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Abstract
Political misinformation represents a challenge to contemporary democracies. It is widely acknowledged
that misinformation is not only spread by individual users on social media, but also by politicians employ-
ing both digital and legacy media to disseminate biased or misleading content to advance their political
agendas. This study explores the mechanisms through which misinformed statements made by politicians
influence public opinion and examines the effectiveness of corrections from academic/official sources or
fact-checking websites, also focusing on the role of partisanship. We investigate whether agreement with a
misinformed statement on key policy issues – minimum wage, COVID-19 vaccination, and working hours
– increases when it is attributed to a politician, and whether corrections by academic/official sources or
fact-checkers reduce agreement. Through survey experiments conducted in Italy, we find that while mis-
information from politicians does not always affect agreement with false statements, corrections generally
decrease agreement. However, partisanship plays a crucial role, with individualsmore likely to resist correc-
tion when misinformation comes from politicians they have more positive feelings toward. These findings
shed light on the complex relationship between misinformation, the effectiveness of corrective messages,
and political identity in shaping public opinion.
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Introduction
Political misinformation – defined as information considered incorrect based on the best available
evidence and expert knowledge (Nyhan and Reifler, 2010; Ecker et al., 2022) – poses a critical chal-
lenge to contemporary democracies, polarizing voters, distorting political preferences and opinions,
and influencing collective decision-making processes (Lewandowsky et al., 2012). Underlying this
phenomenon is the reality that political communication is not always accurate, whether due to honest
mistakes, misunderstandings, or deliberate attempts to deceive. The widespread presence of misin-
formation in today’s media environment has attracted considerable academic interest (Lewandowsky
et al., 2017), particularly focusing on the processes and the effectiveness of correctingmisperceptions
arising from misinformation (Flynn et al., 2017).

The rapid diffusion of false news on social media makes it difficult to distinguish between reliable
and unreliable information, especially when erroneous information comes from sources perceived
as authoritative. Additionally, misinformation comes in many forms. Some errors are simple over-
sights or misunderstood statistics. There could be rhetorical distortions, like selective omissions or
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exaggerations. There could also be disinformation campaigns to manipulate or discredit specific tar-
gets. Here, we use the term political misinformation to denote any statement that contradicts the best
available evidence and the prevailing expert consensus (Nyhan and Reifler, 2010; Ecker et al., 2022).

Belief in inaccurate news is a particular case of political misinformation. Numerous studies have
shown that citizens hold false beliefs on various issues, including the economy, climate change, pub-
lic health, vaccines, and welfare systems (Kuklinski et al., 2000; Nyhan et al., 2014; Berinsky, 2017;
Schmid and Betsch, 2019). The rejection of facts supported by scientific/official evidence cannot be
attributed solely to a lack of knowledge; rather, it is fueled by a combination of factors such as fear,
selective interpretation of information, and the expression of political identities (Ecker et al., 2022).

It is widely acknowledged that misinformation is not solely propagated by individual users on
social media, but also by political elites employing both digital platforms and legacymedia to dissem-
inate biased or misleading content to advance their political agendas (Swire-Thompson et al., 2017;
Jerit and Zhao, 2020). Indeed, individuals, when exposed to complex information, can use source
cues to evaluate it (Gilens and Murakawa, 2002). In this case, there is an extensive literature about
how political elites could be used by individuals as such cues to form their opinions on political issues
(Matsubayashi, 2013).

Misinformation, however, could also be corrected. Fact-checking platforms have been developed
to verify the accuracy of information, evaluating the overall truthfulness of speeches, claims, and
news articles (Boukes and Hameleers, 2022). While considerable efforts have been made to debunk
misinformation and conduct fact-checking, the evidence regarding their effectiveness remains uncer-
tain (Ecker et al., 2017). The characteristics of the corrective messages, in particular their source, are
decisive in defining the conditions for their effectiveness (Jerit and Zhao, 2020). Thus, do individuals
react to corrected misinformation by scientific or official sources and fact-checkers?

This article also takes into account the role of partisanship. This influences public opinion by act-
ing as a perceptual filter that shapes how individuals process information and revise their opinions.
Indeed, how individuals are motivated to endorse and share (mis)information that aligns with their
partisan identity (Pretus et al., 2023). Individuals with partisan preferences favor information that
aligns with their existing beliefs while dismissing contradictory evidence. Partisans may more easily
accept misinformation from the political authorities close to them and refuse fact-checking correc-
tion (Thorson, 2015; Wood and Porter, 2019). So, do individuals react to corrected misinformation
by scientific or official sources and fact-checkers even when they are partisans?

Compared with the well-charted U.S. landscape, research on misinformation in Italy remains
underexplored, particularly regarding political elites and corrective measures (Kozyreva et al., 2024),
although this country has an important output of misinformation (Broda and Strömbäck, 2024).
Indeed, Italian politicians from the whole political spectrum spread misinformation through vari-
ous media (Canepa and Zagni, 2023). Nevertheless, scholars have rarely considered the effectiveness
of fact-checking on individuals’ opinions as politicians spread misinformation. This evidence gap is
especially striking given Italy’s relatively high level of political polarization (Vegetti and Mancosu,
2022) and its low public trust in news (Reuters, 2025). Taken together with the fragmented scholar-
ship on the topic, these contextual factors make Italy a compelling laboratory for studying the role of
political elites in the propagation ofmisinformation and howpartisanship influences the effectiveness
of corrections by Italian fact–checkers.1

This study examines three issues: minimum wage, effectiveness of the COVID–19 vaccination
campaign, and weekly working hours in Italy. Each of these topics is linked to a statement voiced by

1In Italy, the main fact-checkers include Pagella Politica, Open, Facta News, Butac, Il Post, and lavoce.info. Pagella Politica
verifies political statements using a rigorous method recognized by the International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN), while
Open and Facta News focus on viral misinformation. Butac addresses online hoaxes with a popular science approach, Il Post
combines fact-checking with journalistic analysis, and lavoce.info provides verification on economic issues based on data and
in-depth analysis.

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/ip

o.
20

25
.1

00
84

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/ipo.2025.10084


Italian Political Science Review/Rivista Italiana Di Scienza Politica 3

politicians from the country’s three largest parties: Elly Schlein of the Partito Democratico (24.11 %
of the votes in the 2024 European elections), Maurizio Gemmato of Fratelli d’Italia (28.75 %), and
Giuseppe Conte of the Movimento 5 Stelle (9.98 %).

To address the research questions and gaps, we use survey experiments in which respondents are
randomly exposed to misinformed statements publicly made by politicians or to the same statement
but corrected by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking website. Then, respondents are asked to
provide agreement with statements related to the same issues as those addressed by the politicians.
We find that not always the misinformed statement by the politician affect agreement. Yet, when
presented with the correction, respondents tend to change their opinions. We also find that partisan
respondents, i.e. those who have better feelings toward the party of the politician involved, are more
likely to be affected by the politician’s misinformed statement and are more likely to resist correction.

This study aims to contribute to the growing literature on political misinformation in Italy, the
amplifying role of elites, the effectiveness of corrections, and the influence of partisanship on their
acceptance.

Why do we fall for misinformation?
The processes by which people form opinions and beliefs are of evident public importance, espe-
cially when widely held convictions contradict established facts. Political communication holds a
crucial influence on shaping public opinion. When politicians consistently spread inaccurate infor-
mation, such misinformation can underpin political and social decisions that may conflict with the
public interest. Politicians, intentionally or not, often serve as potent sources of misinformation
(Lewandowsky et al., 2012).

Once exposed tomisinformation, individualsmay integrate it into their cognitive framework, par-
ticularly when it aligns with existing beliefs or when social dynamics reinforce its credibility (Zhou
and Shen, 2024). Such integration can have enduring effects, as misinformation often intertwines
with values and identities. Initial information, despite being debunked, remains embedded in mem-
ory, continuing to influence reasoning and future judgments (Lewandowsky et al., 2012). Several
studies have demonstrated that people continue to refer to debunked information even after learning
of its inaccuracy (Ecker and Ang, 2019). These specific types of biases occur when individuals draw
inferences or adopt beliefs that are not adequately supported by logical reasoning or sufficient evi-
dence. People assess the truthfulness of information by relying on peripheral cues.These cues include
the familiarity of themessage, the ease with which the information can be processed, and the internal
coherence (Begg et al., 1992).

The “confirmation bias” plays a pivotal role in misinformation, prompting individuals to seek,
interpret, and retain information aligning with their preexisting beliefs, disregarding contradictory
evidence (Lewandowsky et al., 2012; Flynn et al., 2017).This phenomenon is linked tomotivated rea-
soning, where information processing is guided by personal desires and interests (Taber and Lodge,
2006). These motivations shape how people interpret, process, and react to information that chal-
lenges their worldview. Although people may aspire to accuracy, they often fail to overcome their
preconceptions, even when encouraged to maintain an objective stance (Taber and Lodge, 2006).

In addition to the psychological and cognitive factors that lead individuals to believe in misin-
formation, the surrounding digital and social environments must also be considered. The network
effects of social media accelerate the spread of both accurate and false information compared to tra-
ditional media. The surge in online content consumption has led businesses and political parties to
share ambiguous or false content to influence decisions for financial or political gain. Additionally,
repeated exposure to belief-aligned content, driven by confirmation bias, fosters the echo-chamber
effect, increasing credibility and shareability (Muhammed and Mathew, 2022). This effect is further
amplified by digital platforms’ algorithms, which personalize content delivery and limit the diversity
of accessible information.These structural features of themedia ecosystem intertwine with cognitive,
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social, and emotional factors, playing a crucial role in shaping how misinformation is shared and
accepted (Ecker et al., 2022). The alignment between false narratives and partisan identities poses
significant challenges, especially in highly polarized societies where misinformation exploits existing
divisions to gain credibility and persist (Flynn et al., 2017).

Assessing the role of politicians and correction in political misinformation
A significant body of literature focuses on the circulation of misinformation online, including con-
cerns about the roles of foreign actors, conspiracy theorists, or extremists, and how to counter its
spread, influence, and societal impact (Pennycook et al., 2021). However, there has been less focus
on the extent to which political elites contribute to misinformation. In the “post-truth era,” politi-
cal leaders often manipulate data through alternative interpretations, make bold claims, and at times
resort to deliberate deception to gain partisan advantage (Lilleker and Pérez-Escolar, 2023).

Research on politicalmisinformation has largely focused on partisan distortions and confirmation
biases (Cohen, 2003; Flynn et al., 2017; Jerit and Zhao, 2020), often overlooking the crucial role of
political leaders in disseminating misleading content (Bullock, 2011). Empirical studies shed light
on why statements by political leaders resonate with the public. Research confirms that citizens are
more likely to rely on source cues when evaluating politically complex issues (Gilens and Murakawa,
2002). Ratneshwar and Chaiken (1991) showed that, when faced with messages that are difficult to
understand, individuals predominantly rely on the perceived credibility of the source to determine
their level of agreement with the content. Conversely, greatermessage comprehensibility significantly
reduces the importance attributed to source credibility. In this context, as a resource-saving strategy,
individuals tend to rely on trusted experts and political elites to form opinions on political issues,
thereby avoiding the need to analyze the details independently (Matsubayashi, 2013).

Indeed, politicians employ strategic signaling and media campaigns to legitimize false or mis-
leading narratives, thereby reinforcing partisan identities (Jerit and Zhao, 2020). While individuals
may generally distrust what they see on social media, they are more likely to believe political leaders,
evenwhen these leaders conveymessages that contradict verified information (Bisbee and Lee, 2022).
Politicians exploit these tendencies by discrediting opposition leaders, media, or fact-checkers, firmly
depicting them as untrustworthy and shielding supporters from corrective information (Garrett and
Poulsen, 2019). This approach perpetuates falsehoods and strengthens partisan identity, undercut-
ting neutral or external corrections (Vraga and Bode, 2017). This dynamic is rooted in the influence
politicians exert by virtue of their prestige and authority (Cohen, 2003). Various studies in political
psychology and communication demonstrate that attributing a statement to a specific politician sig-
nificantly impacts the level of agreement or disagreement expressed by recipients, regardless of the
actual content of the statement itself (Taber and Lodge, 2006; Bullock, 2011). People tend to use the
origin of the statement as a cognitive shortcut to assess its credibility and desirability, oftenmore than
they rely on a thorough analysis of the facts (Zaller, 1992).

Therefore, individuals may use a cue, that is, the fact that something is said by a political authority,
to assess the credibility of themessage, and this might affect an individual’s preference about a certain
issue. If this mechanism holds, then there could be an effect due to the political authority, which we
hypothesize as follows:

H1: Individuals will be more likely to agree with a misinformed statement when that is made by a
politician, compared to when that is not made by a politician.

Fact-checking represents one of the most widespread innovations to combat the spread of misin-
formation. It is a practice that involves systematically verifying the accuracy of statements made by
public figures and institutions, with the explicit goal of determining their veracity (Walter et al., 2019).
As “alternative facts” permeate modern democratic politics, fact-checking has become essential for
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verifying and challenging politicians’ claims (Barrera et al., 2020). The credibility and neutrality
of fact-checkers should make their assessments more influential and effective, especially in situa-
tions with conflicting information that creates uncertainty about whom to trust (Walter et al., 2019).
Although fact-checking is a valuable tool against misinformation, a recent study revealed significant
limitations in both its reach and coverage (Wack et al., 2024). Users engaged with false content have
only a slim chance of later encountering fact-checks. Even when misinformation is corrected, the
audiences that would benefit most are often the least likely to see the corrections. Moreover, because
false claims vary widely in form and salience, not every information is verified.

Despite the expansion of fact-checkers and their increasing integration into traditional journal-
ism, suggesting a reduction in the impact of misinformation, the available empirical evidence is
mixed. Some research shows that fact-checking can effectively limit the spread of erroneous infor-
mation (Fridkin et al., 2015), while others do not find significant effects (Garrett and Weeks, 2013).
The literature has extensively demonstrated that the presentation of corrective information can
reduce agreement with statements initially influenced by misinformation (Nyhan and Reifler, 2010;
Lewandowsky et al., 2017; Vraga and Bode, 2017). Lewandowsky et al. (2012) show that fact-based
corrections can substantially limit the impact of misinformation on people’s beliefs. Porter et al.
(2023) find that factual corrections by fact-checker members of the International Fact-Checking
Network regarding COVID-19 reduced misinformation, highlighting the enduring effectiveness of
corrective information.

The perceived credibility of the source plays a crucial role in determining the effectiveness of fact-
checking. Although the impartial nature and authority of fact-checkers should make their judgments
more influential, especially in caseswhere there is a large amount of conflicting information that com-
plicates the distinction between true and false (Walter et al., 2019), distrust in institutions and experts
continues to push many people toward alternative, often less reliable sources (Bash et al., 2021).
Corrections from authoritative sources such as scientific institutions tend to be perceived as more
credible and effective (Vraga andBode, 2017; Seo et al., 2022). As highlighted by Shin (2024), the treat-
ment of scientific topics by specialized sources significantly increases the perception of credibility.
Conversely, subsequent exposure to post-truth comments, even if corrected from less authoritative
sources like bloggers, reduces the effectiveness of the correction (Stedtnitz, 2020).We expect a correc-
tion effect to exist. However, the effectiveness of correction is stronger when a scientific/official source
is presented compared to when a fact-checking website is used as a source of correction. Therefore,
we hypothesize that:

H2: Individuals will be less likely to agree with a misinformed statement made by a politician when
that is corrected by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking website, compared to when that is not
corrected.

Misinformation and partisanship
Existing research indicates that even individuals who possess substantial political knowledge fre-
quently align their policy views with those advocated by their preferred party (Cohen, 2003).
Partisanship functions as a social identity, a subjective perception of belonging to a group, that
remains remarkably stable even amidst shifts in political platforms, party leadership, or governance
performance (Mason, 2015). Partisan identity encourages individuals to defend the preferred party,
even when confronted with negative information, and generates strong emotions driving political
actions to preserve and amplify the party’s electoral influence (Taber and Lodge, 2006).

Individuals categorize themselves into distinct social groups, fostering a sense of belonging that
significantly shapes their cognitive and behavioral processes. Identification with one’s own group
(in-group) often results in a preference for information that reinforces shared identity and values,
while information from external groups (out-groups) is more likely to be dismissed or devalued
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(Tajfel, 1978). This dynamic can amplify confirmation bias and motivated reasoning, as individu-
als are inclined to accept and propagate information aligning with their social group’s beliefs, thereby
perpetuating and solidifyingmisperceptions. For instance, Swire-Thompson et al. (2017) investigated
the influence of source credibility on how individuals assess the veracity of information originat-
ing from a political authority. Their results indicate that when information was attributed to Donald
Trump, Republican supporters were more likely to regard it as credible compared to unattributed
information, whereas Democrats displayed the opposite response. Another study finds that users
with the strongest partisan identities are the most prolific spreaders of misinformation (Osmundsen
et al., 2021). Indeed, their antipathy toward the out-party outweighs in-group affection, and within
this ecosystem, political elites could play both as spreaders and prime targets of the false narratives.
Identity-driven social pressure turns the sharing of false news into both a badge of loyalty to one’s
side and a weapon against the out-group.

Directional motives contribute to misinformation insofar as they bias the ways in which people
seek out and evaluate political information (Lodge and Taber, 2013). Additionally, research on moti-
vated reasoning and cognitive biases demonstrates that individuals select messages that reinforce
their preexisting beliefs.Within this context, partisanship emerges as a critical driver of political mis-
information, as group affiliation shapes not only individuals’ opinions and preferences but also how
they interpret and respond to information (Van Bavel and Pereira, 2018). Two theories help explain
the adoption of inaccurate political beliefs (Vegetti and Mancosu, 2020). Partisan motivated reason-
ing (PMR) suggests that individuals tend to believe falsehoods that confirm their existing partisan
leanings (Flynn et al., 2017). This leads them to embrace the positions of affiliated political leaders,
propelled by motivated reasoning and partisan identification. Dual process reasoning, on the other
hand, distinguishes between intuitive, automatic processing (System 1) and more deliberate, reflec-
tive thinking (System 2), emphasizing that political judgments often emerge from initial affective
responses, later rationalized (Lodge and Taber, 2013). Partisan attachment exacerbates the accep-
tance of misinformation, as individuals are more likely to dismiss corrections or arguments from
opposing groups while embracing narratives that align with their identities (Wagner et al., 2014).

The interplay between misinformation, partisanship, and elite influence underscores that the
spread and persistence of false information are not solely due to a lack of accurate information
but are connected to individuals’ political identity. Misinformation often aligns with partisan iden-
tities, which function as social frameworks that cultivate positive attitudes toward one’s in-group
while amplifying negative perceptions of out-groups. Against this background, we hypothesize
that:

H3: Individuals who are close to the party of the politician making the misinformed statement will be
more likely to agree with it, compared to individuals who are not close to the party of the politician
making the misinformed statement.

Correction of misinformation and partisanship
Do corrections work in the context of partisanship? Studies on political misinformation have shown
that fact-checking can significantly diminish belief in false claims (Prike et al., 2023). This effect
has been observed across the political spectrum, as both supporters and nonsupporters of Trump
and Sanders adjusted their beliefs about these politicians’ statements following fact-checks (Swire-
Thompson et al., 2020). However, a significant challenge stems from individuals’ political affiliation,
which can lead to motivated reasoning, making people resistant to updating their beliefs when mis-
information from politicians they support is corrected. When a correction challenges these beliefs,
partisans may reject it, perceiving it as a threat to the coherence of their values system (Flynn et al.,
2017).
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What happens, however, when the correction is not accepted? Another relevant mechanism is the
so-called backfire effect, which occurs when a correction not only fails to reduce belief inmisinforma-
tion but strengthens it (Nyhan andReifler, 2010).This effect is particularly evident in highly polarized
issues, where the correctivemessage is perceived as a direct attack on one’s worldview. However, stud-
ies have downplayed the frequency of this effect, suggesting that resistance to correctionmay be better
explained by the outright rejection of the message (Wood and Porter, 2019).

Partisans are likely to consider not only the content of a message but also its source when inter-
preting new information. Before processing the message, they assess the credibility and authority
of the source (Benegal and Scruggs, 2018). Consequently, misinformation tends to persist more
among individuals with strong partisan identities, despite attempts to correct or debunk false claims
and dismiss corrections that challenge the position of a politically aligned figure (Thorson, 2015;
Amazeen et al., 2018). Evidence also indicates that partisan attachments can prompt people to
discount fact-checking efforts contradicting statements made by politicians from their own party
(Barrera et al., 2020). Benegal and Scruggs (2018) have shown that climate change corrections are
more effective for Republicans when coming from Republican-affiliated sources rather than from
scientific sources. Similarly, Berinsky (2017) showed that corrections perceived as coming from an
individual’s own political affiliation are more effective in rectifying misinformation than corrections
from nonpartisan sources (e.g. academic institutions) or sources aligned with the opposing political
camp. Another study finds that journalistic fact-checks enhanced the accuracy of respondents’ factual
beliefs, including those held by partisan supporters of Trump. Nevertheless, the fact-checks did not
affect individuals’ evaluations of the candidate or their voting intentions (Nyhan et al., 2020). These
findings suggest that the impact of fact-checking efforts on correctingmisinformation varies depend-
ing on the source (Liu et al., 2023). Indeed, the intrinsic nature of the source could itself significantly
shape whether individuals accept or reject corrective information.

For instance, in the health domain, corrections issued by healthcare institutions or universities
have provenmore effective than those from user-generated content in diminishing false health beliefs
(Walter et al., 2021). Nevertheless, this may not always be the case. While scientists are typically
seen as credible and neutral authorities on issues like climate change, capable of persuading indi-
viduals through scientific evidence, partisanship increasingly shapes perceptions of their credibility
(Motta, 2017). Consequently, partisanshipmay undermine the effectiveness of correctivemessengers.
Accordingly, our last hypothesis is:

H4: Although presented with a correction by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking website, indi-
viduals who are close to the party of the politician making the misinformed statement will be more likely
to agree with it, compared to individuals who are not close to the party of the politician making the
misinformed statement.

Research design
Data
This study uses survey data collected between 25 June and 1 July, 2024, during the second wave of
a three-wave panel survey. A nationally representative quota sample of Italian residents aged 18 to
70 (N = 1984) was recruited through a Computer-Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI) survey con-
ducted by a polling agency. Respondents were contacted via email and offered monetary incentives
for participation. Invitations were sent iteratively until the samplematched the target population’s key
demographic characteristics (age, gender, region of residence, and education).2

2The response rate of Wave 1 was 46.5%; the retention rate between Wave 1 and 2 was 82.4%.
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Design of the experiments
The study consists of three independent experiments, each employing a randomized between-
subjects design. In each experiment, participants are randomly assigned to three experimental
conditions (EC) consisting of stimulus texts and a control group. This study, similar to Clayton et al.
(2020), uses treatment conditions to explore the impact of misinformation and its correction on par-
ticipant attitudes and beliefs. Participants are presented with a statement about an issue and then
asked to indicate their level of agreement with such a statement. Agreement is measured using an
11-point scale ranging from 0 (“completely disagree”) to 10 (“completely agree”). We selected three
misinformed statements made by politicians from three major Italian parties – Partito Democratico
(Elly Schlein, secretary of the party), Fratelli d’Italia (Marcello Gemmato, undersecretary of the
Ministry of Health), and Movimento 5 Stelle (Giuseppe Conte, president of the party) – which
were publicly made and then corrected by fact-checking websites adhering to the standards of the
International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN).

The control group is asked to express the level of agreement with the following statements: (a) The
introduction of the minimum wage increases wages not only for those earning less than the mini-
mum but also for other workers; (b) The vaccination campaign in Italy has reduced mortality caused
by COVID-19; (c) In the EU, Italy is the country where people work the most. EC 1 reports the mis-
informed statement made by the politician before asking the respondents about their agreement with
the statements above. So, EC 1 should capture the effect of the political authority on agreement. ECs
2 and 3, instead, have the same structure as EC 1. Yet, they report that the statement by the politicians
is actually incorrect according to a scientific/official source (EC 2) or a fact-checking website (EC 3).
These two ECs should capture whether there is a “correction effect” regarding the agreement with
the misinformed statements by the politicians. The scientific/official corrections used in the exper-
iments are the same as those employed by the selected fact-checking organizations to address the
misinformation spread by the politicians in question. The question wording of the ECs is reported in
the Appendix.

Method
To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we use linear regression models, including as dependent variables the
level of agreement with the three statements (see above). The independent variable of interest is the
EC, with the control group as the reference category. Then, we include a feeling thermometer scale
measuring the feeling toward, respectively, the PD, FDI, andM5S on a scale from 0 (completely nega-
tive feeling) to 10 (completely positive feeling) to capture partisanship, that is, how close respondents
are to the party of the politician making the statement. Indeed, it has been argued that “feeling ther-
mometers represent a definite improvement over the traditional measure in assessing the attitudinal
basis of partisanship” (Greene, 2002: 176). To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, this latter variable is interacted
with the experimental condition so that we are able to assess whether the effects of the ECs depend
on the feeling about the party.Themodels also control for gender, education, and age.The descriptive
statistics and estimates of the models are reported in the Appendix.

Findings
Figure 1 shows the predicted differences in agreement with the statement about the effects of the
introduction of the minimum wage, the efficacy of the COVID-19 vaccination campaign, and the
amount of weekly working hours between the control group (indicated by the dashed line) and the
EC.3 The figure indicates that the differences for the minimum wage and the vaccination campaign
are not statistically significant. In contrast, the effect can be found for the working hour statement.
Indeed, there is a difference of about 0.90 points, from about 5.19 in the control group to 6.08 in the

3Predicted values are reported in the Appendix.
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Figure 1. Predicted differences with 95% confidence intervals between the control group (dashed line) and the
experimental conditions (EC) of the agreement with the statements about the introduction of the minimumwage, the
efficacy of the COVID-19 vaccination campaign, and the amount of worked weekly hours.

EC 1 group. Figure 1 also shows the differences between ECs 2 and 3 – those in which the politi-
cians’ misinformed statements are corrected by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking website
– and the control group. Compared to when the misinformed statement by the politician is sim-
ply presented, correction occurs in two cases, namely the minimum wage and the working hours
statements. When presented with the evidence that the misinformed statements about the effects of
the minimum wage or the amount of worked weekly hours Italians work are incorrect, respondents
tend to agree less with the fact that the introduction of the minimum wage increases wages not only
for those earning less than the minimum but also for other workers, or that, in the EU, Italy is the
country where people work the most, and this applies to both the correction by a scientific/official
source and the correction by a fact-checking website. Those presented with the corrected statement
by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking website about minimum wage have an average level
of agreement that is, respectively, about 0.7 and 1.13 points lower than when the misinformed state-
ment by Elly Schlein is not corrected. Similarly, those presented with the corrected statement about
working hours have an average level of agreement that is, respectively, about 1.06 and 0.88 points
lower than the misinformed statement by Giuseppe Conte is not corrected.

Therefore, agreement with the statements about the minimum wage and the amount of working
hours decreased in the ECs 2 and 3 groups, that is, when respondents are presented with evidence
contrary to what the politicians, showing that respondents react to the correction. Regarding the
effectiveness of Italy’s vaccination campaign, participants exposed to EC 1 exhibited responses com-
parable to those of the control group, indicating no significant effect of political authority alone.
In contrast, the scientific/official correction (EC 2) yielded a larger level of agreement (about 0.50
points), whereas the fact-checker-based correction (EC 3) yielded different levels of agreement with
respect to the control group.This suggests that the scientific/official correction increased participants’
propensity to believe that the vaccination campaignhad a significant impact onmitigatingCOVID-19
mortality.

We now evaluate the hypothesis that respondents who are partisans, that is, who express positive
feelings toward the party of the politician making the statements, are more inclined to agree with the
statements. Figure 2 shows the predicted differences in agreement with the statements between the
ECs and the control group by levels of feeling toward the party. The figure shows that expressing a
positive feeling toward the party of the politicians making the statements significantly increases the
level of agreement with the statements about the role of minimum wage and the amount of working
hours in Italy, but not in the case of the vaccination campaign. In the case of EC1, when the feeling for
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Figure 2. Predicted differences with 95% confidence intervals between the control group (dashed line) and the
experimental conditions (EC) of the agreement with the statements about the introduction of the minimumwage, the
efficacy of the COVID-19 vaccination campaign, and the amount of worked weekly hours, conditional on the feeling toward
the PD, FDI, and M5S.

PD is completely negative (at 0), respondents have an agreement score that is about 0.6 points lower
than in the control group. As feeling improves, for instance, at 5 and 10, agreement with the state-
ment becomes higher than the control group, about 0.4 and 1.45 points higher, respectively. A similar
pattern can be noticed by looking at the statement about the number of working hours. Therefore, it
appears that having a more positive feeling toward the party of the politician involved in the state-
ment makes the statement more credible. This implies that misinformation spreads more among
those who feel close to a party than to another, at least for the two issues examined. These results
confirm that the spread of misinformation is facilitated by partisan identification which explains
how attachment to one’s political group leads individuals to accept and rationalize statements that
align with their partisan identity, regardless of their veracity (Lodge and Taber, 2013; Flynn et al.,
2017), providing support for H3, that partisan respondents would show stronger agreement with the
statement.

Next, are those expressing more positive feelings toward the party of the politician making the
statement less receptive to the correction made by a scientific/official source or a fact-checking web-
site? Figure 2 shows that respondents “react” to the correction, although depending on the source
and the topic/politician. As far as the minimum wage experiment is concerned, the correction by a
scientific/official source seems to have occurred. Yet, agreement with the statement seems to depend
on the feeling toward the PD. In fact, the lower the feeling, the less individuals agree with the state-
ment. In this case, those who are very close to PD (have a score of 10) accept the correction, but to
a lesser extent with respect to individuals who have a negative feeling (have a score of 0). In fact, the
confidence intervals do not overlap. Correction also occurs when this is made by the fact-checking
source. The pattern is similar to the one seen before, although less marked. The second experiment
shows that the level of feeling does not affect the agreement with the statement when this is corrected
by a scientific/official or a fact-checking source, which is no different than in the control group. In
the last experiment, we observed that individuals with completely positive feelings toward the M5S
were more inclined to agree with the statement, although they were presented with a correction by
an academic source (EC 2). In contrast, when feeling is completely negative, the correction occurs,
as the level of agreement is lower than in the control group. Eventually, a correction seems to occur
when individuals are presentedwith evidence froma fact-checkingwebsite, as there are no differences
compared to the control group.
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All in all, these results seem to contrast withH4, that partisanswould “resist” correction. In fact, we
can notice this pattern only in the third experiment, when partisan individuals agree with the state-
ment, although they are exposed to the evidence of a scientific/official source. In the other cases, it
seems that positive feelings toward the party of the politician involved do not translate into a stronger
agreement with the statement to be evaluated. It might be that the effectiveness of corrections often
depends on the type of political issue (Jerit and Zhao, 2020). When a topic is closely tied to a per-
son’s political or ideological identity, they tend to interpret information in a way that protects those
ties. For this reason, it is challenging to correct misinformation on controversial topics or prominent
political figures, as such corrections can challenge the worldview of the recipient (Ecker and Ang,
2019).

Conclusion
In the post-truth era, politicians do not simply reinterpret data strategically but oftenmake statements
without a solid foundation or evidence to gain an advantage (Lilleker and Pérez-Escolar, 2023). This
study looked at the effect of politicians’ misinformation on public opinion and the possible effective-
ness of correctivemessages inmitigating suchmisinformation, also looking at the role of partisanship.
The results showed that when politicians report incorrect information, it seems that this affects what
individuals think about related issues only in one case, that is the amount of weekly working hours. It
might be possible that such an effect is present, as this could be a salient issue, as individuals repeat-
edly encode and reinforce it by seeking and favouring identity-congruent information (Ecker and
Ang, 2019). Indeed, the issue of labor emerges as highly relevant for supporters of the M5S as the
reduction of the weekly working hours had already been included as a point of the 2018 platform of
the party (Mosca and Tronconi, 2019). In the other two experiments, we did not find that the politi-
cians’ misinformed statements affected respondents’ agreement. It could be that such a result is due
to the politicians or the topics involved.

Regarding the effectiveness of corrections, our findings indicate that both scientific/official sources
and fact-checkers successfully reduce agreementwith allmisinformative statements. In particular, the
results suggest that corrections from scientific/official sources tend to be more effective in reducing
agreement with misinformation compared to those from fact-checking websites, although the differ-
ence between the two sources is not so substantial. This aligns with existing literature, as explicitly
apolitical sources, such as scientific/official sources used here, can be more effective in diminish-
ing the acceptance of misinformation (Vraga and Bode, 2017). In contrast, fact-checkers may be
perceived as biased, potentially reducing their credibility and impact.

The following analysis revealed that political affiliation increases the likelihood of falling for mis-
information.This suggests that individuals tend to accept and rationalize information consistent with
their political identity, even if it is incorrect. However, our findings provide only partial support for
the hypothesis that partisans consistently resist corrections. The effectiveness of corrections is not
only shaped by the extent to which a topic influences belief-driven reasoning but also by the credi-
bility of the source delivering the correction. When the motivation to uphold a false claim is strong,
even credible sources, including experts, may be met with skepticism (Jerit and Zhao, 2020). This is
evident among M5S supporters, who have shown greater resistance to corrections. This result sug-
gests that corrections are more likely to be effective when they do not challenge an individual’s core
beliefs or ideological framework. When a correction aligns with existing attitudes or does not pose
a direct threat to one’s worldview, individuals may be more open to reconsidering misinformation
and adjusting their stance accordingly (Nyhan and Reifler, 2010). In the case of M5S supporters, the
correction may be seen as a challenge to their political identity, leading them to reject it rather than
reconsider their stance. This result is a particularly relevant contribution because cases of non-right-
wing respondents resisting corrections to misinformation are rare in the literature (Ecker and Ang,
2019).
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Our study faces some limitations. First, research is based on a limited number of topics, which
might catch the attention of the respondents in different ways. Moreover, because the experi-
ment relies on authentic political statements and real corrections drawn from various outlets, the
experiments are comparable, despite small variations. In the second experiment, we did not detect
clear effects. A likely reason could be the familiarity of participants with the topic of COVID-19
vaccination, given its extensive coverage in the media.

Therefore, this study leaves at least two pathways open for future research. First, research could
further investigate the authority effect by comparing different political figures to assess how leader-
ship status and ideological positioning influence the acceptance of misinformation. In the post-truth
era, many citizens rely more on intuition or sources aligned with their values rather than objective
verification. Second, because our study addressed only politicians’ claims, future research could com-
paremisinformation from political elites with that from ordinary social-media users or other sources
and examine how well corrections work. Moreover, it would be interesting to explore other charac-
teristics of the source of misinformation – such as gender, message – to test how these factors affect
credibility and correction effectiveness.
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