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Introduction

Our cumulative knowledge about belief in misinformation predominantly comes from surveying Englishspeaking Americans about misinformation written in English from American media sources (Allcott and
Gentzkow 2017; Pennycook and Rand 2020; Clayton et al. 2019; Pennycook, Cannon, and Rand 2018).1
However, the global media environment is complexly multilingual. Half of the global population uses two
or more languages or dialects in their daily life (Ansaldo et al. 2008; Grosjean 2010) and, therefore, likely
consumes media, including misinformation, in multiple languages from both within and outside of their
borders. As consumption of cross-border media increases and multilingual media with it (PwC-UK 2016),
the distribution of false or misleading news in different languages poses substantial political consequences.
Reporting news in different languages has the capacity to differentially mobilize populations (Onguny 2019),
sometimes on the basis of false or misleading evidence that escalates political violence (Ismail and Deane
2008). Differential belief in misinformation strengthens ethno-political divides (Somerville 2009) and increase
levels of affective polarization (Lau et al. 2017; Suhay, Bello-Pardo, and Maurer 2018; Stewart, Plotkin, and
McCarty 2021), which weaken the foundations of liberal democracy (Kuklinski et al. 2000). If misperceptions
are based on ethnic divisions, policies advocated by politicians will likely accentuate ethnic and economic
inequality and may, in some cases, lead to the disenfranchisement of minority groups. Given both these troubling consequences for democracy and the rise of multilingual speakers in a single media market consuming
news in different languages, it is imperative we develop a more comprehensive understanding of how news
consumers perceive misinformation in different languages. In this registered report we propose a study that
addresses the broad research question: Are individuals more or less susceptible to misinformation in their
non-dominant language?
1 There

are a few, but growing list of exceptions (Mujani and Kuipers 2020; Badrinathan 2020; Rosenzweig et al. 2021)
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Specifically, we plan to test whether credibility cues associated with a specific language affect belief in
misinformation. Previous research on language and belief in misinformation has focused on identifying a
language proficiency effect, but we propose that language also signals information credibility which may affect
belief in misinformation written in that language. For example, a minority group with a distinct language may
be more skeptical of news that is written in a different language spoken by the majority, because they have
become distrustful of media that communicate using that language. Credibility cues unique to a language
and context, such as these, may explain why past studies measuring the effect of language proficiency on
belief in misinformation have reported inconsistent results across different languages.
We propose testing whether domestic or international factors do indeed create language credibility cues
that individuals use when evaluating misinformation by conducting a survey experiment in Ukraine. In our
proposed survey experiment we will randomly assign bilingual respondents to evaluate false and true news
stories in either their dominant or less preferred language (Russian or Ukrainian) directly after the publication
of an article. We seek to answer three non-mutually exclusive research questions: (1) In places in which
most news is reported in two languages, are multilingual individuals who prefer to consume media in the
minority language more skeptical of misinformation produced in their less preferred language (the dominant
language)? (2) Are multilingual individuals more skeptical of misinformation produced in their less preferred
language if that language is the same as a foreign power associated with a foreign disinformation campaign?
(3) Does this “external power” language effect exist in areas that disinformation campaigns specifically
target?
To present our expected results for this pre-registered experiment we use data from a 1-week pilot study
to simulate the results of a full, (proposed) 10-week study. Using this pilot data we present the predicted
effects of reading misinformation in one’s less preferred language for different credibility cues as well as how
our results will be presented in the final paper once we complete the full ten-week study. Our simulated data
suggests that minority groups may be more skeptical of misinformation written in a majority language. It
also suggests that individuals are not more skeptical of misinformation written in the language of a foreign
power associated with disinformation campaigns, unless they live in areas specifically targeted by these
disinformation campaigns.
This registered report consists of four more sections. The next section presents the theory that motivates
our research questions and hypotheses. The final three sections present the experimental design, proposed
methods and expected results. The discussion of the results will be added upon the completion of our
proposed study.
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Theory and Hypotheses

Much of the work on language and misinformation has focused on identifying a language proficiency effect
by investigating two modes of cognition: an effortless mode based on heuristics and a more reflective mode
based on deliberation (Keysar, Hayakawa, and An 2012; Costa, Vives, and Corey 2017; Corey et al. 2017).
Muda et al. (2021) have suggested that individuals who read news in their less proficient language often
use their more reflective mode of cognition and rely less on heuristics. Given that higher levels of cognitive
reflection lowers individuals’ belief in misinformation (Pennycook and Rand 2019), individuals who evaluate
misinformation in their less proficient language could be less likely to believe misinformation, but studies
testing language’s effect on the belief in misinformation report mixed evidence (Fernández-López and Perea
2020; Muda et al. 2021). Inconsistent results suggest that reading news in one’s less preferred language may
not have the same effect across each language and context. Features of news identified by other work, such
as credibility cues (Flanagin and Metzger 2000; Althaus and Tewksbury 2000; Fogg et al. 2001; Flanagin and
Metzger 2007) may explain why some individuals are more susceptible to believing misinformation in their
non-native language than others. Building on this work we move past this proficiency argument and focus on
what language signals in terms of information credibility. Credibility cues associated with a language can be
particularly influential for those reading in their less preferred language, because individuals are less familiar
with news in this language and are therefore more likely to rely on these credibility cues when evaluating
suspect information. We therefore focus on the effect of evaluating misinformation in one’s less preferred
language relative to their dominant language.
Language may pass on different credibility cues for numerous reasons. For example, language may pass on
a cue to the source of the information, which could affect belief in misinformation. News consumers often use
the source of information to aid their evaluation of news stories’ veracity (Sundar and Nass 2001). Moreover,
the information source’s country of provenance (which is often imparted by language) can change the effect
of information on public opinion (Dragojlovic 2015).2 Language also has particularly strong priming effects
(Pérez 2016), particularly on bilingual and bicultural individuals (Ross, Xun, and Wilson 2002; Trafimow et
al. 1997).3 In a political context, speaking in a language associated with a minority population can increase
the political salience of ethnic divisions (Pérez and Tavits 2019) and the language of political ads can pass
on cues to voters that affect their sentiment towards the targeted political candidate (Flores and Coppock
2 Unsurprisingly, Dragojlovic (2015) finds that individuals are more likely to be persuaded by new information from foreign
sources that they view more positively. Other work has not found any foreign source effect in any direction when individuals
have a negative view of the foreign source (Fisher 2020)
3 Using a different language also has a powerful effect on people’s interpretations of the world (Boroditsky 2006), time
(Boroditsky 2001) or even the same event (Fausey et al. 2010).
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2018). The effects of language on consuming information clearly depend on the contextual cues given by
domestic or international conditions. In the following two sections we develop the theoretical frameworks
for two possible language credibility cues that could affect belief in misinformation: (1) the language of the
majority effect caused by domestic conditions and (2) the language of external power caused by international
conditions.

2.1

Language of the Majority (Domestic Conditions)

Within a country, minority groups (often ethnic groups) with distinct languages are often skeptical of news
that is written in the language spoken by the majority, because mainstream news in the majority language
often portray minority groups in a negative light and over-represent the dominant group that prefers to
speak the majority language (Keshishian 2000; Mastro 2009; Tukachinsky, Mastro, and Yarchi 2015). This
skepticism can push those in the linguistic minority to consume sectoral or extranational media that often
use different languages (Tsfati and Peri 2006). Minority groups’ divergence in trust can gain prominence
during periods of crisis. For example, after the 2014 Ukrainian crisis trust in majority language news dropped
dramatically among minority Russian speakers in Estonia and Latvia (Vihalemm, Juzefovičs, and Leppik
2019). Indeed, it is likely that during a crisis mainstream news in the majority language can promote
separate narratives that alienate minorities already skeptical of news in the majority language. Therefore,
in such situations, we expect that those who prefer to speak a minority language are less likely to believe
misinformation if it is written in the majority language spoken (ie., their less-preferred language).
In Ukraine, we plan to test this “language of the majority” hypothesis among those that prefer to speak
Russian and measure the effect reading misinformation in their less-preferred language, Ukrainian, has on
belief in that misinformation. Although the status of Russian is debated in Ukraine, over 40% report
Russian as their language of private life and take opinion surveys in Russian, while 60% report Ukrainian as
their preferred language (Onuch and Hale 2018). Generally, almost the entire population of Ukraine report
high reading proficiency in both languages, given their linguistic similarity.4 Given their minority-status in
Ukraine, we expect Russian-dominant speakers in Ukraine to be more skeptical of misinformation written in
Ukrainian than in Russian.
(H1) Respondents who are Russian-dominant speakers in Ukraine are less likely to believe a
false/misleading article written in their less preferred language (Ukrainian) than in their more
4 In our pilot study, 86% of our respondents living in Ukraine (230 respondents evenly divided Russian and Ukrainian speaking
preferences) self-reported equivalent reading proficiency levels in Ukrainian and Russian.
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preferred language (Russian)

2.2

Language of External Power (International Conditions)

International conditions could also create language credibility cues. For example, a sustained disinformation
campaign by a foreign power that employs a domestic minority language could lower belief in misinformation
written in the language. Often disinformation campaigns target a minority ethnic group that uses their own
preferred language (Snegovaya 2015) that differs from the majority-spoken language. Reading news in the
language associated with a foreign disinformation campaign may cue lower credibility among those who speak
the majority language and prime those that do not prefer to speak this language to look at the information
more skeptically. If this is the case, we would expect that that those who prefer to speak the language of the
majority would be less likely to believe misinformation written in the “language of external power” than if
it was written in the majority language.
Russian language news in Ukraine fits these criteria (StratCom 2015): Ukrainian news consumers who
are most proficient in Ukrainian (60 percent) (Vorobiov 2015) and normally consume news in Ukrainian
may associate news in Russian with a foreign actor’s disinformation campaign targeting the linguisticallyRussian diaspora in Ukraine. This credibility cue could reduce belief in reported information in that language.
Previous research has partially identified this phenomenon and found that those in Ukraine that prefer to
speak Ukrainian are less likely to believe popular pro-Kremlin disinformation news stories (which are usually
but not exclusively written in Russian) than those that prefer to speak Russian (Erlich and Garner 2021).5
We, therefore, test this “language of external power” hypothesis among those that prefer to speak Ukrainian
in Ukraine and measure the effect reading misinformation in their less-preferred language, Russian, has on
belief in that misinformation. We expect that Ukrainian-dominant speakers in Ukraine are more skeptical of
misinformation written in Russian (the language of the foreign disinformation campaigns) than in Ukrainian.
(H2) Respondents who are Ukrainian-dominant are less likely to believe a false/misleading
article written in their less preferred language (Russian) than in their more preferred language
(Ukrainian)
We also test if this hypothesis holds solely among Ukrainian-dominant speakers that live in areas targeted
by Russian disinformation (those in Southern and Eastern Ukraine) where this “language of external power”
5 However, this work does not randomly assign respondents to the language in which they consume news stories or test the
proficiency side of the theory we suppose.
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effect should be strongest.6
(H3) Respondents who are Ukrainian-dominant speakers in the Southern and Eastern regions
Ukraine are less likely to believe a false/misleading article written in their less preferred
language (Russian) than a false/misleading article in their more preferred language (Ukrainian)
In addition to testing these three hypotheses we will also run four exploratory analyses that: (1) determine
if the effects we find hold across articles with different ideological perspectives, (2) test each hypotheses using
strictly evaluations of true articles, (3) test if there is a measurable difference in the “majority language”
effect (H1) and the “foreign power” effect (H2), and (4) determine if the effects we find hold across all
articles. A full description of these exploratory analyses is located in the Supplementary Materials, Section
L.

3

Experimental Design

To test our hypotheses we will carry out a 10-week survey experiment in Ukraine. Ukraine is an ideal case
to test both the “language of the majority” and “language of external power” hypotheses, because: (1) The
majority of its citizens are bilingual news consumers in Ukrainian and Russian, but prefer one language;
(2) News consumed in Ukraine is produced in both Ukrainian and Russian, but the majority of news is in
Ukrainian; (3) Russian disinformation campaigns in Ukraine heavily target the Russian-speaking diaspora
(Snegovaya 2015) through Russian language news websites and media companies.7
Each week, we will sample Ukrainian respondents to ensure geographic, ideological, and linguistic balance
among our respondents. Information on who we sample can be found in the Supplementary Materials, Section
D. Human subjects in Ukrainian samples will be recruited by Qualtrics.8 Previous research measuring belief
in misinformation has yet to integrate important findings about how individuals consume misinformation,
limiting inference from these studies. Specifically, misinformation is consumed very quickly after publication
(Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral 2018; Starbird et al. 2018), but most research asks respondents to evaluate monthsor years-old fact-checked, misinformation (Bronstein et al. 2019; Clayton et al. 2019; Pennycook and Rand
2020). To address this limitation, we create a transparent, replicable, and pre-registered news article selection
6 Given that Russian disinformation targets Russian speakers in Ukraine (Snegovaya 2015), it is likely that this “foreign
power” effect is strongest in areas where Russian is most often use. These oblasts we identify from Ukrainian census data
(SSCU 2001 and are delineated in Section E, Supplementary Materials
7 For example, the Russian-controlled news agency Sputnik has engaged in the spread of political misinformation (Satariano
2019).
8 Section D, Supplementary Materials details the recruitment of respondents.
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process that sources popular false/misleading and true articles within 24 hours of their publication and then
distributes the full articles for evaluation to respondents in Ukraine. Our respondents evaluate these popular
articles within 72 hours of publication. This process ensures that we are measuring the effect of language
on belief in popular misinformation in the time period that individuals are most likely to consume this
misinformation.
Our selection method also removes potential researcher selection effects. Past studies investigating interventions affecting belief in misinformation have asked survey respondents to evaluate either popular pieces
of misinformation chosen by the researcher (Allcott and Gentzkow 2017; Bronstein et al. 2019; Clayton et al.
2019; Pennycook and Rand 2020), or researcher-designed synthetic news articles (Pennycook, Cannon, and
Rand 2018; Moravec, Minas, and Dennis 2018). Both methods risk article selection effects and sampling articles that are unlikely to be representative of popular misinformation consumed. This introduces limitations
for properly quantifying the effect of interventions on misinformation encountered online.
For each of the study’s 10 weeks, we will collect and distribute a new group of five articles for each
respondent to evaluate in randomized order. Three of these articles come from political websites known to
produce low credibility news; two articles come from mainstream news sources. Section J, Supplementary
Materials fully describes the news sources we select articles from and this selection process.
Figure 1 displays the weekly process of selecting articles and distributing these articles to both respondents
and professional fact-checkers. Every week, on Tuesday morning we will source the most popular article
published on Monday from each of the five lists of sources.9 The most popular article published in each of the
five lists of online news websites are selected and then distributed to professional fact-checkers to be evaluated
by a team of three professional fact-checkers to ascertain whether each article is true, false/misleading, or
“could not determine” based on the materials in the article. We use the modal response of the three
professional fact checkers to determine whether an article is coded as true, false/misleading, or ’could not
determine’.10 Then, on Wednesday morning we will send out the articles to be evaluated by respondents,
who will have until Friday morning to complete their evaluations. For each article evaluation, we randomly
assign the language in which the respondent reads the article (either Ukrainian or Russian).11 Using this
process, respondents evaluate articles within 48-96 hours of publication.12
9 We

exclude some select articles. The exclusion protocol can be found in Section A, Supplementary Materials.
fact-checkers rate articles first, so that we can inform our respondents of the veracity of each article they
evaluated at the end of the survey.
11 Articles are translated to Ukrainian or Russian if the article is only available in one language on the website. They are
translated by one translator and then checked by another translator.
12 An example of how the article is viewed by respondents can be found in Section F, Supplementary Materials.
10 Professional
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Figure 1: Timeline of Survey Each Week

Given that we focus on belief in misinformation, we only use evaluations of articles that are rated as
“false/misleading” by professional fact-checkers. Evaluations of all other articles are not utilized in the main
analysis.13 We leverage the random assignment of the language in which the story is read by respondents,
to assign article evaluations to a control or treatment group. Every evaluation of an article read in a
respondent’s non-dominant language is a ‘treated’ observation, while each evaluation of an article in a
respondent’s dominant language is ‘not treated.’ In table 1 we display the evaluations that we consider in
the treatment and control group among Ukrainian-dominant and Russian-dominant speakers.
Table 1: Assignment of Treatment by Preferred Language of Respondent and Language Article is Written
In
Preferred Language
of Respondent
Language of
Article Evaluated Ukrainian
Russian
Ukrainian

Russian

Control

Treatment

Treatment

Control

13 In the exploratory analyses section, we test if the estimated effects hold across articles of different ideological perspectives
and true articles.
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Given respondent i and news article a, we test each hypothesis using a 4-point ordinal scale (Y ordinal 4ia ).14
Additionally, before respondents assess articles, we randomly present half of the respondents with “tips” to
help spot false news stories (Section C, Supplementary Materials contains the full set of tips). Analyzing
the “tips” treatment is not a part of this study, but we control for it in robustness checks to ensure that it
does not affect our results. We also ask respondents to pass an attention check at five points throughout the
survey. After respondents reads each of the five articles they are shown in the survey, we ask each them to
tell us if they were able to access the article. If they respond “No”, but also answer the evaluation question,
it is clear that they are untruthfully (and inattentively) answering these questions. Removing inattentive
respondents threatens internal and external validity (Berinsky, Margolis, and Sances 2014), so we control for
their attention in our primary regression models.

4

Proposed Methods

We test our hypotheses using OLS regression models with article-level fixed effects (αa in the models) and
two-way standard errors15 clustered at the respondent and article level to predict belief in misinformation
(i.e., rating a false or misleading article as true). We only use evaluations of articles rated as false/misleading
by the modal number of fact-checkers. For each respondent i and news article a, we test each hypothesis using
one main dependent variable that measures perceived veracity on a four-point ordinal scale (Y ordinal 4ia ).
For the results relating to our three primary hypotheses (H1-H3), we will present the false discovery rate (a
false discovery rate at 0.10) corrected p-values (Benjamini and Hochberg 1995).
In the following models, the treatment variable (Lang T reatmentia ) is a dummy variable (1 if the article
evaluated is written in the respondent’s less preferred language, 0 otherwise).16 The γ coefficient represents
the estimate of interest. We specify Z as a collection of covariates, which will be minimal (the attention
check) in most models since observable variables should be balanced. We will use a larger set of pre-treatment
covariates identified in previous research to correlated with individuals’ perceived veracity of information in
robustness check II. These include education, age, income, region fixed effects, gender, whether they were
14 Question:

“To the best of your knowledge, how accurate is the claim in the above article?
Answers: (A) Very accurate (4); (B) Somewhat accurate (3); (C) Not very accurate (2); (D) Not at all accurate (1).”
Many studies on belief in misinformation, use this measure (e.g., Guess and Munger 2020; Pennycook, Cannon, and Rand 2018;
Pennycook and Rand 2019), but as a robustness check we also test each hypothesis using a categorical measure (Y trueia )
detailed in Section B, Supplementary Materials.
15 We use HC2 robust standard errors in all analyses and report p-values from two-tailed t-tests.
16 Proficiency is closely-related but distinct from language usage (Andreenkova 2019). We measure language preference by
grouping each respondent by the language in which they choose to take the survey (itself an exercise in reading, which likely
mimics print media consumption). However, in robustness check I, we use other self-identified measures of Ukrainian and
Russian proficiency (see Section C, Supplementary Materials).
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treated with the digital media literacy intervention, whether the article was translated by our hired translator
and not taken directly from the website, and ideological congruence with the evaluated article’s ideological
lean.

Y Outcomeia = αa + γ ∗ Lang T reatmentia + ΓZ + 

(1)

In robustness check (III), we will run the analysis only including respondents who were not presented
with the tips to identify misinformation before they evaluated the articles, which is part of a different study.
This treatment is randomly assigned, so it is unlikely to affect results, but we will confirm this is the case.
As a final robustness check (IV), we will also test each hypotheses using a categorical measure (Y trueia ),17
rather than the 4-point ordinal scale (Y ordinal 4ia ) specified earlier.18

5

Expected Results

To preview what our results may look like, we simulated data for a ten-week study using a pilot study of 230
respondents carried out the week of June 7th, 2021.19 We randomly sampled from these 230 responses with
replacement to create 1,000 simulated datasets of 2,300 hypothetical respondents who evaluated two articles
rated as true, one as “could not determine”, and two as false/misleading. As specified by our design, we
only use evaluations of the false/misleading articles for the main hypotheses. These articles were the most
popular articles from the “Not Anti-Russia low-quality” and “Russia-based mainstream” news streams. The
false/misleading article from the “Not Anti-Russia low-quality” news stream described a new tax proposed
by Ukrainian President Zelensky that would hurt the Ukrainian economy. The false/misleading article from
the “Russia-based mainstream” news stream stated that the Ukrainian soccer team will use a nationalist
symbol during the European Soccer Championship that assumes Crimea is a part of Ukraine even though it
officially is not.20
These two stories yield 4,600 simulated evaluations of false/misleading articles, similar to the number we
expect to collect during the main study, though we plan to have many more diverse articles during the main
17 Even for our dichotomous variable (Y true ) an OLS regression is preferred, because it provides unbiased, reliable estimates
ia
of a variable’s average effect (Allison 1999; Hellevik 2009; Baetschmann, Staub, and Winkelmann 2015)
18 Section H and G of the Supplementary Materials contains questions used to measure variables used in all models.
19 We will not use any of this data in the final analysis, but a balance table for this pilot study is located in Section G,
Supplementary Materials. In the final version of the paper, this section will be replaced with one that reports the results from
the actual study, as opposed to the simulated study we describe here.
20 All the articles used in the pilot study are located in Section I, Supplementary Materials
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study. Using 1,000 simulated datasets of 4,600 evaluations we run our pre-registered models and present our
expected results for models testing Hypotheses 1 through 3 and exploratory analyses. The simulated results
we present in this section are suggestive, but we present findings in a fashion we plan to once the full ten-day
study is complete.21
Figure 2 displays the estimated effect of reading misinformation written in one’s less preferred language on
belief of misinformation in the three distinct contexts tested in Hypotheses 1 through 3. Each line represents
a confidence interval that covers 95 percent of the point estimates reported using these simulated datasets.
Each dot represents the median point estimate. Our simulated results suggest support for Hypothesis
1: Russian-dominant speakers on average (median) belief in misinformation was reduced by -0.23 (95%
confidence interval: [-0.15,-.31]) on a 4-point ordinal score when reading it in their less-preferred (Ukrainian)
language. Among Ukrainian-dominant speakers, we find the opposite effect. On average (median), belief
in misinformation increased by 0.13 (95% confidence interval: [0.05,0.20]) on a 4-point ordinal score when
Ukrainian-dominant speakers read misinformation in their less-preferred language (Russian). This evidence
from our simulated datasets does not appear to support Hypothesis 2.
Although our simulated data does not support our second hypothesis, we further investigate (Hypothesis 3) whether Ukrainian-dominant speakers are less likely to believe misinformation written in their lesspreferred language (Russian) in areas known to be targeted by Russian disinformation (South and East
regions of Ukraine). Ukrainian-dominant speakers in the South and East regions of Ukraine, on average
(median) believe misinformation when reading it in their less-preferred language (Ukrainian) less by 0.39
(95% confidence interval: [-0.22,-0.57]) on a 4-point ordinal score.22

5.1

Exploratory Analyses

We do not have sufficient data to present the results from Exploratory Analysis 1, but we will present the
results after completing the full ten-day survey. In our second exploratory analysis, we present the marginal
effect of reading true news in their less-preferred language among Ukrainian-dominant and Russian-dominant
speakers. Our simulated results indicate that the effects we identified among false/misleading articles are
not present for true articles.23
21 The code we wrote in the R statistical program to carry out these analyses on our simulated datasets can be found in
Section K of the Supplementary Materials.
22 Robustness checks in Section H of the Supplementary Materials also support the findings for each of the hypotheses
presented.
23 Figures presenting the coefficients and confidence intervals are available in Section H of the Supplementary Materials.
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Figure 2: Predicted Pooled Marginal Effect of Evaluating False/Misleading News Articles in One’s Less
Preferred Language

For our third exploratory analysis we will strictly report the p-value of the interaction term comparing
the language effects of reading misinformation in one’s less preferred language on Ukrainian-Dominant and
Russian-Dominant speakers. We found that in almost every simulated analysis, the language effect of reading
misinformation in one’s less preferred language is stronger for Russian-dominant speakers than Ukrainian
speakers and statistically significant at the 95 percent level.
In our fourth and final exploratory analysis, we report the effects of reading misinformation in one’s
less preferred language for Hypotheses 1 through 3 for each false/misleading article. Figure 3 displays the
effects of reading misinformation in one’s less preferred language on simulated data and two false/misleading
articles from the pilot testing each hypothesis using simulated data for each article. This is a disaggregated
analysis where we are not concerned about the statistical significance, given the small sample of evaluations
per article. Rather we are interested if the marginal effects are in a similar direction across each article.
We find that the median effect identified for hypothesis 1 is relatively consistent for both articles, but the
predicted effects are mixed for hypothesis 2 and 3 across articles.
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Figure 3: Predicted Marginal Effect of Evaluating Misinformation in One’s Less Preferred Language for each
False/Misleading article

Overall, simulated data using our pilot study suggests that linguistic minorities are less likely to believe
misinformation written in the majority language and that there is potentially an effect of reading news in
languages associated with foreign disinformation campaign, but only in areas where these campaigns are most
visible. Our explanatory analyses also reveal that this language effect may solely apply to misinformation
and not true news.

6

Discussion

This section will be added in the final paper to discuss the implications of our findings and directions for
future research.
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