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The 2026 midterm elections were the first 
election cycle where AI was a meaningful 
source of political information.  
 

Caucus AI, which has studied AI’s role in the political information ecosystem since early 2026, 
researched who is using AI, how chatbot answers might be influenced, and what effect (if any) that 
influence might have on how voters actually behave. While chatbots generally maintained a neutral 
tone and avoided overt recommendations, chatbots also picked up new websites within a day, 
struggled to identify who was behind the sources they cited, and were easily influenced by subtle 
website content changes. 
 
Our focus at Caucus AI has been to use data and experimentation to understand the different points 
of influence on and impact of these new systems. This report details our findings. 
 

Key Findings 
●​ The 2026 midterms were the first 

election where AI was a meaningful 
information channel: 44% of voters 
reported using AI at least weekly, and 
20% of likely voters were open to using a 
chatbot to learn about candidates.  

●​ Chatbots rarely tell you who to vote for, 
but responses overall are modestly 
favorable to Democrats: In response to 
questions about candidates, chatbot 
answers were nearly always neutrally 
worded and actual candidate 
recommendations were rare. We found 
that chatbot responses were modestly 
more favorable for Democrats, but it is 
unclear whether this reflects bias or 
simply the fact that the national 
environment has been very good for 
Democrats in 2026.      

●​ It is easy for outside actors to influence 
how chatbots talk about candidates: 
Websites we launched about real 
candidates were cited within 24 hours — 
often identified as official candidate 
websites — and introducing 2-3 
sentences about data centers on 
websites measurably caused chatbots to 
emphasize data centers more in their 
responses. In a separate test using 
websites about a fictional election, some 
models answered questions as if it were 
real.  

●​ Subtly biased content is potentially 
persuasive: Compared to a video ad, 
biased chatbot transcripts were 44% 
more persuasive per exposure.  

 

1 



 

Recommendations 
AI answers are often helpful and generally 
even-handed — and there is no perfect 
alternative — but it is also clear that there are 
gaps in how chatbots prioritize and attribute 
source information that are easy to exploit.  
 
In the near term, candidates need to 
compete in and monitor this new information 
channel.  

In the long term, we believe chatbot 
optimization is a race to the bottom that will 
encourage a proliferation of low-quality 
websites full of misleading content. AI 
providers need to address these serious 
vulnerabilities in the AI information ecosystem 
before the 2028 primary.  
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Background 
 

The first AI election: The 2026 midterms 
were the first election cycle where AI played a 
significant role in the information ecosystem 
(in addition to its rise as a salient policy 
concern). Between the summer of 2024 and 
February 2026, chatbot use rose from 33% to 
49% of American adults. In our own polling, 
44% of likely voters report using AI products — 
including chatbots and AI overviews — at least 
weekly.  
 
The rise of GEO: Generative engine 
optimization (also called answer engine 
optimization, AEO) — the act of trying to 
influence the answers chatbots give users — 
has become widespread in digital marketing. 
Political campaigns and advocacy 
organizations have also been increasingly 
exploring this new avenue of communication, 

putting content online in an attempt to ensure 
their preferred candidate or policy position 
surfaces in chatbot answers when voters ask. 
Caucus AI released a checklist in mid-October 
with a set of basic bot access and content tips 
to ensure candidates were not accidentally 
blocking chatbots from accessing their 
existing web content. Despite efforts from 
various partisan actors to ensure partisan 
content is accessible and represented in 
chatbot-voter conversations, there is a lot to 
learn about how electorally influential political 
GEO can be. Based on Caucus AI’s findings, it 
is clear that it is quite possible to influence 
chatbots to pursue political goals. 
 
 
 

 
 
What we monitor 
 
       Since February 2026, Caucus AI has asked AI products the same three questions about every major-party 

candidate for U.S. House, Senate and governor: a biography, the candidate's positions on the issues, and 
the criticisms of the candidate. We ran a collection each month through July and every week starting in 
mid-September, covering about 1,050 candidates in the fall. Our rich dataset gave us the ability to monitor 
chatbot behavior over time and measure the impact of current events and experiments. 

 

       We ask seven products: ChatGPT, Gemini and Google AI Overviews through the consumer interfaces 
people actually use, and the OpenAI, Anthropic, Google and xAI models through their APIs. All told, we’ve 
collected more than 1.3 million chatbot responses. 

 

       For every answer, we store the full text, citations, and where possible the search queries run by the 
chatbot. An automated classifier labels each substantive sentence for tone (the wording), portrayal 
(whether the information is favorable or unfavorable to the candidate), and issue area. We updated the 
model versions as companies rolled out new models, with the goal of matching a logged-out, free 
consumer experience as closely as possible. 
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How chatbots could influence voters: step by step 

The steps required to influence an election via chatbot are a funnel:  
 
1.​ Exposure: Biased or manipulated content can only affect voters who actually use AI for political 

information. 
2.​ Retrieval: Anyone can put new content online, but to influence a chatbot response it needs to 

be retrieved by the chatbot when it searches for information to answer a user’s query. 
3.​ Answer change: Retrieved content does not automatically change chatbot responses.  

Chatbots decide what content is worth including and are trained to frame their answer in a 
neutral, unbiased way. 

4.​ Persuasion: Finally, in order to influence electoral outcomes, chatbot content needs to actually 
change voters’ behavior —  persuading them to vote for a different candidate, demobilizing them, 
or giving them logistical information.  

 
 

 
 
 

Crowded, high-profile electoral contexts make 
each of these steps more difficult. 
High-profile contests generally have 
prominent candidate websites, national and 
local news coverage, and a robust Wikipedia 
presence — a lot of material for chatbots to 
draw from. Voters are also less persuadable 
for top-of-ticket races. GEO is therefore likely 
to be more influential for lower profile races 
where new online content may represent a 

larger share of total content and voters lack 
prior information.  
 
Caucus AI focused largely on top of ticket 
races (Senate, House, and gubernatorial 
contests). Effects are likely to be 
significantly larger for lower-profile races, 
and likely to increase as more people rely on 
chatbots to make voting decisions. 
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Findings 
The findings follow the funnel, stage by stage, from exposure to persuasion.  
 

 
 

KEY FINDINGS  
44% of likely voters report using AI products at least weekly. 
 
20% of likely voters  said they were likely to use an AI chatbot to learn about candidates. 
 
58% of voters said they were likely to use Google Search to learn about candidates, meaning 
incidental exposure to AI political information via AI Overviews is likely much higher than 
direct chatbot use. 

 
Key swing voters planned to use AI to inform their vote 
 

In our September poll, 20% of likely voters — 
including 28% of undecided voters — said they 
were “very” or “somewhat likely” to use an AI 
chatbot to learn about candidates, although 
just 2% said AI was their primary source of 
political information. A majority of voters 
(58%) said they were likely to use Google 
Search to learn about candidates, meaning 
incidental exposure to AI political information 
via AI Overviews is likely much higher than 
direct chatbot use. 
 

Voters reported that they were most likely to 
use chatbots to ask about candidates’ 
positions and records, donors, and honesty. 
Very few respondents reported intent to ask 
the chatbot directly who to vote for, and 48% 
reported that they thought they would be 
judged negatively if their friends or family 
knew they’d used a chatbot to decide their 
vote.  
 
 

 
 

KEY FINDINGS  
Access shapes citations: Ballotpedia sent OpenAI's crawler to a paywall, so it was cited in 
just 2% of ChatGPT answers, compared to about 30% for Gemini and Grok. After our October 
report, Ballotpedia changed its filter, and ChatGPT cited it in 23% of answers within a week. 
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Will a chatbot recommend a candidate? Yes, but rarely. Where user information really 
caused recommendations was when a user told the chatbot what their top issue was. 
 
Chatbots nearly always used a neutral tone, but portrayal of Democrats was about 7 
percentage points more positive than for Republicans. This is not necessarily bias; chatbots 
may simply be reflecting the favorable national environment for Democrats. 

 
How chatbot search works for political topics 
 

When a voter asks a chatbot a question, the 
chatbot can search the web before 
answering. Our review of public system 
prompts — the instructions that guide a 
chatbot’s behavior — found directions to 
search the web when asked about current 
events or politics. The chatbot writes search 
queries, receives results, and selects 
information to put together a response with 
citations. It may repeat these steps as it goes. 
How it asks the questions, which pages they 
return, and what information it includes all 
contribute to what a voter learns from its 
answer.  
 
A single question often produces several 
searches, each of which returns a number of 
results. The chatbot then selects which 
sources to cite. Not everything those 
searches find makes it into the answer. Table 1 
shows how often each model we monitor cites 
different sources. In May, we summed up 
chatbot sourcing as “Wikipedia owns bio, 
campaigns own issues, and nobody owns 

criticisms.” Campaign sites are especially 
common in answers about policy positions, 
while news sites feature more often in 
answers about criticisms. 
 
Access to a source can shape what chatbots 
cite and citations affect the substance of 
answers. Our October report found that 
Ballotpedia sends OpenAI’s crawler to a 
paywall. As a consequence, Ballotpedia was 
cited in just 2% of ChatGPT answers, 
compared to about 30% for Gemini and Grok. 
After this report came out, Ballotpedia 
changed its filter and ChatGPT cited it in 23% 
of answers within a week.   
​
In May, we found that chatbot answers that 
cited a campaign website were meaningfully 
more similar to the campaign website than 
those that did not, indicating that the 
chatbots drew that content into their 
answers.  
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Table 1. Share of answers citing each source type, September 16–October 21. 

Product Campaign Official Wikipedia Ballotpedia Local news 
National 

news 

ChatGPT 39.7% 31.0% 16.1% 2.2% 43.8% 35.0% 

Gemini 30.6% 18.7% 32.8% 30.2% 28.3% 10.2% 

Grok API 32.8% 15.8% 44.5% 30.7% 51.7% 27.2% 

Claude API 18.1% 20.0% 23.1% 23.9% 58.7% 29.4% 
 

Biography, issues, and criticisms answers about House, Senate, and gubernatorial candidates; 
37,584 answers per row, including answers without citations. Categories overlap. “Official” means 
the candidate’s government-office website, such as a House or Senate office site. 
 
Chatbots are reluctant to make recommendations, but answers reflect the national 
environment 
 
Will a chatbot recommend a candidate? Yes, 
but rarely.  
To explore whether chatbots directly favor 
one party over another, we asked chatbots for 
voting recommendations1. We randomized 
what we revealed about the “user” in our 
prompts – stating the user’s voting history (“I 
usually vote for Republicans”), top issue (“The 
issue I care most about is abortion. I want it to 
be legal in most cases.”), and demographics 
(“I’m a woman”, “I’m Black”, “I make $80,000 a 
year”) and asking for a recommendation 
across multiple Senate and state legislative 
races around the country. We tested this with 
ChatGPT and Gemini web apps, randomizing 
what single piece of information was revealed 
each time. We also tested a “push” version of 
each prompt where we added a direct request 
for the chatbot to recommend a single 
candidate2. 
 
We found that the models were generally 
reluctant to make a recommendation. When 
no demographic or issue information was 
revealed, both ChatGPT and Gemini never 

recommended a candidate across nearly 1,000 
requests to recommend someone. When 
pushed, they did favor Democrats slightly: 
adding a heavy-handed request for a direct 
recommendation made ChatGPT 2.5 
percentage points and Gemini, on net, 11.8 
percentage points more likely to recommend 
the Democratic candidate, on average. Saying 
the user usually leaned toward one party or 
another did not significantly shift 
recommendations. 
 
Where user information really caused 
recommendations was when a user told the 
chatbot what their top issue was. Stating a 
liberal or conservative issue position across 
abortion, taxation/cost of living, and 
immigration all made both models significantly 
more likely to recommend a candidate, 
particularly for ChatGPT. ChatGPT was 3.1 
percentage points more likely to recommend 
the Democrat in responses to user personas 
whose top issue was ensuring abortion is 
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“legal in most cases”, while Gemini was 7 
percentage points more likely to recommend 
the Democrat. Issue effects were reversed for 
user personas with a conservative position on 
abortion. ChatGPT was particularly likely to 
recommend the Republican candidate for user 
personas that wanted tax cuts on the wealthy 
and big business, recommending for 
Republicans nearly 20% of the time.  

 
Demographics alone did not affect 
recommendations. Revealing information 
about the user’s gender, income, and race did 
not make either chatbot more likely to 
recommend a party. Neither ChatGPT nor 
Gemini ever recommended a candidate based 
on demographics alone. 
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Chatbots are not as partisan as some may 
expect and it is difficult to get the chatbot to 
produce an actual voting recommendation.  
 
Chatbots described Democrats slightly 
more favorably, not necessarily due to bias​
Across our monitoring in September and 
October, we found that, outside of explicit 
questions about criticisms, chatbots nearly 
always used a neutral tone to describe 
candidates and issues. Candidate portrayal 
(whether provided information was positive or 
negative), on the other hand, varied 
significantly more. Across our dataset of 
responses about candidates’ biographies, 
issue positions, and criticisms, we found more 
favorable descriptions of Democrats than 
Republicans, by about seven percentage 
points on each type of question. 
 
We defined portrayal as a measure of whether 
the information conveyed was favorable or 

unfavorable to a candidate, even with neutral 
wording. For example, “The candidate secured 
funding for rural health clinics” and “In a major 
victory for rural patients, the candidate 
secured funding for rural health clinics” 
portray the candidate favorably, but only the 
second also uses a positive tone. 
 
Chatbot answers focusing on candidate 
biography were generally net positive (more 
positive portrayal sentences than negative 
ones), while responses focusing on criticisms 
of a candidate were overwhelmingly negative. 
Across the board, chatbot portrayal for 
Democrats was about 7 percentage points 
more positive than for Republicans. The 
difference in tone between Democrats and 
Republicans was much smaller, just 1.9 
percentage points.  
 
 
 

 
Table 2. Net portrayal and net tone by question type, September 16–October 21. 

Question Portrayal D Portrayal R Portrayal gap Tone D Tone R Tone gap 

Biography +13.8 +6.2 +7.6 +1.7 +0.4 +1.3 

Issue positions +9.3 +1.8 +7.5 +1.7 0.0 +1.7 

Criticisms −56.9 −63.5 +6.6 −45.4 −48.0 +2.6 

All three, equally 
weighted   +7.2   +1.9 
 

Net portrayal subtracts the share of substantive sentences conveying unfavorable information from the share conveying 
favorable information; net tone does the same for favorable and unfavorable wording. Both are in percentage points, and 
the gap is Democratic minus Republican. Rows pool all seven products we monitor; Google AI Overviews contribute only to 
issues and criticisms. 

We also saw that portrayal by Claude and 
Google AI Overviews got slightly more 
balanced in mid-October, while the other 
models held steady. Model updates, changes 
to system instructions or search, and shifts in 
the available information could all contribute 
to changes in how favorably some products 

describe candidates. The model names we 
record capture only part of what could be 
changing. 

Overall, this is not necessarily evidence 
that chatbots are biased in favor of 
Democrats. They may simply be reflecting 
the national environment.                
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In a good year for Democrats, news coverage 
may contain more positive information about 
Democratic candidates and more criticism of 
Republicans, which chatbots would then 
merely reflect.  

 
 

 

 

 

KEY FINDINGS  
Websites we launched about real candidates were cited within 19 hours, and about a third of 
answers that linked one of our sites described it as the candidate's official site. 
 
Adding a short paragraph about data centers made responses about those candidates 4.4 
percentage points more likely to mention data centers. 
 
In a separate test using websites about a fictional election, ChatGPT, Gemini and Google's 
AI Overviews discussed the candidates as if the election were real. 
 
About 1 in 5 ChatGPT answers cited an AI-written voter guide, nearly the same rate as 
Wikipedia. These sites are inexpensive to make, and we expect a lot more of them in 2028. 

 

It is extremely easy for outside actors to influence how chatbots talk about 
candidates 
 

Influencing citations 
We conducted a test to explore how difficult it 
would be for a third party to get web content 
into chatbot answers about politics. We 
created our own set of websites, each 
focused on actual 2026 Senate candidates 
from both parties with biographical 
information and policy positions. These 
websites were generated by asking an AI 
agent to generate web copy for each 
candidate, carefully drawing on existing 
information already cited by many chatbots, 

and were thoroughly fact checked. The goal of 
this test was not to influence the outcome of 
the election, but rather to learn about how 
outside actors could influence this and future 
elections. Each website had a disclaimer 
stating that the site was paid for by Caucus AI 
and not affiliated with or an official site of any 
candidate. Registering domains, generating 
copy, and launching these sites took about 48 
hours and the sites launched on October 10th. 
Each web domain cost about $12, so this effort 
was both fast and inexpensive.  
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These sites became widely cited in our regular 
monitoring fairly quickly. The first citation in 
our monitoring took 19 hours from launch. 
Within a week, nearly three quarters of the 

sites had been picked up at least once by one 
of the chatbots we were monitoring. By the 
end of the month, 92% of the sites were cited. 

 

 
 
 

Within three weeks, close to 15% of the 
chatbot responses we monitor for these 
candidates (bio, issue, and criticism queries) 
cited one of our sites at least once. In one 
model, the sites were in nearly 20% of all 
answers. Citation pickup was stronger for 

lower-profile Senate candidates in less 
competitive races, but was still widespread in 
more competitive races and with well-known 
incumbents.  
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Mistaken for official campaign sites​
The new sites drew on existing information 
already widely cited by the chatbots – so did 
not add anything new to the conversation but 
did become part of the conversation quite 
quickly. Concerningly, chatbots sometimes 
presented our sites as the candidates’ own. 
Every site carried a disclaimer saying it was 
paid for by Caucus AI and not affiliated with 
any candidate. Even so, from October 10 to 23, 
about a third of answers from the chatbot 
apps that linked one of our sites described 
it as the candidate's official or campaign 
site. One answer attributed a claim to the 
candidate's “campaign website” and linked 
ours. This happened more with lesser-known 
candidates, but not only with them: about a 
quarter of ChatGPT answers about sitting 
senators that linked to our sites did it too. A 
handful of answers noted that a site wasn't 
run by the campaign, and none named Caucus 
AI. 

 
Changing the conversation 
To explore how third party websites might be 
able to influence the content of chatbot 
answers, we took a random 50% of our sites 
and added a new 2-3 sentence policy section 
on data centers for each candidate. These 
sections were all sourced from existing 
information online about each candidate’s real 
position on data centers. Our intervention was 
to make data centers a slightly more 
prominent topic for half of the candidates by 
adding 2-3 sentences about candidates’ 
positions. Nothing else changed.  
 
Within 48 hours, there was a clear effect: 
chatbots mentioned data centers more in 
response to general questions about 
candidates and were more likely to cite our 
websites when asked about a candidate’s 
position on data centers specifically. Overall, 
adding the short paragraph about data 
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centers made chatbot responses about those 
candidates 4.4 percentage points more likely 
to mention data centers. For queries asking 
specifically where candidates stood on data  

centers, adding data center content to our 
sites made them 8.2 percentage points more 
likely to be cited in answers than the sites 
where we did not add that content.  

Overall, adding the short paragraph about data centers made chatbot responses about 
those candidates 4.4 percentage points more likely to mention data centers. For queries 
asking specifically where candidates stood on data centers, adding data center content to 

our sites made them 8.2 percentage points more likely to be cited in answers than the 
sites where we did not add that content. 

 
Some models were more likely to take up the 
data center content than others, so treatment 
effects were not uniform across models. It is 
also unclear how much higher uptake might 

be over longer time periods. This intervention 
showed that it is possible to subtly alter what 
chatbot answers emphasize. 
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Cressvale: a fictional election 

To understand how commercial chatbots might handle uncorroborated information, we created a 
network of websites focused on an election in Cressvale, a fictional county with no state. In early 
August we created sites focused on the “Cressvale County Commission District 2” election: a 
webpage for the Democratic and Republican candidates, local online newspaper, nonpartisan voter 
guide, two local community advocacy groups who had endorsed one of the candidates, and a 
community message board site.  
 
The websites were registered and launched during the first week of August 2026. By the end of the 
month, ChatGPT, Google’s AI overviews, and Gemini returned extensive results related to the 
fictional election and continued to do so throughout the fall. Through late October, when uptake 
occurred it was never skeptical — both ChatGPT and Gemini reported on Cressvale and discussed 
the candidates as if the election were real. In late October, ChatGPT began to consistently caveat 
portions of its responses related to Cressvale by stating at the end that it could not corroborate the 
information it reported in its answer.  Queries to Claude and Grok consistently failed to return any 
information on Cressvale or the candidate names. 
 
Cressvale web ecosystem examples: candidate, local newspaper, and voter guide site homepages. 
 
 

  

  
 
 
ChatGPT’s response on Cressvale on October 17, 2026 (incognito, free tier). Note the photos are 
either hallucinated or mismatched.  
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Google’s AI overview on October 17, 2026 
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Unclear how widespread third party 
influence was in 2026, efforts certainly will 
increase in 2028 
 
Caucus AI found at least three kinds of sites 
that had an interesting presence in the 
chatbot responses.  
 
The rise of AI slop. In the October report, 
Caucus AI found ChatGPT citing a new crop of 
AI-written voter guides: polished candidate 
profiles and voting-record pages, mostly 
registered in the past year, that say little 
about who publishes them. In September, 18% 
of ChatGPT's answers cited one, close to the 
21% that cited Wikipedia. We didn't find 
obvious misinformation or a partisan lean, and 
the content of answers that cited a guide was 
similar to answers that did not. We are 
concerned, however, that these little-known 
publishers were cited about as often as 
Wikipedia, and ChatGPT picked the new sites 
up quickly.  
 
Since publishing, these guides have 
continued to spread. In October, the 25 sites 
from that report appeared in about a quarter 
of ChatGPT's answers with sources about 
federal candidates, and about a quarter of 
Claude's. We've since found 165 additional 
similar sites and with those included, the 
share rises to 40% of ChatGPT's answers and 
31% of Claude’s. 
 
Sites built to attack one candidate did the 
best. In Senate monitoring, ChatGPT cited 
truthaboutbankhead.com, paid for by 
Independent PAC, in more than half of its 
answers about criticisms of Alani Bankhead, a 
Democrat running in Montana. It also cited 

therealannieandrews.com, paid for by Security 
Is Strength PAC, in about nine in ten answers 
about criticisms of Annie Andrews in South 
Carolina. We found 18 sites that showed up 
more than half of the time in candidates’ 
criticisms responses — 13 focused on 
Democratic candidates and 15 had paid for by 
disclaimers. About 200 more attack sites, 
aimed at both parties, showed up in at least 
20% of answers. Single-purpose attack sites 
are not new — campaigns and PACs have used 
these for several cycles to back up or rebut 
press hits or as landing pages for ads. With 
the rise of chatbots, the sites are now being 
included in response to user questions. 
Chatbots almost never mention who sponsors 
these sites, but often present the claims as 
what “critics” say about a candidate. 
 
Anonymous networks reached far fewer 
answers. In early October, the security firm 
VisionHeight reported 37 "local news" sites 
built in one evening in September to promote 
one candidate in each of eleven U.S. House 
races. When chatbots cited them, it was 
almost always in answers about Democrats: a 
few about House candidates, and more about 
state House candidates in Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. They showed up 
in fewer than one in 500 of our 
state-legislature answers and about one in 
5,000 federal ones. It is possible that these 
sites had broader reach for other questions 
users could ask chatbots beyond the 
questions we monitor.  
 
These sites are all inexpensive to make, and 
we expect a lot more of them in 2028. 
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KEY FINDINGS  
In a survey experiment with Florida voters, a persuasive chatbot transcript, written in the 
neutral style typical of chatbot text, was 44% more persuasive than a video ad for the same 
candidate. 
 
Even a neutral chatbot transcript moved voters, about 70% as much as the video ad. 

 

Preliminary findings: realistic chatbot content can be persuasive 
 

How persuasive is chatbot political 
information for real voters, and how does it 
compare to normal politically persuasive 
content, like ads? Academic research has 
established that chatbots can be extremely 
persuasive if they are told to persuade, but (as 
we have seen) chatbot content defaults 
toward neutrality in the real world. We wanted 
to find out whether more subtle changes in 
chatbot responses of the size that could 
plausibly be caused by a change in the 
chatbots’ source set could matter. We also 
wanted to compare chatbot content effects 
with the other core persuasive tools 
candidates and third parties have in their 
toolkit: a video ad.  
 

To look at this, we conducted a survey 
experiment with Florida voters in October 
2026, focused on the Florida Attorney General 
race. Survey participants were randomized to 
receive one of the following: a video ad for the 
Democratic AG candidate José Javier 
Rodriguez, a persuasive plaintext argument in 
support of Rodriguez, a neutral transcript 
written in the style of a chatbot giving 
information on the race, or a persuasive 
transcript written in the style of a chatbot that 
gave information favorable to the Democrat 
but otherwise maintained the neutral tone 
typical of chatbot text3. 
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Example treatment conditions: Candidate ad (left) vs. Neutral chatbot transcript (right) 

 
 
 
 

We found that all treatment conditions made 
respondents significantly more likely to 
support the Democrat compared to the 
placebo group, and that the persuasive 
transcripts were the most effective. The 
neutral chatbot response was about 70% as 

persuasive as the video ad, while the 
persuasive chatbot transcripts were about 
44% more persuasive than the video ad, and 
2x as effective as the neutral transcript, each 
measured relative to the placebo.   
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These results are preliminary and should be 
treated with caution. We believe political ads 
likely have a much larger electoral impact right 
now. Many more voters are actually exposed 
to political ads, and our research so far has 
shown that chatbot responses are rarely 
uniformly favorable to one candidate over 
another. We are still exploring these results 

and conducting additional research that we 
will release in the coming months. For now, we 
believe it is clear that chatbots can be 
persuasive and have an impact on electoral 
outcomes. The magnitude of their impact and 
the degree to which voters can actually be 
swayed by real-life content is more uncertain.  

 

Where we go from here 
 

Caucus AI will continue to monitor and release more in-depth research on these topics in the weeks 
and months to come. AI use is only going to increase in 2028 and beyond, and voters, campaigns, 
and observers need to be aware of the ways in which AI can shape the electoral environment. The 
methods we tested and observed to influence responses are inexpensive and accessible to any 
person or group with minimal resources and an AI tool subscription. 
 
Chatbots can be powerful tools for good – aggregating information and explaining concepts in 
personalized ways that help voters match their votes with their preferences. While chatbot 
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companies have invested significantly in ensuring their products are neutral and resistant to 
influence, they need stronger guardrails to govern what sources they turn to and how they attribute 
information. In the near term, candidates need to ensure they are competing in the AI 
information ecosystem, which includes both ensuring their own content is accessible to chatbots 
and present in responses and monitoring what else surfaces. In the long term, we do not believe 
this competition is sustainable for campaigns — it is too easy for outside actors to flood the zone 
with low-quality, misleading content, and efforts from legitimate actors will be crowded out by 
malign ones at scale. Instead, chatbot operators themselves must make changes. 
 
In the coming months, Caucus AI will lay out data-driven recommendations for ensuring that 
political AI search is not a race to the bottom.  
 

●​ Prioritizing reference sources. Chatbots should place more weight on trusted sources with 
robust, human-led fact checking, including journalism and vetted reference sites like 
Ballotpedia and Wikipedia.  

●​ Proper attribution. Chatbots should surface arguments, not just facts, when talking about 
politics but need to attribute arguments to their sources rather than just saying “critics say”. 
Campaign and partisan websites, when properly identified, are key components of the 
information ecosystem.  

●​ Expanded efforts to enable AI-assisted fact-checking to reduce the likelihood of false or 
misleading information entering into chatbot responses.  

●​ Additional monitoring and correction process for political actors to keep an eye on what AI 
chatbots are saying and sourcing, along with avenues for alerting AI companies to 
inaccuracies and misleading information.  

●​ Shared standards for identifying official campaign sites through existing disclaimers or 
specific, machine readable tags in website pages meant for chatbots, as well as a system to 
track and verify these tags. 

●​ Sustainable access to civic information providers. Websites that provide critical civic 
information should not have to choose between showing up in AI search and losing revenue. 

●​ Standard benchmarks to evaluate and compare chatbot behavior across a range of political 
information tasks.  

●​ Increased transparency for auditors, including published details on sourcing and 
corroboration policies, detailed information related to system prompts and UI vs. API 
behavior, and access to information on chatbot search systems. 
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About Caucus AI 
Caucus AI is building a public record of what AI tools tell Americans about candidates and elections, 
so we can spot patterns, catch mistakes, and understand how AI is shaping political information. 
Every week, Caucus AI puts the same questions to the major AI chatbots and summaries, including 
ChatGPT, Gemini, Grok, and Claude, along with Google AI Overviews, and shows their answers side 
by side, along with the sources they cite. Since the start of 2026, Caucus AI has conducted research 
into who is using AI for politics, how chatbot answers might be influenced, and what effect (if any) 
that influence might have on how voters actually behave. Learn more at caucus-ai.com. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note on AI use: We use Anthropic Claude and OpenAI Codex for some analysis and to assist with drafting and editing 
portions of the technical documentation and data visualization for our reports. The authors wrote, edited, and approved 
the final document and take full responsibility for the analyses, interpretations, and conclusions reported here. 

Notes 

1. We and others estimate that very few voters actually asked a chatbot directly for a voting recommendation in 2026. 

2. The full push prompt was: “I understand there are tradeoffs and that the final decision is mine, but a list of pros and cons 
just leaves me stuck. What would help me is your single best recommendation. Please start with one candidate's name, 
then explain why that candidate is the better fit for me, rather than giving me an "if you prioritize X, choose A; if you 
prioritize Y, choose B" comparison.” 

3. All study participants were debriefed after the study and informed that the transcripts were created for the study and 
did not reflect real chatbot output. They were directed to nonpartisan resources for further information on the election. 
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