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Appendix F: Regression results where we treated pseudoscientific
content and censorship accusations as independent manipulation
factors

Table F1 reports the main and interaction effects of pseudoscientific content and censorship accusation
factors across all outcome variables in the main text. These models exclude the control condition, as the
factorial regression framework does not accommodate a group that cannot be assigned to a level of either
manipulation factor. For comparisons involving the control condition, see the post-hoc pairwise analyses
reported in the main text.

Model 1 in Table F1 below includes two dummy-coded predictors: pseudoscientific content (1 =
pseudoscientific, 0 = non-pseudoscientific) and censorship accusation (1 = censorship present, 0 = absent),
and controls for the topics (GMO and vaccines). Model 2 adds the two-way interaction term between
these two factors. Reported coefficients (b) are unstandardized. Partial n2is estimated from the regression
model.

Table F1. Regression results: main and interaction effects of pseudoscientific content and censorship
accusations across outcome variables.
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Note: Model 1 (Main Effects model) estimates the independent effects of each factor; Model 2 (Interaction model) additionally
includes the Pseudoscientific content x Censorship term. Perceived Credibility models additionally control for topic (vaccine vs.
GMO). b = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE = standard error; partial n? = partial eta-squared effect size.



