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It is widely known that partisan attitudes drive individuals to mistakenly believe misleading

information is true, resulting in the spread of misleading information. It is also possible that

partisan attitudes create a gap between belief and behavior. That is, partisan attitudes lead

individuals to spread misleading information even if they know that it is unlikely to be true.

However, the latter possibility has not been closely examined. This study aims to fill this

lacuna. We find evidence that partisan attitudes hindered the correction of mistaken beliefs,

which drove individuals to spread misleading information. However, there is no evidence that

partisan attitudes contribute to the spread of misleading information by widening the gap

between belief and behavior.
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The proliferation of misleading information has become a
significant threat to democracy, as it hampers voters’
ability to make informed decisions. Recent research indi-

cates that while much scholarly attention has been directed
toward outright falsehoods, the greatest risk may come from
more nuanced content that is “factually accurate but nonetheless
misleading” (Allen et al. 2024). Given the severity and immediacy
of this issue, many researchers are seeking strategies to address
the spread of such misleading information.

The debunking strategy, which aims to show a piece of infor-
mation is misleading, has been shown effective for countering
misleading information (Carnahan and Bergan, 2022; Walter and
Murphy, 2018). Unfortunately, however, misleading information
continues to spread despite the widespread use of debunking
strategies, including fact-checking (e.g., Pereira et al. 2022) and
balanced reporting (Merkley, 2020). This begs the question: what
has gone wrong?

The mechanism underlying the debunking strategy is that
factual information or balanced reporting can correct people’s
beliefs about misleading information, thereby preventing it from
spreading.1 In this regard, many have examined potential barriers
to belief correction, including the failure to deliver factual
information to target audiences, cues from political elites, and
partisan-motivated reasoning (Badrinathan, 2021; Ecker et al.
2022; Flynn et al. 2017; Lee and Jang, 2023; Nyhan, 2021;
Peterson and Iyengar, 2021; Scheufele and Krause, 2019; Taber
et al. 2009; Taber and Lodge, 2006). While previous studies have
made important contributions to understanding the challenges of
correcting beliefs, they have focused only on one of the
mechanisms that cause the persistent spread of misleading
information: the divergence between factual evidence and beliefs.
It is important to note, however, that a gap between beliefs and
behaviors can also contribute to the spread of misleading infor-
mation (Osmundsen et al. 2021; Pennycook and Rand, 2021).

This paper studies the possible gap between beliefs and beha-
viors. This is a crucial area of research because such a gap implies
that belief correction is insufficient to curb the spread of mis-
leading information. Indeed, there is a long history of discussion
on the belief-behavior gap across several disciplines in social
sciences focusing on the discrepancy between some values
regarded as correct and the actual behavior or the intention to
behave, most notably in education, public policy, and consumer
behavior. For example, Leonard and Scott-Jones (2010) explore
the gap between perceptions of premarital sex and actual sexual
behavior among high school students, while Echegaray and
Hansstein (2017) highlight the discrepancy between recycling
intentions and practices. A long-established body of literature has
also demonstrated that ethically-minded consumers often fail to
make ethical purchases (Alsaad, 2021; Dong et al. 2022; Khan and
Abbas, 2023; Langenbach et al. 2020; Mahardika et al. 2020).
However, despite the issue’s salience, there is no discussion about
this gap concerning the potential contrast between the perceived
accuracy of a piece of information and the intention to share it.
This is a particularly important research question because the
implicit assumption of the belief correction literature is that
voters’ behavioral decisions are based solely on their beliefs and
not on other factors, such as their partisan attitudes. However, if
there is a gap between beliefs and behaviors, voters may engage in
the dissemination of misleading information even after their
mistaken beliefs about it have been successfully corrected.

In this context, it is important to distinguish between the dif-
ferent motivations behind sharing misleading information. On
one hand, a person may share information under the mistaken
belief. On the other hand, someone knowingly shares false
information with the deliberate intent to mislead others, despite

being aware of its potential to deceive. Narrowing the gap
between factual evidence and belief correction may effectively
address the spread of misleading information based on mistaken
beliefs. However, such an approach would not be sufficient to
curb the intentional spread of misleading information if beha-
vioral decisions are made contrary to beliefs. Partisan attitudes
can cause the divergence between belief and behavior. Partisan
voters intentionally spread it for various purposes (e.g., to pro-
mote their partisan positions to out-partisans and/or to align
their behaviors with their partisan values or norms) even if they
know that the information is likely to be misleading.

To examine the potential gap between beliefs and behaviors
driven by partisan attitudes, it is crucial to distinguish whether
people spread misleading information because they genuinely
believe it to be true or due to their partisan attitudes. This is a
difficult task because people are unlikely to admit that they
intentionally spread misleading information (Tandoc et al. 2018).
Although several studies have reported the effect of partisan
attitudes on sharing intentions or behaviors (Lee and Jang, 2023;
Osmundsen et al. 2021), these findings do not speak to the
motivation behind sharing behaviors. This is because the previous
studies are potentially subject to omitted variable bias originating
from not controlling for individuals’ beliefs about misleading
information, which are also correlated with individuals’ partisan
attitudes. That is, partisan attitudes may lead individuals not only
to override their beliefs but also to be reluctant to correct beliefs.
To address this issue, we conducted a survey experiment in which
participants were asked to rate their perceptions of the truthful-
ness of misleading information about nuclear power policy in
South Korea and indicate their intention to share it before and
after debunking the misleading information. We then evaluate the
influence of partisan attitudes on the correction of intentions to
share misleading information while controlling for the effect of
belief correction.

Since our research question is built upon the previous finding
of the disrupting effect of partisan attitudes on belief correction, it
is necessary to see if the effect is replicated in our data. Unsur-
prisingly, we confirmed that partisan voters are more likely to
resist correcting their mistaken beliefs when the misleading
information is consistent with their partisan attitudes. We then
move to our main question about whether partisan attitudes
widen the gap between belief and intention. We found evidence
that correcting beliefs facilitates correcting intentions to spread
misleading information, regardless of individuals’ partisan atti-
tudes. However, we found no evidence that partisan motivations
directly disrupt intention correction after belief correction. There
is no evidence that partisan voters, compared to independent
voters, are more reluctant to correct their intentions to share
misleading information congruent with their partisan positions.
Overall, our findings suggest there is no gap between beliefs and
behaviors caused by partisan attitudes, although partisan attitudes
exacerbate the spread of misleading information by hindering
belief correction.

Hypotheses
Partisan attitudes and belief correction. The main purpose of
this study is to examine whether individuals’ partisan attitudes
lead them to share information despite knowing the information
is misleading. To fulfill this goal, individuals’ prior and posterior
beliefs about misleading information, which is correlated with
both their partisan attitudes and sharing behaviors, need to be
controlled. One way to do this is to measure changes in indivi-
duals’ beliefs after the debunking and use this measure as a
control variable. Thus, although it is not the primary interest of
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our study, it is necessary to measure individuals’ belief changes,
which also provides us an opportunity to add empirical evidence
to the literature on partisan barriers to belief revision.

Numerous studies have documented that partisan attitudes
hinder the correction of mistaken beliefs about misleading
information. The following two theories about the mechanisms
underlying this effect are particularly relevant to our study. The
partisan-motivated reasoning theory argues that individuals’
directional partisan goals bias their evaluation of information to
defend and support their pre-existing partisan beliefs and
opinions (e.g., Flynn et al. 2017; Gaines et al. 2007; Kraft et al.
2015; Peterson and Iyengar, 2021; Taber et al. 2009; Taber and
Lodge, 2006), or, at least, they tend to conform to the beliefs
shared with their co-partisans (Cohen, 2003). This partisan-
motivated reasoning leads individuals to discount corrective
information and maintain beliefs in the information that is
factually incorrect but congruent with their partisan attitudes (Lee
and Jang, 2023; Walter and Murphy, 2018; Walter and
Tukachinsky, 2020). In the partisan-motivated reasoning theory,
partisan attitudes play an active role by causing confirmation bias
that leads partisan-directional goals to outweigh individuals’
motivations to seek out the correct information.

However, partisan attitudes may play a passive role when
individuals pursue the accuracy of information but are unable or
can only fulfill this goal imperfectly due to the lack of relevant
knowledge. In this case, they may rely on partisan cues, which can
be their party’s position on the issue, to form their beliefs about
information, because individuals trust in-group members more
than out-group members (Mackie et al. 1990). When it is
cognitively demanding to evaluate the accuracy of information,
partisan identity can serve as a cognitive shortcut that reduces the
uncertainty of the world, by which individuals form their beliefs
regarding information (Turner, 1987). Partisan cues as credible
information sources lead partisan attitudes to hinder belief
revision. Given that individuals tend to trust information sources
that share their values and worldviews (Briñol and Petty, 2009),
they may regard cues sharing their partisanships more credible
than exogenously given corrective information (see Shin and
Thorson, 2017). They would thus disregard corrective informa-
tion. Note that this theory suggests that partisan attitudes
influence individuals’ beliefs when they make an uneducated
evaluation of misleading information.

Although the foregoing two theories present different mechan-
isms, they both produce the same hypothesis as follows.2

H1: Individuals are less likely to correct their beliefs when the
debunked misleading information is congruent with their
partisan positions.

H1 is not new and has already been verified in many studies.
Nevertheless, we test the hypothesis as a building block for our main
hypothesis of interest which will be introduced shortly. However, it is
noteworthy that H1 suggests two directions of the effects. On the one
hand, partisan voters are expected to correct their beliefs about the
misleading statement less when the misleading information is
consistent with their partisan positions, which we call “resistance
effect.” On the other hand, it is also possible that partisan voters are
expected to correct their beliefs more after debunking when
misleading information contradicts their partisan positions, which
we call “facilitation effect,” Therefore, we can divide H1 into the
following sub-hypotheses H1a and H1b, where H1 holds if either
H1a, H1b, or both are empirically verified.

H1a (resistance effect): Individuals are likely to resist
correcting their beliefs when the debunked misleading informa-
tion is congruent with their partisan positions.

H1b (facilitation effect): Individuals are more likely to correct
their beliefs when the debunked misleading information is
incongruent with their partisan positions.

It is necessary to note that personal traits unrelated to partisan
identity can hinder belief revision. For example, Susmann and
Wegener (2022) report that belief revision per se produces
psychological discomfort, which motivates individuals to dis-
regard correction in order to avoid negative feelings, in the
absence of a partisan context. Since these personal traits are not
partisan in nature, we can safely assume that they do not induce
systematic bias in our estimates of the effect of partisan attitudes.

Partisan attitudes, belief correction, and sharing behaviors.
Regarding the social sharing of misleading information, there are
two distinct motivations. First, individuals’ beliefs about the
truthfulness of misleading information lead individuals to share it
(Lee and Jang, 2023; Pennycook et al. 2021; Su et al. 2019; Yaqub
et al. 2020). Individuals may share information to establish social
status or to socialize (Dunne et al. 2010; Lee and Ma, 2012; Park
and Blenkinsopp, 2009). Individuals also may spread information
for altruistic knowledge sharing (Apuke and Omar, 2021; Ma and
Chan, 2014; Plume and Slade, 2018); that is, sharing information
because they believe that the information would be helpful to
others. In both scenarios, individuals are motivated to share what
is perceived to be truthful because sharing information that later
turns out to be misleading damages the sharer’s reputation or
contradicts the altruistic purpose of helping others. If this is true,
individuals are expected to correct their sharing intention once
they are convinced that they have mistakenly believed in it. Thus,
we test the following hypothesis.

H2: Belief correction is positively associated with the
correction of the sharing of misleading information.

Partisan attitudes, however, may obstruct the correction of the
sharing intention in both direct and indirect ways. Partisan
attitudes may hinder belief correction, which, in turn, leads to a
failure to motivate individuals to correct their sharing intention
(Su et al. 2019). Of course, this indirect mechanism relies on the
premise that both H1 and H2 are true.

The primary focus of our study is to investigate whether
partisan attitudes directly wield a dominant influence on sharing
behavior, potentially surpassing the impact of belief correction
(see Pennycook and Rand, 2021). That is, individuals can resist
correcting their sharing behaviors even after they have already
corrected their mistaken beliefs because they place their
preference for partisan identity above their beliefs about the
truthfulness of misleading information. Since sharing information
can shape the public agenda by enhancing the information’s
visibility and influence (Bright, 2016; Singer, 2014), individuals
may be motivated to intentionally share misleading information
favorably toward their partisan positions to further their partisan
agenda at the expense of risking their reputations (Van Bavel and
Pereira, 2018). It is also possible that individuals intentionally
share it to express loyalty to their parties to gain external trust
from co-partisans (Hogg and Reid, 2006). In addition, individuals
can gain expressive benefits by sharing it as partisan virtue
signaling, even if such sharing fails to mislead others (Jordan and
Rand, 2020). Note that both partisan agenda-setting and
expressive motivations imply that individuals can be motivated
to intentionally share information even though they do not
believe in its truthfulness and, therefore, know it can mislead
others. Thus, we test the following hypothesis.

H3: Regardless of belief correction, individuals are likely to
resist correcting the sharing of misleading information when it is
congruent with their partisan positions.

Figure 1 summarizes our hypotheses H1, H2, and H3. Partisan
attitudes may indirectly influence sharing behavior by first
shaping individuals’ beliefs (i.e., H1) and these altered beliefs,
in turn, affect sharing behavior (i.e., H2). Additionally,
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H3 suggests that partisan attitudes may have a direct impact on
sharing behavior, independent of any changes in beliefs.

A Survey
Background: Nuclear power policy in South Korea. Since our
study focuses on partisan attitudes, misleading information needs
to be related to an issue that is sufficiently salient and partisan to
prompt individuals’ partisan identities (Shin and Thorson, 2017;
Turner, 1987). Nuclear power policy is a highly salient and
politicized issue in South Korea, with two major political parties
divided on the issue. The People Power Party (PPP) and the
Democratic Party (DP) hold opposing views on nuclear power.
The conservative PPP supports the continuation and expansion
of nuclear power, while the liberal DP opposes it, and this par-
tisan divide also exists among voters.3

As of 2023, there were 26 nuclear reactors in operation in
South Korea, accounting for approximately 30.7% of the
country’s total electricity mix (IAEA, 2024). In June 2017, the
then-president, Moon Jae-in of the DP, decided to phase out
nuclear power. Specifically, he declared that the government had
no plans to build new nuclear power plants and would also
discontinue extending the lifespan of existing plants (McCurry,
2019; Nguyen, 2019).

This nuclear phase-out policy sparked a heated controversy
and faced strong opposition from the conservative Liberty Korea
Party, which transformed into the PPP in 2020. This divide along
the conservative/progressive ideological spectrum or party lines
extended to the mass level. In October 2017, an opinion poll
(N= 501) showed that 80.8% of progressive voters approved the
nuclear phase-out policy, while only 38.7% of conservative voters
did (Lee, 2017). According to another opinion poll conducted by
the National Election Commission of South Korea in April 2022
(N= 1046), 68.2% of DP supporters endorsed the nuclear phase-
out policy while the policy was approved by only 25.8% of PPP
supporters. Kelleher (2022) also reported this ideological divide in
public opinion on nuclear power policy in South Korea.

Given the partisan divide, the nuclear phase-out policy was one
of the prominent issues during the South Korean presidential
election that took place on March 9, 2022. The PPP consistently
criticized the policy since its announcement by then-President
Moon. Yoon Suk-Yeol, the PPP’s presidential candidate and
eventual winner of the 2022 election,4 pledged to scrap the nuclear
phase-out policy if elected. Meanwhile, the DP’s presidential
candidate Lee Jae-Myung proposed a nuclear reduction policy that
was largely in line with Moon’s phase-out policy. Furthermore, each
party’s position on the nuclear power policy was found to be one of
the main predictors of the voters’ voting choices in the South
Korean presidential election in March 2022 (Kang and Ki, 2022).

The Moon administration provided several justifications for its
nuclear phase-out policy, one of which was that it reflected a
global trend. In his speech at the ceremony commemorating the
permanent closure of the Kori-1 reactor in Busan on June 19,
2017, Moon explicitly stated that “[W]estern developed countries
are rapidly reducing their dependence on nuclear power and
declaring nuclear phase-out. … Nuclear phase-out is an
irreversible trend of the times.”5 The government also cited the
nuclear phase-out policies of several countries, including Taiwan
and the Organization for Economic Co-operation Development
(OECD) member countries, as additional evidence to support its
decision (e.g., Ministry of Culture, Sports and Tourism 2017).
However, conservative news media and PPP politicians presented
evidence to counter the claim that the nuclear phase-out policy
reflects a global trend. In this context, information about the
global trend of nuclear power generation has become highly
politicized, leading to the spread of misleading information laden
with partisan motivations in South Korea.

Since the use of nuclear energy is controversial and polarized in
South Korea and worldwide (Ho and Kristiansen, 2019), the IAEA,
among other governmental and scientific institutions, have
suggested the importance to demystify nuclear-related rumors,6

and there is a large amount of related misinformation or misleading
information spreading online and offline.7 This leads to a strand of
literature that discusses nuclear-related misleading information and
how to correct it (Ho and Kristiansen, 2019, Ho et al. 2022, Persico,
2024). However, there lacks an empirical study exploring how
partisan leaning would affect how people understand a piece of
misleading information and its correction. The current study could
fill this gap, and the results could provide implications for other
countries and on other similarly highly technical issue areas.

Survey design. Leveraging the political salience of the issue, we
conducted an online survey from September 9 to 13 in 2022. At the
beginning of the survey, all participants agreed to informed consent.
We asked the participants about their gender, interest in and
familiarity with nuclear power policy, and information-sharing
habits. We then asked participants about their beliefs regarding
misleading information about nuclear power policy. We used the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) projections for
nuclear power use in 2050, which was published and circulated in
2021, to construct a pair of misleading pieces of information. The
IAEA projections include two different scenarios: in the high case
scenario, which assumes accelerated implementation of innovative
nuclear technologies, nuclear power use is expected to increase from
10% to 12% by 2050. In the low case scenario, without such an
assumption, it is expected to decrease from 10% to 6% by 2050
(IAEA, 2021). We created two misleading statements, one pro-
nuclear and the other anti-nuclear, by presenting only one of the
two scenarios included in the IAEA projections as follows:8

“Given the IAEA’s increased (decreased) projection for
nuclear power use in 2050, the nuclear phase-out policy is
against (for) the global trend in nuclear power use”.

Since misleading information “is rarely all false [because] it
must seem reliable in order to effectively mislead people”
(Hendricks and Vestergaard, 2019, 55), we decided to use this
pair of “doctored statements” that frame, exaggerate, omit, or
cherry-pick facts (see Hendricks and Vestergaard, 2019) instead
of more downright false statements. Although no direct false
claims are involved in the statements, they provide both biased
presentations of a case and misleading conclusions, which is
considered effective in misleading individuals’ perceptions of the
issue (e.g., Hendricks and Vestergaard, 2019; Wardle, 2017;
Wittenberg and Berinsky, 2020).

Fig. 1 Summary of the hypotheses. H1, H2, and H3 suggest that the link
between partisan attitudes and sharing behavior may be twofold. Firstly, if
both H1 and H2 are validated, it would indicate an indirect influence of
partisan attitudes on sharing behavior. Secondly, confirmation of H3 would
imply a direct effect of partisan attitudes on sharing behavior.
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Participants were then asked to rate their belief in the
statement’s truthfulness (i.e., Prior Belief) on a scale from 0 to
100, where 0 indicates complete falsehood and 100 indicates
complete truth. Next, participants were asked to rate their
intention to share the misleading statement with others (i.e., Prior
Intention) on a scale from 0 to 100, where 0 indicates no intention
to share, and 100 indicates a definite intention to share (see
Supplementary Information (SI) 1). After collecting participants’
intentions to share, we provided additional details about why the
statements are misleading, including the fact that the IAEA’s
projections included two scenarios and that the statement they
had received was therefore biased due to the omission of one of
the scenarios.9

We subsequently asked participants to reassess their judgment
about the truthfulness of the misleading statement (i.e., Posterior
Belief) and whether they would still share it with others (i.e., Posterior
Intention). To ensure accurate responses, we presented the
participants with the misleading statement they had initially received
along with their previous responses. It is worthwhile noting that the
before-after design adopted in this study might lead to a concern that
respondents may not want to change their beliefs and sharing
intentions in order to maintain consistency in their responses. This is
indeed a possible scenario although Clifford et al. (2021) suggest that
it is not probable. Moreover, in such a case, it would be more difficult
for us to observe the effect of corrections. The fact that we uncovered
changes in beliefs and intentions in this rather conservative setting
demonstrates that the effect of corrections is quite substantial.

Lastly, we asked the participants about their regions of
residence, age, and level of education. Note that, to avoid any
priming effects caused by asking about the participants’ party
identification, we inquired about their party identification and its

intensity after they answered the questions about their beliefs and
intentions to share misleading information. Finally, the respon-
dents were debriefed at the end of the questionnaire (for the
descriptive statistics of the covariates, see SI 1). Figure 2
summarizes the sequence of our survey design.

We obtained a total of 1776 responses. Participants received 1
US dollar for 10 min of participation. The average duration of the
interviews in our survey was 11.5 min, with a median time of
approximately 8.5 min. Out of these individuals, 889 were
presented with the pro-nuclear statement, while 887 received
the anti-nuclear statement on a random basis.

Main dependent variables. We are primarily interested in Belief
Correction and Intention Correction. The Belief Correction vari-
able captures how participants change their beliefs after the
correction. This variable is used as a dependent variable to test H1
but as an independent variable to test H2. We constructed this
variable by subtracting participants’ belief ratings after the cor-
rection (i.e., Posterior Belief) from their belief ratings before the
correction (i.e., Prior Belief). This variable ranges from −100 to
100. A positive value indicates that participants correctly change
their beliefs, with a more positive value indicating a greater degree
of belief correction. A negative value indicates the “backfire”
effect such that participants change their beliefs incorrectly after
the correction (see Nyhan and Reifler, 2010), with a more
negative value indicating a greater degree of the backfire effect.
The Intention Correction variable reflects how participants change
their intention to share after the correction. We constructed this
variable in the same way as that for Belief Correction. Thus, a
positive (negative) value of this variable indicates a decrease
(increase) in participants’ intention to share after fact-checking,

Fig. 2 The sequence of the survey.
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with a more positive (negative) value indicating a greater (lesser)
degree of behavioral correction.

Main independent variable. The independent variable of pri-
mary interest is individuals’ partisan attitudes toward the piece
of misleading information, which is labeled as Attitude.
Although it is difficult to manipulate the partisan identifica-
tions of individuals, it is possible to manipulate each indivi-
dual’s partisan attitude by exposing one of the two misleading
statements to each individual. That is, we constructed an
Attitude variable that indicates whether the misleading infor-
mation contradicts or is consistent with a participant’s parti-
san position on nuclear power policy. Specifically, this variable
is assigned a value of “counter-attitudinal” for PPP (DP)
supporters presented with the anti-nuclear (pro-nuclear)
statement, while a value of “pro-attitudinal” is assigned for
PPP (DP) supporters presented with the pro-nuclear (anti-
nuclear) statement. By doing so, we obtained a total of 497
counter-attitudinal and 453 pro-attitudinal individuals. A total
of 826 independent voters, who serve as a control group, are
recorded as “neutral” for this variable, as it is assumed that
their opinions on the issue are not systemically influenced by
partisan attitudes. Therefore, we can capture the effect of
partisan attitudes by comparing the counter-attitudinal/pro-
attitudinal groups and the neutral group.

Our construction of the main independent variable relies on the
two assumptions. First, nuclear power policy must be sufficiently
partisan to activate individuals’ partisan attitudes during indivi-
duals’ belief formation. Although nuclear power policy is politically
salient and a partisan issue in South Korea as aforementioned, we
checked whether the participants viewed the nuclear power policy
as a partisan issue by comparing the means of Prior Belief across the
three attitudinal groups. If participants consider the nuclear power
policy to be partisan, the pro-attitudinal group is expected to have
the highest mean for Prior Belief and the counter-attitudinal group
to have the lowest mean. Table 1, which presents the descriptive
statistics of Belief Correction and Intention Correction by
participants’ attitudes toward the misleading information, exhib-
ited the expected pattern. The mean differences between each
group were statistically significant (i.e., p < 0.001 and t= 10.996
between the pro-attitudinal and counter-attitudinal groups;
p < 0.001 and t= 6.704 between the pro-attitudinal and neutral
groups; p < 0.001 and t=−6.298 between the counter-attitudinal
and neutral groups).

Second, independents are assumed to have a neutral attitude.
This assumption does not mean that they do not have preexisting
beliefs about the policy based on their pro- or counter-attitudes.
Instead, the correct understanding of the assumption is that, in
aggregate, there is no systematic slant in their beliefs stemming
from their partisan attitudes. However, it is possible that

independent participants can be “partisans in disguise” (Klar
and Krupnikov, 2016) that they conceal their partisanship when
asked to report. This potential pitfall is avoided if partisans in
disguise are balanced between both parties because the directions
of the beliefs stemming from each partisan attitude are opposite,
which cancels out the bias. Table 1 shows that there is no
evidence to suspect that partisans on one side are more likely to
be partisans in disguise than the other. The mean of Prior Belief
for the neutral group (i.e., independents) is between the partisan
groups (i.e., counter- and pro-attitudinal groups), and the
distances between each partisan group are almost the same (i.e.,
9.03 between the neutral and counter-attitudinal group, and 9.34
between the neutral and pro-attitudinal group).10 This suggests
that, at least, partisans in disguise are well-balanced between the
two parties even if we consider that all independents are partisans
in disguise. Moreover, the mean of the neutral group’s Prior
Intention is lower than those of counter- and pro-attitudinal
groups, which is consistent with the characteristics of indepen-
dents that they are less likely than partisans to engage in political
behaviors including sharing information about a politically salient
issue (see Weeks et al. 2017).

Results
Partisan attitudes and belief correction. We begin by testing H1
through evaluation of H1a (resistance effect) and H1b (facilitation
effect). To test both H1a and H1b, we conducted an OLS
regression analysis with robust standard errors to account for
heteroskedasticity. The dependent variable, Belief Correction, was
standardized to enhance the substantive interpretation of the
coefficients. The main independent variable is Attitude. Specifi-
cally, we estimated the following Eq. (1) where ProAttitude and
CounterAttitude indicate the type of treatment:

BeliefCorrectioni ¼ αþ β1ProAttitudei þ β2CounterAttitudei þ γXi þ ϵi:

ð1Þ
If a respondent i is assigned to a statement that is consistent

(resp. inconsistent) with her partisan preference,
thenProAttitudei ¼ 1 and CounterAttitudei ¼ 0 (resp.
ProAttitudei ¼ 0 and CounterAttitudei ¼ 1). If a respondent i is
in a neutral position, then both ProAttitudei and CounterAttitudei
take the value of 0. In addition, Xi is the matrix of the control
variables, including the respondent’s interest in and familiarity
with the nuclear energy issue, gender, education level, age, and
place of residence.11 The parameter of primary interest is β1, and
we want to test whether β1 < 0, i.e., respondents are less likely to
correct their beliefs when the misleading information they
received is consistent with their partisan preference.

As shown in Table 1, counter-attitudinal participants rate
their prior beliefs quite low compared to pro-attitudinal and
neutral participants, which consequently leads them to change

Table 1 The descriptive statistics of Belief Correction and Intention Correction by participants’ attitudes toward misleading
information.

Mean (s.d.) Counter-attitudinal Pro-attitudinal Neutral All

Prior Belief 46.10 (26.86) 64.47 (24.64) 55.13 (22.31) 54.98 (25.15)
Posterior Belief 46.80 (28.13) 56.71 (24.08) 48.93 (21.81) 50.32 (24.59)
Belief Correction −0.70 (26.19) 7.76 (27.54) 6.19 (23.55) 4.66 (25.58)
p-value (t-statistic) 0.687 (−0.402) <0.001 (4.797) <0.001 (5.703) <0.001 (5.587)
Prior Intention 41.92 (28.13) 53.07 (28.76) 37.40 (26.79) 42.66 (28.39)
Posterior Intention 43.67 (28.77) 50.96 (28.53) 38.43 (27.06) 43.09 (28.37)
Intention Correction −1.75 (18.87) 2.11 (20.33) −1.03 (18.34) −0.43 (19.07)
p-value (t-statistic) 0.333 (−0.969) 0.267 (1.110) 0.436 (−0.779) 0.651 (−0.452)
N 497 453 826 1776
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their prior beliefs less or even show “backfire” compared to the
other groups. This is because the counter-attitudinal partici-
pants already believe that misleading information is not true, so
they are less likely to rectify their already correct beliefs. To
remove this bias embedded in Attitude, we controlled for
participants’ prior beliefs about the misleading statement (i.e.,
Prior Belief).12 Thus, Attitude captures the effects of their
partisan position on belief correction given the same level of
prior belief about misleading information. We also included
several covariates, such as participants’ demographic back-
ground (sex, age, region of residence, level of education), and
their level of interest in and familiarity with the issue of nuclear
power policy.13

Our results provide evidence for the resistance effect (i.e.,
H1a) but do not support the facilitation effect (i.e., H1b) (see
Model 1 of Table 2.1 in SI 2), which supports H1. As Fig. 3
shows, individuals who received pro-attitudinal misleading
information are less likely to correct their beliefs compared to
the neutral group by 3.097 (p= 0.018, t=−2.362), which is
also equivalent to 0.12 standard deviations. While the
magnitude of the effect is modest, it is substantively non-
negligible and provides support for the resistance effect. In
contrast, we find no evidence that counter-attitudinal parti-
cipants would correct their beliefs more than neutral
participants. Not only is the estimated coefficient for the
counter-attitudinal group negative, contradicting the predicted
direction of the facilitation effect, but the estimate is also not
significant (p= 0.175, t=−1.358).

Alternatively, we created a dummy variable D-Pro (D for
dummy) that assigned a value of 1 to the pro-attitudinal
group and 0 to the non-pro-attitudinal group (i.e., the
counter-attitudinal and neutral groups). We then substituted
it for Attitude in our model to ascertain whether the finding
on the resistance effect is driven by the specific design of the
original variable. While the resistance effect in standard
deviations, 0.096, slightly decreases, the regression coefficient
for the new dummy variable remains statistically significant
(p = 0.048, t=−1.975), which means that the pro-attitudinal
group is less likely to correct their beliefs than the non-pro-
attitudinal group (see Model 2 of Table 2.1 in SI 2). Taken
altogether, our results confirm H1 that individuals’ partisan
attitudes affect their belief correction by causing them to
resist correcting their erroneous beliefs congruent with their
partisan positions.

Partisan attitudes, belief correction, and intention correction.
While belief correction may lead individuals to correct their
sharing intentions, partisan attitudes may still lead individuals to
share pro-attitudinal misleading information. Specifically, on the

one hand, H2 states an indirect way in which partisan attitudes
might hinder pro-attitudinal voters’ correction of sharing inten-
tion by interfering with their belief correction. On the other hand,
H3 states that partisan attitudes might directly obstruct pro-
attitudinal voters’ correction of sharing intention independent of
their belief correction. The verification of H2 would be evidence
that partisan attitudes contribute to the spread of misleading
information based on mistaken belief. The verification of H3, by
contrast, would be evidence that partisan attitudes motivate
individuals to spread misleading information regardless of their
beliefs.

To test H2 and H3, we estimated another linear model by OLS,
this time using Intention Correction as the dependent variable.
The primary independent variables are Attitude and Belief
Correction. Attitude now captures the direct effect of partisan
attitudes that motivate individuals to spread misleading informa-
tion regardless of their beliefs, which widens the gap between
belief correction and intention correction. On the other hand,
Belief Correction captures the indirect effect of partisan attitudes
on the dissemination of misleading information based on
mistaken belief. In addition, the fact that pro-attitudinal
participants tend to have greater prior intentions to share
misleading information than counter-attitudinal and neutral
participants, as shown in Table 1, suggests that we need to
control for Prior Intention as we did for Prior Belief in the
foregoing analysis. We also added the Frequency variable, which
measures how frequently participants share content on social
media in their daily lives, as a control for their information-
sharing habits. The set of control variables used for belief
correction was also included. As a result, we estimated the
following Eq. (2) with Xi, including the control variables
introduced above:

IntentionCorrectioni ¼ αþ β1ProAttitudei þ β2CounterAttitudei
þβ3BeliefCorrectionþ γXi þ ϵi:

ð2Þ
We found that Belief Correction is positively associated with

Intention Correction, which means that correcting mistaken
beliefs facilitates individuals’ correction of their intention to share
misleading information regardless of their partisan attitudes.
Figure 4 illustrates that one standard deviation change in Belief
Correction is associated with a 0.145 standard deviation increase
in (p < 0.001, t= 4.915). Therefore, we obtained supporting
evidence for H2. However, our analysis provides no evidence
that partisan attitudes directly motivate individuals to spread
misleading information (see Model 3 of Table 2.2 in SI 2). As
shown in Fig. 4, the standardized coefficient of Attitude for the
pro-attitudinal group is insignificant and essentially zero

Fig. 3 The effect of Partisan Attitude on Belief Correction. Point estimates are surrounded by one standard error (thick tails) and 95 percent confidence
intervals (thin tails).
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(p= 0.859, t=−0.177). This means that pro-attitudinal indivi-
duals’ intention to share misleading information is indistinguish-
able from that of independent voters, who do not have such
partisan attitudes.

We also found no evidence that the counter-attitudinal group
is more likely to correct their sharing intentions than the neutral
group. As shown in Fig. 4, the estimated coefficient is
substantively or statistically insignificant, as the point estimate
is not significant at even the one standard error confidence level
(p= 0.678, t=−0.416). We also re-ran the regression model with
D-Pro instead of Attitude. The results from this new model are
consistent with our findings. The direction of the standardized
coefficient for Belief Correction is consistent with H2 (i.e., 0.146)
and statistically significant (p < 0.001, t= 5.041). However, the
standardized coefficient for D-Pro not only fails to reach
statistical significance (p= 0.987, t=−0.016) but is also
practically equal to zero (see Model 4 of Table 2.2 in SI 2).

In summary, our findings confirm H2 while rejecting H3,
suggesting that partisan attitudes contribute to amplifying the
dissemination of misleading information primarily by impeding
the development of accurate beliefs, as opposed to directly
disconnecting behaviors from beliefs. Our findings reveal that
partisan attitudes contribute to the spread of misleading
information by hindering belief correction, but we do not find
evidence supporting the idea that these attitudes cause individuals
to disseminate misleading information by widening the gap
between belief and behavior.

Robustness check: discrete measures. The main results reported
above are based on our continuous measures of Belief Correction
and Intention Correction. Some readers may question the sub-
stantiality of the results because the changes in the continuous
variables may not necessarily capture the qualitative changes in
beliefs and sharing intentions. For example, a change in an
individual’s belief from 100 to 80, which suggests that the indi-
vidual still believes the misleading statement is leaning toward
truth, is qualitatively different from the same amount of change
from 60 to 40, which now indicates that the individual is quali-
tatively changing her beliefs from “true” to “false”. To address this
issue, we employed a modified coding scheme of Belief Correction
and Intention Correction to see if we would reach the same
conclusion.

For the Prior Belief and Posterior Belief variables, the
participants were asked to indicate whether they believed the
misleading statement to be either “true” (=2), “don’t know” (=1),
or “false” (=0). We then assigned Belief Correction a value of 2 for
those who changed their belief from “true” or “don’t know” to
“false,” 1 for those who changed from “true” to “don’t know,” −1
for those who changed from “don’t know” to “true,” −2 for those

who changed from “false” to “don’t know” or “true,” and 0 for
those who maintained the same responses. This ensures that
Belief Correction captures qualitative changes in individuals’
beliefs. Similarly, for Prior Intention and Posterior Intention,
participants were asked to indicate whether they wanted to either
“share” (=1) or “not share” (=0). We assigned Intention
Correction a value of 1 for those who changed their responses
from “share” to “not share,” −1 for those who changed from “not
share” to “share,” and 0 otherwise (see SI 1). The standardized
versions of these variables are used in the OLS estimations.

With these new measures, we conducted the OLS regression
analyses with robust standard errors. As shown in the left panels
of Fig. 5, all estimated standardized coefficients follow the same
pattern as demonstrated in Figs. 3 and 4, which indicates that the
results are not qualitatively different from the main results
reported (see Models 5 and 7 of Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in SI 3). We
also conducted ordered logistic regression analyses and came to
the same conclusion (see Models 6 and 8 of Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in
SI 3). As shown in the right panels of Fig. 5, the directions and
statistical significance of the variables of interest remain the same.

Finally, using the continuous measure of partisan attitudes, we
tested if individuals with more intense partisan identities are
more likely to believe misleading information congruent with
their partisan positions to be true and less likely to correct their
beliefs and sharing intentions (see An, Quericia, and Crowcroft
2017). We found no evidence (see SI 4). In conclusion, these
results suggest that our findings are robust against the alternative
measures.

Discussion and conclusion
In this research, we examine whether the spreading of misleading
information is driven by the gap between beliefs and behaviors.
We first replicate the empirical regularity that has been estab-
lished in the literature with our survey experiment in South
Korea: partisan attitudes affect individuals’ belief correction,
which, in turn, impacts their correction of intentions to share
misleading information. However, after partialling out the direct
effect of belief correction on sharing intention, we find no evi-
dence that partisan attitudes directly drive individuals to spread
misleading information. Our findings, which are robust with
different coding strategies of partisan attitudes, therefore suggest
that partisan attitudes aggravate the spread of misleading infor-
mation by hindering belief correction, not by widening the gap
between belief and behavior, which is the main theoretical con-
tribution from our finding.14

Our study thus provides a key policy implication: mitigating
the influence of partisan attitudes on belief correction is essential
to curbing the spread of misleading information. Addressing this
challenge requires considering both the supply and demand sides

Fig. 4 The effect of Partisan Attitude and Belief Correction on Intention Correction. Point estimates are surrounded by one standard error (thick tails) and
95 percent confidence intervals (thin tails).
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of misinformation. On the supply side, strengthening debunking
strategies—such as fact-checking and balanced reporting—can
help individuals more easily recognize misleading content. On the
demand side, it is crucial to reduce affective polarization that
drives individuals to reject neutral and factual information
(Schmitt et al. 2004; Tsfati, 2007). Therefore, policymakers,
journalists, and social media platforms need to go beyond mere
debunking efforts, focusing on reducing outgroup animosity. This
can be achieved by exposing individuals to diverse viewpoints,
promoting empathetic engagement with opposing perspectives,
reducing amplification of divisive contents, and facilitating cross-
partisan conversations and dialogues.

It is important to consider three caveats in the interpretation
of findings. Firstly, we did not explicitly define the intended
recipients of the misleading information shared by our parti-
cipants. Given the tendency for individuals to interact pre-
dominantly with like-minded individuals, it is reasonable to
speculate that most respondents likely targeted their fellow co-
partisans when sharing information. As such, the motivation to
spread misinformation to deceive may be weak. However, if we
were to specifically identify out-partisans (and/or indepen-
dents) as the intended targets, different results may arise. This
is because partisan voters would now have an incentive to
spread disinformation in order to deceive those who hold
opposing opinions.

Second, changes in individuals’ intentions do not necessarily
mean changes in their actual behaviors, as suggested by the
“intention-behavior gap” (Ecker et al. 2022; Sheeran and Webb,
2016). For example, an individual’s information-sharing habit
may be one source that disconnects behavior from intention,
given that Frequency turned out to be a strong predictor of the
correction of sharing intention (see Tables 2.2 and 3.2 in SI 2 and
3). While Mosleh et al. (2020) presented evidence suggesting a
correlation between sharing intentions and actual sharing

behavior, it is crucial to remain mindful of the potential disparity
that may exist between intentions and actions.

Third, while our findings indicate little evidence of partisan
bias in the correction of sharing behavior, this result may be due
to our research design not incorporating the dynamic nature of
partisanship during the election cycle. As partisanship fluctuates
during an election cycle (Michelitch and Utych, 2018; Singh and
Thornton, 2019), it significantly influences voters’ decisions,
resulting in an increased in-party bias in their behavior around
election times (Michelitch, 2015; Sheffer, 2020). Our survey was
conducted in September 2022, six months after the 2022 pre-
sidential election, a period when the salience of partisanship was
likely waning. Therefore, the reduced salience of partisan iden-
tities at the time of our survey potentially explains the absence of
evidence of partisan bias in behavior correction.

There are two avenues for future research. First, our finding that
fact-checking does not substantially correct the sharing intention
on average (see Table 1) may suggest that, in addition to partisan
attitudes obstructing belief correction directly and intention cor-
rection indirectly, there may also be a psychological barrier that
hinders the correction of intentions. One possibility is that indi-
viduals strive to maintain internal consistency between their beliefs
and behavioral intentions. The negative effect of Familiarity on the
correction of sharing intentions — though statistically significant
only with discrete measures (see Models 7 and 8 in Table 3.2, SI 3)
— offers suggestive evidence of it. A high level of familiarity with
the issue or a committed perception regarding a particular argu-
ment may lead individuals to be confident in their initial beliefs,
thereby reinforcing a consistency bias (Ahluwalia, 2000). This
enhanced consistency bias, in turn, may escalate individuals’
commitment to a failing course of action (Brockner, 1992; Staw,
1981) to avoid appearing inconsistent or admitting that their beliefs
are wrong. Investigating this cognitive bias as a source of sticky
behavior would be an avenue for future research.

Fig. 5 Effect of Partisan Attitude on Belief and Intention Correction, Using Alternative Measures. Panels A and B show the effect on belief correction,
while Panels C and D show the effect on intention correction. Point estimates are plotted with standard errors (thick lines) and 95% confidence intervals
(thin lines).
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Second, we constructed misleading information by creating
biased statements and attempted to correct them by providing
balanced information in our survey. While this was inconclusive,
we observed that the counter-attitudinal group (and to a lesser
extent the neutral group as well) came to believe the misleading
statement to be more truthful and were more willing to share the
misleading statement after the correction, although the mean
intention ratings are still much lower compared to that of the pro-
attitudinal group (see Table 1). This observation probably suggests
that they may have believed that the misleading statement they
believed to be false was in fact partially true, leading them to be
more willing to share the “partially true” statement. This echoes the
warning that balanced reporting may confuse audiences as it may
mislead them to think there is no definite truth (see Boykoff and
Boykoff, 2004; Dixon and Clarke, 2013; Merkley, 2020). Given that
balanced reporting is an approach commonly employed by fact-
checkers, further research could explore its potential unintended
effects.

Data availability
The data generated and analyzed during the current study and the
replication codes are available in the Harvard Dataverse reposi-
tory, https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/YYU0N9.
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Notes
1 What we call “belief” here follows the conventional usage in the literature which
means a level of trust in a piece of information, and by “correction” we mean the
process that an individual update their beliefs in a piece of misinformation upon
receiving fact-checking or clarification messages (see, for example, Berinsky, 2017,
Nyhan, 2020, and Pennycook and Rand, 2021).

2 We remain agnostic about which theoretical mechanism holds greater explanatory
power, as it lies beyond the scope of this study, so long as the two theoretical
mechanisms yield the same hypothesis.

3 Our survey data also reveals a pronounced partisan divide regarding support for
South Korea’s nuclear phase-out policy. Participants were asked to rate their level of
support or opposition on a scale from 0 to 100, where 0 represents complete
opposition and 100 represents complete support, prior to identifying their partisan
affiliation. The mean score among People Power Party (PPP) supporters was 33.25
(95% CI: [30.08, 36.41]), while Democratic Party (DP) supporters had a mean score
of 67.65 (95% CI: [65.58, 69.72]). Independents reported a mean score of 49.74 (95%
CI: [46.79, 52.69]). These differences in mean scores are statistically significant at the
95% confidence level, which suggests that nuclear phase-out policy is a partisan issue
in South Korea.

4 In April 2025, President Yoon Suk-Yeol was removed from office following the
Constitutional Court of Korea’s decision to uphold his impeachment by the National
Assembly. The impeachment was triggered by his unconstitutional declaration of
martial law in December 2024.

5 The full text in Korean is available at https://www.yna.co.kr/view/
AKR20170619071500001.

6 See, for example, the following webpages: “Addressing the challenges of
misinformation” (Nuclear Energy Agency 2021) https://www.oecd-nea.org/jcms/pl_
62435/addressing-the-challenges-of-misinformation and “Let’s Talk About Nuclear
Security: National Perspectives on the Importance of Public Communication” (IAEA
2024) https://www.iaea.org/bulletin/lets-talk-about-nuclear-security.

7 Here is a collection of myths related to nuclear energy and their clarifications
provided by Argonne National Laboratory, a research center owned by the
Department of Energy of the United States: https://www.anl.gov/article/10-myths-
about-nuclear-energy.

8 Since the survey participants may perceive the IAEA as a pro-nuclear agency, this
could introduce idiosyncratic effects on their evaluations of pro-nuclear or anti-
nuclear misleading statements. However, our treatment focuses not on the direction
of the misleading statements themselves but rather on participants’ partisan attitudes
toward these statements. The treatment and control groups are composed of both
participants exposed to the pro-nuclear and anti-nuclear statements, ensuring a
balanced composition. This balance minimizes the impact of any idiosyncratic effect
related to perceptions of the IAEA.

9 The provision of details is one of the widely used ways to correct mistaken beliefs
stemming from misleading information, and its effectiveness has been confirmed in
many studies (e.g., Chan and Albarracín, 2023; Ecker et al. 2023; Ecker et al. 2020;
van der Meer and Jin, 2020). The script is presented in SI 6.

10 Table 1 shows that the mean of the neutral group’s Prior Belief is 55.13 (55.50 and
54.75 for the neutral group received the pro-nuclear statement and the anti-nuclear
statement, respectively).

11 The full estimation results are presented in Table 2.1 in SI 2.
12 It is also necessary to control for Prior Belief of our control group, whose prior beliefs

are assumed to be uninfluenced by partisan attitudes, in order to isolate and
accurately measure the impact of partisan attitudes on belief correction.

13 Although we do not introduce control variables in detail throughout this paper to
save space, interested readers can refer to the full regression tables in SI for details on
these variables.

14 Of course, we cannot entirely rule out the possibility that the absence of a gap
between belief and behavior may be partly attributed to social desirability bias.
However, we believe this likelihood is minimal, as our survey was conducted in a
non-face-to-face setting with participants’ anonymity fully ensured.
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