.

2. Once you are on the Wikipedia page of the municipality in question, you must immediately

access, without reading any of the page’s content, the change history section, which is in the

screen’s upper right position.

3. Next, you must go down in history until you reach the last change made before May 25, 2022.

Next, you must open each of the changes from that date until December 31, 2022, and review each

according to the previously established criteria. If any changes can be classified as recommended

or non-recommended but credible, the URL associated with the main change that motivates its

registration must be copied and pasted.

4. Once a type 1 or 2 change has been located, it is necessary to classify what kind of person makes

the change. To do this, the following classification system must be followed:

• First, copy the URL associated with the change in question and paste it in the corresponding

column.

• Indicate if the author of the change is a user with a page developed within Wikipedia. These

users have their name in blue and may (or may not) have a very generated Wikipedia page, as is

the following case:

• If the author of the change is an IP address, it is necessary to indicate it with a 1 in the

variable showed for this (or with a zero otherwise) and then answer the following questions, whose

information can be accessed by clicking the IP address responsible for the change in question, as

can be seen in the next image:

1. Has that IP made changes in other municipalities?

2. If they have done so, were these municipalities all in the same province as the study municipality?

3. If this IP has only made changes in the municipality, did it change before the period analysed?

5. Once the changes in the 2022 period have been reviewed, the changes in the same period of

2019 must be looked over, and, if applicable, please note the changes in the respective row of the

municipality corresponding to 2019 in the Excel template.
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6. Once in which at least one change of type 1 and another of type 2 has been identified in each

period considered, from May 25 to December 31, 2019, and 2022, respectively, regardless of whether

the same user makes them, it is not necessary to continue reviewing said Wikipedia page. In this

case, the name of the following municipality must be written in the Wikipedia search engine, located

in the list at the top right of the screen.
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G The Effect of Treatment Arms on Other Wikipedia Outcomes

This appendix examines the effect of the different treatment arms on secondary Wikipedia out-

comes. These include the length in words and the number of images on the page of the munici-

pality in the Spanish Wikipedia, the length in words and the number of images on the page of the

municipality in the English Wikipedia, and the number of languages in which there exists a munic-

ipalities’ Wikipedia page. We collect information for these outcomes at the start (May 2022) and

at the end of the study period (January 2023). We define the dependent variable as the difference

in the variable between these two temporal points. In this section, we also report the effect of the

different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on the English

page of the municipality in Wikipedia.

The results reported in this appendix should be interpreted with caution because most of these

Wikipedia outcomes are poor indicators of the adoption of the recommended policy. First, most

of the Wikipedia changes registered during the study period are minor edits to the text or images

unrelated to the changes we recommend, which may increase or decrease the length of the text and

add measurement error to the outcome variable, biasing estimates towards zero.6 Second, a large

proportion of changes along the recommended guidelines, either in images or in text, were reverted

after some time by other Wikipedia users (more than 30%).7 While recommended changes during

the study period were identified even if they were reverted, the change in the number of words or

images between the end and the beginning of the study period would not capture changes that were

reverted. These reasons require the results reported in this appendix to be interpreted with caution,

particularly when compared with the results reported in Section 5, which uses the probability of

conducting a change in Wikipedia along the recommended guidelines at any point during the study

period as the indicator of policy adoption. Finally, while we mention in the summary of evidence

the importance of improving the Wikipedia page in other languages, the low baseline levels of

change in the English Wikipedia page suggest that implementation costs might be larger than
6They were very small amendments to the history sections, slight edits in the text such as the removal of articles

in sentences (not necessarily grammar errors), adding references, and other minor changes unrelated to the changes
recommended by the study.

7There are regular Wikipedia users who, in addition to making changes to enrich the Wikipedia pages of munici-
palities, also revert changes they consider inappropriate. Unfortunately, this was the case for a considerable number
of Wikipedia changes that aligned with our recommendations.

54



for the Spanish page, constraining policy adoption. This is not a surprising result given that,

according to the Spanish census, only 15% of Spanish people speak ”good” English, and many

small municipalities have very limited resources.8 Thus, the variables measuring recommended

changes in the webpage of the municipality in the English Wikipedia and the number of languages

in which the municipality has a page in Wikipedia might be unrealistic outcomes for most of the

municipalities in the sample.

We first investigate the pooled effect of receiving information about study results on these sec-

ondary Wikipedia outcomes. The results are reported in Tables G.1 and G.2. They show in-

significant effects of information provision on changes in the probability of changing the English

page of Wikipedia along the recommended guidelines, in the number of words in the municipali-

ties’ Wikipedia page in Spanish, in the number of images in the municipalities’ Wikipedia page in

Spanish, in the number of languages in which there exists a municipalities’ Wikipedia page, and in

the number of images in the municipalities’ Wikipedia page in English. Only the positive effect of

information provision on the change in the number of words in the municipality Wikipedia page in

English is statistically significant at the 10% confidence level.

We then examine the effect of ideological alignment between the informing institution and policy-

makers on the secondary Wikipedia outcomes. The results reported in Table G.1 show that the

effect of ideological alignment on recommended changes identified in Section 5 does not translate

into a larger number of words or images on the Spanish page of the municipality. As discussed

above, these results should, however, be interpreted with caution as the vast majority of changes

in Wikipedia during the study period were unrelated to our intervention (introducing noise in the

estimation), which bias the estimates towards 0. Moreover, some of the recommended changes were

reverted before the study period’s end, which made variations in the length of the Wikipedia page

and in the number of images during the study period poor proxies of policy adoption. Similarly,

Panel B of Table G.1 and Table G.2 show overall no effects of ideological alignment on the prob-

ability of changing the English Wikipedia page along the recommended guidelines and on other

Wikipedia-related outcomes in the municipality’s English Wikipedia page. The low rate of changes

in the control group and the lack of treatment effects are consistent with the hypothesis of high
8See for example https://ine.es/jaxi/Tabla.htm?tpx=55481&L=0

55

https://ine.es/jaxi/Tabla.htm?tpx=55481&L=0


implementation costs for most municipalities to change Wikipedia in other languages.

The effect of receiving a “Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief” on the Wikipedia outcomes examined

in this section is reported in Tables G.1 and G.2. Once again, the results reveal insignificant

effects on most of the Wikipedia outcomes examined in this section of receiving information from

a researcher from an ideologically nonsalient institution. Only the coefficient measuring the effect

on the number of words on the municipality’s English page is marginally significant at 10 percent

confidence levels.

The effect of receiving a summary of evidence from an “ideologically opposite institution” on other

Wikipedia-related outcomes is reported in Tables G.1 and G.2. We find no statistically significant

effects of receiving information from an ideologically opposite institution on any of the Wikipedia

outcomes analysed in this section.

Finally, the results reported in Tables G.1 and G.2 show that the effects of policy briefs and

newspapers on the Wikipedia-related outcomes examined in this section are similarly small.
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Table G.1: Effects of treatment arms on other Wikipedia outcomes

∆ N words ∆ N images ∆ Languages
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: Spanish page

Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 0.14 0.19 -0.06 -0.06 0.00 0.00
( 2.61) ( 2.63) ( 0.04) ( 0.04) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief -1.58 -1.55 -0.04 -0.04 0.00 0.00
( 2.51) ( 2.55) ( 0.04) ( 0.04) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.22 0.29 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00
( 2.02) ( 2.03) ( 0.04) ( 0.04) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.36 -0.31 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.00
( 1.88) ( 1.89) ( 0.04) ( 0.04) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.45 -0.42 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.00
( 1.70) ( 1.71) ( 0.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Mean dep var in control 8.02 8.02 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.00
Strata FE No Yes No Yes No Yes
Control Dep. var No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 5,669 5,669 5,669 5,669 5,669 5,669

Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment -0.41 -0.36 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 0.00
( 1.87) ( 1.88) ( 0.02) ( 0.02) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Aligned ideology -0.11 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 0.00 0.00
( 2.13) ( 2.15) ( 0.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Opposite ideology -1.01 -0.99 -0.03 -0.02 0.00 0.00
( 2.01) ( 2.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Policy brief -0.41 -0.36 -0.04 -0.03 0.00 0.00
( 2.07) ( 2.09) ( 0.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Newspaper -0.40 -0.36 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 0.00
( 1.66) ( 1.67) ( 0.03) ( 0.03) ( 0.00) ( 0.00)

Panel B: English page

Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology - Policy brief 1.09 1.08 0.01 0.01
( 0.53) ( 0.53) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief 0.51 0.49 -0.01 -0.01
( 0.37) ( 0.37) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief 0.73 0.73 0.00 0.00
( 0.43) ( 0.43) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper 0.90 0.89 0.02 0.02
( 0.37) ( 0.37) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper 0.32 0.32 -0.03 -0.02
( 0.49) ( 0.49) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Mean dep var in control -2.00 -2.00 0.13 0.13
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
Control Dep. var No Yes No Yes
N 5,663 5,663 5,663 5,663

Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.71 0.70 -0.00 -0.00
( 0.36) ( 0.36) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Aligned ideology 0.99 0.99 0.01 0.01
( 0.40) ( 0.41) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Opposite ideology 0.41 0.41 -0.02 -0.02
( 0.39) ( 0.39) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Policy brief 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00
( 0.36) ( 0.36) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Newspaper 0.61 0.61 -0.01 -0.00
( 0.38) ( 0.39) ( 0.02) ( 0.02)

Note: The table reports the effect of the different treatment arms on other Wikipedia outcomes. Panel A reports the effects on the number of

words in the municipality’s Spanish Wikipedia page, the number of images in the municipality’s Spanish Wikipedia page, and the number of

languages in which the municipality has a page in Wikipedia. Panel B reports the effects on the number of words in the municipality’s English

Wikipedia page, and the number of images in the municipality’s English Wikipedia page. The dependent variables are defined in changes

between the variable measured at the end of the study period and the variable measured at the beginning of the study period. The table

also presents the pooled effects of different treatment arms relative to the control group. Any treatment yields the pooled effect of receiving

the information across all treatment groups relative to not receiving any information. Aligned ideology yields the pooled effect of receiving the

summary of study results endorsed by an institution (newspaper or think tank) with the same ideology relative to not receiving any information.

Opposite ideology yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results endorsed by an institution (newspaper or think tank) with

the opposite ideology relative to not receiving any information. Policy brief yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results

through a policy brief relative to not receiving any information regardless of the ideology of the think tank. Newspaper yields the pooled effect

of receiving the summary of study results through a newspaper article regardless of the ideology of the newspaper relative to not receiving

any information. Regressions in columns (1), (3), and (5) do not include strata fixed-effects, and regressions in columns (2), (4), and (6) are

estimated with strata fixed-effects. Standard errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.p<0.01;p<0.05;p<0.1.
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Table G.2: Treatment effects on the probability of making a recommended change in the English
page of the Wikipedia

English Wikipedia page Study period Placebo period
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Aligned ideology - Policy brief -0.0021 -0.0021 -0.0021 -0.0020
( 0.0033) ( 0.0033) ( 0.0026) ( 0.0026)

Opposite ideology - Policy brief -0.0000 -0.0000 -0.0011 -0.0010
( 0.0037) ( 0.0037) ( 0.0032) ( 0.0032)

Nonsalient ideology - Policy brief -0.0032 -0.0032 -0.0032 -0.0031
( 0.0031) ( 0.0031) ( 0.0017) ( 0.0017)

Aligned ideology - Newspaper -0.0011 -0.0011 -0.0032 -0.0031
( 0.0032) ( 0.0032) ( 0.0023) ( 0.0023)

Opposite ideology - Newspaper -0.0043 -0.0043 0.0032 0.0033
( 0.0028) ( 0.0028) ( 0.0035) ( 0.0035)

Mean dep var in control 0.0053 0.0053 0.0042 0.0042
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 5,678 5,678 5,678 5,678

Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment -0.0021 -0.0021 -0.0013 -0.0012
( 0.0028) ( 0.0029) ( 0.0021) ( 0.0021)

Aligned ideology -0.0016 -0.0016 -0.0027 -0.0026
( 0.0029) ( 0.0029) ( 0.0023) ( 0.0023)

Opposite ideology -0.0021 -0.0022 0.0010 0.0011
( 0.0031) ( 0.0031) ( 0.0030) ( 0.0031)

Policy brief -0.0018 -0.0018 -0.0021 -0.0020
( 0.0030) ( 0.0030) ( 0.0021) ( 0.0022)

Newspaper -0.0027 -0.0027 -0.0000 0.0001
( 0.0028) ( 0.0028) ( 0.0024) ( 0.0024)

Note: Panel A reports the effects of the different treatment arms on the probability of conducting a recommended change on the English

Wikipedia page. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and

December 2022. These are the main results of the study. Estimates in columns (3) and (4) examine the effect of the different arms on

recommended changes between May and December 2019, a placebo period before the start of the intervention. Regressions in columns (1)

and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are estimated with strata fixed-effects. Panel B reports the

pooled effects relative to the control group. Any treatment yields the pooled effect of receiving the information across all treatment groups

relative to not receiving any information. Aligned ideology yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results endorsed by an

institution (newspaper or think tank) with the same ideology relative to not receiving any information. Opposite ideology yields the pooled

effect of receiving the summary of study results endorsed by an institution (newspaper or think tank) with the opposite ideology relative to

not receiving any information. Policy brief yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results through a policy brief relative

to not receiving any information regardless of the ideology of the think tank. Newspaper yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary

of study results through a newspaper article regardless of the ideology of the newspaper relative to not receiving any information. Standard

errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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H Effect of the treatments on tourism

Using an RCT design, Hinnosaar et al. (2021) found that improvements in Wikipedia increased

overnight stays in the municipality by 9%, although they did not find any significant effect on

the number of tourists. Then, using information from average tourist expenditure per day, the

authors estimate that improving the municipality’s Wikipedia page increases tourist revenues by

160,000 euros per year on average. While we do not have information on the number of overnight

stays to proxy for tourist expenditure, CaixaBank provides us with monthly-level information on

card payments from tourists at the zip code level.9 Caixabank is the largest retail bank in Spain

by market share, and it manages a database of tourist card payments on its terminals. Tourist

payments are defined as those conducted by individuals in places located 50 km away from their

residences.

We use this information to investigate how changes in the Wikipedia pages of municipalities in our

sample impact tourist expenditure conducted on CaixaBank terminals. The cleanest identification

strategy would be using an assignment to a group that is informed by a think tank/newspaper

with the same ideology as an instrumental variable for Wikipedia changes. The main challenge in

our case is that while the effect of being assigned to treatment groups that receive the information

from an institution with the same ideology on changing Wikipedia is statistically significant at 5%,

the t-statistics (t=2.1) is well below the conventional threshold required for instrumental variables

(t>3.33). Thus, the results of this approach are likely affected by the problem of weak instruments.

Thus, rather than using assignment in the experiment as instrumental variables as a source of

exogenous variation, we exploit the exact timing of the Wikipedia change in either treatment or

control groups to estimate the effect of Wikipedia changes using two different designs. First, we

use the doubly robust difference-in-differences estimator for staggered treatments developed by

Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). Second, we use the synthetic difference-in-differences estimator

developed by (Arkhangelsky et al., 2021). The results of these analyses are reported in Table H.1,

showing no effects of Wikipedia changes on tourist expenditure on its terminals for all and national
9The database on overnights used by Hinnosaar et al. (2021) only includes information on overnights for a sample

of 133 large municipalities. These are very different from the vast majority of the municipalities that we use in our
analytical sample.

59



tourists.

Table H.1: The effect of changes in Wikipedia on tourist expenditure (in thousand euros)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
All tourist All tourist National tourist National tourist

expenditure expenditure expenditure expenditure

Wikipedia change 24.1 -5.8 0.9 -3.4
( 104.6) ( 18.8) ( 27.3) ( 11.4)

Estimation methods Callaway & Synthetic Callaway & Synthetic
Sant’Anna control Sant’Anna control

Mean dep var 507.4 461.2 196.1 188.8
N 960 53,268 960 53,268

Note: The dependent variable in columns 1 and 2 is the monthly expenditure in thousands of euros of all tourists in

the municipality. The dependent variable in columns 3 and 4 is the monthly expenditure in thousands of euros of

national tourists in the municipality. Estimations in Columns 1 and 3 use the doubly robust difference-in-differences

estimator with staggered treatment adoption developed in Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). Estimations in Columns

2 and 4 use the synthetic difference-in-differences method developed in Arkhangelsky et al. (2021)

We believe our estimates of the effect of changing Wikipedia on tourist revenues do not dismiss the

results reported in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). In other words, the lack of effects on tourist revenues

in our analysis does not imply that changing the Wikipedia does not raise tourist expenditure.

First, we do not observe all tourist expenditures, but only those card payments conducted in retails

with a Caixabank terminal. Furthermore, the tourist expenditure database excludes payments

conducted at origin such as on-line hotel bookings or travel tickets. Thus, the extent to which the

latter measure represents a credible proxy for total tourist expenditure might depend on the specific

municipality. The existence of measurement error biases the results downwards, which may lead to

the observed lack of effects. Second, the editorial team’s improvements in the Wikipedia pages of

treated municipalities in the experiment conducted by Hinnosaar et al. (2021) were substantial. In

contrast, the changes induced by our policy briefs were, in most cases, minor, and this could have

decreased the effect of these changes on tourism. Finally, we only have information for a maximum

of 7 months, and most of the changes were conducted after the high tourist season. On the other

hand, Hinnosaar et al. (2021) explores the effect of Wikipedia changes on tourist expenditure during

the high tourist season one year after the changes were conducted.
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For these reasons, the back-of-the-envelope calculations reported in Section 5 on the cost of political

ideological bias are calculated using the effects estimated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021).
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I The monetary cost of ideological misalignment

Using data on overnight stays and average tourist expenditure from Spain, Hinnosaar et al. (2021)

estimate that improving the Wikipedia page of the municipality leads to an average annual increase

in tourist revenue of 160,000 euros per municipality. Assuming this figure as a valid estimate of

the effect of policy adoption on revenues for municipalities in our sample, and neglecting general

equilibrium effects, we present a basic calculation for the monetary cost of ideological misalignment

between the policymaker and the informing institution in the context of the recommended policy.

We calculate this cost as the difference in the expected value of providing information from an

ideologically aligned institution compared to providing information from an ideologically opposing

institution.

Our estimations, as reported in Section 5, show that policy adoption among municipalities receiving

the summary of evidence from an ideologically aligned institution is 4.81%. In comparison, policy

adoption among municipalities receiving the summary of evidence from an ideologically opposing

institution is 2.8%. The difference in policy adoption between these groups is 1.38 percentage points,

corresponding to an increase in policy adoption of nearly 48%. The economic cost of ideological

misalignment between the informing institution and the policymaker in the policy recommendation

is then calculated as the difference in the probability of policy adoption multiplied by the revenues

generated by the intervention, as calculated by Hinnosaar et al. (2021), amounting to 2,192 euros

per municipality per year. Following the same procedure, we also calculate the cost of not being

ideologically aligned by comparing the expected value of providing information from an ideologically

aligned institution to that of providing information from an ideologically nonsalient institution.

This cost is estimated at 1,184 euros. Finally, column 1 in Table I.1 presents calculations for the

value of information in each treatment arm compared to not receiving information. These values

are calculated as the effect of each treatment arm relative to the uninformed control group on policy

adoption, multiplied by the revenues generated by the intervention, as estimated by Hinnosaar et al.

(2021). The value of information ranges from 2,688 euros when the information is provided in a

policy brief from an aligned ideological institution to 304 euros when the information is provided

in a policy brief from an institution with an opposing ideology.
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The calculations of both the monetary costs of political misalignment and the value of information

in each treatment arm should be interpreted with caution. In these calculations, we assume the

economic benefits of changing Wikipedia, as reported in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). This approach is

problematic for two reasons. First, the benefits calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021) are based on

partial equilibrium estimations. If all municipalities implement Wikipedia changes, the economic

benefits might be smaller. In this sense, our calculations should be interpreted in the absence of—or

under limited—general equilibrium effects of the policy. The latter assumption is reasonable in our

context, given the very low levels of policy adoption, even among municipalities that received a

policy brief from an institution with an aligned ideology (4.3%). Second, the set of municipalities

(5,678) in our experiment is different from the sample of 60 municipalities used in Hinnosaar et al.

(2021) for the calculation of the economic benefits of changing Wikipedia. The latter municipalities

were, on average, larger and more touristic. Therefore, the increase in tourist revenues caused by

such changes might differ for our sample of municipalities.

To address this limitation, we calculate both the monetary costs of political misalignment and the

value of information in each treatment arm for the subsample of municipalities that are similar

to those included in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). The first step is re-estimating the treatment effects

on policy adoption for this subsample. To do so, we proceed as follows. First, we calculate the

propensity score for each municipality to be in the Hinnosaar et al. (2021) study based on tourist

accommodations per capita, population, and the length of the Wikipedia page. We then select

municipalities within a 0.001 propensity score range of the most similar municipality included in

Hinnosaar et al. (2021). Finally, we estimate the effects of the different treatments on the probability

of policy adoption using this subsample of municipalities. We combine these treatment effects with

the economic benefits calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021) to provide more realistic calculations

of the monetary costs of ideological misalignment and the value of information in each treatment

arm for this subsample.

As an additional exercise, we re-estimate the main treatment effects using the propensity scores for

the probability of being included in Hinnosaar et al. (2021) as weights in the main regressions. This

approach assigns greater weight in the estimation to municipalities that are more similar to those

included in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). We then use these estimates to calculate the monetary costs of
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ideological misalignment and the value of information for each treatment arm in this re-weighting

exercise.

The effects of the different treatment arms on policy adoption in these two empirical exercises are

provided in Table I.2. Overall, the effects of information provided by aligned institutions are much

larger for municipalities similar to those included in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). We then combine

these treatment effects with the economic benefits calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021) to calculate

the monetary costs of ideological misalignment and the value of information for this subsample of

municipalities. The results of these calculations are reported in columns (2) and (3) of Table I.1.

While the exercises conducted in this section alleviate concerns about the extrapolation of the esti-

mated economic benefits of Wikipedia changes calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021) to our sample

of municipalities, the differences in time and the depth of the changes conducted in Hinnosaar

et al. (2021) require caution when interpreting our calculations of the monetary costs of ideological

misalignment and the value of information in each treatment arm.
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Table I.1: Value of the information provided in each treatment arm and the cost of ideological
misalignment

Municipalities similar to All municipalities
All municipalities Hinnosaar et al. (caliper=0.001) weighted estimations

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Value of information provided in each of the treatment arms relative to no information (in e)

Aligned policy brief 2688 4912 29328
Opposite policy brief 304 1584 1440
Nonsalient 1504 2464 1008
Aligned Newspaper 2672 2688 28704
Opposite newspaper 656 2464 9280

Panel B: Pooled value of information relative to no information (in e)

Any treatment 1568 2832 13120
Aligned ideology 2672 3808 29008
Opposite ideology 480 2016 5472
Policy brief 1504 2992 9440
Newspaper 1664 2576 18800

Panel C: Cost of ideological misalignment between informing institution and the policy maker (in e)

Cost misalignment (Aligned vs opposite) 2192 1792 23536
Cost misalignment (Aligned vs nonsalient) 1184 2448 28320

Note: The table reports in Panel A the estimated value in euros of the information provided in each of the arms per

municipality per year. This is obtained multiplying the effect of the treatment arm on policy adoption by the economic

benefit of changing Wikipedia calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). Panel B reports the pooled estimated value in euros of

the information provided in different groups of treatment arms. This is calculated multiplying the effect of the pooled effect

of the relevant treatment arms on policy adoption by the economic benefit of changing Wikipedia calculated in Hinnosaar

et al. (2021). Finally, Panel C calculates the monetary cost in euros of ideological misalignment between the policy maker

and the institution providing the information. This is calculated as the differences in policy adoption between the relevant

treatment arms multiplied by the economic benefit of changing Wikipedia calculated in Hinnosaar et al. (2021). Estimates

in column (1) report the results for the full sample of municipalities used in the experiment. Estimates in column (2) report

the results for the subsample of municipalities which are similar to those used by Hinnosaar et al. in their calculations of

the economic benefits of changing Wikipedia. To identify these municipalities, we calculate the propensity score for each

municipality of being in the Hinnosaar et al. study based on tourist accommodations per capita, population, and length

of the Wikipedia page. We then select those municipalities within 0.001 propensity score of the most similar municipality

included in Hinnosaar et al. Estimates in columns (3) report the estimates using the propensity scores of being in the

Hinnosaar et al. study as weights in the regression.
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Table I.2: Treatment effects on the probability of making a recommended change in Wikipedia
(alternative samples):

Municipalities similar to All municipalities
Hinnosaar et al. (caliper=0.001) weighted estimations

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: Effect of treatment arms relative to control

Aligned ideology- Policy brief 0.0307 0.0318 0.1833 0.1491
( 0.0111) ( 0.0113) ( 0.0657) ( 0.0560)

Opposite ideology- Policy brief 0.0099 0.0112 0.0090 -0.0127
( 0.0095) ( 0.0097) ( 0.0063) ( 0.0246)

Nonsalient ideology 0.0154 0.0160 0.0063 -0.0162
( 0.0099) ( 0.0100) ( 0.0040) ( 0.0175)

Aligned ideology- Newspaper 0.0168 0.0172 0.1794 0.1442
( 0.0134) ( 0.0134) ( 0.0906) ( 0.0699)

Opposite ideology- Newspaper 0.0154 0.0158 0.0580 0.0352
( 0.0105) ( 0.0105) ( 0.0473) ( 0.0284)

Panel B: Pooled effects relative to control

Any treatment 0.0177 0.0185 0.0820 0.0518
( 0.0083) ( 0.0083) ( 0.0343) ( 0.0156)

Aligned ideology 0.0238 0.0246 0.1813 0.1462
( 0.0107) ( 0.0108) ( 0.0613) ( 0.0407)

Opposite ideology 0.0126 0.0135 0.0342 0.0123
( 0.0084) ( 0.0084) ( 0.0251) ( 0.0077)

Policy brief 0.0187 0.0198 0.0590 0.0307
( 0.0085) ( 0.0087) ( 0.0244) ( 0.0217)

Newspaper 0.0161 0.0165 0.1175 0.0846
( 0.0093) ( 0.0093) ( 0.0682) ( 0.0471)

Mean dep var in control 0.0223 0.0223 0.0084 0.0084
Strata FE No Yes No Yes
N 3,235 3,235 5,678 5,678

Note: The table examine the effect of the different arms on recommended changes between May and December 2022 using

alternative estimation samples. Estimates in columns (1) and (2) report the estimates using the subsample of municipalities

which are similar to those used by Hinnosaar et al. in their calculations of the economic benefits of changing Wikipedia.

To identify these municipalities, we calculate the propensity score for each municipality of being in the Hinnosaar et al.

study based on tourist accommodations per capita, population, and length of the Wikipedia page. We then select those

municipalities within 0.001 propensity score of the most similar municipality included in Hinnosaar et al. Estimates in

columns (3) and (4) report the estimates using the propensity scores of being in the Hinnosaar et al. study as weights in the

regression. Regressions in columns (1) and (3) do not include strata fixed-effects and regressions in columns (2) and (4) are

estimated with strata fixed-effects. Any treatment yields the pooled effect of receiving the information across all treatment

groups relative to not receiving any information. Aligned ideology yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of

study results endorsed by an institution (newspaper or think tank) with the same ideology relative to not receiving any

information. Opposite ideology yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results endorsed by an institution

(newspaper or think tank) with the opposite ideology relative to not receiving any information. Policy brief yields the

pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results through a policy brief relative to not receiving any information

regardless of the ideology of the think tank. Newspaper yields the pooled effect of receiving the summary of study results

through a newspaper article regardless of the ideology of the newspaper relative to not receiving any information. Standard

errors in parentheses are clustered at the randomization strata level.
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J Deviations from the Pre-Analysis Plan

A pre-analysis plan for the main experiment was registered in the American Economic Associa-

tion registry for randomized controlled trials (AEARCTR-0008967). This appendix reports and

discusses the deviations from the pre-analysis plan.

J.1 Post-treatment survey

In April-May 2023, after the end of the study period, we conducted an online survey that targeted

all mayors and appointed local policymakers of municipalities to which we could assign an ideology.

In total, we invited 17,044 policymakers from 7,576 municipalities. 1,600 policymakers from 1,196

municipalities responded to the survey. The endline survey was aimed at understanding attitudes

toward research evidence from policymakers. Furthermore, we include in the end-line survey an

online experiment to test how policymakers update their beliefs in response to evidence endorsed

by organizations with aligned or opposite ideologies. This online experiment was introduced to

investigate whether belief updates could drive the effects of ideological endorsement on policy

adoption. A description of the survey sampling strategy, questionnaire, and results is provided in

Appendix A. The survey includes informed consent.

The pre-analysis plan briefly describes the intention to conduct a post-treatment survey:

”In October/November 2022, after the end of the touristic season in Spain, we will run a second

online survey targeting all mayors in Spain. This survey will be sent by the Federación Española de

Municipios y Provincias (FEMP), a public organization that holds the contact details of all Spanish

municipal governments and communicates with them regularly to coordinate joint actions of Spanish

municipalities. The survey includes an informed consent approved by the IRB. The names of the

researchers involved in the study and the organizations used later to send the policy brief or news

will not be included in the survey questionnaire or the email.

In this post-treatment survey, we will collect more detailed information on the socioeconomic and

demographic characteristics of the mayor, the mayor’s attitudes towards evidence-based policy mak-

ing, perceptions about public policies to increase tourism, and the tourist activity during the tourism

season of 2022. The post-treatment survey will be used for descriptive purposes. If the survey re-
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sponse rate is sufficiently high, we will use the information gathered to explore the effects of the

different experimental treatments on the mayors’ beliefs about how to increase tourism in their

municipality.”

We deviate from the initial plans in two ways. First, the survey was conducted in April-May 2023,

after the end of the study period. The goal was to prevent the survey - which asks policymakers

about attitudes towards evidence-based policy making- from influencing policy adoption. Second,

the survey was not sent by FEMP but rather by ESADE using Qualtrics software. We do not use

FEMP as initially planned because the pre-treatment survey sent by ESADE had very low response

rates. Third, we did not target all mayors, but all appointed local policymakers that share ideology

with the mayor in municipalities for which we could identify the governing party’s ideology. To

expand the sample of the online experiment, we extend the survey to local policymakers rather than

restrict it to mayors. Finally, the survey includes an online experiment to test how policymakers

update their beliefs in response to evidence endorsed by organizations with aligned or opposite

ideologies. A detailed description of the online experiment is provided in Appendix A and Section

6.

J.2 Initial survey

We conducted the survey as described in the pre-analysis plan. However, the response rate was

very low: less than 100 municipalities responded to the survey, including 80 municipalities in the

analytical sample. The goal of the survey was to get a better understanding of Spanish mayors,

particularly those included in the sample. Given the low response rates, the initial survey cannot

be used for these purposes, and therefore, the results of this survey are not reported in the paper.

The database is, however, available upon request.

J.3 Stratification

The pre-analysis plan reports that the randomization was stratified by (a) political party (Partido

Popular, PSOE, other right-wing parties, and other left-wing parties), (b) population in the mu-

nicipality (tertile in the distribution of population of the Spanish municipalities in the sample), (c)

importance of tourism in the municipality (tertile in the distribution of population of the Spanish
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municipalities in the sample), and (d) the extension of Wikipedia page (tertile in the distribu-

tion of the variable number of words in the Wikipedia’s page of the municipality for the Spanish

municipalities in the sample).

However, the stratification was conducted based only on the first three because the correlation

between the extension of the Wikipedia page and the population in the municipality was very high

(0.4185), and using both variables created almost empty cells in the randomization process. The

pre-analysis plan wrongly described the randomization process as based on four rather than three

characteristics.

J.4 Study period

Initially, the study period or the period in which we were going to study changes in Wikipedia

was from May 25th, 2022, to September 30th, 2022. That is the summer season in Spain. Some

policymakers advised us that in many Spanish municipalities (particularly in the Canary Islands),

the high season for tourism starts in the autumn. Furthermore, many municipalities in Spain

(particularly rural areas) experience high demand for tourism on key dates after the summer:

October 12th, November 1st, or December 6th and 8th. Thus, we decided to extend the study

period from May 25th, 2022, to December 31st, 2022.

J.5 Other changes

The final sample includes a total of 5678 municipalities rather than 5677:

The pre-analysis states that we will investigate the heterogeneous effects of the treatment by

whether the mayor belongs to either PP-PSOE (the main right- and left-wing political parties

in Spain) or to a different political party. This heterogeneity analysis is reported in the Appendix.

Additionally, we have also explored the heterogeneity of the effects by whether the mayor belongs

to a right- or a left-wing party, by whether the mayor belongs to a pro-independence regionalist

party, by the population of the municipality (as a proxy for capacity), by the initial length of the

municipality page in Wikipedia, and by whether the municipality is included in the experiment

conducted by Hinnosaar et al. (2021). While not initially included in the pre-analysis plan, we

believe these dimensions of heterogeneity are crucial to better understanding which municipality
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characteristics help to explain the effect of ideological alignment on policy adoption.

During the experiment, a total of 18 reminder emails were sent. Following the pre-analysis plan,

the first 9 reminders were sent with the support of the marketing enterprise M-DIRECTOR, which

allows tracking the clicks through the links in the emails. Unexpectedly, a non-negligible share of

emails arrived in the spam folder. To maximize the reach of our emails, the last 6 reminders were

sent through an Outlook account (keeping the same sender). The main drawback is that we cannot

track clicks through the links in the last emails. These outcomes are therefore analyzed using only

the reminder rounds sent with M-DIRECTOR.
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