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Research Article 
 

Who reports witnessing and performing corrections on 
social media in the United States, United Kingdom, Canada, 
and France? 
 
Observed corrections of misinformation on social media can encourage more accurate beliefs, but for these 
benefits to occur, corrections must happen. By exploring people’s perceptions of witnessing and 
performing corrections on social media, we find that many people say they observe and perform 
corrections across the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and France. We find higher levels of 
self-reported correction experiences in the United States but few differences between who reports these 
experiences across countries. Specifically, younger and more educated adults, as well as those who see 
misinformation more frequently online, are more likely to report observing and performing corrections 
across contexts. 
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Research questions 
• How often do people perceive themselves seeing and performing corrections? 
• Does reported frequency of experiences of observed corrections and performed corrections differ 

by country? 
• To what extent are demographic characteristics, news consumption, and misinformation 

exposure associated with reported observed corrections and performed corrections? 
• Do these associations vary by country? 

 

Essay summary 
• Self-reported observed corrections are relatively common across our samples in the United 

States, Canada, the United Kingdom, and France, but performed corrections are less so. 

 
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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• Self-reported observed and performed corrections differ by country, with higher rates in the 
United States. 

• Across countries, older adults are less likely to say they perform or see corrections, while those 
more educated and those who report seeing misinformation are more likely. 

• The contextual or demographic characteristics associated with reported observed and performed 
corrections do not differ much by country. 
 

Implications 
 
Social media is often criticized as a source of misinformation (Smith et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2019), but 
social media can also be a source of corrections. Research has consistently found that observed 
corrections—which occur when people see someone else corrected on social media—reduce 
misperceptions on that topic among the community witnessing the interaction (Bode & Vraga, 2015; 
Porter et al., 2023; Vraga & Bode, 2020; Vraga et al., 2020; Walter et al., 2021). 

But to truly gauge the societal impact of observed corrections, we need to understand how often 
people perceive it to occur on social media and how often they say they do it themselves.2 Previous 
research has begun to explore this question but is largely limited to exploring who witnesses and performs 
corrections and related behaviors in a single country—for example, the United States (Amazeen et al., 
2018; Bode & Vraga, 2021b; Huber et al., 2022), Brazil (Rossini et al., 2021; Vijaykumar et al., 2021), 
Singapore (Tandoc et al., 2020), or the United Kingdom (Chadwick & Vaccari, 2019). Only two studies (to 
our knowledge) have explored performed corrections at a single point in time across multiple countries 
(Singapore, Turkey, and the United States; Kuru et al., 2022, 2023). This reflects a primary focus on the 
United States within the existing misinformation research, suggesting a need to investigate individuals’ 
experiences in diverse contexts (Murphy et al., 2023). By including multiple countries in a single study, 
especially by examining patterns across different contexts, we gain a deeper understanding of how 
commonly perceived corrections occur. 

Additionally, the bulk of existing work focuses on the number of people who say they perform 
corrections but does not also examine how many people report witnessing these corrections (except Bode 
& Vraga, 2021b; Rossini et al., 2021). This latter question more fully speaks to the potential scope for 
observed corrections, as we expect many more people to see corrections than perform them themselves. 
Given existing research on the power of observed correction in reducing misperceptions among broader 
communities (Bode & Vraga, 2018; Vraga et al., 2020; Walter et al., 2021), knowing just how many (and 
the characteristics of) the people who report these experiences helps understand observed corrections’ 
practical value to society. Therefore, this study expands on previous research by simultaneously 
examining who says they see and who says they perform corrections across four countries at a single point 
in time, to be able to better compare the contextual or demographic characteristics associated with each 
experience across cultural contexts. 

Our descriptive research found that people report that observed corrections happen relatively often 
across all four countries. Among those who said they saw misinformation at least rarely in the past month, 
between 41.5–56.3% of them report also having seen a correction. This experience differed modestly by 
country: People in the United States and Canada, as compared to the United Kingdom and France, were 
more likely to report having observed corrections. Two explanations seem promising for these 
differences. First, the spread of misinformation associated with the 2020 U.S. presidential election and 
the following January 6th insurrection (Mitchell et al., 2021; Prochaska et al., 2023) was more salient to 

 
2 It is important to note that what we measure and describe here is just that—perceptions of these experiences (seeing 
misinformation, seeing correction, performing correction) rather than anything that we can directly observe. For this reason, 
throughout the manuscript we will refer to perceptions, reports, and self-reports.  

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9YYm4U
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Americans and Canadians at the time of this survey in early 2021. However, previous research (Boulianne 
et al., 2021) also suggests that reported misinformation exposure was higher in the United States and 
Canada in 2019 than in the United Kingdom and France, so results are not limited to this specific time 
period. Also, we expected that online platforms’ focus on the English language (Ilyosovna, 2020) may 
make corrections of misinformation more visible or frequent for English-speaking social media users. 
Supporting these explanations, the most important characteristic associated with observed corrections is 
perceived exposure to misinformation on social media platforms across all four countries examined. 

Seeing corrections can only occur if corrections are being performed—something about a quarter of 
people said they did in the past month. This number appears roughly in line with some previous 
research—for example, Bode and Vraga (2021b) found that 35% of U.S. respondents who had seen 
misinformation had also corrected someone in the previous week at the beginning of the COVID-19 
pandemic in March of 2020, and Rossini et al. (2021) found that around 32% of Brazilian respondents 
reported engaging in social corrections on Facebook in 2019. Yet, self-reported performed corrections are 
also markedly higher than other cases—for example, Tandoc et al. (2020) found that around 12% of 
Singapore social media users would leave a comment when reading fake news in 2016, Amazeen et al. 
(2018) found 15% of their U.S. survey respondents posted fact-checks on social media in 2017, and 
Chadwick and Vaccari (2019) found that about 11% of U.K. respondents recalled correcting someone else 
for sharing inaccurate news in 2018. In our study, Americans were most likely to say they had corrected 
misinformation, whereas British and Canadians were the least likely (with France in between), which again 
may reflect heightened sensitivity to misinformation, especially among Americans. Much like with 
observed corrections, seeing misinformation is the strongest predictor of performed corrections. Future 
research needs to investigate whether these cross-country differences persist and delve into why some 
countries produce more self-reported correctors than others. 

Despite these differences across countries in terms of whether people reported seeing and 
performing corrections, the contextual (e.g., news consumption and misinformation exposure) or 
demographic markers associated with seeing or performing corrections were largely consistent across 
countries. As no research (to our knowledge) has explored these questions in a cross-national context, 
the finding that there are few (if any) differences between countries in who says they see and perform 
corrections is notable. Therefore, we consider which individual differences are associated with observed 
and performed corrections across the four countries. 

Beyond seeing misinformation, several important individual characteristics are associated with 
correction experiences. First, we found that older people were less likely to report seeing and performing 
corrections on their social media feeds. This might be problematic, as older people were more likely to be 
exposed to and share fake news sources during the 2016 U.S. presidential election (Brashier & Schacter, 
2020; Grinberg et al., 2019; Guess et al., 2019), accept health misinformation (Pan et al., 2021), and visit 
fact-checking websites less frequently (Robertson et al., 2020). Older adults were also less inclined to 
correct others (see also Huber et al., 2022). This may be because they perceived misinformation exposure 
as less risky (Knuutila et al., 2022; Kuru et al., 2022) and worried more about the risk of corrections on 
social media (Bode & Vraga, 2021a). However, research shows that in the United States, older adults are 
more likely to share fact-checks in political conversations on social media (Amazeen et al., 2018), which 
could mean that although older adults are less likely to directly correct others, they may be willing to 
share fact-check information to indirectly help reduce other people’s misconceptions—a question future 
research should explore. 

Beyond that, education and gender both help explain who observes and performs corrections across 
the four countries. Our study found females were more likely to say they see corrections, which may result 
from higher concerns about misinformation (Almenar et al., 2021) that make them more aware of both 
misinformation and its correction. Moreover, while this study found that there is no difference in the 
likelihood of performing corrections between males and females across these four Western democracies, 
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past research suggests there are cross-national differences in whether females are more likely to perform 
corrections, with females in Turkey more likely to perform corrections and females in Singapore less likely 
to do so (Kuru et al., 2022), suggesting that different countries’ contexts may influence females’ corrective 
actions. Future research needs to continue to investigate what influences females’ correction-performing 
choices in different countries. Additionally, people with higher education were more likely to say they 
both see and perform corrections. This may be because people with higher education levels are more 
confident in performing corrections or perceive a greater risk of misinformation (Knuutila et al., 2022; 
Kuru et al., 2022). While our results align with previous research (Bode & Vraga, 2021b; Vijaykumar et al., 
2021), the findings that those with lower educational levels were less likely to report seeing corrections 
but more likely to accept misinformation (Scherer et al., 2021) is concerning. This underscores that 
corrections might not be a panacea for all groups of people.  

Political orientations and political extremism are also associated with people’s correction experiences. 
On average, across the four countries, people who identified themselves as more left-wing were more 
likely to witness corrections compared to those on the right. This is aligned with previous research from 
the United States, indicating that people who perceived themselves to be more liberal were more likely 
to visit fact-checking websites (Robertson et al., 2020). This result is also concerning, as prior results have 
shown that Americans who identify themselves as right-wing were associated with higher susceptibility 
to misinformation (Garrett & Bond, 2021; Roozenbeek et al., 2022), less accurate discernment between 
real and false COVID-19 headlines (Calvillo et al., 2020), and a greater likelihood of seeing and sharing 
misinformation (Grinberg et al., 2019). Furthermore, we found that political extremists were more likely 
to see and perform corrections. However, given political extremists are more prone to believing in 
conspiracy theories (van Prooijen et al., 2015), the corrections they reported might be based on 
unfounded or misleading information, which means some of the “corrections” could be misguided or 
inaccurate. 

Importantly, these individual differences in correction experiences, both in terms of witnessing and 
performing corrections, highlight the inequalities that pervade the social media environment. If 
corrections can reduce misperceptions but are not reaching everyone who needs them, it undermines 
their potential value to society. Likewise, we are concerned when only some voices are represented in 
performing corrections both because diversity has a normative value for society and because corrections 
from trusted and close connections are likely to be more effective (Ecker & Antonio, 2021; Margolin et al., 
2018). Therefore, more efforts should be made to ensure everyone feels able to correct misinformation 
safely and that those corrections are reaching across boundaries in society.  

While our study provides valuable insights into the observed and performed corrections across 
various countries, it is not without its limitations. One primary constraint is that our research was built on 
a cross-sectional survey, which limits our capacity to draw causal inferences from the correlations we 
identified. Additionally, the data only matches the age and sex of country population characteristics, 
further limiting generalizability. Future studies need to adopt a longitudinal design and use national 
representative samples, which could afford a more nuanced understanding of these experiences over 
time and improve the generalizability of the results. Additionally, our study relied on self-reported data. 
We expect many people to over-estimate just how often they perform and witness corrections, given 
observational studies regarding the frequency of corrections on social media that offer much lower 
estimates (Bond & Garrett, 2023; He et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2023). We do not have any data regarding 
those actual experiences that we could match to the survey-reported perceptions on which we report. 
Future research should, therefore, employ other methods to validate how well people’s perceptions align 
with their actual experiences and to explore how we can encourage more people to correct and to see 
themselves as correctors. However, understanding people’s perceptions about this process remains 
important, as those perceptions speak to potentially powerful social norms in favor of corrections that 
might be leveraged to further bolster this response to misinformation (Bode & Vraga, 2021a). Given that 



 
 
 

 Tang; Vraga; Bode; Boulianne 5 
 

 

   

we find these perceptions are unevenly distributed among the population, this also suggests important 
gaps where these social norms operate, furthering potential inequalities in who feels they can participate 
in online discourse.  

Another limitation of this study is that the idiosyncratic differences in information environment 
between countries, especially in terms of proximity to the U.S. presidential election and its aftermath, 
may influence the results of this study. While our results broadly align with previous work looking at 
misinformation experiences in Western democracies (Boulianne et al., 2021), more future research needs 
to be done to validate the results of this study and continue to explore when and why differences emerge. 

Furthermore, this study only focuses on four Western countries, including the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Canada, and France, and the findings cannot be generalized to other countries, especially 
non-Western countries, with different social, cultural, and political contexts. This offers opportunities for 
future research, which can investigate how people report their perceived observed and performed 
corrections in non-Western contexts and what factors may predict correction experiences in other 
countries (Murphy et al., 2023). Finally, even though our study considered an important set of 
independent variables (e.g., frequency of misinformation exposure, age, gender, education, news use, 
and political orientation), there may be other important contextual factors, such as social media use, 
media literacy skills, trust in media, and cultural norms, which could influence how people respond to 
misinformation. Future researchers could dive deeper into what other important factors may influence 
people’s correction experience on social media.  
 

Findings 
 
Finding 1: Self-reported observed corrections are more common among Canadian and American social 
media users compared to those in the United Kingdom and France. 
 
Among those who reported seeing misinformation in the past month, many people across all four 
countries also reported seeing corrections happen on social media. This frequency differed across the four 
countries, with more Canadians and Americans reporting seeing corrections on social media in the past 
month than residents in the United Kingdom and France. 
 

 
Figure 1. The frequency of observed corrections by country. The percentage of those who reported witnessing corrections on 

social media in the past month. 
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Finding 2: Self-reported performed corrections are most frequent in the United States compared with those 
in the United Kingdom and Canada, with those in France falling in the middle. 
 
Fewer people reported performing corrections on social media as compared to seeing them. Among those 
who reported seeing misinformation in the past month, the percentage of people who reported 
performing corrections on social media in the past month differed across the four countries, with 
Americans reporting a higher number of performed corrections on social media than either British or 
Canadian residents, with the French falling in between. 
 

 
Figure 2. The frequency of performed corrections by country. The percentage of those who reported performing corrections on 

social media in the past month.  
 
Finding 3: The contextual or demographic characteristics associated with reported observed corrections 
do not substantially differ by country. 
 
Our results suggest that the individual characteristics associated with observed corrections—including 
age, gender, education, ideology, ideological extremity, news consumption, and misinformation 
exposure—do not substantially differ across the four countries. The only consistent significant 
relationship is higher levels of observed corrections among those with more misinformation exposure. 
Age is also significantly related to seeing corrections in three of all four countries (except the United 
States), with older people reporting less frequent experiences of observed corrections. Finally, those who 
identify more with the right generally report seeing fewer corrections; this pattern is significant in the 
United States and Canada but not significant for France and the United Kingdom. 
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Figure 3. Predictors of observed corrections by country. Logistic regressions were performed (N = 1,014 for the United States, N 

= 885 for the United Kingdom, N = 883 for France, N = 1,035 for Canada). The Cox & Snell R2 are reported in the figure (see 
Appendix A for more details). 

 
Finding 4: The contextual or demographic characteristics associated with reported performed corrections 
do not substantially differ by country. 
 
We also did not observe major differences in the predictors of performed corrections by country. Across 
all four countries, the single strongest and most consistent predictor of performing corrections is seeing 
misinformation on social media platforms. Additionally, older people are significantly less likely to perform 
corrections in the United States, the United Kingdom, and France. Finally, the use of the internet for news 
is consistently, positively, and significantly associated with performing corrections, with news users 
reporting higher self-reported performed corrections on social media in the past month.  
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Figure 4. Predictors of performed corrections by country. Logistic regressions were performed (N = 1,014 for the United States, 

N = 885 for the United Kingdom, N = 883 for France, N = 1,034 for Canada). The Cox & Snell R2 are reported in the figure (see 
Appendix A for more details).  

 
Finding 5: Across countries, older adults are less likely to say they perform or see corrections, while the 
more educated and those who report seeing misinformation are more likely. 
 
Given the overall consistency of our results across countries, our final analysis looked at the characteristics 
associated with reported observed and performed corrections amongst all the countries. We entered the 
three countries as controls, with the United States as the excluded group to account for differences in the 
frequency of these experiences across contexts. These analyses largely reinforced the results reported 
above. Misinformation exposure produced the single strongest relationship to both observed and 
performed corrections. Age also produced a consistent relationship, with older adults less likely to witness 
or perform corrections. Looking specifically at observed corrections, we found that females, the more 
educated, those with a more left-leaning ideology, and ideological extremists are all more likely to report 
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witnessing corrections. Looking specifically at performed corrections, we found that highly educated, the 
ideologically extreme, and those who consume more news (both political news via the internet and 
COVID-19-specific news) are more likely to report performing corrections. 
 

 
Figure 5. Overall predictors of observed and performed corrections, controlling for country. Logistic regressions were 

performed (N = 3,817 for observed corrections, N = 3,816 for performed corrections). The Cox & Snell R2 are reported in the 
figure (see Appendix A for more details).  

 

Methods 
 
To answer our research questions, we employed Kantar (an international survey firm) to administer a 
survey to an online panel in January and February of 2021. One thousand five hundred people in each of 
the three countries (the United States, France, and the United Kingdom) participated, with 1,568 
participants from Canada (total N = 6,068). Only adults older than 18 years old were invited to participate, 
and participants were recruited to match country population characteristics in terms of age and sex (see 
Appendix B). Data collection was supported by funding from Canadian Heritage’s Digital Citizenship 
Initiative. The data and replication files are available via the Harvard Dataverse at 
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/IG3WCC. 

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/IG3WCC
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Participants were asked close-ended questions about their news habits, their social media use, and 

their misinformation exposure. Misinformation exposure was measured by asking the participants to rate 
whether they have seen someone share misinformation (defined as information that is false or misleading 
information) on the social media sites used by the participants in the past month on a four-point scale 
from 1 (never) to 4 (often). Only participants who reported seeing misinformation at least 2 (rarely) on 
social media in the past month were asked follow-up questions about whether they saw and performed 
corrections on social media. To measure observed and performed corrections, participants were asked to 
respond “yes” or “no” to the following two questions: (1) whether they had seen someone else being told 
they shared misinformation on social media in the past month and (2) when they saw this misinformation, 
whether they offered a correction. Please see Appendix C for details on question-wording for all 
independent and dependent variables. 
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Appendix A: Detailed analysis 
 

Table A1. Descriptive statistics.  

Variable All United  
States 

United 
Kingdom 

France Canada 

Female % 51.0 51.3 49.3 51.1 52.2 

Education % (at least 
Bachelor) 

32.9 38.9 34.2 26.2 32.3 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Age 48.33 17.37 48.36 18.69 48.11 17.03 48.50 16.30 48.37 17.40 

Ideology (right) 5.33 2.50 5.73 2.85 5.34 2.25 5.28 2.47 4.96 2.30 

Ideological extremity 1.77 1.80 2.17 1.99 1.58 1.64 1.73 1.78 1.57 1.68 

COVID-19 news 3.29 .80 3.25 .88 3.37 .78 3.19 .78 3.35 .75 

Internet for news 2.94 1.59 3.12 1.84 2.85 1.51 2.90 1.48 2.88 1.51 

Misinformation 
exposure* 

1.97 .73 2.19 .78 1.84 .68 1.84 .68 2.00 .69 

Note: For gender and education, we report the percentage of females and the percentage of at least a Bachelor’s degree as 
those two are categorical variables. All participants who responded “neither right nor left” to the middle (5) category on our 11-

point political ideology scale were coded as “moderates.” To compute misinformation exposure, we took an average of 
participants’ reported misinformation exposure across the social media platforms that they utilized. Therefore, if a participant 

used three social media platforms, this value represents the average amount of misinformation exposure across all three 
platforms. Those who did not use any social media platforms were excluded from this question, but these participants would not 

be of interest to this study given its interest in correction on social media. 
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Table A2. Bivariate correlations among all the continuous independent variables.  

 Age Education Ideology 
(right) 

Ideological 
extremity 

COVID-19 
news 

Internet 
for news 

Misin-
formation 
exposure 

Age –       

Education -.01 –      

Ideology (right) .04** -.002 –     

Ideological 
extremity 

-.02 .09*** .17*** –    

COVID-19 news .14*** .10*** -.07*** .04** –   

Internet for 
news 

-.13*** .14*** .09*** .15*** .22*** –  

Misinformation 
exposure 

-.25*** .12*** .11*** .15*** .02 .31*** – 

Note: To ensure there is no risk of multi-collinearity among our independent variables, we ran a series of bivariate correlations 
among all the continuous independent variables in our regression models. As this table demonstrates, all inter-item correlations 

are small to moderate in size, suggesting there is little risk of multi-collinearity in our regression analyses. 
***p < .001. **p < .01. *p < .05 

 
Finding 1: Observed corrections differ by country.  
 
To examine differences in observed corrections, we performed a chi-square test looking at observed 
corrections in the past month on social media among the four countries for those people who reported 
seeing misinformation at least rarely in that time frame. The chi-square is significant χ2(3, 4252) = 62.80, 
p < .001. Post hoc comparisons suggest that Americans and Canadians reported seeing significantly (p < 
.05) more corrections on social media than the French and British. 
 
Finding 2: Performed correction differs by country.  
 
To examine differences in performed corrections, we performed a chi-square test looking at self-reported 
performed corrections in the past month on social media among the four countries for those people who 
reported seeing misinformation at least rarely in that time frame. The chi-square is significant χ2(3, 4251) 
= 22.27, p < .001. Post hoc comparisons suggest that Americans reported performing correction 
significantly more often than the British or Canadians (p < .05), while the French were not significantly 
different in their corrective responses than the other two groups. 
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Finding 3: Logistic regression for seeing corrections.  
 

Table A3. Logistic regression for seeing corrections in the United States and the United Kingdom.  

Variable United States United Kingdom 

 b SE p-value Exp(B) b SE p-value Exp(B) 

Age -.01 .00 .137 .99 -.01** .01 .004 .99 

Female .22 .14 .112 1.25 .03 .15 .841 1.03 

Education .06 .06 .331 1.06 .09 .07 .203 1.09 

Ideology (right) -.05* .03 .045 .95 .01 .03 .735 1.01 

Ideological extremity .05 .04 .196 1.05 .17*** .05 <.001 1.18 

COVID-19 news .04 .08 .613 1.04 .08 .11 .480 1.08 

Internet for news .05 .04 .207 1.05 -.10 .05 .055 .90 

Misinformation exposure .82*** .10 < .001 2.28 .95*** .13 < .001 2.57 

         

Cox & Snell R2 .107 .123 

Nagelkelke R2 .143 .165 

N 1,014 885 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Table A4. Logistic regression for seeing corrections in the France and Canada.  

Variable France Canada 

 b SE p-value Exp(B) b SE p-value Exp(B) 

Age -.01* .01 .038 .99 -.01*** .00 <.001 .99 

Female .22 .15 .144 1.25 .21 .14 .139 1.23 

Education .18* .08 .018 1.19 .04 .07 .526 1.05 

Ideology (right) -.03 .03 .362 .97 -.08** .03 .007 .92 

Ideological extremity .04 .04 .355 1.04 .06 .04 .149 1.06 

COVID-19 news -.03 .10 .789 .97 .17 .10 .094 1.18 

Internet for news .07 .05 .190 1.07 .03 .05 .510 1.03 

Misinformation exposure 1.07*** .13 <.001 2.93 1.06*** .11 < .001 2.87 

         

Cox & Snell R2 .147 .151 

Nagelkelke R2 .199 .201 

N 883 1035 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Finding 4: Logistic regression for performing corrections.  
 

Table A5. Logistic regression for performing corrections for the United States and the UK.  

Variable United States United Kingdom 

 b SE p-value Exp(B) b SE p-value Exp(B) 

Age -.03*** .01 <.001 .97 -.02*** .01 <.001 .98 

Female -.31 .16 .054 .74 -.38* .18 .033 .69 

Education .09 .07 .189 1.10 .14 .08 .088 1.15 

Ideology (right) -.01 .03 .650 .99 .03 .04 .481 1.03 

Ideological extremity .06 .04 .171 1.06 .11* .05 .032 1.12 

COVID-19 news .23* .10 .024 1.25 .02 .13 .892 1.02 

Internet for news .20*** .04 <.001 1.22 .14* .06 .013 1.15 

Misinformation exposure .72*** .11 <.001 2.06 .96*** .14 <.001 2.61 

         

Cox & Snell R-squared .204 .160 

Nagelkelke R-squared .287 .237 

N 1,014 885 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Table A6. Logistic regression for performing corrections for France and Canada.  

Variable France Canada 

 b SE p-value Exp(B) b SE p-value Exp(B) 

Age -.01* .01 .034 .99 -.01 .01 .080 .99 

Female -.04 .17 .830 .97 .30 .16 .057 1.35 

Education .12 .08 .130 1.13 .06 .08 .449 1.06 

Ideology (right) .09** .03 .008 1.09 .01 .03 .680 1.01 

Ideological extremity -.02 .05 .674 .98 .10* .05 .022 1.11 

COVID-19 news .20 .11 .064 1.22 .15 .11 .186 1.16 

Internet for news .17** .06 .002 1.18 .18*** .05 <.001 1.20 

Misinformation exposure .89*** .13 <.001 2.44 .59*** .11 <.001 1.80 

         

Cox & Snell R-squared .140 .083 

Nagelkelke R-squared .200 .122 

N 883 1,034 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Finding 5: Logistic regression, controlling for country.  
 

Table A7. Logistic regression, controlling for country.  

Variable See corrections Perform corrections 

 b SE p-value Exp(B) b SE p-value Exp(B) 

Age -.01*** .00 <.001 .99 -.02*** .00 <.001 .98 

Female .18* .07 .011 1.20 -.10 .08 .201 .90 

Education .09* .03 .010 1.09 .09* .04 .013 1.10 

Ideology (right) -.04** .01 .002 .96 .02 .02 .225 1.02 

Ideological extremity .07*** .02 <.001 1.08 .06** .02 .008 1.06 

COVID-19 news .06 .05 .220 1.06 .17** .06 .002 1.18 

Internet for news .02 .02 .452 1.02 .19*** .03 <.001 1.21 

Misinformation exposure .96*** .06 <.001 2.61 .76*** .06 <.001 2.14 

United Kingdom -.22* .10 .033 .81 .02 .12 .840 1.02 

France -.32** .10 .002 .73 .33** .11 .004 1.39 

Canada -.01 .10 .947 .99 -.04 .11 .727 .96 

         

Cox & Snell R-squared .139 .140 

Nagelkelke R-squared .186 .203 

N 3817 3816 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05. 
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Appendix B: Comparison of sample characteristics to official population 
statistics for each country 
 

Table B1. Comparison of sample age groups to official population statistics.  
  United States United 

Kingdom 
France Canada 

18–24 Official 12% 11% 10% 11% 
Survey 2021 12% 11% 10% 11% 
Difference 0% 0% 0% 0% 

25–34 Official 18% 17% 15% 16% 
Survey 2021 18% 17% 15% 16% 
Difference 0% 0% 0% 0% 

35–44 Official 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Survey 2021 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Difference 0% 0% 0% 0% 

45–54 Official 16% 18% 17% 18% 
Survey 2021 17% 18% 17% 18% 
Difference 1% 0% 0% 0% 

55+ Official 38% 38% 42% 39% 
Survey 2021 37% 38% 42% 39% 
Difference 1% 0% 0% 0% 

   
Table B2. Comparison of sample gender to official population statistics.  

  United 
States 

United 
Kingdom 

France Canada 

Male Official 49% 49% 48% 49% 
Survey 2021 49% 51% 49% 48% 
Difference 0% 2% 1% 1% 

Female Official 51% 51% 52% 51% 
Survey 2021 51% 49% 51% 52% 

Difference 0% 2% 1% 1% 
Notes: Official statistics determined from the following sources: (1) National Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies. (2018). 
Demographic balance sheet: France. https://www.insee.fr/en/statistiques/2382609?sommaire=2382613; (2) Office of National 

Statistics. (2016). Population estimates for the UK, England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland: Mid-2016. 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidy

earpopulationestimates/mid2016#main-points; (3) Statistics Canada. (2016). 2016 census of population – age and sex. 
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/datasets/Index-eng.cfm?Temporal=2016&Theme=115&VNAMEE=&GA=-1&S=0; (4) United States 

Census Bureau. (2019). American community survey: Demographic and housing estimates. 
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP1Y2019.DP05?d=ACS%201-Year%20Estimates%20Data%20Profiles&hidePreview=true 

 

 

https://www.insee.fr/en/statistiques/2382609?sommaire=2382613
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2016#main-points
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/bulletins/annualmidyearpopulationestimates/mid2016#main-points
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/datasets/Index-eng.cfm?Temporal=2016&Theme=115&VNAMEE=&GA=-1&S=0
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP1Y2019.DP05?d=ACS%201-Year%20Estimates%20Data%20Profiles&hidePreview=true
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Appendix C: Questionnaire 
 
Question-wording for all variables.  
 

Table C1. Age. 

QYEAR  

FR EN 

En quelle année êtes-vous né(e)? 
 

In what year were you born? 

 
Table C2. Female. 

QSEX  

FR EN 

Êtes-vous de sexe…? Are you …? 

0 = Masculin 
1 = Féminin 
2 = Intersex/non binaire 

0 = Male 
1 = Female 
2 = Non-binary 
 

Note: To address the difference between census definitions and survey definitions, we allow 1% flexibility on these quotas so 
that people can choose non-binary. Our 2019 survey found that less than .5% reported non-binary, but almost 1% of Canadians 

did so. In 2021, less than .5% in all countries reported non-binary. 
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Table C3. Education. 

 Q92educFR Q92educUSCA Q92educUK 

 FRANCE French Canada United 
States/CANADA 

United Kingdom 

STANDARDIZED Quel est le 
diplôme le plus 
élevé que vous 
ayez obtenu? 

Quel est le diplôme 
le plus élevé que 
vous ayez obtenu? 

What is the highest 
level of education 
you have completed? 

What is the highest 
level of education 
you have 
completed? 

[r1] Less than high 
school 

Aucun diplôme    

[r2] Less than high 
school 

Certificat 
d’études 
primaires (C.E.P.) 

École primaire 
terminée, quelques 
années d'école 
secondaire 

Grade School, Some 
High School 

No GCSEs or O-
levels 

[r3] Less than high 
school 

Brevet, BEPC    

[r4] Less than high 
school 

CAP, BEP    

[r5] High school 
graduate 

Baccalauréat 
professionnel et 
technique, 
Baccalauréat 
général 

École secondaire 
terminée, GED 

Graduated High 
School or GED 

GCSE/AS/A Level 

[r6] College 
graduate with a 2- 
year degree 

Diplôme du 1er 
cycle 
universitaire, 
B.T.S et D.U.T 

CÉGEP ou collège 
classique 

Graduated College – 
Associate’s degree, 
Technical School, or 
Vocational Training 

College graduate 
with a 2-year 
degree 

[r7] College 
graduate with a 4- 
year degree 

Diplôme du 2e 
cycle 
universitaire et 
des grandes 
écoles, y compris 
licence, maitrise, 
master 1 

Baccalauréat Graduated College – 
Bachelor’s degree 

University degree 
(Bachelor’s degree 
or equivalent) 

[r8] Advanced 
degree 

Diplôme Bac+5 et 
au-delà 

Maîtrise, diplôme 
professionnel ou 
doctorat 

Advanced degree / 
Postgraduate or 
Doctoral degree 
(M.A., Ph.D., etc.) 

Advanced degree / 
Postgraduate or 
Doctoral degree 
(M.A., Ph.D., etc.) 
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Table C4. Ideology (right) and ideological extremity (folded). 

FR EN 

SLIDER – SC 
Left = value 0 
then show a point for 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   
Right = value 10 
SC – USE SLIDER from 0 to 10 and add 3 exclusive items below 
98, 99 specified as missing responses in dataset 

En politique, les personnes parlent parfois de 
gauche et de droite. Où vous placeriez-VOUS sur 
cette échelle?  
 
CANADA-FRENCH ONLY (Country = 4 AND 
Language = 2) 
Remarque: parfois, les gens se réfèrent à la 
gauche comme libérale et à la droite, au 
conservateur. 

In politics, people sometimes talk of left and 
right. Where would you place YOURSELF on this 
scale? 0=Note: sometimes people refer to the 
left as liberal and to the right as conservative.  
 

0 Gauche 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 Centre 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 Droite 
 
[r98] Ni de gauche ni de droite  
[r99] Je ne sais pas 

0 Left 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 Moderate  
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 Right 
 
[r98] Neither left nor right  
[r99] I don’t know 
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Table C5. COVID-19 news. 

FR EN 

Pour chacune des catégories suivantes, pourriez-
vous m’indiquer à quel point vous suivez chaque 
type d’actualité de près: 

Please tell me how closely you follow news on 
the following topics:  

ITEMS  

Pandémie de COVID-19  COVID-19 pandemic 

SCALE  

1 = Pas du tout de près 
2 = Pas vraiment de près 
3 = D’assez près 
4 = De très près 

1 = Not at all closely 
2 = Not very closely 
3 = Somewhat closely 
4 = Very closely 

 
Table C6. Internet for news. 

Combien de temps par jour, en moyenne, 
passez-vous sur Internet pour vous informer sur 
la politique et l’actualité? 

On a typical day, how much time do you spend 
using the internet for news about politics and 
current affairs? 

1 = Jamais 
2 = Moins de 30 minutes 
3 = 30 minutes à 1 heure 
4 = 1h à 1,5 heures 
5 = 1,5 heures à 2 heures 
6 = 2 heures à 3 heures 
7 = 3 heures à 4 heures 
8 = Plus de 4 heures 
 

1 = Never 
2 = Less than 30 minutes 
3 = 30 minutes to 1 hour 
4 = 1 hour to 1.5 hours   
5 = 1.5 hours to 2 hours 
6 = 2 hours to 3 hours 
7 = 3 hours to 4 hours 
8 = More than 4 hours 
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Table C7. Misinformation exposure. 

FR EN 

Comme mentionné, la désinformation consiste 
en des informations fausses ou trompeuses. 
 
Au cours du dernier mois, à quelle fréquence 
avez-vous vu quelqu'un partager de la 
désinformation sur [insert site name]? 

As mentioned, misinformation is information 
that is false or misleading information. 
 
In the past month, how often have you seen 
someone share misinformation on [insert site 
name]? 

ITEMS  

a) YouTube 
b) Reddit 
c) WhatsApp 
d) Snapchat 
e) Twitter 
f) Instagram 
g) TikTok 
h) Twitch  
i) Facebook 

a) YouTube 
b) Reddit 
c) WhatsApp 
d) Snapchat 
e) Twitter 
f) Instagram 
g) TikTok 
h) Twitch 
i) Facebook  

SCALE  

1 = Jamais  
2 = Rarement 
3 = De temps en temps 
4 = Souvent 

1 = Never  
2 = Rarely 
3 = From time to time 
4 = Often 

Note: This question was asked only of people who indicated they used that social media platform at least “rarely” in a previous 
question. 

 
Table C8. Observed correction. 

FR EN 

Au cours du dernier mois, avez-vous vu 
quelqu'un d'autre se faire dire sur les médias 
sociaux qu'il partageait de la désinformation? 

In the past month, on social media have you 
seen someone else being told they shared 
misinformation? 

0 = Non 
1 = Oui 

0 = No 
1 = Yes 
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Table C9. Performed correction. 

FR EN 

Lorsque vous avez vu cette désinformation, avez-
vous proposé une correction à cette 
désinformation? 

When you saw this misinformation, did you 
offer a correction of this misinformation? 

0 = Non 
1 = Oui 

0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 


