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Abstract

Fact-checks have been shown to be effective in correcting specific false beliefs, but do they also
cause people to update their broader views about the phenomenon in question? We consider this
question in the context of the 2022 Arizona governor’s race, testing the effect of debunking false
claims of fraud on specific beliefs about that election as well as general confidence in the 2022
and 2020 U.S. elections and beliefs about the prevalence of fraud. Our results indicate that fact-
checks reduce false beliefs about the election in Arizona, but we find no evidence that participants
extrapolate these findings to their general beliefs about fraud or their confidence in the 2022 or
2020 elections. These results suggest that methods of combating misinformation that rely on case-
by-case corrections of specific falsehoods may not be effective in changing broader false beliefs.

Declarations

Conflict of Interest: The authors report no competing interests.

Data and code: Data and replication code are available at Harvard’s Dataverse, at:
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/NCZKCH.

Acknowledgements: We are grateful for funding support from an Evolving Election Administration
Landscape Grant awarded by MIT Election Data + Science Lab (funds provided by Election Perfor-
mance Project, LLC, a subsidiary of the Pew Charitable Trusts). This project received funding from
the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and inno-
vation programme (grant agreement No. 682758).

TCarey is John Wentworth Professor in the Social Sciences at Dartmouth College and the corresponding author
(john.m.carey @dartmouth.edu). Fogarty is Director of the Center for Social Science Research and Associate Director and
Associate Professor of the Practice in the Lucy Family Institute for Data and Society at the University of Notre Dame. Nyhan
is James O. Freedman Presidential Professor of Government at Dartmouth College. Reifler is Professor of Political Science
at the University of Southampton. Other co-authors are or were undergraduate students at Dartmouth. All errors are our
own.



The dominant approach to correcting misinformation is to debunk false claims, but does this
approach affect beliefs and attitudes beyond the claim in question? In many cases, misper-
ceptions reflect broader, underlying public suspicions or distrust that may remain even after
specific misperceptions are dispelled. We therefore test whether correcting a false claim
influences people’s more abstract or generalized beliefs and attitudes or if the effects are
instead confined to the specific claim in question — a key issue in assessing the effective-
ness of misinformation corrections. This question is also especially relevant for topics like
voter and election fraud for which novel specific false claims frequently arise. It is therefore
critical to know how corrections of specific claims (e.g., about supposed irregularities in a
particular election) might also affect broader beliefs (e.g., about the prevalence of fraud or
confidence in elections more generally).

While research indicates that corrections generally reduce misperceptions (Nyhan 2021;
Wood and Porter 2019), significant questions persist about whether corrections only address
the specific claim in question, or whether they are capable of more broadly affecting fac-
tual beliefs and related attitudes. While recent research has considered factors such as how
quickly correction effects decay and the cumulative effect of multiple corrections over time
(Carey et al. 2022; Nyhan, Porter, and Wood 2022), few studies consider whether specific
corrections also cause people to update their more abstract or generalized beliefs and atti-
tudes — a process we call extrapolation (though see Hopkins, Sides, and Citrin (2019) and
Thorson and Abdelaaty (2023) as important exceptions on the issue of immigration). Most
relevantly, Berlinski et al. (2023) finds that fact-checks of specific false claims about voter
and election fraud did not increase overall confidence in U.S. elections. However, Berlin-
ski et al. (2023) does not verify the effect of the fact-check on the specific false claim in
question and only test the effect of fact-check exposure among people who were previously
shown election misinformation, preventing them from isolating the effect of the correction

on extrapolation. Bailard, Porter, and Gross (2022) find that fact-checks of a variety of false



claims made by Donald Trump about the integrity of the 2020 election increased confidence
in that presidential election, but do not isolate the effects of specific fact-checks about alleged
fraud in a given state on general perceptions of the prevalence of fraud.

We therefore test whether people extrapolate from specific fact-checks to update their
general beliefs and attitudes in the context of the issue of voter and election fraud. We
specifically consider the 2022 Arizona gubernatorial election in which Republican guber-
natorial candidate Kari Lake and her allies falsely asserted that ballot printing errors were
part of a conspiracy to suppress votes from conservative areas in Maricopa County and the
reason for the close win by Lake’s opponent, Democrat Katie Hobbs. These claims were
especially prominent on and immediately after Election Day and were widely reported on
and fact-checked in the national media (Cercone 2022; Reuters Fact Check 2022; Spencer
2022; Thompson, Healy, and Vigdor 2022). Given the prevalence of 2020 election denial
among Republicans, understanding how messages affirming the accuracy and legitimacy of
specific electoral processes can reduce misperceptions is a critically important issue.

Our study design randomized whether participants from a representative YouGov sample
received a fact-check treatment (adapted from an Associated Press fact-check) debunking
Lake’s claims (Kelety 2022) or a placebo article. We begin by measuring treatment effects
on two specific false beliefs: first, that ballot printing problems only occurred in conservative
areas (hereafter referred to as the “Maricopa fraud myth”) and second, that Hobbs was not
the rightful winner of the election (hereafter referred to as the “Hobbs wrongful winner
myth”). We then test whether participants extrapolated from the fact-check to update their
general election fraud beliefs, measured via confidence in the integrity of the 2022 election
and views on the prevalence of fraud nationwide. We also measure election confidence and
perceived fraud prevalence in the 2020 election to test for further extrapolation (in this case,
extrapolation about the prevalence of fraud in other elections).

Our results indicate that exposure to the fact-check decreased beliefs in both the Mari-



copa fraud myth and the Hobbs wrongful winner myth, increasing the accuracy of the spe-
cific beliefs that were targeted concerning the Arizona governor’s race. However, exposure
to fact-checks had no measurable effect on participants’ overall confidence in the 2022 or
2020 elections or their beliefs about the prevalence of fraud or its effects nationwide. In
other words, we observe no evidence of extrapolation, suggesting that specific fact-checks
are unlikely to impact people’s more general beliefs and attitudes. These findings highlight a
potentially important limitation of fact-checking strategies, which frequently seek to combat

broader narratives with debunking of specific claims.

Theory

We address two main questions in this study. The first is whether targeted corrections are
effective in reducing false beliefs related to voter and election fraud. Although corrective in-
formation such as fact-checks are effective in reducing the endorsement of the specific false
claims that they target (Chan et al. 2017; Walter et al. 2020; Walter and Murphy 2018), less
research has sought to understand whether this effect extends to voter and election fraud, a
topic that is plagued by misinformation and misperceptions. Our second, and more central,
question is whether a specific correction of a fraud claim causes people to update their more
abstract or generalized beliefs and attitudes about election integrity — i.e., whether correct-
ing specific inaccurate fraud claims changes not only beliefs about that claim, but also more
general beliefs about election legitimacy and the prevalence of fraud.

Prior research has not established the conditions under which specific corrections on one
issue will cause people to revise their beliefs and attitudes on related issues. Some schol-
ars have argued that people can critically interact with persuasive communication (such as
correction or inoculation messages) on one topic and derive broader implications that can
be applied to related topics (Ajzen 2012). For example, studies have shown that inoculating

individuals against specific misinformation content can make them resistant to misinforma-



tion on related issues and encountered in the future. Commonly referred to as “umbrella
protection”, this effect may arise from individuals recognizing similar deceptive tactics in
new misinformation content that they encountered during their original inoculation treat-
ment (Banas and Rains 2010; Compton, Jackson, and Dimmock 2016; McGuire 1964).

A few recent studies suggest specifically that misinformation corrections can change
broader beliefs and attitudes on related topics. For instance, one study found that correct-
ing individuals’ misperceptions about the specific factual content of refugee policy shifted
their more general immigration attitudes and increased their support for refugees (whereas
correcting misperceptions about the outcomes of refugee policies had no analogous effect)
(Thorson and Abdelaaty 2023). Similarly, correcting specific misperceptions about mem-
bers of an outgroup can change how people feel toward the outgroup as well as their beliefs
about the outgroup in relation to different topics. For example, individuals tend to over-
estimate the level of support for practices that undermine democracy among voters from
the opposing party. However, when provided with factual information about the views of
opposing party voters, people reduce both their animosity toward the opposing party and
how much they think opposing partisans support undemocratic practices such as partisan
violence (Braley et al. 2023; Voelkel et al. 2023).

We are aware of two studies that have specifically tested whether a correction of a false
claim about fraud causes people to update their more general beliefs and attitudes about
election and voter fraud, but both have important limitations. First, Berlinski et al. (2023)
find that exposure to a fact-check after exposure to fraud claims does not increase confidence
in elections. However, their design did not verify the effect of the fact-checks on belief in
the specific false claims in question and only estimated the effect of exposure to fact-checks
among participants who had been shown the misinformation in question. As a result, they
cannot isolate the effect of exposure to the correction alone as we do in this study. Second,

Bailard, Porter, and Gross (2022) find that exposure to fact-checks correcting false state-



ments made by Donald Trump about the integrity of the 2020 election increased confidence
in the election. However, their design jointly tests the effects of six fact-checks, three of
which are general to U.S. elections and three of which concern specific states, on general
election confidence. They therefore (a) do not isolate the effects of fact-checks that are spe-
cific to one state or election contest on more general beliefs and attitudes about election fraud
(e.g., the effect of exposure to a fact-check of false claims about fraud in a specific state on
general perceptions of election integrity) and (b) do not separately estimate the effects of
state-specific corrections on confidence in the elections of the states in question. Our de-
sign goes further to directly test for specific-to-general extrapolation on a broader scale, both
from a state election in Arizona to the national election in 2022 and to a previous presidential
election in 2020.

The process of extrapolation (or not) from corrections of specific fraud misinformation
to changes in more abstract or generalized beliefs or attitudes could take place through simple
rational updating: new specific evidence could cause people to make inferences and update
their beliefs in order to improve their accuracy. Such updating is likely to be more extensive
if the new evidence is more credible — for instance, a correction of a mistaken view about
opposing partisans that cites evidence from a nationally representative survey should lead to
greater updating than anecdotal information. From a Bayesian perspective, exposure to new
evidence that is contrary to a previously held general belief could cause people to update
their prior belief to form a new posterior belief. In this case, the correction contradicts the
most prominent claims of fraud during the 2022 election, which were endorsed by former
President Trump. Correcting them might therefore affect respondents’ belief in broader
narratives about the prevalence of fraud in American elections.

However, because such updating is informed by the perceived relevance and importance
of the new evidence, Bayesian updating could also lead to no change in beliefs if the new

evidence is insufficiently compelling. Indeed, other studies suggest that extrapolation from



specific corrections to more general beliefs and attitudes may be difficult or rare. For ex-
ample, fact-checks pertaining to COVID-19 and COVID-19 vaccines reduced beliefs in the
targeted false claims but did not change broader related beliefs, attitudes, or behavioral in-
tentions, such as views on the disease and public health interventions or intention to get the
vaccine (Carey et al. 2022; Porter, Velez, and Wood 2023). Similarly, fact-checks targeting
false claims made by Donald Trump during the 2016 presidential campaign reduced beliefs
in the claims themselves but did not affect people’s broader evaluations of either major elec-
toral candidate (Nyhan et al. 2020). In each case, though subjects updated their specific
beliefs based on targeted fact-checks, they did not extrapolate to update their general beliefs
and attitudes.

These findings align with research on the inconsistency of people’s views and their ten-
dency to interpret discordant facts in a manner that allows them to preserve their more gen-
eral beliefs and attitudes. First, people’s beliefs and attitudes are rarely internally consistent
(Converse 2006); people do not always make the effort or have the capacity to reconcile
new information with their more general belief system. In other cases, people may make
attributions or engage in other kinds of cognitive processes that blunt the potential impact
of new information (e.g., limiting spillovers to certain types of information). For instance,
Bisgaard (2019) shows that participants can effectively update their specific factual beliefs
in response to new evidence (e.g., on the state of the economy) but may engage in “selective
attributional reasoning” and allocate credit and blame for the new evidence consistent with
their previous attitudes, thus leaving those broader beliefs unchanged (e.g., on which party

is responsible for the state of the economy).

Hypotheses and research questions

We developed the following preregistered hypotheses and research questions about the effect

of a corrective fact-check treatment targeting specific false claims about election fraud in



Arizona’s 2022 gubernatorial election.'
We first propose the hypothesis that the fact-check will increase the accuracy of the

specific beliefs that were targeted:

H1: Exposure to a fact-check treatment debunking false claims about election
fraud in Arizona (compared to a placebo condition) will reduce false beliefs that
issues tabulating ballots in Maricopa County were only experienced at voting
sites in conservative areas (H1a) and that Katie Hobbs won the gubernatorial

election due to election fraud and is not the rightful winner (H1b).

We also preregistered research questions about whether the fact-check treatment (the
specific correction) affected confidence in the 2020 and 2022 elections and beliefs about the
prevalence of fraud and/or the number of seats changed by fraud in those elections (more
general beliefs and attitudes), as well as a research question about the durability of any effects

in a subsequent survey wave.

RQla: Will exposure to a fact-check debunking false claims about fraud in
Arizona (compared to a placebo condition) affect confidence in the 2022 elec-
tion and beliefs about the prevalence and effects of fraud (the number of seats

changed by fraud) in the 2022 election?

RQ1b: Will exposure to a fact-check debunking false claims about fraud in Ari-
zona (compared to a placebo condition) affect retrospective confidence in the
2020 election and beliefs about the prevalence and effects of fraud (frequency
of fraud, the number of seats changed by fraud, and whether Joe Biden is the

rightful winner) in the 2020 election?

! As we explain in greater detail in Methods below, this study was conducted in the second wave of a three-
wave panel study that has consecutively numbered hypotheses across the waves. To avoid confusingly starting
with “H3” or “RQS5” in the current paper, we renumber hypotheses and research questions from the preregistra-
tion (available at https://osf.i0/gpy3s/?view_only=7be519fd38114393b3c0edbbd28ac?
59) starting from 1.



RQ2: Do the treatment effects from the Arizona correction administered in the

treatment wave persist in a post-treatment wave?

Methods

This study was conducted as part of a larger three-wave panel survey examining mispercep-
tions and the effects of corrective interventions about voter and election fraud. In Wave 1
(October 18-November 7, 2022), respondents answered a series of demographic questions
and were randomized to receive a fact-check treatment debunking false claims of fraud in the
2020 election, a prebunking treatment explaining how elections are secure, or a placebo. In
Wave 2 (December 7-20, 2022), respondents were randomized to receive a fact-check treat-
ment about alleged fraud in the 2022 Arizona gubernatorial election or a placebo article —
the treatment of interest in this study. Wave 3 (January 21-January 30, 2023) included mea-
sures of outcome persistence from Wave 2 that were collected before a separate experiment
was conducted.

This paper focuses on the effects of fact-checks about Arizona election fraud claims in
Wave 2 (hereafter referred to as the treatment wave) and the persistence of outcomes into
Wave 3 (hereafter referred to as the post-treatment wave). We control for Wave 1 treatment
assignment in all of our analyses. Experiments in other waves will be reported separately.
All outcome persistence measures in Wave 3 reported in this paper were collected before
any treatment was administered in that wave.

Participants for this study were recruited by YouGov, which used a matching and weight-
ing procedure to assemble a nationally representative sample from its opt-in Internet panel.
2,896 participants completed the treatment wave, and 2,002 of those participants completed
the post-treatment wave. We observed no evidence of differential attrition by condition from
the treatment wave to the post-treatment wave (29.8% in the treatment condition and 31.9%

in the control condition; y2(2) = 1.43,p = 0.23). In the treatment wave, 37% of respon-



dents had a four-year college degree, 46% were male, 74% were white, and the median year
of birth was 1963. 54% identified as or leaned Democrat and 31% identified as or leaned
Republican.

In the treatment wave, participants were randomized with p = % to receive either a fact-
check treatment or a placebo article. The participants assigned to the fact-check treatment
were shown an article debunking false claims about election fraud in the 2022 election in
Maricopa County, Arizona, while participants assigned to the placebo article were shown a
neutral article about birdwatching. (The complete survey, including the experimental stimuli
and the outcome measures described below, is provided in Online Appendix A.)

Respondents then answered two questions evaluating their specific beliefs about fraud in
the 2022 Arizona gubernatorial election. They first rated the accuracy of the claim that “Only
voting sites in conservative areas in Arizona’s Maricopa County experienced issues with
tabulating ballots on Election Day 2022” (a four-point scale from “Very accurate” to “Not at
all accurate”) and subsequently indicated whether they agree or disagree that “In the election
for Arizona governor, Katie Hobbs, the Democrat, defeated Kari Lake, the Republican, due
to election fraud and therefore is NOT the rightful winner” (a four-point scale from “Strongly
agree” to “Strongly disagree”). We refer to these measures, respectively, as the “Maricopa
fraud myth” and the “Hobbs wrongful winner myth.”

Next, respondents answered questions evaluating their general beliefs and attitudes about
national elections to test whether they would extrapolate from the specific 2022 Maricopa
correction. We asked about the 2022 national election to test for extrapolation from the
specific case to national elections as a whole. We also include a 2020 election measure, a
potential further extrapolation to see whether respondents would retroactively update their
beliefs about a prior national election based on the evidence presented.

We surveyed beliefs in three main categories: election confidence, perceived prevalence

of specific fraud practices, and estimated House seats won by fraud. We gauged overall



confidence by asking how confident participants were that their own vote, votes in their
local area, votes in their state, and votes nationwide were counted accurately in the election
in question (a four-point scale from “Not at all confident” to “Very confident”). We also
asked respondents to estimate how many cases there were of six different types of voter and
election fraud during the 2020 national election (a seven-point scale from “Less than ten”
to “A million or more”), which we combined to create a composite measure of perceived
fraud prevalence. Finally, respondents indicated how many House elections they thought
were determined by fraud (a four-point scale from “None” to “Ten or more”).

We tested our preregistered hypotheses (H1a, H1b) and research questions (RQ1a, RQ1b,
RQ2) using OLS regression with robust standard errors. To improve statistical precision, we
used a lasso variable selection procedure to determine the set of prognostic covariates to in-

clude in each model (Bloniarz et al. 2016).

Results

The effects of exposure to the fact-checks are plotted in Figure 1 and presented in tabular
form in Table 1. We find that exposure to the fact-check reduced the specific false beliefs it
targeted in the treatment wave — the Maricopa fraud myth (H1a) and the Hobbs wrongful
winner myth (H1b) — but had no measurable effects on general beliefs about the 2022
(RQ1a) or 2020 (RQ1b) national elections.

The fact-check treatment significantly reduced belief in the Maricopa fraud myth (f =
—0.270, 95% CI —0.336 to —0.204, p < 0.05) during the treatment wave. The fact-check
also significantly reduced belief in the Hobbs wrongful winner myth (8 = —0.061, 95% CI
—0.110to —0.010, p < 0.05), though to a lesser extent (d = —0.06 versus d = —0.264 for the
fraud myth). This smaller effect size may be because over 50% of those in the control group
already strongly disagreed that Hobbs was the wrongful winner of the election (compared

with only 31% of those in the control group who indicated the Maricopa myth was not at all
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accurate), limiting the number whose beliefs could be measurably altered by the fact-check.
In addition, of course, the Maricopa fraud myth measure was directly targeted by the fact-
check; there also may be other considerations relevant to the question of whether Hobbs was

the rightful winner.

Figure 1: Effects of Arizona fact-check in treatment wave

Specific: 2022 AZ GOV election
Maricopa fraud myth{ ————

Hobbs wrongful winner myth —_—
General: 2022 U.S. elections
Confidence in 2022 election —

Seats won by fraud in 2022 ——

General: 2020 U.S. elections

Confidence in 2020 election ——
Fraud prevalence in 2020 o - E—

Seats won by fraud in 2020 —a—
-.|3 -.|2 -.I1 0 I1

Treatment effect

Model estimates from Table 1. See Online Appendix A for stimuli and question wording.

Table 1: Fact-check effects on specific and general election beliefs and attitudes

Specific: 2022 AZ GOV election  General: 2022 U.S. elections General: 2020 U.S. elections
Maricopa Hobbs wrongful Vote count Seats won Vote count Fraud Seats won
myth winner myth confidence by fraud confidence  prevalence by fraud
Fact-check -0.270* -0.061* -0.025 0.006 -0.013 0.040 -0.018
(0.034) (0.026) (0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.030) (0.021)
Controls v v v v v v v
N 2602 2573 2673 2652 2702 2692 2675

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-
ment in pre-treatment wave; other control variables were selected via lasso (Bloniarz et al. 2016). See Online Appendix A for
stimuli and question wording.
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Despite the significant effects of the fact-check treatment on the specific beliefs it tar-
geted, we find no corresponding change on participants’ general beliefs and attitudes about
the 2022 or 2020 elections. First, we found no measurable treatment effects for vote count
confidence or perceived number of seats won by fraud in the 2022 national election (confi-
dence, 95% CI: —0.056 to 0.008; fraudulent seats won, 95% CI: —0.033 to 0.046).2 We also
found no measurable treatment effects for vote count confidence, belief in fraud prevalence,
or perceived number of seats won by fraud in the 2020 national election (confidence, 95%
CI: —0.046 to 0.019; fraud prevalence, 95% CI: —0.019 to 0.098; fraudulent seats won, 95%
CI: —0.059 to 0.024). *

We examine the persistence of these effects in the post-treatment wave (a preregistered
research question). Figure 2 and Table B1 show that respondents who previously received
the fact-check treatment continued to measurably reduce belief in the Maricopa fraud myth
(Hl1a) in the post-treatment wave, though the effect size diminishes from f = —0.270 (p <
0.005) to B = —0.110 (p < 0.05). In addition, the treatment effect on beliefs that Hobbs
was the wrongful winner, which were smaller but significant in the treatment wave, are no
longer measurable versus the control group in the post-treatment wave.* We again found no
measurable impact on general confidence in the 2022 national election or beliefs about the
number of seats won by fraud in the post-treatment wave (Table B2).’

Finally, as preregistered, we conducted exploratory analyses of potential heterogeneous

treatment effects for the following moderators: party identification, feeling toward Trump,

2There was no fraud prevalence measure for the 2022 national election in the treatment wave; this is a
deviation from the preregistration.

3In the treatment wave, the percentages of participants whose pre-treatment outcomes were at the relevant
floor or ceiling and could not move further down or up (respectively) due to treatment were as follows: confidence
in the 2020 election: 51.0% (4); confidence in the 2022 election: 53.2% (4); seats won due to fraud in the 2020
election: 61.4% (0); seats won due to fraud in the 2022 election: 63.0% (0); and prevalence of voter and election
fraud in the 2020 election: 16.1% (1). As we report below, we find no evidence of heterogeneous treatment
effects by pre-treatment levels of the outcome variables in exploratory analyses.

4We note, however, that the change in effect size from the treatment wave to the post-treatment wave is not
statistically significant.

SWe only included 2022 national election measures in the post-treatment wave; this is a deviation from the
preregistration.
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Figure 2: Effects of Maricopa myth fact-check over time

Specific: 2022 AZ GOV election
Maricopa fraud myth ¢ _
Hobbs wrongful winner myth _e_'_
General: 2022 U.S. elections
Confidence in 2022 election T
® Treatment wave
Seats won by fraud in 2022/ post-treatment wave :e_'
T T T T
-3 -2 -1 0 A

Treatment effect

Model estimates from Table B1. See Online Appendix A for stimuli and question wording.

pre-treatment outcome measures (where available), and assignment to wave 1 treatment
(fact-check, prebunking, or placebo) before our relevant Arizona-related treatment wave.
These analyses uncovered no evidence of consistent heterogeneous treatment effects, as il-

lustrated in Tables B2-BS.

Conclusion and discussion

We examine the effect of corrections on the specific false beliefs they target as well as on
people’s underlying beliefs and attitudes about election integrity in the same election and
overall. Consistent with past research, our results indicate that fact-checks can successfully
correct targeted false beliefs, as participants updated their beliefs about the myths that ballot

printing problems only occurred in conservative areas during the 2022 Arizona gubernato-
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rial election and that Katie Hobbs was the wrongful winner of the election. However, we
find no evidence of broader changes in confidence in the 2022 or 2020 elections or in par-
ticipants’ beliefs about the prevalence and effects of fraud in those elections. In short, we
find evidence that fact-checks correct specific misperceptions but no evidence that people
extrapolate further to update their views about broader election integrity.

These findings reinforce classic research demonstrating that people’s beliefs are not al-
ways internally consistent and may be reported and expressed in a “top of the head” manner
(Converse 1964; Zaller 1992). In the context of fact-checking, specific fact-checks may thus
change the relevant set of considerations that people draw upon to assess the validity of the
claim in question, but fail to alter the relevant set of considerations people draw on when
reporting their broader beliefs and attitudes. Accordingly, specific fact-checks may fail to
elicit people’s awareness of potential contradictions or inconsistencies between their spe-
cific and broader beliefs. While Bailard, Porter, and Gross (2022) find that people update
their confidence in an election in response to fact-checks, our study extends these findings
to show that people do not extrapolate further to update broader beliefs and attitudes on
fraud in other elections (i.e., from state to national elections or to previous elections). These
findings demonstrate that fact-checking of specific claims may not change belief in broader
narratives, which in turn suggests the need for further research into both how fact-checking
can more effectively combat broader narratives and into how people can be encouraged to
reconsider the general attitudes and beliefs that they hold in response to specific corrective
information.

It is also important to recognize the limitations of this study. First, our study was con-
ducted in the context of a state election among a national sample that may have perceived
the 2022 Arizona gubernatorial election as a low-salience event despite its coverage. It is
possible that a correction of a higher-salience claim would have prompted more updating

of broader beliefs and attitudes among respondents. Second, our results might vary if ques-
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tions about the Arizona election were asked before questions about overall 2022 and 2020
election confidence. Third, administering pre- and post-treatment questions about election
confidence might have limited responsiveness to treatment, though others finds no evidence
of such effects (Clifford, Sheagley, and Piston 2021). Fourth, our treatment was delivered
via a journalistic fact-check, but future studies might compare the effects of different cor-
rection methods on extrapolation such as corrections from credible partisan sources or ones
that specifically encourage extrapolation. Fifth, this study uses a between-subjects design to
measure the effect of a correction treatment; it does not isolate the effect of misinformation
exposure. Finally, future research should explore the effect of treatments that seek to move
in the opposite direction, providing general fact-checks and determining the extent to which
they prompt updating of specific related beliefs.

Despite these limitations, the results of this study have important implications for future
research on extrapolation and correcting misinformation, especially in the context of election
fraud. As described above, determining whether and how corrections can prompt people to
reconsider their broader beliefs and attitudes remains a critical challenge for the field given

the effort devoted to fact-checking specific claims.
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Online Appendix A: Survey instruments

Treatment wave questionnaire (wave 2 of panel survey)

ABOUT THIS RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Scientists do research to answer ques-
tions and learn new information. Some research might help change or improve the way we
do things in the future. This consent information will tell you more about the study to help
you decide whether you want to participate. Please read this information before agreeing to
be in the study.

TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY IS VOLUNTARY

You may choose not to take part in the study or may choose to leave the study at any time.
Deciding not to participate, or deciding to leave the study later, will not result in any penalty
and will not affect your relationship with YouGov, the University of Notre Dame, Dartmouth
College, or the University of Exeter.

As an alternative to participating in the study, you may choose not to take part.

WHY IS THIS STUDY BEING DONE?
The purpose of this study is to learn more about public opinion on U.S. elections and issues
in the news.

You were selected as a possible participant because you are an adult American citizen par-
ticipating in YouGov’s survey panel pool. Additionally, you may have agreed to participate
in YouGov’s Pulse program.

The study is being conducted by Brian Fogarty from the Center for Social Science Research
at the University of Notre Dame, Jason Reifler from the Department of Politics at the Uni-
versity of Exeter, and John Carey and Brendan Nyhan from the Department of Government
at Dartmouth College. It is funded by the MIT Election Data and Science Lab.

HOW MANY PEOPLE WILL TAKE PART?
If you agree to participate, you will be one of 3,750 participants taking part in this study.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THE STUDY?

If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to do the following things:

-Completion of a short survey on YouGov’s website or app. The survey is anticipated to take
less than 20 minutes to complete.

-Possibly, completion of a short follow-up survey approximately one month from now on
YouGov’s website or app. The follow-up survey is anticipated to take less than 20 minutes
to complete.

-If you have agreed to participate in YouGov’s Pulse program, anonymous tracking data on



your online website visits may be used by the researchers. However, there are no actions you
need to take related to YouGov Pulse and this study.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF TAKING PART IN THE STUDY?

While participating in the study, the potential risks include:

-A risk of completing the survey is being uncomfortable answering the questions.

-To minimize this potential risk, you can skip any questions that you feel uncomfortable an-
swering.

WHAT ARE THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF TAKING PART IN THE STUDY?
We don’t expect you to receive any benefit from taking part in this study, but we hope to
learn things that will help scientists in the future.

HOW WILL MY INFORMATION BE PROTECTED?

Efforts will be made to keep your personal information confidential. We cannot guarantee
absolute confidentiality. Your personal information may be disclosed if required by law. No
information which could identify you will be shared in publications about this study and
databases in which results may be stored.

Organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research records for quality assurance and
data analysis include groups such as the study investigator and his/her research associates,
the University of Notre Dame Institutional Review Board or its designees, and (as allowed by
law) state or federal agencies, especially the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP),
who may need to access the research records.

WILL MY INFORMATION BE USED FOR RESEARCH IN THE FUTURE?
Your information will not be used or distributed for future research studies.

WILL I BE PAID FOR PARTICIPATION?
You will receive 2500 points for completing each survey.

YouGov does not allow for prorated compensation. In the event of an incomplete survey,
you will not receive any points.

WHO SHOULD I CALL WITH QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS?
For questions about the study, contact the researcher, Brendan Nyhan. at nyhan@dartmouth.edu.

PARTICIPANT’S CONSENT

In consideration of all of the above, I give my consent to participate in this research study.
By proceeding, I confirm that I am 18 years old, and agree to take part in this study.

-1 agree to take this survey

-Take me to another survey



When it comes to politics, would you describe yourself as liberal, conservative, or neither
liberal nor conservative?

-Very liberal

-Somewhat liberal

-Slightly liberal

-Moderate; middle of the road

-Slightly conservative

-Somewhat conservative

-Very conservative

Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a ...?
-Democrat

-Republican

-Independent

-Other (open text)

-Not sure

[if Democrat] Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong Democrat?
-Strong Democrat
-Not very strong Democrat

[if Republican] Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong Republi-
can?

-Strong Republican

-Not very strong Republican

[if Independent/other/not sure] Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party
or to the Democratic Party?

-The Democratic Party

-The Republican Party

-Neither

-Not sure

In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not able to vote
because they weren’t registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t have time.

Which of the following statements best describes you?
-I did not vote in the election this November

-I thought about voting this time, but didn’t

-I usually vote, but didn’t this time

-I am sure I voted



Generally, how interested are you in politics?
-Extremely interested

-Very interested

-Somewhat interested

-Not very interested

-Not at all interested

Do you approve or disapprove of the way Joe Biden is handling his job as President?
-Strongly approve

-Somewhat approve

-Somewhat disapprove

-Strongly disapprove

We would like to get your feelings toward some people, groups, and countries who are in
the news these days using something we call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50
degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the person, group,
or country. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don’t feel favorable
toward the person or institution and that you don’t care too much for that person, group, or
country. You would rate them at the 50 degree mark if you don’t feel particularly warm or
cold toward that person, group, or country. If we come to a person or institution whose name
you don’t recognize, you don’t need to rate them.

Election officials
White people
Black people
The news media
Joe Biden
Donald Trump
Republican Party
Democratic Party

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement below.

-By law, abortion should never be permitted.

-In order to reduce the budget deficit, the federal government should eliminate all welfare
programs that help poor people.

-The federal government should raise the minimum wage to $10.

-The federal government should guarantee health insurance for all citizens.

-The federal government should pass new rules that protect the right of workers to join labor
unions.

-Thomas Jefferson was the 43rd president of the United States. [attention check]

-Strongly agree



-Somewhat agree

-Neither agree nor disagree
-Somewhat disagree
-Strongly disagree

In November 2020, elections were held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 35 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning
candidate was not the rightful winner but instead won due to voter fraud?

-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

-Ten or more

In November 2022, elections were held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 34 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning
candidate was not the rightful winner but instead won due to voter fraud?

-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

-Ten or more

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement below.

-People convicted of murder should be given the death penalty.

-The leader of the American government is the prime minister.

-Gays and lesbians should have the right to legally marry.

-In order to reduce the budget deficit, the federal government should raise taxes on people
that make more than $250,000 per year.

-The Affordable Care Act passed by Congress in 2010 should be repealed.

-Strongly agree
-Somewhat agree

-Neither agree nor disagree
-Somewhat disagree
-Strongly disagree

Now we’d like to ask you about the election that took place in November 2020 for the pres-
idency, U.S. Congress, and other offices.

How confident are you that your vote was counted as you intended in the 2020 election?
-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident



-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your local area were counted as voters intended in the
2020 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your state were counted as voters intended in the 2020
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes nationwide were counted as voters intended in the 2020
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

Do you consider Joe Biden to be the rightful winner of the 2020 election or not the rightful
winner?

-Definitely the rightful winner

-Probably the rightful winner

-Probably not the rightful winner

-Definitely not the rightful winner

To the best of your knowledge, how often did each of these occur in the 2020 presidential
election?

-Voting more than once in an election.

-Stealing or tampering with ballots.

-Pretending to be someone else when voting.

-People voting who are not U.S. citizens.

-Voting with an absentee ballot intended for another person.

-Officials preventing absentee voters from voting.

-A million or more
-Hundreds of thousands
-Tens of thousands



-Thousands
-Hundreds

-Less than a hundred
-Less than ten

Now we would like to ask you about the elections that took place in November 2022 for the
U.S. Congress and other offices.

How confident are you that your vote was counted as you intended in the November 2022
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your local area were counted as voters intended in the
November 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your state were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes nationwide were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

To the best of your knowledge, which of these states has had a losing candidate for governor
refuse to accept the results of the 2022 election?

-Arizona

-Michigan

-Nevada

-New Hampshire



-Pennsylvania
-Wisconsin

[new page]
[correction treatment; p=.5]

Fact check: False claims of broken Arizona voting machines only in Republican areas
Associated Press

A printing malfunction at about one-quarter of the polling places across Arizona’s most pop-
ulous county gave rise to false claims by former President Donald Trump, Arizona Republi-
can gubernatorial candidate Kari Lake, and social media users suggesting that the problems
only affected sites in conservative parts of the county.

In reality, voting centers across Maricopa County reported printing issues that stopped some
ballots from being counted onsite, including in Democrat-leaning areas, like downtown
Phoenix and Tempe.

“We came right down into the heart of liberal Phoenix to vote because we wanted to make
sure that we had good machines,” Lake said during a press gaggle. “And guess what?
They’ve had zero problems with their machines today.”

Trump wrote on Truth Social in reference to the voting snag, “Only Republican areas?
wWOow!”

Such claims also spread independently on social media, with one Instagram user sharing an
image that featured the text, “Funny how in Arizona the voting machines ‘stopped working’
in predominantly REPUBLICAN areas.”

However, the claim that only voting sites in conservative areas in Arizona’s Maricopa County
experienced issues with tabulating ballots on Election Day is false. Voting centers in both
liberal and conservative parts of Maricopa County were impacted by the printing issues,
according to the Maricopa County Elections Department.

Technicians were dispatched to all sites where there were printing issues, a county elections
official wrote in an email, including sites in Glendale, Phoenix, and Tempe, which all skew
toward Democrats.

“It is simply untrue that the voting centers that were impacted are only in Republican ar-
eas,” said Paul Bentz, a Republican pollster. “There are certainly some Republican areas
impacted, but there are a significant number of Democratic-leaning areas as well as a num-



ber of swing areas or very competitive areas.”
[new page]

According to the article you just read, which of the following happened on Election Day?
-Absentee mail delivery problems in Arizona

-Ballot printing and tabulation problems in Arizona

-Absentee mail delivery problems in Georgia

-Ballot printing and tabulation problems in Georgia

-Absentee mail delivery problems in Ohio

-Ballot printing and tabulation problems in Ohio

[repeat up to three times if not answered correctly]

[new page]
[placebo condition; p=.5]

What do you need for birdwatching?
By Bill Thompson III

The most basic equipment required for bird watching is your eyes, though you will soon need
to have more items with you if you intend to make this a pastime or serious hobby. How far
you go is a matter of taste and budget.

The most useful thing that you can carry is a notepad and pencil. Use this to make a note of
location, time, date, weather and habitat. Do a list of the birds that you see and know. Do a
drawing or write down a description of those that you don’t. You can look them up later in
your field guide. Your notebook should become a diary of where you have been and what
you have seen.

A field guide is a book that provides descriptions of birds to assist you in their identification.
The descriptions use several factors to help you determine the exact bird that you are looking
at. As soon as you see a bird that you do not recognize you will need to have access to a
good field guide. There are many to choose from.

Binoculars. These are pretty essential and buy the best that you can afford. A good pair well
looked after will last you a lifetime. Take time to choose ones that suit you.

[new page]

According to the article you just read, which of the following is “pretty essential” for bird-
watching?



-Hat

-Map
-Binoculars
-Camera

Now we would like to again ask you about the elections that took place in November 2022
for the U.S. Congress and other offices.

How confident are you that your vote was counted as you intended in the November 2022
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your local area were counted as voters intended in the
November 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your state were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes nationwide were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in Arizona have been counted as voters intended in the
November 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident



On Election Day 2022, a printing malfunction took place at about one-quarter of the polling
places in Maricopa County, the most populous county in Arizona. This problem stopped
some ballots from being counted onsite.

Please indicate whether you believe the following statement is accurate or not:

Only voting sites in conservative areas in Arizona’s Maricopa County experienced issues
with tabulating ballots on Election Day 2022.

-Very accurate

-Somewhat accurate

-Not very accurate

-Not at all accurate

Please state whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:

In the election for Arizona governor, Katie Hobbs, the Democrat, defeated Kari Lake, the
Republican, due to election fraud and therefore is NOT the rightful winner.

-Strongly agree

-Somewhat agree

-Somewhat disagree

-Strongly disagree

In November 2022, elections were held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 34 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning
candidate was not the rightful winner but instead won due to voter fraud?

-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

-Ten or more

You said that the results of [answer from prior question] elections for the U.S. House and
Senate in 2022 were changed by voter fraud. Please explain why you believe this to be true.

[repeated six times; drawn with uniform probability from set of races contested by two major
party candidates]

In Congressional district [number] in [state], the Democratic candidate [name] got [share]
of the major-party vote and the Republican candidate [name] got [share] of the major-party
vote. Do you think [winning party] candidate [winning candidate name] was the rightful
winner or instead won due to voter fraud?

-Rightful winner

-Won due to voter fraud



Now we’d like to again ask you about the election that took place in November 2020 for the
presidency, U.S. Congress, and other offices.

How confident are you that your vote was counted as you intended in the 2020 election?
-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your local area were counted as voters intended in the
2020 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your state were counted as voters intended in the 2020
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes nationwide were counted as voters intended in the 2020
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

Do you consider Joe Biden to be the rightful winner of the 2020 election or not the rightful
winner?

-Definitely the rightful winner

-Probably the rightful winner

-Probably not the rightful winner

-Definitely not the rightful winner

To the best of your knowledge, how often did each of these occur in the 2020 presidential
election?

-Voting more than once in an election.

-Stealing or tampering with ballots.



-Pretending to be someone else when voting.

-People voting who are not U.S. citizens.

-Voting with an absentee ballot intended for another person.
-Officials preventing absentee voters from voting.

-A million or more
-Hundreds of thousands
-Tens of thousands
-Thousands

-Hundreds

-Less than a hundred
-Less than ten

In November 2020, elections were held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 35 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning
candidate was not the rightful winner but instead won due to voter fraud?

-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

-Ten or more

[asked if “One or two,” “Three to nine,” or “Ten or more” selected]

You said you think that the results of [one or two/three to nine/ten or more elections] for
the U.S. House and Senate in 2020 were changed by voter fraud. Please explain why you
believe this to be true.

We sometimes find people don’t always take surveys seriously, instead providing humorous
or insincere responses to questions. How often do you do this?

-Never

-Rarely

-Some of the time

-Most of the time

-Always

It is essential for the validity of this study that we know whether participants looked up any
information online during the study. Did you make an effort to look up information during
the study? Please be honest; you will not be penalized in any way if you did.

-Yes, I looked up information

-No, I did not look up information

Thank you for answering these questions. This research is not intended to support or oppose
any political candidate or office. The research has no affiliation with any political candidate



or campaign and has received no financial support from any political candidate or cam-
paign. Should you have any questions about this study, please contact Brendan Nyhan at
nyhan@dartmouth.edu.

Post-treatment wave questionnaire (wave 3 of panel survey)

ABOUT THIS RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Scientists do research to answer ques-
tions and learn new information. Some research might help change or improve the way we
do things in the future. This consent information will tell you more about the study to help
you decide whether you want to participate. Please read this information before agreeing to
be in the study.

TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY IS VOLUNTARY

You may choose not to take part in the study or may choose to leave the study at any time.
Deciding not to participate, or deciding to leave the study later, will not result in any penalty
and will not affect your relationship with YouGov, the University of Notre Dame, Dartmouth
College, or the University of Exeter.

As an alternative to participating in the study, you may choose not to take part.

WHY IS THIS STUDY BEING DONE?
The purpose of this study is to learn more about public opinion on U.S. elections and issues
in the news.

You were selected as a possible participant because you are an adult American citizen par-
ticipating in YouGov’s survey panel pool. Additionally, you may have agreed to participate
in YouGov'’s Pulse program.

The study is being conducted by Brian Fogarty from the Center for Social Science Research
at the University of Notre Dame, Jason Reifler from the Department of Politics at the Uni-
versity of Exeter, and John Carey and Brendan Nyhan from the Department of Government
at Dartmouth College. It is funded by the MIT Election Data and Science Lab.

HOW MANY PEOPLE WILL TAKE PART?
If you agree to participate, you will be one of 3,750 participants taking part in this study.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THE STUDY?
If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to do the following things:

-Completion of a short survey on YouGov’s website or app. The survey is anticipated to
take less than 10 minutes to complete.
-Possibly, completion of a short follow-up survey approximately one month from now on



YouGov’s website or app. The follow-up survey is anticipated to take less than 10 minutes
to complete.

-If you have agreed to participate in YouGov’s Pulse program, anonymous tracking data on
your online website visits may be used by the researchers. However, there are no actions you
need to take related to YouGov Pulse and this study.

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF TAKING PART IN THE STUDY?

While participating in the study, the potential risks include:

-A risk of completing the survey is being uncomfortable answering the questions.-To mini-
mize this potential risk, you can skip any questions that you feel uncomfortable answering.

WHAT ARE THE POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF TAKING PART IN THE STUDY?
We don’t expect you to receive any benefit from taking part in this study, but we hope to
learn things that will help scientists in the future.

HOW WILL MY INFORMATION BE PROTECTED?

Efforts will be made to keep your personal information confidential. We cannot guarantee
absolute confidentiality. Your personal information may be disclosed if required by law. No
information which could identify you will be shared in publications about this study and
databases in which results may be stored.

Organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research records for quality assurance and
data analysis include groups such as the study investigator and his/her research associates,
the University of Notre Dame Institutional Review Board or its designees, and (as allowed by
law) state or federal agencies, especially the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP),
who may need to access the research records.

WILL MY INFORMATION BE USED FOR RESEARCH IN THE FUTURE?
Your information will not be used or distributed for future research studies.

WILL I BE PAID FOR PARTICIPATION?
You will receive 500 points for completing each survey.

YouGov does not allow for prorated compensation. In the event of an incomplete survey,
you will not receive any points.

WHO SHOULD I CALL WITH QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS?

For questions about the study, contact the researcher, Brendan Nyhan, at nyhan @dartmouth.edu.
PARTICIPANT’S CONSENT

In consideration of all of the above, I give my consent to participate in this research study.
By proceeding, I confirm that I am 18 years old, and agree to take part in this study.

-1 agree to take this survey



-Take me to another survey

When it comes to politics, would you describe yourself as liberal, conservative, or neither
liberal nor conservative?

-Very liberal

-Somewhat liberal

-Slightly liberal

-Moderate; middle of the road

-Slightly conservative

-Somewhat conservative

-Very conservative

Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a ...?
-Democrat

-Republican

-Independent

-Other (open text)

-Not sure

[if Democrat] Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong Democrat?
-Strong Democrat
-Not very strong Democrat

[if Republican] Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong Republi-
can?

-Strong Republican

-Not very strong Republican

[if Independent/other/not sure] Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party
or to the Democratic Party?

-The Democratic Party

-The Republican Party

-Neither

-Not sure

In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not able to vote
because they weren’t registered, they were sick, or they just didn’t have time.

Which of the following statements best describes you?
-1 did not vote in the election this November

-I thought about voting this time, but didn’t

-I usually vote, but didn’t this time



-I am sure I voted

Generally, how interested are you in politics?
-Extremely interested

-Very interested

-Somewhat interested

-Not very interested

-Not at all interested

Do you approve or disapprove of the way Joe Biden is handling his job as President?
-Strongly approve

-Somewhat approve

-Somewhat disapprove

-Strongly disapprove

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement below.

By law, abortion should never be permitted.

In order to reduce the budget deficit, the federal government should eliminate all welfare
programs that help poor people.

The federal government should raise the minimum wage to $10.

The federal government should guarantee health insurance for all citizens.

The federal government should pass new rules that protect the right of workers to join labor
unions.

Abraham Lincoln was the president of Mexico. [attention check]

-Strongly agree
-Somewhat agree

-Neither agree nor disagree
-Somewhat disagree
-Strongly disagree

In November 2022, elections were held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 34 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning
candidate was not the rightful winner but instead won due to voter fraud?

-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

-Ten or more

In November 2024, elections will be held for 435 seats in the U.S. House of Representatives
and 33 seats in the U.S. Senate. In how many of these elections do you think the winning



candidate will not be the rightful winner but instead will win due to voter fraud?
-None

-One or two

-Three to nine

Ten or more

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement below.
People convicted of murder should be given the death penalty.

The leader of the American government is the king.

Gays and lesbians should have the right to legally marry.

In order to reduce the budget deficit, the federal government should raise taxes on people
that make more than $250,000 per year.

The Affordable Care Act passed by Congress in 2010 should be repealed.
-Strongly agree

-Somewhat agree

-Neither agree nor disagree

-Somewhat disagree

-Strongly disagree

Now we would like to ask you about the elections that took place in November 2022 for
the U.S. Congress and other offices.

How confident are you that your vote was counted as you intended in the November 2022
election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your local area were counted as voters intended in the
November 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

How confident are you that votes in your state were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident



How confident are you that votes nationwide were counted as voters intended in the Novem-
ber 2022 election?

-Very confident

-Somewhat confident

-Not too confident

-Not at all confident

To the best of your knowledge, how often did each of these occur in the 2022 election?
-Voting more than once in an election.

-Stealing or tampering with ballots.

-Pretending to be someone else when voting.

-People voting who are not U.S. citizens.

-Voting with an absentee ballot intended for another person.

-Officials preventing absentee voters from voting.

-A million or more
-Hundreds of thousands
-Tens of thousands
-Thousands

-Hundreds

-Less than a hundred
-Less than ten

On Election Day 2022, a printing malfunction took place at about one-quarter of the polling
places in Maricopa County, the most populous county in Arizona. This problem stopped
some ballots from being counted onsite.

Please indicate whether you believe the following statement is accurate or not:

Only voting sites in conservative areas in Arizona’s Maricopa County experienced issues
with tabulating ballots on Election Day 2022.

-Very accurate

-Somewhat accurate

-Not -Very accurate

-Not at all accurate

Please state whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:
In the 2022 election for Arizona governor, Katie Hobbs, the Democrat, defeated Kari Lake,

the Republican, due to election fraud and therefore is NOT the rightful winner.
-Strongly agree



-Somewhat agree
-Somewhat disagree
-Strongly disagree

[rest of survey omitted as not considered in this paper]



Online Appendix B: Additional results
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Table B2: Heterogeneous treatment effects for Maricopa fraud myth

1 (@) 3
Maricopa myth fact-check -0.289%**  -0.353%**F  (.245%**
(0.046) (0.050) (0.059)
Maricopa myth fact-check x independent 0.028
(0.106)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Republican 0.052
(0.074)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (middle) 0.156
(0.087)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 3 (warmest) 0.153
(0.078)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 correction treatment -0.032
(0.083)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 prebunking treatment -0.043
(0.083)
Control variables v v v
N 2602 2602 2602

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-
ment in pre-treatment wave; other control variables were selected via lasso (Bloniarz et al. 2016). See Online Appendix A for
stimuli and question wording.

Table B3: Heterogeneous treatment effects for Hobbs wrongful winner myth

M (@) 3
Maricopa myth fact-check -0.022 0.002 -0.062
(0.032)  (0.032)  (0.044)
Maricopa myth fact-check x independent 0.015
(0.080)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Republican -0.126*
(0.058)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (middle) -0.107
(0.066)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (warmest) -0.112
(0.060)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 correction treatment -0.007
(0.064)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 prebunking treatment 0.014
(0.062)
Control variables v v v
N 2583 2583 2583

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-
ment in pre-treatment wave; other control variables were selected via lasso (Bloniarz et al. 2016). See Online Appendix A for
stimuli and question wording.
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Results without controls

Table B9: Fact-check effects on specific and general election beliefs and attitudes

Specific: 2022 AZ GOV election

General: 2022 U.S. elections

General: 2020 U.S. elections

Maricopa Hobbs wrongful

myth winner myth
Fact-check ~ -0.275%** -0.075
(0.038) 0.041)
N 2896 2896

Vote count Fraud Seats won
confidence  prevalence by fraud
0.005 0.027 -0.049
(0.032) (0.061) (0.035)
2896 2896 2896

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-
ment in pre-treatment wave only. See Online Appendix A for stimuli and question wording.
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Table B11: Heterogeneous treatment effects for Maricopa fraud myth

@ (@) 3
Maricopa myth fact-check -0.279%**  -0.362%**  -0.263%**
(0.050) (0.053) (0.066)
Maricopa myth fact-check x independent 0.070
(0.108)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Republican 0.041
0.077)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (middle) 0.143
(0.092)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 3 (warmest) 0.178%*
(0.079)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 correction treatment -0.024
(0.094)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 prebunking treatment -0.012
(0.094)
N 2896 2839 2896

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-

ment in pre-treatment wave only. See Online Appendix A for stimuli and question wording.

Table B12: Heterogeneous treatment effects for Hobbs wrongful winner myth

) (@) 3
Maricopa myth fact-check -0.011 -0.028 -0.093
(0.038) (0.037) (0.071)
Maricopa myth fact-check x independent 0.016
(0.108)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Republican -0.106
(0.074)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (middle) -0.043
(0.077)
Maricopa myth fact-check x Trump feelings tercile 2 (warmest) -0.065
(0.069)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 correction treatment -0.009
(0.064)
Maricopa myth fact-check x wave 1 prebunking treatment 0.065
(0.100)
N 2896 2839 2896

OLS with robust standard errors; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < .005 (two-sided). Controls included for treatment assign-

ment in pre-treatment wave only. See Online Appendix A for stimuli and question wording.
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