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Abstract. The development and deployment of new technologies have influ-
enced the media environment by enabling quick and effective dissemination of
false news via social networks. Several experimental studies have highlighted
the role of thinking style, social influence, source credibility and other factors
when it comes to fake news recognition. Our study makes several contributions
to existing knowledge. We b introduce a measure of conspiracy thinking, a
comparison between politics and business news recognition, and we investigate
the effects of sensationalist headlines on users’ abilities to differentiate between
false and true news. 228 university students (203 completed the entire survey)
from three departments (Humanities, Management, and Economics) took part in
an online experiment. The results of a regression analysis demonstrate that dou-
ble-checking of news online has a significant effect on individuals’ overall abil-
ity of differentiating between true and false news. Thinking styles, prior experi-
ence, and such control variables as age and gender have no significant effect on
the overall level of accuracy. We also discuss the effects of different factors re-
sponsible for the accuracy of fake news recognition in business and political
news, as well as several limitations of the study.

Keywords: Fake News, Conspiracy Thinking, Rational Mentality, Magical Be-
liefs, Trust.

1 Introduction

The development and deployment of new technologies have changed the media envi-
ronment by enabling quick and effective dissemination of false news via social net-
works. The rate of false news propagation depends on individuals’ ability to differen-
tiate between lies and truth in the information stream. Recent studies have identified
several factors affecting the accuracy of fake news recognition by social network
users. Among these are the credibility of the source [1, 2], the readers’ thinking style
[3—6], and social influence [7]. Exploring the influence of the style of thinking, re-
searchers differentiated between two dimensions: rational thinking (as the ability to
solve logical problems) and magical thinking (associated with beliefs in the extraordi-
nary [8]). The belief in conspiracy theories and the tendency to use implausible ex-



planations when interpreting significant social or political events [9] may also influ-
ence individuals’ ability of fake news detection. Recent research has also shown a
relationship between the level of conspiracy thinking and the degree to which peo-
ple’s trust the police, their neighbors, or their relatives [9]. In addition, a number of
studies looked at the interactions between conspiracy thinking and people’s trust in
existing medical paradigms [10], climate change [11], and right-wing authoritarianism
[12]. At the same time, the effects of conspiracy theological thinking on people’s
ability to recognize fake news has not been investigated.

Furthermore, previous studies have identified such linguistics factors and stylistic
features as the title [13] or the number of typographical errors [2, 14] as important
predictors in fake news recognition.

It is worth mentioning that, to the date, experimental studies on fake news recognition
have been focused predominantly on the assessment of political news. In our study,
we are broadening this focus by including news from the sphere of business.

Thus, this study is guided by the following research questions: 1) What are the factors
that influence the accuracy of fake news recognition; 2) To what extent are there dif-
ferences in fake news recognition between news from different spheres? To answer
our research questions, we will analyze the effects of such factors as rational thinking,
conspiracy thinking, generalized trust, and role of the sensationalist headlines on the
accuracy of fake news recognition when looking at a selection of political and busi-
ness news.

2 The role of cognitive factors and personal traits in news assessment

2.1 Related Studies

Thinking styles.

An analysis of the literature shows that one of the most important factors in determin-
ing the quality of fake news detection is the style of thinking. Studies by Bronstein
and colleagues have shown that rational thinking largely determines the ability of fake
news detection. At the same time, dogmatism and belief in extrasensory phenomena
reduce people’s ability to differentiate between truth and lies [4—6]. Coe found that
magical thinking heightens the susceptibility of a person towards fake news [8].
Considering the literature related to thinking patterns and people’s abilities to evaluate
the trustfulness of information, we propose to include the concept of conspiracy think-
ing, which has recently attracted considerable attention of f political scientists, psy-
chologists and sociologists. In 2018, an entire issue of the European Journal of Social
Psychology was devoted to the concept of conspiracy theory and its impact on deci-
sion-making processes [15]. In their studies, Edelson and coauthors showed the influ-
ence of conspiracy thinking on decision-making mechanisms during elections [16].
Several studies have demonstrated a negative relationship between belief in conspira-
cies and interpersonal trust or trust in the police [9, 17, 18]. Uscinski and Olivella re-
vealed a connection between conspiracy and authoritarian thinking [11].

Thus, we decided to investigate the effects of different thinking styles (rational, magi-
cal, and conspiratorial) on the accuracy of fake news recognition. Consequently, we
have formulated the following hypotheses:



Hypothesis 1. Rational thinking increases the accuracy of news recognition in any
domain

Hypothesis 2. Magical thinking decreases the accuracy of news recognition in any
domain

Hypothesis 3. Conspiracy thinking decreases the accuracy of news recognition for the
political domain only.

General trust

The accuracy of differentiation between true and false news is usually associated with
the credibility of the source [2] or with the degree of trust in a particular media outlet
[8]. Even though, given the fact that on social media platforms, a news item can be
presented without a link to the original source or with a misleading link, we decided
to exclude this factor from our analysis and to provide all news without mentioning
where they come from. Also, we assume that general trust in people may influence
people’s ability to recognize fake news. Consequently, we formulated the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. General trust in people decreases the accuracy of fake news recogni-
tion.

User experience and media literacy

Students from different departments have different literacy skills, interests, and pat-
terns of news consumption. These three factors may influence their ability to recog-
nize fake news [19]. This leads to the following two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5. Interest in a particular type of news (e.g. politics) increases the accura-
cy of news recognition in this particular domain.

Hypothesis 6. Studying in a particular field (e.g. business or humanities) increases the
accuracy of news recognition in this particular domain (business or humanities re-
spectively).

We also expect that people’s ability to remember certain news (their prior experience)
may influence the accuracy of fake news recognition. At the same time, some experi-
ments have shown that people’s memory may be inaccurate when it comes to news
recollection and the very fact that certain news items (fake or real) may be repeated
multiple times make them more believable [3]. Thus, we formulated the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7. Ability to recall the news will have no influence on the accuracy of
news recognition.

Fact checking behavior

Fact-checking procedures are some the most powerful tools that individuals have at
their disposal when it comes to fake news recognition. In our online experiment, par-
ticipants operate in natural conditions and, thus, we cannot prevent them from double-
checking certain news for accuracy. When it comes to fact checking, we have formu-
lated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7. Fact checking increases the accuracy of news recognition in each do-
main.
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Fig. 1. News accuracy recognition model.

Thus, by studying the factors affecting the accuracy of news recognition (Figure 1),
we assume that the nature of their influence depends on the news section and the na-
ture of its presentation (sensationalist headlines or not).

3 Methodology

3.1 Experiment design

We used a 2x2x2 design in our experiment. Students were offered 8 news items that
varied by the following conditions: section - politics or business; type - false or true;
with sensationalist (true) or neutral (false) headlines. Respondents were asked to indi-
cate the degree of their trust in each news item on a 6-level Likert scale (from “abso-
lutely false” to “absolutely true”). Control variables included: gender, age, level of
education, university faculty, news consumption patterns, generalized trust, and polit-
ical interests.

News selection

The selection of news for this experimental study turned to be a challenge as fake and
real news stories can differ in style, source, domain, and in their attractiveness to
readers. This is why we decided against creating fake news stories ourselves and,
instead, we used a series of existing fake news from a known fact-checking site —
snopes.org. We selected four recent stories covering well-known persons (for politics)
or international companies (for business) respectively. Our condition was that both
companies and politicians should be widely known in Russia. Political news were
about Donald Trump (2), Arnold Schwarzenegger (1), and climate change (1). Busi-
ness news were about IKEA, Starbucks, Boston Dynamics, and the global bottled
water industry. The full list of news items is presented in Appendix 1. Table A.1.

All news items were accompanied by two manually created titles. In all cases, one
title was neutral and the other one — sensationalized. For example, the two titles for
information about an IKEA advertisement campaign were: 1) “Test from IKEA”
(“Tect or UKEA”) and 2) “IKEA shock” (“Illox ot UKEA”). All news items was
equalized in terms of their length and style to reduce the effect of wording and com-
plexity. We also checked all news items for typographical errors.



3.2  Sample

We sent out our survey invitations by e-mail to students in three departments (Eco-
nomics, Management, and Humanities) situated on a single campus of one of Russia’s
leading universities. 228 students (Response Rate: 12.25%) accessed the link to the
study, and 203 completed both experimental and survey parts. 91 (44.82%) students
were from the Faculty of Humanities, 37 (18.22%) from Management, and 75
(36.94%) from Economics. The majority of the sample were female students (female -
76.35%, male — 20.19%, other — 3.44%). The average age of participants was 20.3
years (Median = 20, SD = 2.63). In all faculties, the ratio of male to female respond-
ents was similar. The students in Russia are characterized by low age dispersion, and
we observe a similar trend in our sample — the mean age of respondent was 20 years
(the minimum was 18 years and the maximum — 36). Two participants indicated that
they were 51land 109 years old respectively and were considered to be outliers and,
thus, removed from further analysis.

By analyzing the time spent by our respondents on recognizing fake news, we were
able to determine a group of participants who were either extremely quick or extreme-
ly slow in their responses. It is worth noting that the respondents, who spent a lot of
time on this task, did not spend it on news checking. Instead, they used these time on
other tasks unrelated to this study. Hence, this may be related to these respondents’
overall distractedness and low motivation, which means that their results may have
not been reliable. Similarly, there were students who we were extremely fast in an-
swering questions.

Following a standard procedure, we excluded from further analysis all participants
who did not answer our control questions and 5% from extremely fast and 5% from
extremely slow respondents

3.3  Control variables

Double-checking of information.

By administering the questionnaire online, we could not prevent our participants from
using the Internet to double-check the news, so we included an information check
question. For each news item, we asked participants whether they had checked this
news during the experiment. Based on this information, we created the
“News_checked” variable. It is worth mentioning that the majority of participants
(167 — 93.82%) did not check a single news item. One news was checked by 2 re-
spondents, 2 by 5, 3 by 2, 4 by 1 and 5 news items by 1 participant (Table 1). In total
participants performed 27 double-checked acts (for political news — 15 (55.55%) ,
business -12 (44.44%). News with sensationalist headlines were checked almost the
same time (14, 51.85%), as with neutral titles (13, 48.14%).

News seen.

All news items selected for the experiment originated from publicly available sources
and these news have been in circulation for a while, so it was possible that they had
already been seen by our respondents. For each news item, we asked participants
whether they had already seen this information. Based on these data, we created the



“News_seen” variable. It is worth mentioning that the majority of participants (91 —
51.12%) never saw a single news item prior to the experiment (Table 1).

Table 1. Frequency distribution for “News checked” and “News seen” variables.

Number of news 0 1 2 3 4 5 Total
News seen 91 41 25 16 2 3 178
News checked 167 2 5 2 1 1 178

News consumption

Questions about news consumption included the following options: TV, Paper news-
papers and journals, Radio, SNS and Forums, Bloggers, News sites and News aggre-
gators, Friends, Other. Participants were asked to indicate their top three options All
options were recoded as individual dummy variables. We present descriptive statistics
in Appendix 1. Table A.2.

The top three sources of information for participants in our study were: SNS and fo-
rums — 164 (92.13%), news sites and aggregators — 101 (56.74%), and friends — 89
(50%) .

Accuracy

We created seven accuracy coefficients. First, we calculated the overall accuracy
(Acc) based on all news items included in the study (see Table 2). Next, we created
one accuracy index for true (Accyy,) and one for false news (Accpy). Then, we calcu-
lated accuracy indicies for the two news sections (AcCyyssn, ACCpolir) and for news with
sensationalist (Accgs) and neutral headlines (Acce). Descriptive statistics for the
different dimensions of accuracy presented in Appendix 1. Table A.3.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for Overall Accuracy

Levels Mean
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 | Accuracy

Number  of
participants 7 20 33 40 50 24 2 2 4.10

The majority of participants were able to determine fewer than five news items cor-
rectly (84.26%). Six news were accurate recognized by 24 (13.48%) and only four
participants were able to achieve higher accuracy (2.24%).

The accuracy of recognition for each news section was similar. At the same time,
accuracy for true stories was lower than for fake ones, and participants, on average,
were less accurate in deciphering political news compared to business news (see Ap-
pendix 1. Table A.3).

Rational thinking.

The standard procedure for measuring the rationality of thinking is the Cognitive
Reflection Test created by Shane Frederick, however, as it was shown that women
demonstrate significantly lower scores [20]. CRT is also routinely used as an pop-
psychology test on the Internet and it was shown that participants who had already



encountered these tasks obtained higher CRT scores [21]. This is why instead of CRT
we decided to use the CRT-2 questionnaire created by Thompson and Openheim [22].
This questionnaire had only four questions, that we used in our study.

After checking the psychometric properties of the scale, we determined that this set of
questions could not be considered as a single scale (Cronbach alpha = 0.37). For ques-
tions 1-3, most respondents were able to recognize the right answer, but for question 4
majority of participants selected the first intuitive (wrong) answer. It is worth men-
tioning that there are weak positive correlations between questions 1, 2, and 4 (min =
0.112, max =22.3). Questions 3 and 4 are not correlated (-0.004). It is evident that
there are significant differences in answers to these questions. Hence, these questions
were used as separate variables (Descriptive statistics presented in Appendix 1. Table
A4)

Conspiracy thinking

Conspiracy thinking was measured by using four questions: three were adapted from
the Conspiracy Mentality Scale [9] and one from the Conspiracy Mentality Question-
naire [23]. Even though these questions showed acceptable Cronbach alpha (0.69) in
our sample, since they represented different beliefs of participants, we decided to use
them separately (Descriptive statistics presented in Appendix 1. Table A.5).

Magical thinking
To measure magical thinking, we selected top four items with the highest factor load-
ing [24] adapted from the Magical Ideation Scale proposed by Eckblad and Chapman
[25]. Selected items showed low reliability (Cronbach alpha = 0.59) and we decided
to use these questions separately in our analysis. Descriptive statistics are presented in
Appendix 1. A.7

General Trust

News perception may be related to the general trust in people. To measure general
trust, we used three questions adapted from the World Values Survey [26]. The results
of combining three questions into a single scale showed low psychometric character-
istics (Cronbach alpha = 0.55). Therefore, during the analysis, we did not combine
these questions into a scale and, instead, considered them separately. Descriptive
statistics are presented in Appendix 1. A.6.

3.4  Strategy of analysis

The questions that we have selected to evaluate different thinking styles were not
suitable for the creation of a reliable scale, so during the analysis we treated each
question separately. First, we ran a correlation analysis of the variables, and then we
conducted a dominance analysis [27] based on generalized linear model regressions
(GLM). This allowed us to define the most influential items. Then, we conducted a
dominance analysis for each factor (general trust, rational thinking, etc.), and after
that the most influential factors from each dimension were used in a GLM regression
to model the overall accuracy of fake news recognition (R core package stats). Next,
we reproduce the same approach to analyze all the dimensions of accuracy. If several



items from one dimension contributed the most to the different aspects of accuracy,
we selected the one with the highest impact (average contribution). Finally, we per-
formed regression modeling using GLM regressions (R core package stats).

4 Results

The results of the GLM regression modeling for general accuracy showed (Table 3)
that the only variable significantly affecting the accuracy of fake news recognition is
“News_check” (the number of news checked by respondents).

Table 3 shows that the constructed model does not have high accuracy, which, on the
one hand, may indicate that factors are weak, and on the other hand, may be associat-
ed with the difficulty of the task (as we selected plausible false news and implausible
real stories).

Table 3. Regression model for overall accuracy (main variables)

Accuracy
Predictors Estimates )4
(Intercept) 5.04 <0.001
Conspiracy thinking: C.2 “Government agencies closely monitor all citizens” -0.12 0.171

Magical thinking: “MT.4 I have felt that I might cause something to happend just by  -0.11 0.167
thinking too much about it”

General trust: Trust.1 “Most of the time people try to be helpful” -0.08 0.447

CRT2.4 “How many cubic feet of dirt are there in a hole that is 3’ deep x 3” wide x 3> -0.43 0.125
long?”

who [humanities] 0.35 0.149
who [managers] 0.08 0.789
vV 0.36 0.180
News_checked 0.46 0.006
Observations 178

R? Nagelkerke 0.220

Next, we conducted a dominance analysis of variables for each dimension of accuracy
(See Appendix 1.Table 8). An analysis of the variables showed that “News seen”
dominate among socio-demographic control variables (gender, age, faculty, news
seen), and News check among behavioral control variables (news checked, interest in
politics, interest in business) (Appendix 1. Table A.8). Also the analysis reveal exist-
ence of the differences in factors influences business and politics news recognition



(Table 4). For example, conspiracy thinking is especially significant (Est. = -0.17,
p<0.05) for a business news accuracy model. It can be noted that some variables
(Trust.3, News_checked) turned out to be significant for all dimensions of accuracy.
Regression modeling for each accuracy dimension showed that Magical Thinking, as
expected, had a negatively effect on the accuracy of news perception. At the same
time, this effect was significant only for news with sensationalist headlines (Est. = -
0.15,p=0.003).

There is a significant negative correlation between conspiracy theological thinking
and the accuracy of recognition of business news (Est. = -0.17, p = 0.0018).

It is worth noting that if the respondents believed that they had already seen a particu-
lar news, that reduced their accuracy in determining the accuracy of news items with
sensationalist headlines (Est. =-0.22, p = 0.001).

Surprisingly, respondents who indicated “TV” as one of the main sources of infor-
mation were more accurate in determining the accuracy of news with neutral head-
lines (Est. = 0.39, p = 0.030). At this stage of our research, we do not know how to
explain this pattern, which seems counterintuitive to the prevailing perception of Rus-
sian TV.

Another surprising finding the negative correlation between rational thinking and the
accuracy of recognition of business news (Est. = -0.34, p = 0.038), which, in our opin-
ion, is associated with the particular strategy of news selection in our study (plausible
false news and implausible truthful ones were selected). News checking has a signifi-
cant effect only for business-related news and for news with sensationalist headings.
We can not speculate that this is due to the fact that participants have a tendency of
checking business news and news with sensationalist heading more often, as number
of double-checking acts are almost the same both for business and political news, and
for sensationalist and neutral headlines.

Table 4. Regression models for accuracy (Business and politics domains, neutral and sensation-

alist titles)/
Business Politics Neutral Sensationalist
Predictors Est. P Est. D Est. P Est. P
(Intercept) 4.59 <0.001 2.63 <0.001 2.77 <0.001 4.45 <0.001
Conspiracy men- -0.17 0.018 -0.00 0.989 -0.10 0.159 -0.07 0.360

tality:
C.1 “Many so called “coincidences” are in fact clues to how things really happened”

Magical thinking: -0.07 0.117 -0.03 0.565 0.05 0.297 -0.15 0.003

MT.1 “I sometimes have a feeling of gaining or losing energy when certain people look at
me or touch me”).

General trust: -0.06 0.307 0.07 0.329 0.10 0.078 -0.10 0.119
Trust.3 “Most of the time people try to be helpful”

Rational ~ Think-  -0.34 0.038 0.26 0.158 -0.02 0.895 -0.06 0.745
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ing: CRT2.1 “If you’re running a race and you pass the person in second place, what place are
you in?”

News_seen -0.02 0.767 -0.13 0.063 0.07 0.262 -0.22 0.001

vV 0.16 0.355 0.18 0.364 0.39 0.030 -0.04 0.830

News_check 0.28 0.010 0.18 0.159 0.17 0.115 0.29 0.016

Observations 178 178 178 178

R? Nagelkerke 0.163 0.078 0.133 0.221

Thus, we can conclude that the new domain is a significant factor that influences the
perception of news. We can not see any universal factors as we predicted in hypothe-
sis H.1,H.2,H.3. At the same time, the results do not allow us to fully rejected the
hypothesis that thinking style influences fake news recognition. We also found no
influence of trust (H.4), interest in politics or business (H.5) or faculty (H.6), so we
can safely reject these hypotheses. The “ability to recall the news will have no influ-
ence on the accuracy of news recognition” is the only hypothesis we can partially
confirm in our study .

Our research has demonstrated that the domain of political news is the least predicta-
ble area, as none of tested variables contribute to accuracy in this sphere. The use of
sensationalist headlines attracts the readers’ attention, but, at the same time, these
headlines increase the likelihood of double-checking these news items in other infor-
mation sources (Table 4).

5 Discussion

The results raise two important questions. First, can we interpret results as influence
of a factors, as all developed and adapted scales (conspiracy mentality, trust and ra-
tional thinking) at Russian sample have low psychometric features and we used items
separately. Hence, we could not conclude that these factors have any relationship with
the accuracy of fake news recognition. Consequently, we need to conduct further
research on the role of these factors.

The second question is about the criteria of news selection. This is an important mat-
ter because it may potentially affect the results. If the selected news cannot be distin-
guished by rational thinking, it is evident why the news checking behavior is the main
significant factor.

It worth mentioning that in the experiments conducted by Pennycook and coauthors,
the CRT and CRT2 demonstrated high correlation (0.57), but they didn’t report the
Cronbach alpha- coefficient for CRT2, which may be a sign of low reliability of this
construct. Moreover, Pennycook and coauthors did not use the CRT2 measurement in
their regression analysis [5].

In comparison to the study of Pennycook and coauthors, our participants showed less
accuracy in recognizing true news (Accy, = 1.86, instead of 2.76 [5]) and they were
more accurate in recognizing false news (Acce. = 2.24 , instead of 1.83 [5]).
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Our data analysis shows that conspiracy thinking has an effect only on the accuracy in
business-related news. This goes contrary to our initial expectation that would have an
effect on respondents’ ability to differentiate between true and fake news in the politi-
cal domain. However, once we took a deeper look at the composition of our news, we
discovered that the business news that we selected (for example, the news about bot-
tled water or IKEA) could have be explained from a conspiracy beliefs angle, while
selected political news could not be explained by any conspiracy ideas.

Thus, we can conclude that certain methodological limitations have impacted our
abilities to fully explore our initial hypotheses.

Limitations.

Our research has three main limitations. The first limitation has to do with the type of
news selected for the study, where the relatively low accuracy in news recognition
may be associated with the difficult task of recognizing fake news that in fact look
credible.. Second, since our participants were university students who are probably
more rational than the average in Russia, the results obtained from this sample may
not be generalized for the whole population of the Russian Federation.

Third limitation arises from the low psychometric features of proposed thinking scales
and do not allow us to make final conclusion about the role of thinking style in fake
news recognition.

6 Conclusion

The main questions of our study were the following: what are the main factors that
influence the accuracy of fake news recognition and do they differ for news from
different spheres?

Our analysis of the dominance and indices of accuracy shows that the main factor
responsible for the quality of news recognition is the number of news checked from
external sources. Other factors, such as thinking style, have a significant influence on
the accuracy of business news recognition or on news with sensationalist headlines. It
is interesting that such major factors as general trust and such control variables as
gender and faculty proved to be insignificant when it comes to fake news recognition.
Our analysis raises several further questions, such as our limitation to generalize our
findings beyond the walls of an advanced university in Russia. We would also like to
research the role of experimental settings in investigating different factors responsible
for fake news recognition.
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Appendix 1.
Table A.1 Amount of participants indicated the information source as main source of infor-
mation
Domain | True Title Text
Neutral:IToxxaps B | Tpamm moasepr kputuke AeicTBHs BiaacTedl Kammdopruu mo
Kamndopuuu JIMKBHUAALME 1OXKapoB. «Kaxaplil Tof1, Kak TOJIBKO OTOHb HAYH-
P T Sensationalist: HaeT nojibixaTs B Kamudopuuu, <..> on [rybepuarop Kamudop-
T'opu, Kamugop- HUHM | IPUXOJUT K (eIepabHOMY IIPAaBUTENLCTBY 32 (PHHAHCOBOI
Hust! TOMOINBI0. XBaTUT!»
Neutral: Ha IlIBap-
uenerrepa Hananu | Ha Apnonbnaa llIBapuenerrepa Hanamu B FOAP. 1 3to nonano Ha
P T Sensationalist: BUJICO — Ha KaJipax My)X4nHa pa3beraercs U B IPbDKKe ObeT 71-
TepmuHaTopa JIETHEro akTepa HOroi B cnuHy. JKenesHsli ApHM Takoro He
U30MIIH OXHJIAJI U HE yJIepiKall PaBHOBECHE.
Neutral: Oruer o NASA u MexnpaBUTEILCTBEHHAs TPYIINa SKCIEPTOB IO HU3Me-
KJIuMarte Hennto kimmara (NOAA) mojyienand JaHHbIE B TJI00aJbHOM
P F Sensationalist: temneparypaom ordere GISTEMP, uToObl npeyBennuuTh mpo-
I'nobanbHas moa- GieMy riobanpHOrO TOTEIUICHUA. B Jokmane ObutM HaineHbI
JienKa OIINOKN.
Ipesunent CLHA Jlowansn Tpamn HasBan suzaepa Hranuum
Neutral: Tpamm u N
«mpe3uaeHToM Momapemioi». OTO MPOM30LLIO Ha Ipecc-
Marrapeina .
P F . . KOH(EepEeHIMH Tocae OQUINANBHOM BCTpeUM IJAB JBYX Trocy-
Sensationalist:
JIapcTB. B neficTBUTENBHOCTH HTaNbsHCKOTO Kojutery Tpamma
Tpamn oTxuraer!
30ByT Cep/vko MarTapea.
Neutral: Bona B
OyThUTKax HUccnenoarenn amepukanckoit Environmental Working Group
E T Sensationalist: MOYEPKHUBAIOT: IOJOBUHA MPOM3BOIUTENECH OyTHIMPOBAHHOMN
Jloxotpon B Oy- BOZIBI TIPU3HAIOT, YTO 3TO Ta )E caMmas BOJONPOBOJHAs BOJA,
TBUIKE "mpomesmas JONOJHUTEIbHYIO OUUCTKY".
Neutral: Tect ot Komnanus IKEA mnpemnoxuna >keHIIMHAM IPOWTH TecT Ha
E T IKEA 06EepeMEHHOCTh C MOMOILBIO CHELHAIbHON PEKIAMHOM CTpaHULIbI
Sensationalist: Illox | B mBenckom jxypHaie Amelia. Eciu OepeMeHHas >KeHIIMHA
ot IKEA! HOMOYMTCS] Ha HEE, TO Ha CTPAHHIIE NOSIBUTCS] HOBAs 1LIEHA.
Neutral: Po6ot Ha wucnbiTanusx umkeHepHod kommanud Boston Dynamics
. . YIpoJKal 4eloBeKy | poOOT, yHpaBisieMblil MCKYyCCTBEHHBIM HHTEIIEKTOM, YIrpoXKal
Sensationalist: yenoBeKy opyxueM. OH Haman Ha COTPYIHHKOB KOMITAHHH,
Pobot B36ecuics! HPOBOJIMBILINX TECTHPOBAHHUE YCTPOHCTBA.
Neutral: HoBsre
crakans! Starbucks
E F Sensationalist: Axnnn xomnanuu Starbucks ymamu mocie TOro, Kak I'€Hepaib-
«CaTaHUHCKHE Helii gupektop loBapn Illynbll mpeacTaBun HOBBIM IU3aiiH
CTaKaHBbI cTakaHoB. [1oIbp30BaTeNN CETH COWIHN HX OOIUK «CATAHUHCKHMY.
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Table A.2 Amount of participants indicated the information source as main source of infor-

mation
Amount of participants indicat-
ed source among three top
Sources of information sources | %
SNS and Forums 164 | 92.13
News sites and News aggregators 101 | 56.74
Friends 89 | 50.00
Bloggers 65 | 36.52
TV 36 | 20.22
Radio 7 3.93
Other 5 2.81
Paper newspapers and journals 1 0.56

Table A.3. Descriptive statistics for Accuracy dimensions

Amount of participants by levels

Levels of accuracy 0 1 2 3 4 Mean

Fake 2 36 73 51| 16 2.24
True 15 43 77 38 5 1.86
Business 5 39 69 49 | 16 2.18
Politics 19 41 62 47 9 1.92
Exclamation 13 43 59 49 | 14 2.04
Neutral 7 45 67 49 | 10 2.04

Table A.4. Descriptive statistics for Rational thinking questions

ID Question 0 1

If you’re running a race and you pass the person in
second place, what place are you in?

CRT2.1 (intuitive answer: first; correct answer: second) 48 130
A farmer had 15 sheep and all but 8 died. How many
CRT2.2 | are left? (intuitive answer: 7; correct answer: 8) 18 160

Emily’s father has three daughters. The first two are
named April and May. What is the third daughter’s
CRT2.3 | name? (intuitive answer: June; correct answer: Emily) 21 157

How many cubic feet of dirt are there in a hole that is
3’ deep x 3° wide x 3’ long? (intuitive answer: 27,
CRT2.4 correct answer: none) 145 33

Table A.5. Descriptive statistics for Conspiracy beliefs questions

‘ D ‘ Question | Mean ‘ SD | Skew ‘ Kurtosis| SE
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C.1 | Many so called “coincidences” are in
fact clues as to how things really hap-
pened 4.241 | 1.026 | -0.647 0.394 | 0.076
C.2 | Government agencies closely monitor
all citizens 4.314 | 1.298 | -0.500 -0.677 | 0.097
C.3 | The government or covert organizations
are responsible for events that are unu-
sual or unexplained 3.606 | 1.311 | 0.000 -0.681 | 0.098
C.4 | The alternative explanations for im-
portant societal events are closer to the
truth than the official story 4.078 | 1.227 | -0.221 | -0.7637 | 0.092
Table A.6. Descriptive statistics for Conspiracy beliefs questions
D Questions Mean | sd Median | Skew | Kurtosis | se
Trust.1 Most of the time
people try to be help- -
ful 3.769 | 1.093 41 -0.209 | 0.49755 | 0.081
Trust.2 | People canbe trusted | 2915 | 1.225 3] 0159 | -0.943 | 0.091
Trust.3 | Most people would
try to take advantage
of you if they got a -
chance 3938 | 1.276 4] -0.160 | 0.73096 | 0.095
Table A.7. Descriptive statistics for Magical thinking questions
ID Questions mean sd median skew kurtosis se
I sometime have a feeling
of gaining or losing
energy when certain
people look at me or
MT.1 touch me 3.387 1.584 4 -0.087 -1.228 0.118
Someone can put a jinx
MT.2 on me. 2.089 1.345 2 1.054 0.120 0.100
I have wondered whether
the spirits of the dead can
MT.3 influence the living 1.882 1.146 2 1.416 1.527 0.085
I have felt that I might
cause  something to
happend just by thinking
MT.4 too much about it 3.449 1.445908 3.5 -0.016 -1.084 0.108

Table A.8. Dominant variables from each factor for dimensions of Accuracy (average contribu-

tion)
Dimensions Business Politics Neutral Exclamation Overall
C.1 consp_monito consp_truth consp_monitor | consp_monit
Conspiracy (0.024) r (0.002) (0.001) (0.014) or (0.01)
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Magic MT.1 magic_spirits magic_eye magic_think
Thinking (0.01) (0.018) (0.02) MT.1 (0.041) (0.017)
Trust.3 Trust.3 Trust.3 people_help
Trust Trust.3 (0.013) (0.004) (0.017) (0.024) (0.002)
Rational CRT2.1 CRT2.1 CRT2.2 CRT2.4 CRT2.4
thinking (0.011) (0.012) (0.007) (0.004) (0.01)
Faculty News_seen News_seen News_seen who
Control (0.005) (0.014) (0.016) (0.047) (0.01)
News News aggregators
sources (0.011) TV (0.01) TV (0.029) Friends (0.019) TV (0.015)
Behavioral News_checked News_checke | News_checked News_checked | News_check
variables (0.034) d (0.008) (0.029) (0.011) ed (0.036)




