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Abstract: A free and open media is requisite for well-functioning democracy. Whether the
modern media environment fulfils this function is, however, debatable. Disinformation – the
deliberate provision of false or misleading narratives with harmful intent – is a particular
concern. This concern is particularly acute in Central Europe, where disinformation focuses
on undermining support for Euro-Atlanticism by stoking identity-related grievances. Yet,
we lack causal evidence concerning whether and to what extent disinformation impacts
attitudes in the region. This article identifies predictors of disinformation readership and
trust, and uses a preregistered survey experiment to identify the disinformations e↵ects
on anti-European Union, prejudiced, and xenophobic attitudes. Disinformation exposure
leads to a backlash e↵ect: false news headlines shift opinion in a pro-Europe, less-prejudiced
direction. Heterogeneous e↵ects amongst ideological subgroups underscore how ideologicallymotivated information processing conditions individual reactions. This analysis shows that
the impact of disinformation depends on the ideological convictions of the target audience.

A free, open, and honest media allows citizens to make informed decisions and keeps
political elites accountable (Holbert 2005), two important conditions for well-functioning
democracy. Yet, a debate has emerged about the extent to which the modern media system continues to fulfil this function. This debate centers around whether the increasing
consumption of news through social media, the rise of “alternative” news sources, and the
proliferation of misleading or false news stories threaten democracy by increasing polarization and undermining public trust (e.g., Allen et al. 2020; Persily 2017; Tucker et al. 2017).
Disinformation – the provision of false or misleading narratives with the intention of deceiving and harming a target (e.g., Zhou & Zafarani 2018) – has evoked particularly strong
concerns amongst scholars and policymakers due to its use as a “weaponized” tool of foreign
policy (Avramov 2018; Pomerantsev & Weiss 2014).
These concerns are particularly acute in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), where low
levels of democratic support and social trust (Dimitrova 2018, 43; Krekó & Enyedi 2016,
42) couple with identity concerns about migration and LGBTQIA+ rights (Kazharski 2018;
Guasti & Buštiková 2020) to create an audience often unable to discern conspiracy from
fact (Marinov & Popova 2021) – i.e., an audience particularly susceptible to disinformation
narratives. In fact, existing work argues that the Russian Federation uses disinformation
to exploit CEE sociocultural divisions in pursuit of its own foreign policy goals: bolstering
images of Russia abroad, and weakening the European Union (EU) and North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) from within (Conley et al. 2016; Giles 2016). Given these
concerns, it is important to ask: (1) what types of individuals read and trust disinformation;
and (2) what are the e↵ects of disinformation consumption on public opinion?
An extensive body of work tackles these questions in the CEE context (e.g., Conley et al.
2016; Juhász & Szicherle 2017; Pomerantsev & Weiss 2014; Šuplata & Nič 2016); however,
much of this work is descriptive and observational (though see Faragó et al. 2019). This
contrasts the wealth of experimental work on disinformation, misinformation, and conspiracy
in the (primarily) American context (e.g., Berinsky 2017; Pennycook et al. 2018; Pennycook
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et al. 2020). Much of this latter work suggests that both the impact of disinformation and
the size of its audience may be overstated (e.g., Allcot & Gentzkow 2017; Guess et al. 2019;
Nelson & Taneja 2018). Yet, we know relatively little about whether and to what extent
these conclusions hold in CEE.
Recent work underscores the importance of conspiratorial beliefs amongst CEE electorates (Krekó 2019; Marinov & Popova 2021), the extent of Russian disinformation e↵orts
in the region (Helmus et al. 2018; Snegovaya 2015), and CEE’s lacking institutional capacity
to combat these e↵orts (Milo & Klingová 2017). Given these vulnerabilities, there is reason
to believe that findings from Western contexts will not travel East. Thus, it is particularly important to understand both the degree of disinformation engagement amongst CEE
publics and the causal e↵ects of disinformation on public opinion in the region.
To achieve these goals, I employ an original, preregistered survey experiment with a
nationally representative sample of respondents from the Slovak Republic. The study: (1)
measures the extent to which Slovaks read and trust disinformation; (2) identifies individuallevel correlates of these outcomes; (3) determines whether belief in and willingness to share
disinformation headlines vary as a function of individual-level characteristics; and (4) investigates whether exposure to disinformation headlines a↵ects anti-EU attitudes, outgroup
prejudice, and xenophobic policy preferences.1
Results show that individual readership and trust of disinformation is limited: only 15
percent of Slovaks read at least one disinformation news source. These sources are also less
trusted than mainstream alternatives. Important predictors of disinformation readership
and trust include ideology, democratic satisfaction, geopolitical orientation, and extremist
voting preferences. The same factors also predict the extent to which individuals believe and
are willing to share specific disinformation news headlines. These findings largely corroborate theories of ideologically-motivated information processing – disinformation engagement
is concentrated amongst those most ideologically inclined to agree with disinformation’s
1 Preregistration

available in Supplemental Information (SI) (pp. 2-12).
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messages (e.g., Allcott & Gentzkow 2017; Bartels 2002; Zimmerman & Kohring 2020).
Importantly, disinformation exposure has inconsistent e↵ects on anti-EU attitudes, outgroup prejudice, and xenophobic policy preferences. On average, exposure to false news
headlines leads to a backlash e↵ect – i.e., pro-EU, less prejudiced, and less xenophobic attitudes. This is not the case for similar, but completely true, headlines. Subgroup analyses
indicate that this backlash e↵ect is completely localized to ideologically liberal respondents.
In other words, liberals deepen their attitudes in response to attitude-inconsistent disinformation, while conservatives do not shift their opinions at all.
These results confirm the importance of pre-existing attitudes for how individuals seek
out and respond to disinformation. At the same time, however, the results emphasize that the
e↵ects of Russian disinformation on public opinion are not necessarily clear-cut. The surfacelevel goal of disinformation is to undermine support for the EU and to inflame xenophobic
attitudes. Yet, it appears to do the opposite. However, this e↵ect may not actually be as
counter-intuitive as it seems. The larger goal of (not only) Russian disinformation is to sow
discord, inflame existing divisions, and heighten polarization. By pushing liberals further
in a liberal direction, disinformation moves them further away from conservatives. In other
words, disinformation widens the gulf between people with di↵erent political ideologies. In
turn heightened polarization can have negative downstream consequences on democracy.
From a practical standpoint, this study suggests that practitioners and policymakers should
focus on (a) the distal causes determining individual selection into disinformation, and (b)
how to ensure that the ideological divide between liberals and conservatives does not increase
as disinformation e↵orts becomes a more frequently used tool of foreign policy.
The rest of this paper is structured as follows. I proceed by briefly discussing terminology, distinguishing disinformation from other types of fake news. Next, I overview Russian
influence e↵orts in CEE, focusing on the motivations that underlie disinformation’s content
in the region. This discussion allows me to subsequently use existing work on disinformation
and public opinion to enumerate specific hypotheses about: (1) who reads and trusts dis-
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information in Slovakia, and (2) the aggregate impacts of disinformation on public opinion.
Prior to introducing the research design, and discussing results, I introduce the Slovak case.
Here, I suggest that pre-existing affinities towards Russia, when combined with relatively
ambivalent EU attitudes, render Slovakia a critical case for understanding the e↵ects of
Russian disinformation. The final section concludes.

Fake News, Misinformation, and Disinformation
Modern news comes in a variety of forms. While traditional newspapers and (especially)
television are still dominant players in the contemporary media market (e.g., Allen et al.
2020), there is little doubt that social media and online news are important components of
modern news consumption (Allcott et al. 2019; Tucker et al. 2017). The proliferation of
media sources has coincided with (and possibly facilitated) the rise of ”fake news” – false or
misleading news content portraying itself as factual information – and its various derivatives
including misinformation, rumor, conspiracy, and disinformation.
The distinctions between misinformation, fake news, and disinformation are particularly
relevant for this analysis (see Zhou & Zafarani 2018 for an overview). First, disinformation
explicitly intends to deceive an audience for the purposes of doing harm. While misinformation and fake news may also lead to these outcomes, harm is not their explicit purpose.
Second, disinformation and misinformation may or may not be presented as news, distinguishing them from fake news, which is explicitly formulated to have a news-like appearance.
Classifying a given news headline or article along these dimensions is an inherently subjective enterprise. Thus, in this article, I rely on the EU’s East StratCom Task Force for the
identification and classification of Russian disinformation. I provide further detail on this
process in the research design section. Next, I turn to a discussion of Russian disinformation
e↵orts in CEE.
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Russian Disinformation in CEE
One of Russia’s primary foreign policy objectives is to undermine (U.S.-led) unipolarity and
reinstate Russian interests in both the post-Soviet space (the Russian “near abroad”) and on
the global stage (Sakwa 2020; Tsygankov 2018). Disinformation facilitates this goal by: (1)
discouraging challenges to Russia’s actions through the production of alternative narratives;
(2) sowing doubt and scepticism about global governance; (3) fomenting discord within and
amongst other states, hampering their ability to act against Russia; and (4) producing a
positive image of Russia, while challenging images of Western institutions (see Čı́žik 2017,
8-28; Richey 2018).
Russian disinformation e↵orts are particularly active in CEE. First, Russia considers
CEE a weak spot in the Euro-Atlantic political structure (Juhász & Szicherle 2017). By
exacerbating existing Eurosceptic, nationalist, conservative, and anti-American attitudes
amongst segments of CEE publics, Russia can create discord within the EU and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Second, historical, cultural, and ideological affinities
between (some) CEE states and Russia magnify the reach and efficacy of disinformation,
while also producing various willing allies that reproduce Russian narratives (e.g., Snegovaya 2021). Third, many CEE states have limited institutional capacity to combat Russian
disinformation (Milo & Klingová 2017), making them easy targets. Thus, disinformation
finds a ready-made, vulnerable audience in many CEE countries. Ultimately, this makes
disinformation more e↵ective, and helps Russia achieve its foreign policy goals.
When it comes to producing disinformation themes and narratives, Russia exploits existing ideological, identity-based societal divisions in the region. As elsewhere in Europe,
functional pressures related to the Eurozone and Migrant Crises led to a backlash against
deepening European integration amongst CEE publics (Kriesi 2021). This process reoriented
political competition from the traditional left-right economic cleavage to the transnational
cleavage (Hooghe & Marks 2018), where multiculturalism, immigration, and international
integration are the primary issues of contention. Taking advantage of these divisions, Rus5

sian disinformation often focuses on identity or cultural issues, including migration, gender
“ideology”, LGBTQIA+ rights, and multiculturalism. Disinformation connects these issues
to the EU specifically, and to the “West” generally. By doing so, Russia portrays the EU as
a threat to “traditional” CEE societies (see Bojovic 2021; Čı́žik & Masariková 2018; Foxall
2019; Ižak 2018; Roháč et al. 2017; Šuplata & Nič 2016).
Disinformation narratives also adapt to di↵erent country contexts, and make use of locally relevant issues and variations in historical ties to Russia. For example, in Slovakia,
disinformation often employs appeals to traditional values and Pan-Slavic identity due to
the relatively high levels of conservatism, religiosity, and pro-Russian sentiment amongst the
Slovak public (see Krekó et al. 2016, 41-49). Conversely, in the neighbouring Czech Republic
high levels of existing Euroscepticism and moderately strong anti-Russian sentiments, place
loss of autonomy to “Brussels” at the forefront of disinformation narratives (Györi & Krekó
2019, 14). Given this variation, understanding the e↵ects of disinformation on public opinion requires a nuanced approach, sensitive to how disinformation works in a given country
context.
As this review indicates, existing work tell us much about how disinformation helps
Russia achieve its strategic objectives. It also identifies prominent disinformation narratives
and their cross-country variations. Much of this work also proposes reasons as to why said
narratives are e↵ective: they politicize existing societal divisions and cleavages, echoing and
reinforcing contentious identity-based debates. Ultimately, however, we still lack systematic
evidence about the extent of disinformation engagement in these countries, and we also lack
causal evidence of disinformation’s e↵ects on public opinion.

Motivated Reasoning, Ideology, and Disinformation
Combining existing findings about the content of Russian disinformation with findings from
work on how individuals process political information allows me to enumerate predictions
about what types of individuals read and trust disinformation, as well as about disinforma6

tion’s e↵ects. I make two complementary arguments. First, I suggest that individuals select
into disinformation readership and trust. Those with pre-existing ideological stances that
accord with disinformation’s messages are more likely to both read and trust disinformation. Second, I contend that, on average, disinformation should shift stances in the intended
direction of the message – e.g., anti-EU disinformation should lead to anti-EU attitudes.
However, I also suggest that respondent ideology moderates the impact of disinformation.
Those who ideologically align with disinformation’s messages will respond to disinformation
by either: (1) hardening their attitudes to further align with the direction of the message;
or (2) not shifting their stances at all. Conversely, those who are not ideologically predisposed will either: (1) move in the opposite direction; or (2) not change their opinions. Thus,
the aggregate e↵ects of disinformation depend on the underlying distribution of ideological
preferences within a given population.
A stylized Bayesian updating model suggests that individuals possess beliefs about the
world around them and when new information is presented, they adjust these beliefs accordingly. Thus, new information interacts with old information to produce updated beliefs. Yet,
a wealth of existing work suggests that individuals evaluate political statements and information in light of their own ideological predispositions (e.g., Bartels 2002; Taber & Lodge
2006). In other words, ideology moderates updating. Ideologically-motivated information
processing (i.e., motivated reasoning) leads individuals to find arguments and messages that
align with their pre-existing attitudes more compelling than arguments that challenge these
attitudes. Individuals are also more likely to seek out and believe confirmatory evidence,
while discounting evidence that contradicts previous beliefs. Importantly, individuals with
particularly strong ideological stances, and those with high levels of political sophistication
are more likely to process information in an ideologically biased manner (Reedy et al. 2014;
Taber & Lodge 2006, 757). Ultimately, individuals may polarize their attitudes when exposed
to information that contradicts their ideological convictions (e.g., Levendusky 2013).
Ideologically motivated information processing also helps explain the types of media
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individuals read and trust. When it comes to readership, individuals use ideology as a
heuristic to choose between di↵erent media sources (Iyengar & Hahn 2009). Selection into
ideologically-aligned media occurs because individuals prefer attitude consistent information
(Flynn et al. 2017; Garret et al. 2013). Selection, in turn, goes a long way towards explaining
trust. If individuals choose media because it aligns with ideological predispositions, the
content they read will also align with their pre-existing attitudes and stances, thus bolstering
trust in the medium.
A similar logic applies to disinformation where “political ideology is one of the most
important predictors of perceived truthfulness” (Zimmermann & Köhring 2020, 3). A wide
variety of work on conspiracy and misinformation shows that ideological alignment between
the given message and the individual predicts belief (Reedy et al. 2014; Swire et al. 2017).
Thus, just as in the case of non-false information, individuals are more likely believe disinformation that accords with their ideological stances. In fact, several studies indicate
that ideologically-motivated belief in disinformation is strong enough to withstand corrective measures such as fact-checking (e.g., Nyhan & Reifler 2010; though see Wood & Porter
2019).
Two further points merit discussion. First, individuals are more likely to believe disinformation that they have previously encountered (Dechêne et al. 2010; Pennycook et al.
2018). This is why Russian disinformation in CEE employs refrains often echoed by domestic actors and made salient by domestic political competition. The more disinformation is
repeated, and the more actors that repeat it, the more likely individuals are to judge said
message as true. I discuss the implications of this for my analysis when introducing the
research design below. Second, trust in disinformation correlates with mistrust in political
institutions and mainstream media. Disinformation narratives have a tendency to confirm
individuals’ mistrust of governing institutions and, following the logic of motivated reasoning, this confirmation bolsters individual belief (Zimmermann & Köhring 2020). Similarly,
a distrust of mainstream media prompts individuals to seek out alternative news, increasing
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the probability that they are exposed to disinformation narratives (e.g., Ognyanova et al.
2020).
Ultimately, however, the bulk of empirical evidence supporting ideologically motivated
responses to disinformation is drawn from studies that focus on American or West European
populations. We still lack systematic evidence about both the extent of disinformation engagement, and the e↵ects of disinformation exposure amongst CEE publics. Thus, drawing
on the preceding discussion, I list three predictions about disinformation readership and
trust. First, given that Russian disinformation in Slovakia targets the EU and inflames
identity-based grievances, I predict that individuals on the conservative extreme of the ideological spectrum will be more likely to read and trust disinformation. The same relationship
should hold for individuals who believe that Slovakia should geopolitically reorient from the
West to the East, and individuals who vote for nationalist political parties. Second, I predict
that political sophistication attenuates the e↵ect of ideology. If individuals are more knowledgeable about the EU they will be less likely to read or trust disinformation, regardless of
ideology. Third, I predict that individuals who distrust the current political system and the
mainstream media are more likely to read and trust disinformation.
When it comes to disinformation’s aggregate impact on anti-EU and xenophobic attitudes, motivated reasoning theory suggests that respondent ideology will moderate disinformation’s impact. However, it is also possible that respondents will be directly persuaded by
disinformation content (e.g., Feldman 2011), and shift their stances in the intended direction. Thus, I predict that anti-EU, xenophobic disinformation will bolster these sentiments
amongst respondents, but that respondent ideology will moderate these reactions. Prior
to discussing the survey design, I introduce the research context of this study: the Slovak
Republic.
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Research Context: The Slovak Republic
Slovakia is a critical case for understanding Russian disinformation e↵orts in CEE. First,
the Slovak public is amongst the most pro-Russian in the entire CEE region – 60 percent
of Slovaks have a favorable image of Russia. This is second only to Bulgaria’s 73 percent
(Huang & Cha 2020). Moreover, another 2020 poll found that 11 percent of Slovaks think
that Slovakia should belong to the East geopolitically. This is the second highest figure
(after Montenegro) amongst the nine countries surveyed (Hajdu et al. 2020). According to
the same survey, 78 percent of Slovaks believe that Russia is Slovakia’s traditional Slavic
brother/sibling nation, showcasing the strength of Pan-Slavic ties between the two countries.
Political elites from across the political spectrum often reinforce pro-Russian sentiments as
well.
Second, the Slovak public has somewhat conflicting opinions about the EU. While 75
percent of Slovaks would stay in the European Union, 40 percent of Slovaks also think that
the EU is destroying traditional values and identity, and 55 percent of Slovaks believe that
Slovakia does not have a say EU decision-making (Hajdu et al. 2020). These data illustrate
a salient divide and some ambiguity in Slovak attitudes towards the EU. On the one hand,
Slovaks appreciate the economic benefits of EU membership, and value being a part of the
larger European community. On the other hand, perceived EU influence in migration and
other identity-related polices spurs Euroscepticism.
Together, pro-Russian sentiment and ambivalent stances towards the EU make the Slovak
Republic particularly vulnerable to Russian disinformation e↵orts. A fledging institutional
capacity to combat disinformation further exacerbates Slovak vulnerability to disinformation.
According to the cross-national Disinformation Resilience Index (Kandrı́k & Jevčák 2018),
Slovakia’s institutional capacity to combat disinformation is second-worse in the region (only
Moldova’s is worse). Thus, I consider Slovakia a “most-likely”, extreme case – by analyzing
Russia disinformation in the Slovak context, I can potentially identify the upper limits of
disinformation’s e↵ects.
10

Research Design Overview
To test the predictions listed above, I employ an original, preregistered survey experiment
with a representative sample of the Slovak population. Through a market research firm,
I recruited 1400 respondents using quotas on age, education, gender, region, and size of
settlement.2 I administered the survey online, and all participants provided voluntary consent. Since the survey involved deception – i.e., exposing participants to false disinformation
messages without identifying them as such – it concluded with an informed debrief where
participants could remove their data. Just under eight percent of respondents chose to have
their data removed from the study.
The questionnaire included two parts. First, participants completed the experimental
portion intended to measure disinformation’s e↵ects on public opinion. Second, participants
completed a demographic questionnaire and a short survey about readership and trust of
mainstream and disinformation media sources. I discuss the design and results of this survey,
prior to turning to the experiment.

Disinformation Consumption in Slovakia
To measure the degree of disinformation consumption amongst the Slovak public, respondents completed a short questionnaire on their media usage and trust. Respondents indicated
whether they recognize, read, and how much they trust nine di↵erent Slovak news sources. I
measured recognition and readership as a binary choice (yes or no), and trust on a five-point
scale. Five of the news sources were mainstream media outlets, while four were media outlets
identified by both Slovak and EU third-party sources as frequent publishers of disinformation news articles.3 I chose the sources to be broadly representative of both media. Thus,
2 See

SI pages 13-15 for full survey, and Tables A1 and A2 for representativeness and
randomization checks.
3 Disinformation news sources identified through: (1) konspiratori.sk, a database run by
Slovak academics and journalists; and (2) euvsdisinfo.eu, the EU’s East StratCom Task
Force’s disinformation database.
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the mainstream sources range from Slovakia’s most-read news source, SME, to a popular
entertainment tabloid, Plus Jeden Deň. The disinformation sources range from self-styled
conservative dailies that publish a range of commentary, factual reporting, and disinformation (Hlavné Správy) to sensationalist, conspiratorial, fringe web portals (ExtraPlus).
Table 1 presents descriptive results for recognition, readership, and trust of mainstream
and disinformation media as aggregate categories, as well as for the individual news sources.
Overall, these results paint a fairly optimistic picture of Slovak media consumption. Not only
are disinformation news outlets less recognized than mainstream ones (37.9 percent compared
to 91.3 percent), they are also less read (14.5 percent to 53 percent) and less trusted (2.57
to 2.95).4 The most widely read and trusted disinformation news source is Hlavné Správy;
in fact, Hlavné Správy is trusted to the same extent as the mainstream sources, Plus Jeden
Deň, Nový Čas, and Dennı́k N. Hlavné Správy’s high levels of readership and trust likely
result from its reporting of mainstream news alongside disinformation, relatively professional
appearance, and its niche as a self-styled conservative daily. The least read and trusted
disinformation news source is ExtraPlus, which publishes largely fringe and sensationalist
content.
Table 1: Recognition, Readership, and Trust of News Sources
Source

Recognition (%)

Readership (%)

Trust (1-5)

Mainstream Sources
Disinformation Sources

91.3
37.9

53.0
14.5

2.95
2.57

Nový Čas
Sme
Plus Jeden Deň
aktuality.sk
Dennı́k N
Hlavné Správy
Zem a Vek
Slobodný Vysielač
ExtraPlus

96.9
95.6
92.6
90.8
80.9
65.0
41.5
35.0
9.9

59.1
52.6
42.0
69.5
41.6
32.9
10.9
9.7
4.6

2.72
3.07
2.79
3.28
2.88
2.82
2.52
2.56
2.38

Note: Mainstream sources presented in blue, disinformation sources presented in red; N=1529;
Recognition=0,1; Readership=0,1; Trust=1-5;
4 All

di↵erences significant at p < 0.05.
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These findings underscore two important points about disinformation consumption in
Slovakia. First, disinformation consumption is limited to a relatively small subset of the Slovak population, and Slovaks, on average, trust disinformation sources significantly less than
mainstream alternatives. The limited size of the disinformation audience provides tentative
support for the selection hypothesis. Few people hold views that align with disinformation
content, and thus few individuals seek out and trust these sources. Second, di↵erent disinformation sources evoke di↵erent levels of engagement. While this point is somewhat obvious,
it shows that disinformation can be most e↵ective when it is couched behind a professional
appearance and interspersed amongst factual reporting. Conversely, fringe and sensationalist
platforms alienate all but the smallest segments of the public. While this analysis provides
a detailed, descriptive look at media consumption patterns, it tells us very little about the
ideological and demographic characteristics associated with disinformation readership and
trust.
Thus, I estimate associations between respondent ideological and demographic characteristics, and disinformation readership and trust. I construct two separate dependent variables,
respectively operationalized as the simple average of respondents’ (a) readership and (b) trust
of the four disinformation sources. I consider the role of four ideological variables: geopolitical orientation (should Slovakia belong to the East, West, or somewhere in between);
left/right ideology (1-11, signifies state intervention/economic redistribution in the Slovak
context); liberal/conservative ideology (1-11, signifies stances on sociocultural and identity
issues); and nationalist vote choice (if a respondent answered that they would vote for a
nationalist political party in upcoming elections). Alongside ideology I consider government
satisfaction (1-4, operationalized as satisfaction with democracy in Slovakia), trust in mainstream media (simple average of trust in the five mainstream sources), and a respondent’s
level of political sophistication (0,1 based on whether respondents answered at least two out
of three factual questions about the EU correctly). I include gender, age, education, size of
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municipality, and income as demographic covariates.5 Finally, I include an interaction term
to probe whether sophistication moderates the association between ideology and disinformation consumption – i.e., whether individuals with di↵erent levels of knowledge about the EU,
but similar ideological commitments consume disinformation in the same way. I estimate all
models with OLS and robust standard errors. Table 2 presents results.
Table 2: Ideological and Demographic Correlates of Disinformation Consumption
Model 1: Read

Model 2: Trust

Model 2.1: Trust

West (ref: East)
In Between (ref: East)
Left/Right
Lib/Con
Nat. Voter
Dem. Satisfaction
Media Trust
EU Know.
Male
Age
High School
College
Muni. Size
Income
Lib/Con*EU Know.

-0.082⇤⇤ (0.025)
-0.038 (0.023)
-0.009⇤⇤ (0.003)
0.016⇤⇤ (0.003)
0.041⇤ (0.018)
-0.017⇤ (0.008)
-0.005 (0.009)
-0.018 (0.018)
-0.021 (0.014)
0.002⇤⇤ (0.000)
-0.006 (0.015)
-0.002 (0.018)
0.008 (0.005)
-0.001 (0.005)

-0.394⇤⇤ (0.088)
-0.145⇤ (0.071)
-0.026⇤ (0.012)
0.043⇤⇤ (0.010)
0.119 (0.061)
-0.073⇤ (0.030)
0.327⇤⇤ (0.032)
-0.136⇤ (0.060)
0.165⇤⇤ (0.048)
0.006⇤⇤ (0.002)
-0.040 (0.052)
-0.244⇤⇤ (0.064)
-0.011 (0.018)
0.004 (0.016)

-0.394⇤⇤ (0.088)
-0.145⇤ (0.071)
-0.026⇤ (0.012)
0.047 (0.027)
0.119 (0.061)
-0.073⇤ (0.030)
0.327⇤⇤ (0.032)
-0.106 (0.193)
0.164⇤⇤ (0.048)
0.006⇤⇤ (0.002)
-0.040 (0.052)
-0.245⇤⇤ (0.064)
-0.011 (0.018)
0.004 (0.016)
-0.005 (0.029)

Observations
Adjusted R2
F Statistic

1,349
0.100
11.703⇤⇤

1,349
0.168
20.400⇤⇤

1,349
0.167
19.029⇤⇤

Note: ⇤ p<0.05;

⇤⇤ p<0.01;

robust standard errors in parentheses; ref.= reference category

The regression analysis provides correlational evidence for both ideological selection into
disinformation and ideologically-motivated responses to disinformation content. Conservative, nationalist voters inclined to believe that Slovakia should belong to the East (rather
than the West) are more likely to read disinformation. Likewise, those who are unsatisfied
with democracy are more likely to be readers. There is also a small positive association between age and disinformation readership. Interestingly, neither trust in mainstream media
5 See

SI for descriptive statistics (Table A1), and full questions and coding details (pp.

13-15).
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nor political sophistication are statistically significant correlates of disinformation readership. In terms of substantive importance, the largest estimates is geopolitical orientation.
A respondent who thinks Slovakia should belong to the East is about eight percent more
likely to be a reader of disinformation than someone who thinks Slovak should belong to the
West. More generally, individuals seem to seek out and read disinformation when it aligns
with their ideology.
Similar results manifest for the individual correlates of trust in disinformation. Again,
ideological factors have the strongest associations, with the East versus West geopolitical
divide being particularly salient. A respondent who believes Slovakia should belong to the
East have a predicted trust in disinformation of 2.84 out of 5; for a West-leaning respondent,
the respective score is 2.44 (all other variables set at means or medians). Other statistically
significant factors include left/right and liberal/conservative ideology, nationalist voting preferences, and satisfaction with the state of democracy in Slovakia. Interestingly, there are
also significant, negative associations between trust in mainstream media, political sophistication, and trust is disinformation media. For example, someone who has maximal trust
in the mainstream media has a disinformation trust score of 2.2; conversely, someone with
minimal trust has a score of 3.5. When it comes to demographics, being an older male
without a college education is associated with higher levels of trust in disinformation news
sources. Finally, I find no evidence that political sophistication moderates the e↵ects of ideology. The positive association between conservative ideology and trust in disinformation is
uniform, regardless of the respondent’s level of factual knowledge about the EU. Ultimately,
this analysis provides a demographic and ideological profile of disinformation consumers.
However, it tells us relatively little about the e↵ects of disinformation on public opinion.
Thus, I turn to the experimental portion of the survey next.

15

The E↵ects of Disinformation Exposure
Russian disinformation employs themes related to liberalizing identity politics – e.g., migration, LGBTQ+ rights, and gender – emphasizing EU influence and actions in these
areas. Through these messages, it hopes to undermine public support for the EU, and
stoke identity-related and xenophobic grievances amongst CEE publics. Thus far, we lack
causally-identified work that tells us whether and to what extent these goals are successful.
To measure this e↵ectiveness, I implemented a between-subjects experiment that randomized exposure to di↵erent true and disinformation headlines. I measure respondents’ belief
in, familiarity with, and interest in each headline, as well as their willingness to “share” it
on social media. I also measure whether exposure to these headlines shifted Eurosceptic,
prejudiced, and xenophobic attitudes.
In the design, I randomized respondents into four groups: Control, True, False, True+False.
The Control group did not receive a stimulus and answered the response questions directly.
The True and False groups sequentially read four true and four disinformation headlines
respectively. The True+False group read the full set of eight headlines. The specific order of
headlines within groups was randomized. The true and disinformation headlines were similar
thematically – all discussed EU influence or EU actions in identity-related policy areas (e.g.,
migration or LGBTQIA+ rights) and all had been published in either Slovak mainstream
or disinformation media in the past two years. I chose the disinformation headlines by selecting representative headlines identified as Russian disinformation by EUversusDisinfo, the
EU East StratCom Task Force’s disinformation database. To approximate how respondents
encounter disinformation in their day-to-day lives, the headlines were presented as Facebook
posts. Figure 1 provides an example of a true (“the EU wants to o↵er states 10 thousand
euros for each migrant that they accept) and false headline (“Without Immigrants = Without European Funds. The European Union (EU) will force us, under the threat of taking
away funds, to accept several thousands of migrants”).6
6 See

SI, pages 4-5 for all headlines.
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Figure 1: Example of True and False Headline

Respondents indicated whether a given headline was true; whether they would “share
the headline on social media; whether the headline was familiar to them; and whether the
headline confirmed their previous beliefs (all on 1-4 scale). Respondents also indicated if they
wanted to register to receive more information about the headline. After reading all four
headlines (or eight in the True+False group), respondents answered several questions about
their stances towards the EU, and several questions meant to probe outgroup prejudice and
xenophobic policy preferences. Prior to analyzing the average treatment e↵ects for these
outcomes, I provide descriptive data on respondent evaluations of the headlines across the
experimental groups.
Finally, the survey included both an attention check and a manipulation check, I present
experimental results with failures to either question excluded, but all results are robust to
their inclusion (see SI, pages 18-19), and I did not remove these respondents for the news
source analysis above. Additionally, I exclude participants who did not finish the survey,
and participants who asked for their data to be removed during the debrief from all analyses.
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Headline-Level Evaluations
To better understand why treatment e↵ects manifest (and their direction), it is important
to know how respondents evaluated true and false headlines. Moreover, the presence of
the True+False group allows me to also test a prominent hypothesis in the disinformation
literature: the presentation of false news alongside true news makes evaluations of accuracy
more difficult (e.g., Pennycook et al. 2020). Table 2 presents average respondent evaluations
of false and true headlines across the experimental groups.
Table 3: Headline Evaluations
Headline Set

Belief

Share

Familiarity

Confirm

Register(%)

False
True
FalseT rue+F alse
TrueT rue+F alse

1.87
2.19⇤
1.93
2.20⇤

1.37
1.44
1.38
1.40

1.58
1.47⇤
1.39⇤
1.47⇤

1.39
1.72⇤
1.38
1.64⇤

14.6
12.9
11.9
10.7

Note:

⇤

indicates a significant di↵erence from False at p < 0.05; N=1,322

Turning first to belief, respondents had little trouble distinguishing false from true headlines. Moreover, the presentation of false headlines alongside true headlines did not make
disinformation any more or less believable. As for sharing, no di↵erences manifested across
the headline sets. Participants were fairly unwilling to share headlines, regardless of their
veracity. When asked to evaluate how familiar the headline appeared to them, respondents
indicated that false headlines were more familiar than true headlines; however, when true
and false headlines were shown together, participants rated false headlines as less familiar.
Next, participants were more likely to say that true headlines confirmed their previous beliefs
than false headlines. This di↵erence maintained when false and true headlines were shown
together. Finally, there were no significant di↵erences between true and false headlines in
whether respondents wanted to receive more information (though it does appear that false
headlines piqued curiosity a little more).
Given the importance of ideology in both the literature and my findings about disin-
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formation engagement, I consider whether headline evaluations di↵er between liberals and
conservatives. I measured liberal/conservative ideology on a 1-11 scale, and I operationalize
liberals as those with scores of 6 and lower, and conservatives as those with score of 7 or
higher. Figure 2 plots the di↵erences between these groups for belief (Panel 1) and sharing
(Panel 2).7 This analysis underscores the relationship between ideology and disinformation
evaluation. Panel 1 shows that conservatives and liberals judge true headlines equivalently,
but conservatives are more likely than liberals to believe that false headlines are true (p <
0.01). Moreover, conservatives judge the accuracy of true and false headlines at statistically
indistinguishable levels. When it comes to sharing (Panel 2) we see a similar pattern manifest, though the di↵erences between conservatives and liberals are not as stark (and not
statistically significant).
Figure 2: Belief and Sharing: Ideological Subgroups

Ultimately, the results of these analyses lead to two conclusions. First, they paint a
somewhat reassuring picture. Respondents can discern false news headlines from true ones,
and true headlines confirm pre-existing beliefs more than false headlines. Additionally, participants are generally unwilling to share either set of headlines on social media, and false
7 Numerical

results and results for other evaluations in SI, page 17.
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headlines do not seem to motivate respondents to find out more information on a topic
more than true headlines. Second, the results indicate that ideology does play a role in how
individuals evaluate disinformation. Specifically, the results provide tentative support for
ideologically motivated information processing. Conservatives are more likely than liberals
to believe false headlines, as these headlines likely confirm with their pre-existing attitudes
and convictions. Conversely, liberals and conservatives expressed equivalent levels of belief in
the true headlines. Next, I turn to disinformation’s e↵ects on public opinion, focusing first on
anti-EU attitudes before considering outgroup prejudice and xenophobic policy preferences.

Disinformation and Euroscepticism
To measure whether exposure to false news headlines evokes Euroscepticism, respondents
answered three questions:
- Generally, what feelings does the European Union evoke for you?
- Should Slovakia exit the European Union?
- Generally, do you think Slovakia’s membership in the European Union is or is not beneficial
for Slovakia?

All questions were answered on 1-4 scale, where higher values indicate a more pro-EU stance.
For the purpose of this analysis, I combine the questions into a single index by taking the
simple average (↵ =0.88).
Following pre-registered hypotheses, I predict that respondents exposed to false headlines
would be more Eurosceptic than respondents exposed to true headlines. Negative depictions
of the EU should trigger Eurosceptic sentiment. I also predict that the True+False set of
headlines will have the largest negative e↵ect due to dosage; after all, the factual headlines
still discuss the EU influence in liberal identity politics. However, ideology should moderate
these e↵ects. Conservatives may harden their EU stances in response to attitude-confirming
information or, alternatively, their attitudes may already be at an anti-EU ceiling, and
thus no e↵ect will manifest. Conversely, liberals may harden their attitudes in the opposite
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direction, becoming less Eurosceptic. Or, the message may have no e↵ect, as liberals will
ignore the attitude-disconfirming information.
Table 4 presents average scores and associated 95% confidence intervals for the EU index
across experimental groups. Across all groups, respondents had relatively favorable evaluations of the EU. For example, in the Control group, the EU index averages 2.64 out of 4,
indicating a low level of Euroscepticism amongst the Slovak public. Importantly, none of
the experimental treatments reduces support for the EU. No significant di↵erences emerge
between the Control, and True and True+False groups. In fact, exposure to false disinformation headlines actually increases EU support levels. The e↵ect of the false headlines relative
to control is 0.152, slightly less than a fifth of the standard deviation of the EU index in
the pooled comparison. Thus, False disinformation headlines actually have a small (Cohen’s
d <0.2 ) pro-EU e↵ect. Given that similar but true headlines fail to evoke a reaction from
respondents, it appears that the highly politicized and sensationalized content of disinformation headlines, rather than the factual representation of EU actions, is responsible for
shaping individual attitudes.
Table 4: Attitudes Towards The EU Across Experimental Groups
Group

EU Index

95% CI

Control

2.643

[2.549, 2.737]

False
True
True+False

2.795⇤
2.673
2.526

[2.697, 2.892]
[2.573, 2.773]
[2.418, 2.633]

Note: ⇤ indicates a significant di↵erence from
Control at p < 0.05; CI=Confidence Interval;
N=1,322

If ideologically-motivated information processing accounts for the pro-EU e↵ect, we
should see three empirical implications. First, EU attitudes should be relatively positive
in the control group. Positive attitudes would explain the average pro-EU e↵ect as a backlash against attitude-disconfirming information. Second, conservatives should have negative
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assessments of the EU relative to liberals. Third, these ideological di↵erences should moderate the e↵ects of the disinformation treatment. The relatively high EU index score in the
Control group provides some initial support (see Table 4). Figure 3 takes a closer look by
plotting the distributions (kernel density) of the EU Index in the Control group as a whole
(Panel 1) and when broken down into liberals and conservatives (Panel 2).
Figure 3: Distribution of EU Index: Control and Ideology Subgroups

The first panel of Figure 3 shows that assessments of the EU are extremely positive
in the Control group, with a modal score of approximately 3.25. In other words, baseline
attitudes towards the EU are overwhelmingly positive amongst Slovaks. The second panel
shows that these positive assessments are largely due to the strong preferences of liberals.
Conservatives, as indicated by the bimodal distribution in Panel 2, are more split in their EU
stances. Thus, preliminary evidence suggests that high levels of pro-EU sentiment, amongst
liberals in particular, drive the positive backlash e↵ect against disinformation. To provide
further evidence, Table 4 presents average EU index scores for liberals and conservatives
across the experimental groups.
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Table 5: EU Index Scores Across Experimental and Ideological Groups
Control

Conservatives 2.453
Liberals
2.746

False

True

True+False

2.498
2.911⇤

2.554 2.410
2.733 2.657

Note: ⇤ indicate a significant di↵erence from Control at p <
0.05; N=1,322.

Comparing average EU index scores across ideological subgroups provides evidence that
conservatives and liberals respond to disinformation di↵erently. Conservatives stances are
unmoved, regardless of the treatment. Liberals, however, react to false headlines by becoming more pro-EU. Neither ideological subgroup shifts their attitudes in response to the
true or combined set of headlines. These results further support the role of ideologicallymoderated responses to disinformation – when presented with information that challenges
beliefs, liberals respond by strengthening their pre-existing, pro-EU attitudes. Conservatives, holding attitudes that according with disinformation, do not change their stances. In
the next section, I consider the aggregate e↵ects of disinformation on two related outcomes,
outgroup prejudice and xenophobic policy preferences.

Disinformation, Outgroup Prejudice, and Xenophobic Policy Preferences
Russian disinformation also seeks to stoke identity-related grievances amongst CEE populations. To measure whether disinformation achieves this goal, I asked respondents seven
questions meant to probe identity-based grievances. The first three questions investigate
outgroup prejudice directly:
- Some races or ethnicities are born less intelligent than others.
- Some races or ethnicities are born more hard-working than others.
- Some cultures are much better than others.

The second set of questions probes xenophobic policy preferences:
- The Slovak government should always defend the rights of Slovaks, even if that means violating
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the rights of other groups.
- Foreigners should not be allowed to receive Slovak citizenship.
- Slovak firms should prioritize hiring Slovaks instead of other groups.
- It is important to have nationally-oriented, Christian parties in the Slovak Parliament

All questions were measured on a 1-4 scale, where higher values denote stronger prejudice
or xenophobic policy preferences respectively. For analysis, I combine the questions into two
indices by taking the simple average of each set (↵=0.81 and ↵=0.65, respectively).
As with respondent stances towards the EU, I preregistered expectations of direct persuasion. In other words, I expected respondents to become more prejudiced, and to express
stronger xenophobic preferences in response to the experimental treatments. Instead, results
show that the treatments evoke a similar backlash as in the EU attitudes analysis (Table 6).
Table 6: Outgroup Prejudice and Xeno. Policy Across Experimental Groups
Group

Prejudice Index

95% CI

Xeno. Policy Index

95% CI

Control

2.365

[2.271, 2.458]

2.544

[2.469, 2.620]

False
True
True+False

2.043⇤
2.145⇤
1.440⇤

[1.942, 2.144]
[2.043, 2.248]
[1.363, 1.517]

2.425⇤
2.501
2.509

[2.346, 2.504]
[2.418, 2.585]
[2.425, 2.593]

Note: ⇤ indicates a significant di↵erence from Control at p < 0.05; CI=Confidence Interval;
N=1,322

In the absence of experimental stimuli, respondents expressed relatively strong prejudice
and xenophobic policy preferences (2.365 and 2.544 out of 4, respectively). Yet, each of
the experimental treatments lowered respondent prejudice. True headlines had the smallest
e↵ect, false headlines fell in the middle, and the combined set of true and false headlines
had the largest e↵ect, lowering prejudice by more than one standard deviation of the pooled
comparison. The treatments had less pronounced e↵ects on xenophobic policy preferences.
While a backlash e↵ect manifests here as well, it only occurs in response to the false headlines,
and the e↵ect size is relatively small.
To investigate whether ideologically-motivated information processing explains theses
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e↵ects, I again divide respondents into conservatives and liberals. Table 7 presents averages
for both the prejudice and xenophobic policy indices across experimental and ideological
groups. Here, a less consistent pattern emerges. Generally, the treatments depress prejudice
for both liberals and conservatives, though only the False and True+False treatments do so
at statistically significant levels. When it comes to xenophobia, however, we see opposing
e↵ects. Amongst liberals, the False and True+False treatments lower xenophobic policy
preferences; yet, amongst conservatives, the False and True treatments had no e↵ect, while
the combined set of headlines actually strengthened xenophobic policy preferences.
Table 7: Prejudice and Xenophobia Policy Index Across Experimental and Ideological
Groups
Control

False

True

True+False

Prejudice
Conservatives 2.443
Liberals
2.323

2.145⇤
2.003⇤

2.273
2.081

1.601⇤
1.338⇤

Xeno. Policy
Conservatives 2.570
Liberals
2.531

2.718
2.310⇤

2.707 2.842⇤
2.398 2.298⇤

Note: ⇤ indicate a significant di↵erence from Control at p <
0.05; N=1,322.

These results provide mixed evidence for the moderating role of ideology. On the one
hand, for both prejudice and xenophobic policy preferences, liberals respond to headlines by
shifting their attitude in the opposite direction of the message. On the other hand, at least
for prejudice, conservatives do as well. Yet, when it comes to xenophobic policy preferences,
conservatives express more support in response to the treatments, providing evidence for
direct persuasion.8 These di↵erential e↵ects amongst conservatives may be a product of
social desirability bias. Even conservatives may have reservations about directly expressing
prejudiced stances against outgroups, especially when the treatments prime these attitudes.
Xenophobic policy stances may not be as contentious to express. Thus, amongst conser8 Di↵erences

amongst conservatives for xenophobic policy preferences become statistically
significant when excluding attention and manipulation check failures. See SI, Table A8.
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vatives the treatments may actually trigger identity-based grievances, but these grievances
express themselves as more socially acceptable policy preferences instead of outgroup prejudice.

Concluding Discussion
Thus far, scholarship on disinformation and its e↵ects is divided. Various experimental studies investigate the extent to which individuals believe and share disinformation, as well as its
e↵ects on public opinion. Yet, this work primarily concentrates on Western contexts. Conversely, a host of descriptive and observational work focuses on CEE. These studies identify
prominent disinformation narratives in the region and the institutional vulnerabilities that
make CEE countries susceptible to disinformation e↵orts. This study attempts to bridge
this gap.
In CEE, Russian disinformation targets the Euro-Atlantic political structure, and exacerbates existing Eurosceptic attitudes by fomenting identity-based grievances. In this paper,
I focused on the e↵ects of disinformation in the Slovak Republic, a country particularly
susceptible to Russian influence e↵orts. Specifically, I employed a between-subjects survey
experiment to measure disinformation consumption patterns amongst the Slovak public, and
to identify the e↵ects of disinformation exposure on Euroscepticism, as well as prejudiced
and xenophobic attitudes. Overall, the results paint an optimistic, though nuanced, picture
of disinformation’s e↵ects in Slovakia.
When it comes to the consumption of disinformation, relatively few Slovaks read, recognize, and trust disinformation news outlets. Readership of disinformation news outlets
averages 14.5 percent, compared to an average of 53 percent for mainstream news sources.
Importantly, Slovaks also trust disinformation outlets less than mainstream alternatives,
though there are some variations based on the specific news source in question. For example, respondents trust Hlavné Správy to the same extent as several mainstream news sources.
This underscores an important point: disinformation news outlets come in various forms and
26

packages. When a media source, like Hlavné Správy, combines disinformation narratives with
true articles and maintains a professional appearance, it garners higher levels of readership
and trust. Conversely, the more fringe and sensationalist a news source, the less likely it is
to be read and believed (as in the case of ExtraPlus).
Existing literature suggests that individuals sort into the news that they consume. In
other words, individuals are more likely to read and trust news that accords with their ideological predispositions (e.g., Baum & Groeling 2008; Iyengar & Hahn 2009). These findings
travel to the Slovak context. Those who are older, conservative, think that Slovakia should
belong to the East, and vote for nationalist parties are all more likely to read and trust
disinformation news outlets. And while university education does not correlate with readership, individuals without university degrees are more trusting of disinformation news outlets.
Finally, political sophistication has a negative association with trust in disinformation, but
does not moderate the e↵ects of ideological selection (see Vegetti & Mancosu 2020).
However, rates of readership and trust are still relatively low, even amongst those most
ideologically predisposed to select into disinformation consumption. For example, less than
20 percent of nationalist voters read disinformation news outlets (compared to 13.2 percent
of all other voters). Thus, even amongst willing audiences, the reach of disinformation
appears to be relatively limited. Additionally, this analysis tells us very little about cause
and e↵ect. For example, the results show that disinformation engagement is associated with
conservatism, but they cannot show whether disinformation causes individuals to deepen
their conservative stances. To identify causal e↵ects, I investigated disinformation’s influence
on anti-EU, prejudiced, and xenophobic attitudes.
The chosen disinformation headlines – identified as Russian disinformation by the EU’s
East StratCom Task Force – focused on a common refrain in disinformation narratives: the
EU’s propagation of liberal identity values and policies. These headlines intend to exacerbate existing ideological divisions within CEE countries, bolster Eurosceptic sentiments,
and undermine public support for Western institutions. To better assess the e↵ects of these
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headlines, respondents were also assigned to similar, but completely true headlines, and a
combined set of true and false headlines. I expected to find evidence of both direct persuasion and ideologically-motivated information processing. In the aggregate, I predicted that
disinformation would serve its intended purpose and reinforce Euroscepticism and identitybased grievances. Following existing work (e.g., Levendusky 2013), I also predicted that
respondent ideology would moderate these e↵ects. Respondents for whom disinformation
reinforced ideological predispositions would polarize and strengthen their attitudes. Conversely, if respondents had convictions at odds with disinformation narratives, I expected
either no e↵ect, or a backlash where attitude-inconsistent information actually strengthens
pre-existing beliefs.
I find very little evidence of direct persuasion. Across Euroscepticism, prejudice, and
xenophobic policy preferences, disinformation actually spurs a positive backlash e↵ect. In
other words, respondents become less Eurosceptic, less prejudiced, and express weaker preferences for xenophobic policies when exposed to false disinformation headlines. Ideologicallymotivated reasoning helps explain these e↵ects. When respondents are divided into liberals
and conservatives, the positive backlash is strongest amongst liberal respondents. Conservatives do not shift their attitudes toward the EU, and actually voice a stronger preference
for xenophobic policy preferences when exposed to false disinformation headlines. Finally,
when it comes to prejudice, social desirability seems to trump ideological motivations. Priming individuals with false news headlines meant to stoke identity-based grievances actually
lowers prejudiced attitudes, regardless of ideological convictions. Moreover, the stronger the
treatment – in this case the more headlines presented to a respondent – the stronger the
reduction in prejudice.
Two limitations of this study warrant discussion. First, this analysis is very much about
proximate, immediate reactions to disinformation. The experiment showed disinformation
headlines to respondents and then asked them how they felt about a host of issues. While
measuring these immediate reactions is important for understanding disinformation’s e↵ects,
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disinformation also shapes attitudes through less drastic exposures that occur over longer
periods of time. Disinformation can be hidden amongst true news stories in Facebook feeds,
shared by family members, heard while grocery shopping, and reinforced by other true
or false narratives in mainstream media. Understanding these pathways is important for
determining how disinformation shapes individual attitudes. Second, given the immediate
nature of the study, results could depend on the specific disinformation headlines used. In
other words, if respondents were exposed to di↵erent sets of headlines, their reactions may
have also di↵ered. However, the number of headlines used and their content mitigate against
this concern. Employing four di↵erent headlines, instead of just one or two, helps alleviate
any potential bias introduced by a single headline. Moreover, the headlines were chosen as
representative, but not overly sensationalist, examples of Russian disinformation. In other
words, they are “typical” disinformation.
Ultimately, this study shows that the e↵ects of disinformation depend on the underlying
distribution of ideological preferences in the target audience. Thus, interventions intended
to reduce vulnerability towards disinformation should not focus on disinformation directly,
but rather on the ideological predispositions that lead individuals to consume disinformation
in the first place. This study also shows that findings from Western contexts about disinformation’s limited audience and inconsistent e↵ects (e.g., Allcot & Gentzkow 2017; Nelson &
Taneja 2018) travel to CEE. Additionally, given Russia’s strategic interests in CEE and the
region’s lack of institutional capacity in combatting disinformation e↵orts, this study emphasizes the benefits of coupling experimental work with the wealth of existing descriptive
and observational studies on disinformation in CEE. Finally, and perhaps most importantly,
this study suggests that disinformation is not necessarily about winning over the hearts and
minds of individuals. Instead, disinformation’s primary intent may be to increase the ideological distance between individuals. By pushing liberals further away from conservatives,
disinformation deepens polarization and reinforces ideological divisions.
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Čı́žik, T. and Masariková, M., 2018. Cultural Identity as Tool of Russian Information
Warfare: Examples From Slovakia. Science & Military Journal, 1(2018), pp.11-16.
Conley, H.A., Mina, J., Stefanov, R. and Vladimirov, M., 2016. The Kremlin Playbook:
Understanding Russian Influence in Central and Eastern Europe. Rowman & Littlefield.
30
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Pre-Registration
This project was pre-registered with OSF on 03/08/2021. Below I present the pre-analysis
plan in full. The original registration can be found at: anonymized.

Background
Russian influence efforts in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) are widespread and widely
recognized as a threat to domestic stability and geopolitical orientations (e.g., Kreko et al.
2017). The overarching goal of Russian influence efforts is to destabilize the Euro-Atlantic
political structure from within, breaking “U.S. and Western dominance of the international
and democratic liberal order, restor[ing] Russias historic sphere of influence, and return[ing]
Russia to a critical position as a coequal with the United States” (Conley et al. 2016, 4).
Russian influence manifests in a variety of forms: traditional diplomatic channels, ties with
cultural organizations, support for pro-Russian political parties/actors, as well as strategic
pressure in various economic sectors (e.g., natural gas). One prominent channel of influence
is disinformation – the deliberate provision of narratives and information intended to deceive
or mislead.
Academic studies of disinformation efforts have proliferated in recent years. However, two
shortcomings remain. On the one hand, studies that focus specifically on Russia and CEE
are largely descriptive, rarely allowing us to determine the causal impact of disinformation
narratives on public opinion. Through this work, we know what types of narratives are
prominent in Russian disinformation efforts (e.g., Makhashvli 2017), how Russia coordinates the propagation of disinformation (Freelon & Lokot 2020; Zhang et al. 2020), and
even effective strategies for identifying and combatting such efforts (Lucas & Pomerantsev
2016; Stukal et al. 2017). However, we still do not have systematic evidence of how these
narratives shape opinion and behavior. On the other hand, experimental studies on disinformation (e.g., Berinsky 2015; Pennycook et al. 2020; Pennycook & Rand 2019) rarely focus
on Central Europe. This study aims to remedy these shortcomings by using experiments to
analyze the effects disinformation on attitudes and behaviors in CEE.
The experimental study is conducted in Slovakia. Slovakia is a relevant case for three reasons.
First, Slovakia is one of the few CEE countries with a public that is highly supportive of
both the European Union (EU) and Russia (Milo et al. 2019.) This contrast in public
opinion, combined with sentiments about Slovakia being a middle ground between East and
West, renders Slovakia a tough case for testing the hypotheses I outline below. Second,
Slovakia is particularly vulnerable to Russian disinformation (Disinformation Resilience in
Central and Eastern Europe 2018; Milo & Klingova 2017). Thus, from a substantive and
policy perspective, it is important to understand the effects of Russian disinformation in the
country. Finally, Slovakia is home to several successful far-right parties (Gyarfasova 2018). I
suggest that understanding the links between Russian disinformation and public opinion is a
step towards also understanding why such parties are successful in Slovak electoral politics.
Thus, this study aims to add to existing work on disinformation by (1) studying Russian
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disinformation in Central Europe in a causal context; (2) probing the external validity of
experimental findings established with predominantly U.S. or West European samples; and
(3) identifying the effects of Russian disinformation on several attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes.

Research Design
In order to disentangle the causal effects of Russian disinformation, I employ a betweensubjects, multiple treatment design. The experiment has two primary purposes. First, it
seeks to identify whether respondents can identify true versus false headlines, and whether
the veracity of a given headline determines whether individuals are willing to “share” it
on Facebook. Second, the experiment will identify if news headlines shift public opinion,
and whether false versus true headlines have different effects. A random sample of Slovaks
(N=1400) will be randomly assigned to four groups. The first group will serve as a control,
and will not be exposed to any experimental manipulation. The second group will be exposed
to four true news headlines, providing a baseline for comparing the effects of fake headlines.
The third group will be exposed to four false headlines used in Russian disinformation efforts.
The final group will be exposed to both sets of headlines (eight in total). All headlines will
be accompanied by the same, neutral image and made to resemble a Facebook post (see
below). The order in which headlines are presented to respondents will be randomized.

Headline Selection
A major component of Russian disinformation is narratives related to identity. More specifically, Russian disinformation portrays Western values and actions related to migration and
minority rights as at odds with the ”traditional” values of CEE societies (Conley et al. 2016).
Such narratives are often explicitly linked to the EU, and serve multiple related purposes.
First, they exploit existing societal divisions within CEE countries. Second, they empower
far-right and nationalist actors by swaying public opinion on identity related issues. Finally,
these outcomes serve Russia’s overarching goal of fragmenting the Euro-Atlantic political
structure from within (Kreko et al. 2016). Thus, a focus on identity-related narratives is
important as such narratives may bolster support for radical right actors while also shaking
confidence in the EU.
Several important considerations guide the choice of specific headlines. First, false and true
headlines cannot be so incongruent that respondents could easily identify which is which.
Thus, many sensationalist or extreme headlines were not used. Likewise, many of the true
headlines also had to relate to identity politics so participants could not ascertain veracity
based on issue coverage. Second, false headlines had to be verified as false. For this purpose,
I relied on the EU versus disinformation website (accessible here). EU vs. disinformation is
an independent, third-party website that collects news stories “that are identified as providing a partial, distorted, or false depiction of reality and spread key pro-Kremlin messages.”
Finally, all headlines appeared in either Slovak print or online media in recent years (20152020).
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True Headlines
1. Headline: The EU wants to offer 10,000 euros to states for each migrant they accept
Original: EÚ chce poskytnút’ členským štátom 10 tisı́c eur za každého migranta
ktoreho primu
Source: Zem a Vek, https://zemavek.sk/dublinske-nariadenie-skonci-kvoty-mozu-nahraditrepatriacie/
2. Headline: The EU is considering accepting 1500 refugee children from Greek camps.
Original: EÚ zvažuje, že prijme 1500 detı́ utečencov z gréckych táborov.
Source: Slobodny Vysielac, https://slobodnyvysielac.sk/2020/03/09/eu-zvazuje-ze-prijme1500-deti-utecencov-z-greckych-taborov/
3. Headline: The European Commission ordered that LGBT Free Zones have no place
in Europe and will not be tolerated
Original: Európska komisia nariadila, aby v EÚ nevznikali zóny bez komunı́t LGBT
Source: Zem a Vek, https://zemavek.sk/europska-komisia-nariadila-aby-v-eu-nevznikalizony-bez-komunit-lgbt/
4. Headline: The EU adopted an action plan for the integration of migrants, acknowledging their contributions to the EU
Original: EÚ prijala akčný plán pre integráciu a začlenenie migrantov, ktory uznáva
dôležitý prı́spevok migrantov pre EÚ
Source: Hlavne Spravy, https://www.hlavnespravy.sk/eu-prijala-akcny-plan-pre-integraciua-zaclenenie-migrantov-na-roky-2021-2027/2358808
False Headlines
1. Headline: The EU wants to force acceptance of sexual minorities with money. Otherwise, states will be punished.
Original: Európska únia chce vnucovat lásku k sexuálnym menśinám peniazmi. Inak
štáty čaká trest
Source: Sputnik reprinted in Hlavne Spravy https://www.hlavnespravy.sk/europskaunia-chce-vnucovat-lasku-k-sexualnym-mensinam-peniazmi-inak-staty-caka-trest-nazor/2353608
2. Headline: The EU’s dictate is clear. The Istanbul Convention must be passed. It is
the same as refugee quotas.
Original: Rozkaz z EÚ znie jasne! Istanbulský dohovor musı́ prejst! Je to rovnaké
ako utečenecké kvóty
Source: Sputnik reprinted in Hlavne Spravy https://www.hlavnespravy.sk/rozkaz-zeu-znie-jasne-istanbulsky-dohovor-musi-prejst-poslankyna-zahradnikova-varovne-dvihaprst/2314588
3. Headline: No immigrants = No European Funds. The European Union will force us
to accept migrants under the threat of taking away Eurofunds.
Original: BEZ IMIGRANTOV = BEZ EUROFONDOV. Európska únia nás bude pod
hrozbou odobratia dotáciı́ nútit, aby sme prijali niekolko tisı́c moslimských migrantov.
Source: Extraplus, https://www.extraplus.sk/clanok/bez-imigrantov-bez-eurofondov
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4. Headline: Classic fairytales bother the European Union. It is preparing for censure.
Original: Európskej únii vadia klasické rozprávky. Chystá cenzúru
Source: Zem a Vek https://zemavek.sk/europskej-unii-vadia-klasicke-rozpravky-chystacenzuru/

Example Headline Image

Pre-Treatment Covariates
Prior to the headline evaluation tasks, respondents will answer several questions to facilitate
subgroup analyses. First, the survey company will provide demographics: age, gender,
education, size of community, and income. Second, respondents will answer several questions:
(1) satisfaction with democracy in Slovakia (1-4 ordinal); (2) if Slovakia belongs to the East,
West, or somewhere in between; and (3) feeling thermometers about the Russian Federation
and the United States (1-4 ordinal). Finally, respondents will indicate the extent to which
several political issues are important to them (1-4 ordinal). These questions include a range
of topics in order to dilute possible effects on treatment uptake. The issues are as follows:
(1) economic situation of country; (2) migration, (3) education system, (4) unemployment,
(5) sociocultural questions (in the Slovak context this term connotes LGBTQIA+ rights and
access to abortion), (6) corruption, and (7) agricultural subsidies.
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Dependent Variables
The experiment’s outcome measures can be divided into two groups: (1) those used in disinformation research (e.g., accuracy or willingness to share); and (2) those associated with
identity-related concerns (e.g., Euroskepticism). The inclusion of these two response categories allows the study to replicate the findings of previous research on disinformation and,
at the same time, test the extent to which these headlines stoke identity-related grievances.
For each headline, respondents will indicate the following:
• Accuracy/Veracity: 1-4 ordinal scale
• Willingness to share: 1-4 ordinal scale
• Familiarity: 1-4 ordinal scale
• Conformity with previous beliefs: 1-4 ordinal scale
• Sign up to receive more information about this topic: 1,0
After the completion of all headline tasks, respondents will indicate the following:
• Euroskepticism: 1-4 ordinal scale
– Image of the EU
– Should Slovakia leave the EU
– Does EU membership benefit Slovakia
• Outgroup prejudice: 1-4 ordinal scale
– Some races or ethnic groups are born more intelligent than others
– Some races or ethnic groups are born more hard-working than others
– Some cultures are much better than others
• Nationalist Policy Preferences in Government: 1-4 ordinal scale
– The Slovak government should always defend the rights of Slovaks, even if it
means violating the rights of other groups
– Foreigners in Slovakia should not be allowed to receive citizenship
– The Slovak government should incentivize firms to hire Slovaks over other groups
– It is important to have a nationally oriented, Christian party in the Slovak Parliament
• Whether they want to sign a petition asking the government to create a commission
to verify the veracity of news headlines: 1,0
• Whether they want to sign a petition asking Facebook to create a commission to verify
the veracity of news headlines: 1,0
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Attention Check
After headline evaluation, respondents will answer an attention check. The attention check
will be an instructional task where respondents are told to choose specific responses to the
given question.

Manipulation Check
After headline evaluation, and in-between the post-treatment outcomes, respondents will also
answer a manipulation check that directly probes whether respondents read the headlines.
The question will ask about the primary actor mentioned in the headlines (the EU, the
United Nations, or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization).

Other Post-Treatment Measures
Respondents will answer several questions about their political ideology and knowledge: (1)
left-right ideology; (2) liberal-conservative ideology; (3) vote intention in upcoming elections;
(4) vote choice in previous election; and (4) political sophistication (three true/false statements about the EU). Respondents will also see a list of various Slovak media news sources.
Respondents will indicate which of these sources they recognize (1,0), read (1,0), and the
extent to which they trust the source (1-5 ordinal). The list of sources will include major
newspapers, opinion journals, as well as news sources associated with Russian disinformation
narratives.

Debrief
After completing the survey instrument, respondents will be debriefed on the purpose of
the survey and given an option for removing their data. Importantly, respondents will be
provided with three website links to Slovak resources combatting disinformation through
media literacy. The survey will also record whether respondents “click through” to access
these links.

Hypotheses - Average Treatment Effects
This is an exploratory study; thus, many of the hypotheses presented herein are two-sided.
Paralleling the two groups of outcome measures, hypotheses also fall into two groups: those
concerning news headlines and those concerning the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes.
Hypotheses: Headlines
• H1 : Respondents across all groups will believe true headlines more than false headlines
• H2a: Respondents across all groups will be more willing to share true headlines
• H2b: Respondents across all groups will be more willing to share false headlines
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• H3 : Respondents across all groups will indicate that they want to receive more information about false headlines
• H4a: Respondents across all groups will judge true headlines as more familiar
• H4b: Respondents across all groups will judge false headlines as more familiar
• H5a: Respondents across all groups will judge true headlines as more confirmatory
with their beliefs
• H5b: Respondents across all groups will judge false headlines as more confirmatory
with their beliefs
• H6 : Respondents in the true+false group will be more likely to rate false headlines as
true compared to respondents in the false group
• H7 : Respondents in the true+false group will be less likely to share false headlines
compared to respondents in the false group
• H8a: Respondents in the true+false group will be less likely to judge false headlines
as familiar compared to respondents in the false group
• H8b: Respondents in the true+false group will be more likely to judge false headlines
as familiar compared to respondents in the false group
• H9 : Respondents in the true+false group will be more likely to judge false headlines
as confirming their previous beliefs than respondents in the false group
Hypotheses: Attitudes and Behavior
• H10 : Respondents will be more Euroskeptic according to the following order: false+true
> false > true > control
• H11 : Respondents will exhibit more outgroup prejudice according to the following
order: false+true > false > true > control
• H12 : Respondents will exhibit stronger nationalist policy preferences according to the
following order: false+true > false > true > control
• H13 : Respondents will be more likely to sign both petitions (state and Facebook)
according to the following order: false > false+true > true > control
• H14 : Respondents will be more likely to access the resources provided to them in the
debrief page according to the following order: false > false+true > true > control
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Subgroup Effects
The study will investigate the preceding hypotheses in various respondent subgroups. This
process includes dividing respondents both within and across experimental groups by values
on relevant covariates (e.g., examining whether liberals are more likely than conservatives
to believe false headlines in the true+false group; and examining whether liberals in the
true+false group are more Euroskeptic than liberals in the true group, as compared to conservatives). I will create and analyze subgroups based on the covariates outlined above. I
present some tentative subgroup hypotheses below:
Subgroup Hypotheses
• Respondents with lower levels of education will be more likely to believe and share
false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger
euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences amongst these
respondents than amongst those with higher education (non university graduates vs.
university graduates)
• Older respondents will be more likely to believe and share false news headlines; and,
for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup
prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences amongst these respondents than amongst
younger respondents
• Respondents from (rural) smaller communities will be more likely to believe and share
false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger
euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences amongst these
respondents than amongst those from urban centers
• Respondents who are less satisfied with democracy will be more likely to believe
and share false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will
elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences
amongst these respondents than amongst those who are satisfied with democracy
• Respondents who believe Slovakia belongs to the East and between the East and West
will be more likely to believe and share false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and
nationalist policy preferences amongst these respondents than amongst those who believe that Slovakia belongs to the West
• Respondents for whom migration and sociocultural questions are important will be
more likely to believe and share false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and nationalist
policy preferences amongst these respondents than amongst those who do not consider
these issues important
• Conservative respondents (those on the right/conservatives/those voting for conservative parties) will be more likely to believe and share false news headlines; and, for
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the public opinion outcomes, headlines will elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup
prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences amongst these respondents than amongst
those who are liberal (on the left/liberal or those voting for liberal parties)
• Respondents who are less knowledgeable about the EU will be more likely to believe
and share false news headlines; and, for the public opinion outcomes, headlines will
elicit stronger euroskepticism, outgroup prejudice, and nationalist policy preferences
amongst these respondents than amongst those who are less more knowledgeable about
the EU

Data Analysis
To test the enumerated hypotheses, I will first explore the data using parametric, non-paired
t-tests and analysis of variance; and non-parametric Mann-Whitney U (Wilcox rank-sum)
and Chi-Square tests. For primary analysis, I will rely on linear regression. For robustness,
I will use ordered and binary logit. Finally, I will take the following steps in data analysis:
- Assess balance across relevant covariates to ensure successful randomization
- Assess sample representativeness using census data
- Assess whether results are sensitive to survey completion time, and time spent on individual questions
- Carry out analyses with attention/manipulation check failures both included and excluded
- Carry out analyses (linear regression/generalized models) adjusting for pre-registered covariates (listed above), as well as without adjustment
- Carry out analyses of treatment effects with dependent variables operationalized separately
and as indices (given sufficient reliability, set at α = 0.7)
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Survey
1. Consent
2. Pre-Treatment Questions
(a) Overall, how satisfied or unsatisfied are you with how democracy functions in
Slovakia? (1-4)
(b) Should Slovakia belong to the East, West, or somewhere in between? (East, West,
In Between)
(c) In general, what type of feeling does the USA evoke for you? (1-4)
(d) In general, what type of feeling does the USA evoke for you? (1-4)
(e) How important are the following issues for you personally? (1-4, unemployment,
economic situation, corruption, migration, education, sociocultural questions)
3. Randomization into experimental groups → headlines presented in randomized order;
control does not receive headlines; see pre-registration for list of headlines used
4. EU Questions (Outcome 1)
(a) In general, what type of feeling does the EU evoke for you? (1-4)
(b) Should Slovakia exist the EU? (1-4)
(c) In general, do you think that membership is beneficial or not beneficial for Slovakia? (1-4)
5. EU Knowledge Questions
(a) Members of the European Parliament are directly elected by citizens of member
states? (True, False)
(b) Switzerland is a member of the EU? (True, False)
(c) The EU is currently composed of 27 member states? (True, False)
6. Manipulation and Attention Checks
(a) You read several news headlines, who was the main actor mentioned in the headlines? (EU, UN, NATO)
(b) In general, do you think that the EU thank you for your careful reading. This is
an attention check. Please select answer 1. (1-4)
7. Prejudice Questions (Outcome 2)
(a) Some races or ethnic groups are born less intelligen than others (1-4)
(b) Some races of ethnic groups are born less hardworking than others (1-4)
(c) Some cultures are much better than others (1-4)
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8. Xenophobic Policy Preferences (Outcome 3)
(a) The Slovak government should always defend the rights of Slovaks, even if it
means violating the rights of other groups (1-4)
(b) Foreigners in Slovakia should not be allowed to receive Slovak citizenship (1-4)
(c) The Slovak government should incentivize firms to hire Slovaks over other groups
(1-4)
(d) It is important to have nationally-oriented, Christian political parties in the Slovak
Parliament (1-4)
9. Behavioral Outcomes
(a) Would you like to sign a petition asking the Slovak government to create a commission investigating disinformation, conspiracy theories, and hoaxes in the Slovak
media? (Yes, No)
(b) Would you like to sign a petition asking Facebook to create a commission investigating disinformation, conspiracy theories, and hoaxes in the Slovak media? (Yes,
No)
10. Please indicate whether you recognize (1,0), read (1,0), and the extent to which you
trust each of the following media sources (1-5)?
(a) Dennik N
(b) Novy Cas
(c) Extraplus
(d) Sme
(e) Aktuality.sk
(f) Zem a Vek
(g) Hlavne Spravy
(h) Plus jeden den
(i) Slobodny Vysielac
11. Political Ideology
(a) In politics, we often speak of the left and the right. Where would you place
yourself on this scale? (1-11)
(b) In politics, we often speak of liberals and conservatives. Where would you place
yourself on this scale? (1-11)
(c) If parliamentary elections were to be held next weekend, which political party
would you vote for?
12. Debrief
14

(a) Thank you for your participation in this survey. The actual goal of this survey
was to figure out how people react to disinformation in the media sphere. Some of
the headlines you read could have been false. You can find out more information
at the following resources:
https://www.konspiratori.sk/
http://antipropaganda.sk/
https://ec.europa.eu/slovakia/news/stop sireniu dezinformacii na internete 6
sposobov ako mozete pomoct sk
If you are interested, please click on the links. If you still agree with the data you
provided in this survey being included, please click “Yes, I agree”. You will still
receive point no matter which option you choose.
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Recruitment Procedure
This survey was implemented with a nationally representative sample of Slovak citizens.
Respondents were recruited by 2muse survey company from their online panel. The following
quotas were used: age, gender, region, education, and size of settlement. The initial goal
was to recruit 1400 respondents. However, due to rates of manipulation check failure – and
in order to maintain representativeness – respondents were added for a total N of 1534.
All respondents completed the survey electronically on their personal devices. Participants
were discouraged from completing the survey on their mobile phones. All respondents were
compensated by 2muse for completing the survey.

Representativeness on Observables
In this section, I show that each experimental group was representative of the Slovak population on several observable variables. I do so by comparing values on several demographics
between the census and the experimental groups (Table A1).
Table A1: Representativeness on Observables
Variable
Female
Age: 18-24
Age: 25-34
Age: 35-49
Age: 50-64
Age: 65+
High School (no leaving exam)
High School (leaving exam)
University
Bratislava
Trnava
Nitra
Žilina
Banská Bystrica
Trenčin
Prešov
Košice

2011 Census
0.51
0.10
0.17
0.21
0.20
0.20
0.38
0.28
0.13
0.12
0.10
0.12
0.13
0.12
0.11
0.15
0.15

Control
0.52
0.19
0.19
0.24
0.25
0.13
0.45
0.38
0.17
0.10
0.10
0.12
0.16
0.10
0.12
0.15
0.15

True
0.49
0.12
0.20
0.27
0.27
0.14
0.45
0.41
0.14
0.13
0.10
0.13
0.09
0.13
0.15
0.13
0.14

False
0.49
0.13
0.23
0.28
0.25
0.11
0.42
0.37
0.21
0.11
0.10
0.10
0.16
0.13
0.10
0.15
0.15

True+False
0.51
0.12
0.24
0.24
0.26
0.14
0.41
0.37
0.22
0.10
0.10
0.11
0.14
0.13
0.11
0.16
0.15

Randomization
I test whether randomization into experimental groups was successful. I do so by comparing the means of several observables across experimental groups (using ANOVA, assuming
unequal variance). Results are presented in Table A2. There are no significant differences
between experimental groups.
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Table A2: Randomization
Variable
Female
Age
Education (1-3)
Region (1-8)
Size of Settlement (1-5)
Income (1-7)
Vote Choice (1-21)
EU Knowledge (0,1)

Control
0.51
43.39
1.72
4.73
2.92
2.99
11.61
0.44

True
0.52
44.80
1.69
4.58
2.94
3.09
11.33
0.44

False
0.49
43.20
1.79
4.81
2.97
3.04
11.54
0.52

True+False
0.49
43.77
1.80
4.92
2.89
3.15
11.94
0.51

p value
0.75
0.46
0.46
0.58
0.66
0.17
0.64
0.24

Results and Additional Evaluations: Figure 2
Figure 2 in the main text presents the extent to which belief and willingness to share true
and false headlines varies across conservatives and liberals. Here, I present the numerical
results, as well as the results for the other evaluations: familiarity, confirm, and registration.
Table A3: Headline Evaluations: Conservatives and Liberals
False

True

FalseT rue+F alse

TrueT rue+F alse

Belief
Conservatives
Liberals

2.068
1.804∗

2.287
2.145

2.194
1.631∗

2.351
2.062∗

Sharing
Conservatives
Liberals

1.514
1.325∗

1.492
1.416

1.533
1.210∗

1.491
1.269∗

Familiarity
Conservatives
Liberals

1.735
1.532∗

1.574
1.417∗

1.601
1.233∗

1.646
1.368∗

Confirm
Conservatives
Liberals

1.408
1.386

1.673
1.753

1.351
1.427

1.550
1.789∗

Register
Conservatives
Liberals

19.9
12.5

13.7
12.4

14.9
7.0∗

13.1
21.11

Note: ∗ indicate a significant difference between Conservatives and Liberals for a given evaluations at p < 0.05.
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Attention and Manipulation
The analyses in the main text present experimental results with both attention and manipulation check failures excluded. The following tables present analyses with these participants
included. All results remain consistent.
Table A4: Headline Evaluations
Headline Set

Belief

Share

Familiarity

Confirm

Register(%)

False
True
FalseT rue+F alse
TrueT rue+F alse

1.91
2.19∗
1.96
2.21∗

1.45
1.50
1.46
1.48

1.67
1.51∗
1.46∗
1.53∗

1.46
1.74∗
1.43
1.68∗

16.1
14.1
12.4
11.4

Note:

∗

indicates a significant difference from False at p < 0.05; N=1,322

Table A5: Attitudes Towards The EU Across Experimental Groups
Group

EU Index

95% CI

Control

2.597

[2.509, 2.686]

False
True
True+False

2.736∗
2.577
2.507

[2.650, 2.823]
[2.487, 2.667]
[2.411, 2.602]

Note: ∗ indicates a significant difference from
Control at p < 0.05; CI=Confidence Interval;
N=1,322

Table A6: EU Index Scores Across Experimental and Ideological Groups

Conservatives
Liberals

Control

False

True

True+False

2.422
2.690

2.486
2.836∗

2.486 2.281
2.623 2.658

Note: ∗ indicate a significant difference from Control at p <
0.05; N=1,322.
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Table A7: Outgroup Prejudice and Xeno. Policy Across Experimental Groups
Group

Prejudice Index

95% CI

Xeno. Policy Index

95% CI

Control

2.354

[2.268, 2.441]

2.534

[2.462, 2.607]

False
True
True+False

2.123∗
2.184∗
1.449∗

[2.033, 2.214]
[2.094, 2.274]
[1.379, 1.518]

2.467
2.547
2.537

[2.395, 2.539]
[2.474, 2.621]
[2.461, 2.612]

Note: ∗ indicates a significant difference from Control at p < 0.05; CI=Confidence Interval;
N=1,322

Table A8: Prejudice and Xenophobia Policy Index Across Experimental and Ideological
Groups
Control

False

True

True+False

Prejudice
Conservatives
Liberals

2.448
2.305

2.300
2.053∗

2.269
2.140

1.617∗
1.336∗

Xeno. Policy
Conservatives
Liberals

2.552
2.525

2.817∗
2.327∗

2.723∗
2.458

2.836∗
2.335∗

Note: ∗ indicate a significant difference from Control at p <
0.05; N=1,322.
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