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Research Article 

 

Seeing lies and laying blame: Partisanship and U.S. public 
perceptions about disinformation 
 
Using data from a nationally representative survey of 2,036 U.S. adults, we analyze partisan perceptions 
of the risk disinformation poses to the U.S. government and society, as well as the actors viewed as 
responsible for and harmed by disinformation. Our findings indicate relatively high concern about 
disinformation across a variety of societal issues, with broad bipartisan agreement that disinformation 
poses significant risks and causes harms to several groups. However, agreement ends there. Republicans 
and Democrats fundamentally disagree on who is responsible. We discuss the implications of this 
disagreement for understanding disinformation as a policy problem and the implications for policy 
solutions. 
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Research questions  
• RQ1: How do members of the U.S. public perceive the various risks of disinformation to society? 

Do these perceptions cut across partisan divides?  

• RQ2: Who do members of the public believe is responsible for and is harmed by disinformation? 
Do these beliefs cut across partisan divides? 

 

Essay summary  
• We use data from a nationally representative survey of 2,036 respondents to measure public 

perceptions and beliefs about disinformation. 

• Most respondents, including both Democrats and Republicans, agree that disinformation poses 
substantial risks to national security, public health, the economy, international relations, and 
governmental stability. 

• There was much less agreement on who is responsible for and who is harmed by disinformation. 

 

 
1 A publication of the Shorenstein Center on Media, Politics and Public Policy at Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of 

Government. 
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• These findings indicate that despite strong agreement about the problem, it will prove challenging 
to create broadly acceptable policy solutions because divergent beliefs about the sources and 
consequences of disinformation imply very different policy directions. 
 

Implications  
 
While there is a broad literature on the threat disinformation poses to individuals, governance, and 
society, little has been written about what the public believes to be the nature of the harm resulting from 
disinformation (Knuutila et al., 2022; Rich, 2022; Rodríguez-Virgili et al., 2020). For example, though 
Knuutila et al. (2022) have provided a very useful model of misinformation risk perceptions across 142 
countries, their work chiefly addresses broad concerns about misinformation and the socioeconomic 
variables that shape those concerns. There has been little systematic analysis of the specific institutions, 
groups, or norms that are perceived to be at risk and whom the public blames for the disinformation 
problem. Using survey results from a 2021 survey, we explore public perceptions of the risk disinformation 
poses, who is harmed, and who is responsible. Our results indicate that despite agreement that 
disinformation poses a risk, there are fundamental disagreements about who is to blame and who is 
harmed. We argue that these perceptions directly impact policymaking by shaping policy problem 
definition, policy scope, and the ability to develop and implement policies. 

According to the Global Disinformation Lab (GDL), policymakers face five challenges in developing 
policies to mitigate disinformation. These challenges are definitions, scope, evaluation, free expression, 
and political will (Hernandez & Poursoltan, 2023). In order to address several of these challenges, 
policymakers must first understand how disinformation is perceived as a problem and who is perceived 
as responsible for and harmed by disinformation. Problem definition and actor attribution are key to all 
challenges; however, these aspects are crucial to definitions, scope, and political will. 

First, the way problems are defined, and actors are perceived as blamed or harmed by that problem 
lay the foundation for policymaking through the development of a policy narrative (Jones & McBeth, 2010; 
Stone, 1989; Stone, 2002). These narratives impact the types of policies that can be developed and 
implemented. In extreme cases, such as areas subject to polarization, competing policy narratives can 
inhibit any policymaking whatsoever. There is evidence that one of the significant roadblocks to crafting 
counter-disinformation policy is the lack of an agreed-upon legal definition of disinformation (Ó Fathaigh 
et al., 2021). While there can be negative implications to legally defining disinformation, even an informal 
agreement on the problem, such as an agreement that disinformation is harmful, is crucial to policy 
development. This agreement becomes increasingly unlikely as polarization impacts what people believe 
is disinformation and who they believe is responsible. Definitions directly relate to the challenge of policy 
scope. Scope relates to the types of disinformation, actors responsible and harmed, and where the 
disinformation is spread (e.g., social media). For example, our research indicates bipartisan agreement on 
foreign actor responsibility and disagreement on domestic actors, indicating that potential policies may 
be limited to foreign disinformation. Last, regarding political will, the GDL report states that “polarization 
and gridlock are uniquely problematic for addressing disinformation, because disinformation itself is 
believed to feed into political dysfunction” (Global Disinformation Lab, 2023, p. 5). Polarization in the 
policymaking process can manifest in different ways, from diverging policy definitions to efforts by 
policymakers of one party to develop counter-disinformation policies, which policymakers of the opposite 
party accuse of unfairly targeting or censoring that party. For example, the Biden Administration’s recent 
attempt to develop the Department of Homeland Security’s Disinformation Governance Board disbanded 
after Republican accusations that it would act as a censor and unfairly target conservatives (Merchant & 
Seitz, 2022). This example underscores the importance of finding bipartisan agreement in counter-
disinformation policy development.  



 

 

 
 Peach; Ripberger; Gupta; Fox; Jenkins-Smith; Silva 3 

 

 

   

While the GDL report indicates that counter-disinformation policy faces unique challenges with 
polarization, it is important to put our results on polarization and bipartisan agreement in context. COVID-
19, like disinformation, has been an area where there has been little bipartisan agreement. However, in a 
2021 poll, when asked if COVID-19 posed a threat to the economy, Democrats and Republicans agreed 
(Schaeffer, 2021). This example is similar to our risk perception results in that respondents were asked 
about a broad threat. Thus, we can expect close bipartisan agreement when issues are framed as a broad 
threat to society rather than a specific threat, with some exceptions. We see more polarization related to 
specific issues and actors, particularly those highly salient to a respondent’s party. For example, 
perceptions of the risks of election fraud and the perceived winner of a specific election are highly 
partisan. For example, regarding the 2020 U.S. presidential election, Trump voters view fraud as more 
likely than Democrats and are less likely to view Joe Biden as legitimately elected (Pennycook & Rand, 
2021).  

Our research seeks to understand the extent to which people view disinformation as a risk to society 
and government and to probe views of who the villains and victims are of the disinformation problem. 
While our data is from 2021, we argue that this data is still relevant for understanding problem definition 
because perceived villains and victims are likely the same today and because partisan divide on problem 
definition has continued to inhibit policymakers’ ability to address disinformation. Furthermore, even as 
the types of issues impacted by disinformation change, perceptions are likely to look similar today as we 
still live in a highly partisan environment. It is important to understand where there is agreement and 
where there is not to determine how to formulate policies to address disinformation. Where 
disagreement looms large, policy formulation and implementation may prove to be difficult. Our findings 
demonstrate that U.S. residents generally agree that disinformation is a significant problem, which is 
consistent with extant literature (Rich, 2022), and, for the most part, that foreign governments and actors 
are seen as responsible for spreading disinformation. This agreement matters because it indicates that 
policy addressing foreign disinformation could see bipartisan agreement. Although, as the Homeland 
Security Governance Board example demonstrates, addressing foreign disinformation can still be highly 
polarizing. However, our results also demonstrate that the narratives surrounding disinformation are 
complex and entangled with partisan polarization, particularly regarding the attribution of blame and 
harm to different types of domestic actors. So, while overall agreement on disinformation as a problem 
provides modest grounds for optimism, the more detailed and divided narratives surrounding 
disinformation highlight the substantial challenges that public opinion poses for policymakers tasked with 
creating and implementing policy measures. Solutions should, therefore, focus on disinformation’s overall 
harm and risks rather than on specific actors.  
 

Findings  
 
Finding 1: The U.S. public agrees that disinformation poses a risk.  
 
Broad agreement on the definition of a policy problem is an important first step toward developing 
solutions. We, therefore, examine the extent to which the public believes disinformation is a problem and 
whether there is bipartisan agreement on disinformation as a risk. Our analysis provides evidence for the 
extent to which disinformation is broadly recognized as a significant problem among the U.S. public and 
the degree to which disinformation beliefs are driven by partisan alignment. 

We first asked respondents to rate the risk posed by disinformation on a scale that ranged from 0 (no 
risk) to 10 (extreme risk) in several areas: public health, national security, economic prosperity, relations 
between the United States and other countries, and U.S. government stability. Across all categories, 
respondents rate the risk of disinformation above midscale, indicating that disinformation is widely seen 
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to pose a substantial risk. When controlling for demographics, such as race, education, income, age, and 
gender, there is little statistical or substantive difference between Republicans and Democrats. 
Republicans are more likely than Democrats to report higher risk to national security, international 
relations, and economic prosperity. However, the difference is substantively small, thus indicating 
bipartisan agreement that disinformation poses a risk. 

 

  
Figure 1. Perceptions of the risk disinformation poses to different aspects of government and society. This figure shows the 
mean risk perceptions with 95% confidence intervals in the panel on the left for Democrats and Republicans. The panel on the 
right shows the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression coefficient estimates for party, with 95% confidence intervals. Positive 

coefficient estimates indicate Republicans rate disinformation’s risk to a given area higher than Democrats rate that risk. 
 
Finding 2: Democrats and Republicans agree that different actors are harmed but are polarized on the 
topic of responsibility for disinformation production. 
 
While our survey presents evidence of bipartisan agreement on disinformation as a problem, to what 
extent is there agreement on who the villains and victims are? Agreement on who is responsible for the 
production and spread of disinformation and who is harmed by disinformation is crucial for developing 
solutions. However, as is the case for many salient and divisive policy problems, party alignment, policy 
core beliefs, information sources, emotions, and elite cues cause a divergence in beliefs about who is 
responsible and who is harmed by disinformation campaigns. Groups (such as political parties) are likely 
to portray themselves as a hero or a victim while villainizing an opposing group (Jones & McBeth, 2020). 
Thus, our results that indicate polarization in these areas, particularly relating to blame, are consistent 
with expectations. Our results indicate some bipartisan agreement on who is harmed by disinformation. 
However, that bipartisan agreement breaks down on attributions of responsibility, with the notable 
exception of foreign governments.  

There is slightly more polarization regarding who respondents believe is harmed by disinformation 
than overall risk perceptions. However, as demonstrated in Figure 2, Democrats and Republicans do tend 
to agree that disinformation harms all groups. On a scale ranging from 0 (no harm) to 10 (extreme harm), 
the average harm to all groups ranges between 5.3 and 7.2. Democrats and Republicans most agree on 
the harm caused to right-wing political actors by disinformation on U.S. politics. Figure 2 presents the 
means and ordinary least squares (OLS) regression results for the differences between Republicans and 
Democrats when controlling for demographic variables. The results indicate the greatest area of 
polarization is on the harm that COVID-19 causes to right-wing political actors, with Democrats rating the 
amount of harm higher than Republicans. Democrats and Republicans are in closer agreement that 
disinformation about international threats and U.S. politics causes harm to all actors. We found it 
surprising that Democrats rate the risk of COVID-19 disinformation to right-wing actors higher than 
Republicans, as groups are more likely to perceive themselves as victims. It could be, as Figure 3 
demonstrates, that they perceive Republicans to be responsible for spreading disinformation and that, 
because of this, they believe that Republican actors may be more likely to believe it and act upon it, or 
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because Democrats perceive that right-wing political actors’ reputations are harmed (e.g., people lose 
trust in these actors and subsequently decide not to vote for them).  

 

 
Figure 2. Who the public believes is harmed by disinformation about COVID-19, international threats, and U.S. politics. The 
left panel shows the mean response with 95% confidence intervals for Democrats and Republicans. The right panel shows the 

OLS regression coefficient estimates for party with 95% confidence intervals. Positive coefficient estimates indicate Republicans 
rate harm to an actor by a given type of disinformation higher than Democrats rate that harm. 

 
Bipartisan agreement breaks down when respondents are asked to rate actors’ responsibility for the 
production of disinformation, with the exception of foreign governments. Respondents were asked to 
rate actors’ responsibility on a scale from 0 (not at all responsible) to 10 (fully responsible). Mean 
responsibility ratings ranged from 4 to 7.6. The regression coefficients in Figure 3 indicate that, when 
controlling for demographic characteristics and regardless of information type, Democrats tend to place 
responsibility on right-wing and Republican actors, whereas Republicans place responsibility on left-wing 
and Democratic actors. This is consistent with the policy literature that indicates coalitions may villainize 
an opposing group or actor (Jones & McBeth, 2020). Thus, solutions that focus on the responsibility of 
domestic actors could prove to be problematic and viewed as a particular party trying to limit free speech 
of the other party. It would be challenging for policymakers from both parties to agree upon these 
solutions, much less implement them. 

Despite these highly partisan results, there is one actor that Republicans and Democrats tend to agree 
is responsible for the spread of disinformation—foreign governments. This agreement indicates the 
potential for forming policy solutions targeting foreign disinformation. However, it is important to keep 
in mind that this agreement could disappear when talking about specific foreign actors, such as Vladimir 
Putin, because perceptions of foreign actors, in general, are polarized. Therefore, we might expect 
Republicans to place less blame on Putin than Democrats.    
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Figure 3. Who the public believes is responsible for disinformation about COVID-19, international threats, and U.S. politics. 
The left panel shows the mean response with 95% confidence intervals for Democrats and Republicans. The right panel shows 

the OLS regression coefficient estimates for party with 95% confidence intervals. Positive coefficient estimates indicate 
Republicans rate an actor’s responsibility for a given type of disinformation higher than Democrats rate that responsibility.  

 
By examining who the public believes are the villains and victims of the disinformation problem, we can 
begin to better understand the policy narratives that might contribute to effective solutions. Solutions 
focusing on domestic actors as the perpetrators are much less likely to gain traction among policymakers 
and the public than solutions focusing on the harm disinformation causes to everyone, disinformation as 
a broad problem, and the role foreign actors play in spreading disinformation. This is not to say these 
types of solutions would not encounter partisan pushback. Focusing on harm and the challenges caused 
by disinformation emphasizes that we are all susceptible to believing and being harmed by disinformation 
rather than pointing fingers and assigning blame, which is likely to exacerbate polarization and stall policy 
progress. 
 

Methods  
 
The data for this study consists of 2,036 responses to a nationally representative online survey of U.S. 
adults fielded by the University of Oklahoma Institute for Public Policy Research & Analysis in December 
2021. This survey is one in a series conducted annually. However, the 2021 implementation is the first 
year in which the disinformation question set was included. Therefore, this dataset provides a snapshot 
of risk perceptions in 2021. The public’s concerns about certain types of disinformation and the actors 
they believe are harmed by or responsible for disinformation are likely to change over time. However, the 
2021 data are still relevant to policy topics and policymaking related to disinformation today, as these 
perceptions have impacted policymaking in the last few years and are likely similar today. 

The questions asked participants to rate the risk that disinformation campaigns pose to five areas of 
government and society: U.S. national security, public health in the United States, the stability of the U.S. 
government, economic prosperity of the United States, and stable relationships between the United 
States and other countries. Then, participants were asked to rate actor responsibility, harm, and benefit. 
When rating actors, respondents were randomly assigned into three disinformation categories: U.S. 
politics, international threats from adversaries like Russia, China, and North Korea, and COVID-19. These 
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disinformation categories were selected to represent the broad array of disinformation and the salient 
issues impacted by disinformation at the time of the survey. We selected a range of actors, primarily 
describing groups in broad terms, as this was an initial exploration of risk perceptions and actor 
attribution. In open-ended responses, we saw, for example, participants identifying a range of foreign 
actors. Future research will focus on more specific actors. We chose to use QAnon and Antifa as examples 
of right- and left-wing groups because they are prominently cited on social media and sometimes by 
policymakers and media as spreaders of disinformation. In other words, despite the fact that they lack 
formal organization, there are perceptions that these actors are responsible for disseminating 
disinformation and acting along ideological and party lines. Respondents were allowed to skip questions 
but were not given a “don’t know” option.  

For this article, we examined the following questions: What are the public’s perceptions of the risks 
of disinformation to government and society? And, who does the public believe is responsible for, benefits 
from, and is harmed by disinformation? We then looked at the patterns of partisan differences in risk 
perceptions and the degree to which responsibility, benefit, and harm are assigned to evaluate the degree 
to which partisanship and partisan signaling play a role in belief and sharing behaviors (Osmundsen et al., 
2021; Pretus, 2023; Sinderman et al., 2020). While our survey question on party affiliation included 
response options for Independents and Others, we excluded these groups from our analysis to 
demonstrate differences between the two major parties. Our results indicate that party affiliation drives 
perceptions of disinformation, posing a challenge for finding agreement on solutions to the disinformation 
problem. Given our focus, a descriptive approach was selected to provide a basis for understanding 
patterns of risk perceptions. 
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Appendix A: Survey questions 
 
As you may know, there has been a lot of discussion about disinformation campaigns on social media, 
chat rooms, and other outlets in the last several years. By disinformation, we mean false information 
that is intentionally spread to cause harm to people and society. 
  
On the scale from zero to ten, where zero means no risk and ten means extreme risk, how would you 
rate the risk of disinformation campaigns to each of the following: [randomized table] 
  
disinfo_natsec: US national security 
disinfo_pubhealth: Public health in the US 
disinfo_govstab: The stability of the US government 
disinfo_econ: The economic prosperity of the US 
disinfo_intrel: Stable relationships between the US and other countries 
 
----------------------------- new page -----------------------------   
 
On a scale from zero to ten, where zero means not at all responsible and ten means fully responsible, 
when you think about disinformation concerning [disinfo_rand: politics in the US | COVID-19 | 
international threats from adversaries like Russia, China, and North Korea], to what extent do each of 
the following is responsible for producing that kind of disinformation? 
[randomized table] 
  
disinfo_resp_foreign: Foreign governments 
disinfo_resp_gop: Republican Party actors 
disinfo_resp_dem: Democratic Party actors 
disinfo_resp_cons: Conservative or right-wing political actors (like the Proud Boys) 
disinfo_resp_lib: Liberal or left-wing political actors (like Antifa) 
disinfo_resp_gov: Officials of the US Government 
disinfo_resp_indiv: US citizens generally 
disinfo_resp_else: Someone else (please specify) [verbatim] 
 
----------------------------- new page -----------------------------   
 
On a scale from zero to ten, where zero means no harm and ten means extreme harm, when you think 
about disinformation concerning [disinfo_rand: politics in the US | COVID-19 | international threats 
from adversaries like Russia, China, and North Korea], how much harm does that disinformation inflict 
on each of the following: [randomized table] 
  
disinfo_harm_cons: Conservative or right-wing political actors 
disinfo_harm_lib: Liberal or left-wing political actors 
disinfo_harm_gov: Officials of the US Government 
disinfo_harm_indiv: US citizens generally 
disinfo_harm_else: Someone else (please specify) [verbatim] 
 
----------------------------- new page -----------------------------   
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party: Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, 
or what?  
1 - Democratic party 
2 - Republican party (or GOP) 
3 - Independent  
4 - Other party (Please specify)  
 
----------------------------- new page -----------------------------   
 
age: How old are you? [verbatim] 
 
edu: What is the highest level of education you have COMPLETED? 
1 - Less than High School 
2 - High School / GED 
3 - Vocational or Technical Training 
4 - Some College — NO degree 
5 - 2-year College / Associate’s Degree 
6 - Bachelor’s Degree 
7 - Master’s degree 
8 - PhD / JD (Law) / MD 
 
gend: Are you male or female? 
 0 - Female  
 1 – Male 
--------------------------End Web pg-------------------- 
 
hisp: Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish or to have Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish 
origins? 
0 - No  
1 – Yes 
 
race: Which of the following best describes your race? 
1 - White 
2 - Black or African American 
3 - American Indian or Alaska Native 
4 - Asian 
5 - Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
6 - Two or more races 
7 - Some other race (please specify) 
race_spec: [VERBATIM] 
 
------------------------End Web pg----------------------- 

 
inc: Was the estimated annual income for your household in 2020:  
1 - Less than $50,000 [go to inc50] 
2 - At least $50,000 but less than $100,000 [go to inc100] 
3 - At least $100,000 but less than $150,000 [go to inc150] 
4 - $150,000 or more [go to inc200] 
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Appendix B: Disinformation risk perceptions and actor attribution 
means and OLS regression models 
 
This section provides the means for Democrats and Republicans and the regression models for risk 
perceptions, responsibility, and harm.  
 

Table 1. Mean disinformation risk perceptions. 

Topic Democrats Republicans 

National Security 6.40 6.83 
Government Stability 6.39 6.64 
Public Health 6.66 6.54 
Economic Prosperity 6.31 6.64 
International Relations 6.12 6.02 

 
Table 2. Disinformation risk perceptions – Regression models.   

National 
Security 

Government 
Stability 

Public 
Health 

Economic 
Prosperity 

International 
Relations 

Intercept 4.61 (0.39)*  5.01 (0.4)*  6.05 (0.41)* 4.49 (0.39)* 4.38 (0.39)* 
Party: Republican 0.38 (0.16)*  0.17 (0.17)  -0.23 (0.17) 0.41 (0.16)* 0.39 (0.16)* 

Age 0.02 (0)*  0.02 (0)*  0.01 (0)* 0.02 (0)* 0.02 (0)* 
Gender: Male -0.01 (0.16)  -0.08 (0.16)  -0.24 (0.16) 0.06 (0.16) -0.15 (0.15) 
Education 0.12 (0.05)*  0.11 (0.05)*  0.14 (0.05)* 0.12 (0.05)* 0.09 (0.05)* 
Income 0.05 (0.09) 0.03 (0.1) -0.02 (0.1) 0.07 (0.09) 0.16 (0.09) 
Hispanic -0.24 (0.23) -0.29 (0.23) -0.02 (0.24) -0.1 (0.23) 

  
-0.06 (0.22) 

Race: Black or African 
American 

-0.13 (0.23) -0.27 (0.24) -0.33 (0.24) -0.03 (0.23) -0.01 (0.23) 

Race: American Indian or 
Alaska Native 

-0.11 (0.59) 0.42 (0.61) 0.03 (0.62) 0.22 (0.59) 0.44 (0.58) 

Race: Asian -0.09 (0.34) -0.2 (0.35) -0.18 (0.35) -0.04 (0.34) -0.2 (0.33) 
Race: Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander 

-0.95 (0.97) -0.77 (1) -0.83 (1.01) -1.21 (0.97) -0.67 (0.96) 

Race: Two or more race -0.13 (0.51) 0.19 (0.52) -0.33 (0.53) 0.48 (0.51) -0.08 (0.5) 
Race: Some other race -0.04 (0.49) 0.04 (0.5) -0.5 (0.51) 0.09 (0.48) -0.21 (0.48) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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Table 3. Mean disinformation harm.  
Disinformation Topic and Actor Democrats Republicans 

Politics: U.S. Government Officials 6.54 7.05 
Politics: Left-wing political actors 6.01 6.63 
Politics: U.S. citizens generally 6.51 6.91 
Politics: Right-wing political actors 6.30 6.36 
International Threats: U.S. 
Government Officials 

6.36 5.34 

International Threats: Left-wing 
political actors 

5.85 5.34 

International Threats: U.S. citizens 
generally 

6.20 5.60 

International Threats: Right-wing 
political actors 

6.59 5.77 

COVID-19: U.S. Government 
Officials 

6.50 6.11 

COVID-19: Left-wing political 
actors 

6.17 5.84 

COVID-19: U.S. citizens generally 7.11 6.19 

COVID-19: Right-wing political 
actors 

7.17 6.58 

 
Table 4. Disinformation harm – U.S. politics.   

Officials of the 
U.S. 

government 

Left-wing 
political actors 

U.S. citizens 
generally 

Right-wing 
political actors 

Intercept 5.57 (0.62)* 4.36 (0.67)* 5.7 (0.64)* 5.25 (0.67)* 
Party: Republican 0.13 (0.25) 0.46 (0.27)  0.07 (0.26) -0.25 (0.27) 
Age 0.02 (0.01)* 0.02 (0.01)* 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 
Gender: Male 0.13 (0.24) 0.19 (0.26) -0.08 (0.24) 0.44 (0.26) 
Education -0.06 (0.07) -0.01 (0.08) 0.07 (0.07) 0.04 (0.08) 

Income 0.16 (0.14) 0.2 (0.15) 0.14 (0.15) 0.20 (0.16) 
Hispanic 0.39 (0.34) 0.38 (0.36) -0.15 (0.35) 0.61(0.37) 
Race: Black or African 
American 

-0.76 (0.35)* -0.08 (0.38) -0.57 (0.36) -0.04 (0.38) 

Race: American Indian or 
Alaska Native 

-1.1 (0.9) -0.02 (0.96) 0.58 (0.92) 0.06 (0.97) 

Race: Asian -0.3 (0.56) -0.77 (0.6) -1.1 (0.57) 0.46 (0.6) 
Race: Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander 

-1.05 (1.32) -0.19 (1.42) -2.35 (1.35) -0.87 (1.43) 

Race: Two or more race -0.04 (0.67) 0.16 (0.72) -0.19 (0.69) -0.43 (0.73) 
Race: Some other race -1.44 (0.67)* -1.32 (0.72) -0.49 (0.69) -0.38 (0.73) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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Table 5. Disinformation harm – International relations.  
Officials of the U.S. 

government 
Left-wing 
political 
actors 

U.S. citizens 
generally 

Right-wing 
political actors 

Intercept 4.61 (0.71)* 4.25 (0.77)* 6.33 (0.74)* 5.54 (0.73)* 
Party: Republican 0.02 (0.3) 0.19 (0.33) -0.69 (0.31)* -0.66 (0.31)* 
Age 0.01 (0.01)  0 (0.01) 0 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 
Gender: Male 0.03 (0.3) -0.11 (0.32) -0.01 (0.31) 0.18 (0.3) 
Education 0.17 (0.09) 0.18 (0.1) 0.19 (0.09) 0.15 (0.09) 

Income 0.19 (0.18) 0.17 (0.19) 0.11 (0.18) 0.26 (0.18) 
Hispanic 1.05 (0.46)* 0.46 (0.49 -0.05 (0.47) 0.45 (0.47) 
Race: Black or 
African American 

-0.09 (0.45) 0.41 (0.48) -0.56 (0.46) -0.01 (0.46) 

Race: American 
Indian or Alaska 
Native 

1.98 (1.45) -1.16 (1.56) 3.11 (1.5)* 2.27 (1.48) 

Race: Asian -0.05 (0.51) 0.31 (0.56) -0.22 (0.53) 0.11 (0.53) 
Race: Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander 

 
-2.22 (1.66) 

-0.03 (1.79) 0.34 (1.71) -2.88 (1.69) 

Race: Two or more 
race 

0.95 (1.3) 1.09 (1.41) 1.06 (1.35) 1.1 (1.33) 

Race: Some other 
race 

-1.69 (1) -0.67 (1.08) -0.32 (1.04) 0.74 (1.02) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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Table 6. Disinformation harm – COVID-19.   
Officials of the 

U.S. 
government 

Left-wing 
political actors 

U.S. citizens 
generally 

Right-wing 
political actors 

Intercept 4.96 (1.02)* 5 (1.04)* 6.05 (0.96)* 6.35 (0.96)* 
Party: Republican -0.23 (0.46) 0.03 (0.46)  -0.72 (0.43) -1.68 (0.43)* 
Age 0.02 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.03 (0.01)* 0.02 (0.01) 
Gender: Male 0.2 (0.42)  -0.07 (0.43) 0.1 (0.4) 0.19 (0.4) 
Education -0.06 (0.12) -0.15 (0.13) -0.01 (0.12) 0.18 (0.12) 

Income 0.56 (0.25)* 0.52 (0.26)* 0.33 (0.24) 0.19 (0.24) 
Hispanic -0.28 (0.61) -0.45 (0.62) -0.35 (0.58) 0.23 (0.58) 
Race: Black or African 
American 

0.78 (0.64) 0.68 (0.65) 0.31 (0.61) 0.39 (0.6) 

Race: American Indian 
or Alaska Native 

-0.97 (1.21) 1.05 (1.23) 0.04 (1.14) -0.71 (1.13)      

Race: Asian 1.21 (1.31) 2.3 (1.33) -1.4 (1.23) -1.22 (1.23) 
Race: Native Hawaiian 
or Pacific Islander 

-0.43 (3.13) 0.20 (3.19) -1.16 (2.96) -1.69 (2.95) 

Race: Two or more 
race 

-0.77 (1.44) 0.36 (1.46) -1.13 (1.35) -0.21 (1.35) 

Race: Some other race 0.48 (1.46) 2.09 (1.49) 0.97 (1.38) 2.38 (1.37) 
Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 

comparisons. 
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Table 7. Mean disinformation responsibility.  
Disinformation Topic and Actor Democrats Republicans 

International Threats: Foreign 
governments 

6.23 6.14 

International Threats: Officials of 
the U.S. government 

5.53 6.04 

International Threats: U.S. citizens 
generally 

5.55 4.57 

International Threats: Left-wing 
political actors (like Antifa) 

5.25 6.41 

International Threats: Right-wing 
actors (like QAnon) 

6.84 5.06 

International Threats: Republican 
Party Actors 

6.53 4.38 

International Threats: Democratic 
Party Actors 

4.36 6.18 

COVID-19: Foreign governments 5.90 6.30 
COVID-19: Officials of the U.S. 
government 

5.79 6.50 

COVID-19: U.S. citizens generally 5.92 4.84 
COVID-19: Left-wing political 
actors (like Antifa) 

5.09 6.33 

COVID-19: Right-wing actors (like 
QAnon) 

7.22 5.07 

COVID-19: Republican Party 
Actors 

6.95 4.03 

COVID-19: Democratic Party 
Actors 

4.44 6.68 

Politics: Foreign governments 6.50 6.45 
Politics: Officials of the U.S. 
government 

6.07 7.10 

Politics: U.S. citizens generally 5.74 5.03 
Politics: Left-wing political actors 
(like Antifa) 

5.32 7.77 

Politics: Right-wing actors (like 
QAnon) 

7.15 5.06 

Politics: Republican Party Actors 6.86 4.67 

Politics: Democratic Party Actors 4.52 7.55 
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Table 8. Disinformation responsibility – U.S. politics.  

 

Foreign 
governments 

Officials of 
the U.S. 

government 

U.S. 
citizens 

generally 

Left-
wing 

political 
actors 

Right-
wing 

political 
actors 

Republican 
Party 
actors 

Democratic 
Party 
actors 

Intercept 5.3 
(0.62)* 

4.43 
(0.63)* 

6.33 
(0.63)* 

1.3 
(0.69) 

8.14 
(0.68)* 

8.25 
(0.67)* 

1.22 
(0.67) 

Party: 
Republican 

-0.17 
(0.25) 

1.13 
(0.25)* 

-0.3 
(0.25) 

2.11 
(0.28)* 

-2.21 
(0.27)* 

-2.28 
(0.27)* 

2.97 
(0.27)* 

Age 0.01 
(0.01) 

0 
(0.01) 

-0.03 
(0.01)* 

0.03 
(0.01)* 

0.02 
(0.01)* 

0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

Gender: 
Male 

0.35 
(0.24) 

0.15 
(0.24) 

0.13 
(0.24) 

0.12 
(0.26) 

0.03 
(0.26) 

0.2 
(0.25) 

0.27 
(0.26) 

Education 0.1 
(0.07) 

-0.02 
(0.07) 

0.13 
(0.07) 

0.01 
(0.08) 

-0.03 
(0.08) 

0 
(0.08) 

0.03 
(0.08) 

Income 0.08 
 (0.14) 

0.21 
(0.15) 

0.05 
(0.15) 

0.31 
(0.16) 

0.3 
(0.16) 

0.17 
(0.15) 

0.32 
(0.16)* 

Hispanic 0.18 
(0.34) 

0.45 
(0.34) 

0.23 
(0.34) 

0.9 
(0.37)* 

-0.38 
(0.37) 

0.09 
(0.36) 

0.11 
(0.37) 

Race: Black 
or African 
American 

-0.06 
(0.35) 

0.53 
(0.36) 

0.81 
(0.35)* 

0.56 
(0.39) 

-0.21 
(0.38) 

0.35 
(0.38) 

0.77 
(0.38)* 

Race: 
American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

-0.27 
(0.94) 

-0.45 
(0.95) 

0.88 
(0.94) 

-0.35 
(1.03) 

0.06 
(1.02) 

-0.7 
(1.00) 

-0.32 
(1.01) 

Race: Asian -0.4 
(0.56) 

-0.13 
(0.57) 

-0.45 
(0.57) 

0.17 
(0.62) 

0.14 
(0.61) 

1.09 
(0.6) 

-0.09 
(0.61) 

Race: 
Native 
Hawaiian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

-0.43 
(1.47) 

-0.16 
(1.49) 

-1.13 
(1.48) 

0.65 
(1.61) 

0.33 
(1.6) 

0.66 
(1.57) 

1 
(1.58) 

Race: Two 
or more 
race 

-0.08 
(0.67) 

-0.23 
(0.68) 

0.5 
(0.67) 

0.87 
(0.73) 

-0.22 
(0.73) 

0.5 
(0.71) 

0.68 
(0.72) 

Race: 
Some 
other race 

-0.34 
(0.71) 

-1.17 
(0.71) 

-0.66 
(0.71) 

-0.66 
(0.77) 

-0.36 
(0.77) 

-0.43 
(0.75) 

-0.79 
(0.76) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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Table 9. Disinformation responsibility – International relations.  

 

Foreign 
governments 

Officials of 
the U.S. 

government 

U.S. 
citizens 

generally 

Left-
wing 

political 
actors 

Right-
wing 

political 
actors 

Republican 
Party 
actors 

Democratic 
Party 
actors 

Intercept 4.61 
(0.68)* 

5.24 
(0.72)* 

6.77 
(0.72)* 

2.97 
(0.79)* 

7.31 
(0.71)* 

8.15 
(0.74)* 

3.35 
(0.76)* 

Party: 
Republican 

0.18 
(0.29) 

0.59 
(0.3) 

-0.77 
(0.3)* 

1.44 
(0.33)* 

-1.76 
(0.3)* 

-1.97 
(0.31)* 

2.09 
(0.32)* 

Age 0 
(0.01) 

-0.04 
(0.01)* 

-0.04 
(0.01)* 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

0 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.01)* 

-0.05 
(0.01)* 

Gender: 
Male 

0.81 
(0.29)* 

0.65 
(0.3)* 

0.13 
(0.3) 

0.03 
(0.33) 

0.29 
(0.3) 

0.4 
(0.31) 

0.06 
(0.32) 

Education 0.19 
(0.09)* 

0.37 
(0.09)* 

0.35 
(0.09)* 

0.2 
(0.1) 

0.3 
(0.09)* 

0.28 
(0.09)* 

0.11 
(0.1) 

Income 0.23 
(0.17) 

-0.12 
(0.18) 

-0.04 
(0.18) 

0.21 
(0.2) 

0.12 
(0.18) 

-0.14 
(0.19) 

0.3 
(0.19) 

Hispanic -0.12 
(0.45) 

0.69 
(0.47) 

-0.24 
(0.47) 

-0.06 
(0.52) 

-0.26 
(0.47) 

0.11 
(0.48) 

-0.17 
(0.5) 

Race: Black 
or African 
American 

0.31 
(0.43) 

-0.51 
(0.45) 

-0.09 
(0.45) 

0.51 
(0.5) 

-0.61 
(0.45) 

0.18 
(0.47) 

0.09 
(0.48) 

Race: 
American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

2.18 
(1.36) 

2.87 
(1.43)* 

2 
(1.43) 

1.14 
(1.57) 

1.72 
(1.43) 

1.43 
(1.48) 

1.91 
(1.51) 

Race: Asian -0.31 
(0.48) 

-0.21 
(0.51) 

0.52 
(0.51) 

0 
(0.56) 

-0.24 
(0.51) 

0.42 
(0.53) 

0.24 
(0.54) 

Race: Native 
Hawaiian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

-1.86 
(1.55) 

1.07 
(1.64) 

-2.65 
(1.64) 

-3.89 
(1.8)* 

-2.38 
(1.63) 

1.05 
(1.69) 

-1.31 
(1.73) 

Race: Two 
or more 
race 

1.2 
(1.22) 

0.51 
(1.29) 

0.79 
(1.29) 

1.2 
(1.42) 

0.83 
(1.28) 

1.4 
(1.33) 

1.41 
(1.36) 

Race: Some 
other race 

-1.05 
(0.94) 

-1.39 
(0.99) 

-1.18 
(1) 

-1.12 
(1.09) 

-0.22 
(0.99) 

0.2 
(1.03) 

-1.07 
(1.05) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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Table 10. Disinformation responsibility – COVID-19.  

 

Foreign 
governments 

Officials of  
the U.S. 

government 

U.S. 
citizens 

generally 

Left-wing 
political 
actors 

Right-
wing 

political 
actors 

Republican 
Party actors 

Democratic 
Party actors 

Intercept 2.84 
(0.93)* 

4.83 
(1.02)* 

5.77 
(0.95)* 

1.52 
(1.08) 

8.3 
(1.03)* 

8.15 
(1.02)* 

1.71 
(1.11) 

Party: 
Republican 

0.99 
(0.41)* 

1.75 
(0.45)* 

0.13 
(0.41) 

2.01 
(0.47)* 

-1.94 
(0.45)* 

-2.37 
(0.44)* 

2.92 
(0.48)* 

Age -0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.01) 

-0.03 
(0.01)* 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0 
(0.01) 

-0.01 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.01) 

Gender: 
Male 

0.31 
(0.38) 

-0.39 
(0.41) 

-0.31 
(0.38) 

-0.21 
(0.44) 

-0.47 
(0.41) 

-0.07 
(0.41) 

0.01 
(0.45) 

Education 0.2 
(0.11) 

-0.12 
(0.12) 

0.13 
(0.11) 

-0.05 
(0.13) 

0.07 
(0.12) 

0.26 
(0.12)* 

-0.07 
(0.13) 

Income 0.41 
(0.22) 

0.3 
(0.24) 

0.3 
(0.22) 

0.48 
(0.25) 

0.38 
(0.24) 

0.11 
(0.24) 

0.46 
(0.26) 

Hispanic 0.32 
(0.56) 

-0.09 
(0.61) 

-0.63 
(0.56) 

-0.1 
(0.65) 

-0.71 
(0.61) 

-0.55 
(0.61) 

-0.69 
(0.66) 

Race: Black 
or African 
American 

2.51 
(0.55)* 

1.16 
(0.61) 

1.76 
(0.56)* 

1.81 
(0.64)* 

0.21 
(0.61) 

0.92 
(0.6) 

2.18 
(0.65)* 

Race: 
American 
Indian or 
Alaska Native 

0.98 
(1.11) 

0.21 
(1.22) 

0.16 
(1.12) 

0.29 
(1.29) 

0.57 
(1.22) 

1.03 
(1.21) 

0.64 
(1.32) 

Race: Asian -0.37 
(1.23) 

-1.68 
(1.35) 

-1.28 
(1.25) 

0.04 
(1.43) 

-0.94 
(1.35) 

-0.88 
(1.34) 

-0.07 
(1.46) 

Race: Native 
Hawaiian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

-0.47 
(2.7) 

-0.3 
(2.96) 

0.19 
(2.74) 

1.07 
(3.13) 

-0.98 
(2.97) 

-1.1 
(2.94) 

1.58 
(3.2) 

Race: Two or 
more race 

-0.82 
(1.59) 

-2.99 
(1.74) 

-0.68 
(1.61) 

0.54 
(1.84) 

-1.35 
(1.74) 

-1.63 
(1.73) 

-0.38 
(1.88) 

Race: Some 
other race 

-2.09 
(1.26) 

-1.69 
(1.38) 

3.11 
(1.28)* 

-0.23 
(1.46) 

-0.16 
(1.39) 

-0.47 
(1.37) 

0.02 
(1.5) 

Note: * indicates significance at 0.05. Results remain statistically significant when using the FDR correction for multiple 
comparisons. 
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