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A B S T R A C T

Signal Detection Theory suggests that people may fall for misinformation because they are unable to discern true 
from false information (i.e., low truth sensitivity) or because they have a general tendency to accept information 
regardless of veracity (i.e., low acceptance threshold). While a large body of evidence suggests that character
istics of information sources can influence susceptibility to misinformation, it remains unclear how source 
characteristics affect misinformation susceptibility. Using a signal-detection approach, the current research 
investigated (1) whether source characteristics influence truth judgments of true and false information via truth 
sensitivity or acceptance thresholds; (2) potential differences between perceived reliability and perceived 
partisanship as distinct facets of sources; and (3) how the two facets interact with information content in shaping 
judgments of true and false information. Across seven preregistered experiments (N = 4,286), we found that (1) 
source characteristics affected susceptibility to misinformation via acceptance thresholds, not truth sensitivity 
per se; (2) effects of source characteristics were limited to conditions where comparisons of sources are salient; 
(3) source characteristics had no effect on partisan bias, in that acceptance thresholds were substantially lower 
for ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent information regardless of the source; and (4) perceived reli
ability and perceived partisanship showed corresponding effects on acceptance thresholds regardless of infor
mation content, suggesting that both source characteristics might influence truth judgments via perceived source 
credibility. Together, the findings provide deeper insights into how source characteristics influence susceptibility 
to misinformation.

1. Introduction

From examining factors underlying responses to true and false in
formation (e.g., Gawronski et al., 2023; Pennycook & Rand, 2021; 
Pfänder & Altay, 2025; Schwarz & Jalbert, 2020; Sultan et al., 2024; Van 
Bavel et al., 2024) to testing interventions aimed at curbing the 
ballooning misinformation epidemic (e.g., Chan & Albarracín, 2023; 
Roozenbeek & van der Linden, 2019), psychological research on how 
people navigate misinformation has proliferated in recent years (for 
reviews, see Ecker et al., 2022; Pennycook & Rand, 2021). An important 
question in this work is how characteristics of information sources affect 
susceptibility to misinformation (i.e., judgments of false information as 
true). Prior research suggests that people are less likely to fall for 
misinformation from non-credible sources (e.g., Bauer & Clemm Von 
Hohenberg, 2021; Clemm Von Hohenberg & Guess, 2023; Nadarevic 

et al., 2020; Zeng et al., 2024). However, based on the available evi
dence, it remains unclear (1) how source characteristics influence truth 
judgments of true and false information, (2) whether distinct facets of 
sources (e.g., perceived reliability vs. perceived partisanship) influence 
judgments of true and false information in the same manner, and (3) 
how distinct facets of sources interact with information content in 
shaping judgments of true and false information. Answers to these 
questions are critical for understanding why people fall for misinfor
mation, which has important implications for the effectiveness of in
terventions to reduce misinformation susceptibility.

In the current research, we drew on Signal Detection Theory (SDT; 
Green & Swets, 1966) to address these questions. According to SDT, 
people may fall for misinformation because they are unable to discern 
true from false information (i.e., low truth sensitivity; see Batailler et al., 
2022), or because they have a general tendency to accept information 
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regardless of veracity (i.e., low acceptance threshold; see Batailler et al., 
2022). Expanding on this distinction, the current research used a signal- 
detection approach to investigate whether source characteristics influ
ence truth judgments of true and false information via truth sensitivity 
or acceptance thresholds. We further investigated whether perceived 
source reliability and perceived source partisanship influence suscepti
bility to misinformation in the same manner, and how the two facets of 
sources interact with information content in shaping judgments of true 
and false information.

1.1. Misinformation as a signal detection problem

In signal-detection terms, correct judgments of true information as 
true can be described as hits; incorrect judgments of false information as 
true can be described as false alarms; correct judgments of false infor
mation as false can be described as correct rejections; and incorrect 
judgments of true information as false can be described as misses 
(Batailler et al., 2022). SDT provides a mathematical approach for 
quantifying two conceptually distinct factors underlying misinformation 
susceptibility.

First, truth judgments of true and false information are shaped by the 
ability to discern true from false information (i.e., truth sensitivity; see 
Batailler et al., 2022). High truth sensitivity reflects high ability at dis
tinguishing true from false information, involving high rates of hits and 
correct rejections and, correspondingly, low rates of misses and false 
alarms. Conversely, low truth sensitivity reflects low ability at dis
tinguishing true from false information, involving high rates of misses 
and false alarms and, correspondingly, low rates of hits and correct re
jections. Truth sensitivity is captured by SDT's d’ index, which reflects 
the distance between the distributions for true and false information 
along the judgment dimension of perceived veracity (see Fig. 1). It is 
calculated as follows: 

d’ = z(H)–z(FA)

In this equation, H represents the proportion of true information 
judged as true; FA represents the proportion of false information judged 
as true. Both proportions are converted to follow a quantile function for 
a z-distribution, such that a proportion of 0.5 is converted to a d’ score of 
zero (reflecting chance responses). Higher d’ scores reflect greater ac
curacy in discerning true from false information (i.e., higher truth 
sensitivity).

Second, truth judgments of true and false information are shaped by 
general response tendencies to accept or reject information regardless of 
the information's veracity (i.e., acceptance threshold; see Batailler et al., 
2022). In terms of SDT, this tendency can be understood as the 
threshold along the judgment dimension of perceived veracity at which 
a person switches their judgment between true and false (see Fig. 2). A 
high acceptance threshold reflects a general tendency to reject infor
mation as false, involving high rates of misses and correct rejections and, 
correspondingly, low rates of hits and false alarms. Conversely, a low 
acceptance threshold reflects a general tendency to accept information 
as true, involving high rates of hits and false alarms and, correspondingly, 
low rates of misses and correct rejections. Acceptance threshold is 
captured by SDT's c index and is calculated as follows:

c = − 0.5× [z(H)+ z(FA) ]

Acceptance threshold scores higher than zero indicate a greater 
likelihood to judge information as false than to judge information as 
true; scores lower than zero indicate a greater likelihood to judge in
formation as true than to judge information as false. A score of zero 
reflects an equal likelihood to judge information as true versus false.

An important aspect of the distinction between truth sensitivity and 
acceptance threshold is that the two factors are independent (Macmillan 
& Creelman, 2004). For example, a high acceptance threshold does not 
entail high truth sensitivity, given that high thresholds imply not only 

(1) a high likelihood of judging false information as false (i.e., high rate 
of correct rejections) but also (2) a high likelihood of judging true in
formation as false (i.e., high rate of misses). In a similar vein, a low 
acceptance threshold does not entail low truth sensitivity, given that low 
thresholds imply not only (1) a high likelihood of judging false infor
mation as true (i.e., high rate of false alarms) but also (2) a high like
lihood of judging to true information as true (i.e., high rate of hits). 
While some factors may shape misinformation belief via both truth 
sensitivity and acceptance thresholds (e.g., older age; Sultan et al., 
2024), not all exert concurrent and similar effects on both. For 
example, while cognitive elaboration has been found to affect truth 
sensitivity without affecting acceptance thresholds (Gawronski et al., 
2023; Nahon et al., 2024; Sultan et al., 2022), effects of familiarity on 
misinformation belief (Pillai & Fazio, 2021) seem to stem from effects on 
acceptance thresholds and not truth sensitivity (Gawronski et al., 2026; 
Sultan et al., 2024). From an intervention standpoint, there are ongoing 
debates about whether gamified inoculation increases acceptance 
thresholds without affecting truth sensitivity (Modirrousta-Galian & 
Higham, 2023) or, conversely, increases truth sensitivity without 
affecting acceptance thresholds (Simchon et al., 2026). Thus, when 
studying why people mistakenly judge false information as true, it is 
critical to delineate the distinct roles of truth sensitivity and acceptance 
threshold (see Batailler et al., 2022; Gawronski et al., 2023; Hubeny 
et al., 2025; Modirrousta-Galian & Higham, 2023; Nahon et al., 2024; 

Fig. 1. Graphical depiction of truth sensitivity within Signal Detection Theory, 
reflecting the distance between distributions of judgments about true and false 
information along the dimension of perceived veracity. Distributions that are 
closer together along the perceived-veracity dimension reflect a lower sensi
tivity, indicating that participants' ability in correctly discriminating between 
true and false information is relatively low (upper panel A). Distributions that 
are further apart along the perceived-veracity dimension reflect a higher 
sensitivity, indicating that participants' ability in correctly discriminating be
tween real news and fake news is relatively high (lower panel B). Figure 
adapted from Gawronski et al. (2025). Reprinted with permission.
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Simchon et al., 2026; Sultan et al., 2022).

1.2. Effects of source characteristics on misinformation susceptibility

Judgments of whether information is true or false are likely shaped 
not only by the content of the information but also by its source. 
Research on attitudes suggests a key role of source characteristics in 
persuasion, with people being more persuaded by information provided 
by sources perceived to be credible (Chaiken, 1980; Petty et al., 1997; 
Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). While some studies found no or inconsistent 
effects of source credibility on misinformation susceptibility (Dias et al., 
2020; Littrell et al., 2024; Pehlivanoglu et al., 2021; Schaewitz et al., 
2020; see Mang et al., 2024 for a discussion on the factors potentially 
driving the inconsistent findings), several studies suggest that people are 
more likely to judge information as true when it is coming from a 
credible (vs. non-credible) source (e.g., Bauer & Clemm Von Hohenberg, 
2021; Clemm Von Hohenberg & Guess, 2023; Nadarevic et al., 2020; 
Zeng et al., 2024). Further, studies on responses to contradictory in
formation suggest that people are more likely to update their beliefs 
about an earlier allegation when it is contradicted by a trustworthy (vs. 
untrustworthy) source (e.g., Ecker & Antonio, 2021; Sanna & Lagnado, 
2025).

From a practical view, these findings seem encouraging, because 
they suggest that people are less likely to believe information from non- 
credible sources. Because misinformation is often spread by non- 
credible sources (e.g., dubious or fake-news outlets; laypeople lacking 
expertise on an issue), this tendency may protect people from falling for 
misinformation (Schwarz & Jalbert, 2020). Extant research on misin
formation susceptibility has often adopted procedures that reflect this 
idea, with studies presenting true information with credible sources and 
false information with non-credible sources (e.g., Aslett et al., 2024; Dias 
et al., 2020; Pennycook et al., 2021; Pennycook & Rand, 2019).

From an applied perspective, the confound of source credibility and 
information veracity in these studies may seem insignificant because (1) 
the truth status of information in natural settings is typically positively 
correlated with source credibility (i.e., information from credible sour
ces is more likely to be true than information from non-credible sources) 
and, therefore, (2) the two factors should lead to the same desirable 
outcome: a lower likelihood of accepting misinformation conveyed by 
non-credible sources (e.g., Swire-Thompson et al., 2024). However, 
from a theoretical perspective, study designs that confound source 
credibility and information veracity can lead to inaccurate conclusions 
about why people fall for misinformation. To illustrate this point, 
consider that false information can be spread not only by non-credible 
sources but also by credible sources (e.g., Peters, 2023), and that even 
non-credible sources may convey true information. If people readily 
accept information from credible sources and reject information from 
non-credible sources, they may mistakenly accept false information as 
true when it is conveyed by a credible source, and they may mistakenly 
reject true information as false when it is conveyed by a non-credible 
source. Thus, if one aims to understand why people fall for misinfor
mation, it is critical to avoid confounds between source credibility and 
information veracity, because such confounds can lead to inaccurate 
theoretical conclusions.

Some studies have isolated effects of source characteristics and in
formation veracity on truth judgments (Nedelcu & Balaban, 2021; 
Pehlivanoglu et al., 2021; Traberg et al., 2024; Traberg & van der 
Linden, 2022). However, because these studies did not delineate ef
fects on truth sensitivity and acceptance thresholds, it remains unclear 
how source characteristics affected truth judgments. While past findings 
that people are more likely to accept information from credible than 
non-credible sources may suggest that source characteristics influence 
general tendencies to accept or reject information (i.e., acceptance 
thresholds; see Traberg & van der Linden, 2022), source characteristics 
may also influence discernment between true and false information (i.e., 
truth sensitivity; see Sultan et al., 2024). Effects of the latter type may be 
expected based on research showing that sources with low credibility 
can increase elaborate processing (Priester & Petty, 1995). Combined 
with evidence that elaborate processing increases accuracy in discerning 
true from false information (for a review, see Pennycook & Rand, 2021), 
these findings suggest that people may show higher truth sensitivity for 
information from non-credible sources compared to information from 
credible sources.

Notably, a meta-analysis by Sultan et al. (2024) has used an SDT 
approach to investigate whether source characteristics affect misinfor
mation susceptibility via truth sensitivity or acceptance thresholds. The 
authors found that truth sensitivity was higher when true and false 
headlines were presented with their sources than when they were pre
sented without sources. Presence (vs. absence) of sources had no effect 
on acceptance thresholds. While these findings seem to suggest that 
source characteristics influence misinformation susceptibility via truth 
sensitivity and not via acceptance thresholds, most of the studies in the 
meta-analysis that included sources confounded source characteristics 
and information veracity, in that true information was presented with 
credible sources whereas false information was presented with non- 
credible sources (e.g., Pennycook et al., 2021). This confound renders 
conclusions about source effects on truth sensitivity premature.

In terms of SDT, presenting true information with a credible source 

Fig. 2. Graphical depiction of acceptance threshold within Signal Detection 
Theory, reflecting the threshold along the dimension of perceived veracity at 
which a participant decides to switch their decision. When judging information 
as true (vs. false), the threshold indicates the degree of veracity the participant 
must perceive before judging information as true. Any stimulus with greater 
perceived veracity than that value will be judged as true, whereas any stimulus 
with lower perceived veracity than that value will be judged as false. A low 
threshold would indicate that a participant is generally more likely to judge 
information as true (upper panel A), whereas a high threshold would indicate 
that a participant is generally less likely to judge information as true (lower 
panel B). Figure adapted from Gawronski et al. (2025). Reprinted 
with permission.
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should increase the proportion of hits, whereas presenting false infor
mation with a non-credible source should decrease the proportion of 
false alarms (see Table 1, upper section). These effects should lead to 
higher truth-sensitivity scores when source information is present (vs. 
absent). However, the confound between information veracity and 
source credibility obfuscates conclusions about whether source credi
bility affects truth sensitivity per se. To address this question, it is 
necessary to resolve the confound between information veracity and 
source reliability in a fully crossed 2 (Accuracy: true vs. false) × 2 
(Source: credible vs. non-credible) design that includes (1) true infor
mation paired with a credible source, (2) false information paired with a 
non-credible source, (3) true information paired with a non-credible 
source, and (4) false information paired with a credible source (see 
Table 1, lower section). In such a design, one would again expect higher 
hit rates for true information paired with a credible source and lower 
false-alarm rates for false information paired with a non-credible source. 
Yet, if people readily accept information from credible sources, they 
should also exhibit higher false-alarm rates for information from cred
ible sources, such that they mistakenly judge false information from 
credible sources to be true. By the same token, if people readily reject 
information from non-credible sources, they should exhibit lower hit 
rates for information from non-credible sources, such that they mistak
enly judge true information from non-credible sources to be false. In 
conjunction, these effects imply that source credibility may not affect 
truth sensitivity per se, but instead influence acceptance thresholds, 
such that people show lower acceptance thresholds for information from 
credible sources compared to information from non-credible sources. 
Thus, despite the use of SDT in Sultan et al.'s (2024) meta-analysis, the 
confound between source information and information veracity in the 
meta-analyzed studies undermines conclusions about whether source 
credibility affects misinformation susceptibility via truth sensitivity or 
acceptance thresholds. The current research sought to address this 
question.

1.3. Perceived reliability vs. perceived partisanship

Prior research examining effects of source characteristics on misin
formation susceptibility has operationalized source credibility in terms 
of whether the source (1) is an expert or a lay person (Nadarevic et al., 
2020; Sanna & Lagnado, 2025), (2) is real or fake (Bauer & Clemm Von 
Hohenberg, 2021; Nadarevic et al., 2020), or (3) is a mainstream or 
fringe source (Nedelcu & Balaban, 2021). A related source characteristic 
is a source's political leaning (Traberg et al., 2024), which can increase 
or decrease perceived source credibility depending on whether a sour
ce's political leaning is congruent or incongruent with participants' own 
political leaning (Traberg & van der Linden, 2022). Because different 
source characteristics may differentially impact judgments (e.g., Ecker 
& Antonio, 2021; Ziegler et al., 2002), comparing effects of different 
source characteristics is crucial for understanding how source informa
tion affects susceptibility to misinformation (Mang et al., 2024). In the 
current research, we tested potential differences between perceived 
reliability and perceived partisanship. We focused on these two source 
characteristics, because we expected them to show distinct effects on 

acceptance thresholds depending on the content of the focal 
information.

Perceived source reliability can be understood as the subjective 
likelihood that a given source conveys true (vs. false) information. In
formation from a source with high perceived reliability is likely trusted 
more than information from a source with low perceived reliability, and 
this may be the case irrespective of the information content, such as 
whether the political slant of the information aligns with one's political 
views (henceforth referred to as ideology-congruent vs. ideology- 
incongruent information). In other words, people may show lower 
acceptance thresholds for information from reliable sources than for 
information from unreliable sources, regardless of whether the infor
mation is ideology-congruent, ideology-incongruent, or apolitical.

In contrast, perceived source partisanship can be understood as the 
subjective likelihood that a given source conveys information that favors 
one political side over another (e.g., a source that is perceived to favor 
pro-Republican over pro-Democrat information, or vice versa). Different 
from the content-independent effects of perceived reliability, effects of 
perceived partisanship likely depend on whether the political slant of 
the information aligns with the recipient's political views. On the one 
hand, the low subjective likelihood of ideology-congruent information 
being reported by an ideology-incongruent source may lead recipients to 
assume that the information must be true—otherwise the source would 
not report it. Thus, while people tend to show lower acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent informa
tion (Batailler et al., 2022; Gawronski et al., 2023), their threshold for 
accepting ideology-congruent information may be even lower when the 
information comes from an ideology-incongruent source (e.g., a Dem
ocrat seeing pro-Democrat information reported on Fox News; a 
Republican seeing pro-Republican information reported on CNN) than 
when it comes from an ideology-congruent source (e.g., a Democrat 
seeing pro-Democrat information reported on CNN; a Republican seeing 
pro-Republican reported on Fox News). In terms of classic attribution 
theory (Kelley & Michela, 1980), one could say that inconsistency be
tween the political slant of information and the political leaning of its 
source augments the diagnostic value of the information, whereas con
sistency between the two suggests that its diagnostic value should be 
discounted.

On the other hand, the low subjective likelihood of ideology- 
incongruent information being reported by an ideology-congruent 
source may similarly lead recipients to assume that the information 
must be true, following the attributional principles of augmentation and 
discounting (Kelley & Michela, 1980). Thus, different from the hy
pothesized pattern for ideology-congruent information, people's 
threshold for accepting ideology-incongruent information may be lower 
when the information comes from an ideology-congruent source (e.g., a 
Democrat seeing pro-Republican information on CNN; a Republican 
seeing pro-Democrat information on Fox News) than when it comes from 
an ideology-incongruent source (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro-Republican 
information on Fox News; a Republican seeing pro-Democrat informa
tion on CNN).

Together, these considerations suggest that effects of perceived 
partisanship may depend on the information content, in that (1) 
acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent information should be 
lower for ideology-incongruent than ideology-congruent sources, and 
conversely (2) acceptance thresholds for ideology-incongruent infor
mation should be lower for ideology-congruent than ideology- 
incongruent sources. Moreover, because perceived partisanship in
volves expectancies that are specific to political information, it may have 
no effect for apolitical information. These predictions are different from 
the ones for perceived reliability, which can be expected to influence 
acceptance thresholds irrespective of the information content. The 
current research sought to test these predictions.

Table 1 
Potential effects of source credibility on judgments of true and false information 
in studies using incomplete designs that confound source credibility and infor
mation veracity (upper section) and studies using complete designs that do not 
confound source credibility and information veracity (lower section).

Credible Source Non-credible Source

Incomplete Design with Confound ​ ​
True Information High hit rate (missing)
False Information (missing) Low false-alarm rate

Complete Design without Confound ​ ​
True Information High hit rate Low hit rate
False Information High false-alarm rate Low false-alarm rate
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1.4. The current research

The three objectives of the current research were to investigate (1) 
whether source characteristics influence truth judgments of true and 
false information via truth sensitivity or acceptance thresholds, (2) po
tential differences between perceived reliability and perceived parti
sanship as distinct facets of sources, and (3) how each facet interacts 
with information content in shaping judgments of true and false infor
mation. To this end, we conducted seven preregistered experiments in 
which self-identified Democrats and self-identified Republicans judged 
the truth of true and false news headlines with either a pro-Democrat or 
a pro-Republican slant. In Experiments 1–4, the headlines were pre
sented with a reliable or an unreliable source (i.e., Forbes vs. National 
Enquirer). In Experiments 5–6, the headlines were presented with a 
Democrat-leaning or Republican-leaning source (i.e., CNN vs. Fox 
News). In all studies, we used SDT to delineate source effects on truth 
sensitivity and acceptance thresholds.

Experiment 1 used a confounded manipulation that mirrored the 
comparison in Sultan et al.'s (2024) meta-analysis, in that for half of the 
participants true headlines were always paired with a reliable source 
and false headlines were always paired with an unreliable source; the 
remaining half were presented with the same new headlines without 
source information. We expected to replicate Sultan et al.'s meta- 
analytic finding that presence (vs. absence) of source information in
creases truth sensitivity when source reliability is confounded with in
formation veracity.

Experiments 2a and 2b aimed to show that the effect on truth 
sensitivity in Experiment 1 is a spurious product of the confound be
tween source reliability and information veracity (see Table 1). To this 
end, the two experiments used a fully crossed design in which all 
headlines were presented with either (1) a reliable source, (2) an un
reliable source, or (3) no source. In this fully crossed design, we expected 
source reliability to influence acceptance thresholds (rather than truth 
sensitivity), in that acceptance thresholds should be lower when the 
headlines were presented with a reliable source than when they were 
presented with an unreliable source.

Expanding on unexpected outcomes of Experiments 2a and 2b, 
Experiment 3 used an extended design that included apolitical headlines 
in addition to politically charged headlines with a pro-Democrat or a 
pro-Republican slant. Experiment 4 used a within-subjects manipulation 
of source reliability instead of the between-subjects manipulation in the 
preceding experiments. Experiments 5 and 6 are conceptually identical 
to Experiments 3 and 4, the only difference being that these studies 
tested effects of perceived source partisanship. Prior to the seven ex
periments, we conducted a pilot study to identify suitable news sources 
for the manipulations of perceived source reliability and perceived 
source partisanship. All studies reported here received ethical approval 
from the Institutional Review Board of the University of Texas at Austin.

2. Pilot study

To identify suitable news sources that could be used for the experi
ments, we pilot-tested 45 sources that ranged from mainstream news 
sources (e.g., Forbes, AP News) to tabloids and fringe sources (e.g., 
National Enquirer, Real News Network). The sources were largely 
United-States-centric, except for some major international outlets (see 
Supplementary Materials, Table S1, for the complete list of sources). For 
Experiments 1 to 4, we had aimed to identify (1) one news source that 
both Democrats and Republicans are familiar with, that both groups 
perceive as non-partisan, and that both groups perceive to be reliable in 
conveying accurate information, and (2) another news source that both 
Democrats and Republicans are familiar with, that both groups perceive 
as non-partisan, and that both groups perceive to be unreliable in 
conveying accurate information. For Experiments 5 and 6, we had aimed 
to identify (1) one news source that both Democrats and Republicans are 
familiar with and perceive to be pro-Democrat, and (2) another news 

source that both Democrats and Republicans are familiar with and 
perceive to be pro-Republican. Table 2 presents information on partic
ipant demographics; Table 3 presents the means and standard deviations 
of the perceived reliability, partisanship, and familiarity scores of the 
four chosen sources. A detailed description of the methods and the re
sults of the Pilot Study is provided in the Supplementary Materials. The 
pilot study's data were collected in September 2022.

Based on the results of the Pilot Study, we chose Forbes as the reli
able non-partisan news source and National Enquirer as the unreliable 
non-partisan news source to be included in Experiments 1 to 4 (see 
Supplementary Materials for further details). Forbes is an American 
media source focused primarily on business topics, whereas National 
Enquirer is an American tabloid source. For Experiments 5 and 6, we 
chose CNN as the pro-Democrat source and Fox News as the pro- 
Republican source (see Supplementary Materials for further details). 
Both CNN and Fox News are cable news networks with major followings 
in the United States.

Notably, source perceptions were confirmed only through the pilot 
test and not again measured in the main experiments. We deemed it 
problematic to measure perceived source characteristics in the main 
experiments, because (1) doing so before the truth-judgment task would 
enhance the salience of the relevant source characteristics in the truth- 
judgment task (which could artificially inflate the to-be-tested effects), 
and (2) doing so after the truth-judgment task could lead to spill-over 
effects from the headlines in the truth-judgment task (i.e., equal 
numbers of true pro-Democrat, false pro-Democrat, true Pro- 
Republican, and false pro-Republican headlines) on participants' judg
ments of the relevant source characteristics (i.e., reliability, 
partisanship).

3. Experiment 1

Experiment 1 examined how a confound between source reliability 
and information veracity affects truth sensitivity and acceptance 
thresholds. Toward this end, we procedurally reproduced the confound 
often present in misinformation research, such that true headlines were 
always presented with a reliable non-partisan source (i.e., Forbes), 
whereas false headlines were always presented with an unreliable non- 
partisan source (i.e., National Enquirer). In a control condition, partic
ipants were presented with the same headlines without source infor
mation. We hypothesized that source information containing the 
confound between source reliability (reliable vs. unreliable) and infor
mation veracity (true vs. false) would increase truth sensitivity in 
discerning true from false information (Hypothesis 1), replicating meta- 
analytic findings by Sultan et al. (2024).

Going beyond the null effect on overall acceptance thresholds in 
Sultan et al.'s (2024) meta-analysis, we also investigated source effects 
on acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent and ideology- 
incongruent information. Doing so allowed us to investigate effects on 
partisan bias, defined as the tendency to show lower acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent informa
tion (see Batailler et al., 2022). Assuming that people are more receptive 
to information provided by a reliable non-partisan source than an un
reliable non-partisan source, we expected the presence of source infor
mation to reduce partisan bias, such that the difference in acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines 
would be smaller when source information (confounded with informa
tion veracity) is present than when it is absent (Hypothesis 2). Details of 
Experiment 1's preregistered approach can be found at https://osf. 
io/ks4p3/. Experiment 1's data were collected in November 2022.

3.1. Method

Design. Experiment 1 employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: true vs. 
false) × 2 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican) × 2 (Po
litical Affiliation: Democrat vs. Republican) × 2 (Source: absent vs. 
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present) mixed design, with the first two factors varying within-subjects 
and the latter two factors varying between-subjects. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions. In the source- 
absent condition, participants judged the veracity of political headlines 
that were presented without source information. In the source-present 
condition, true headlines were presented with the Forbes logo (i.e., 
reliable source) whereas false headlines were presented with the Na
tional Enquirer logo (i.e., unreliable source).

Participants. Participants were recruited on Prolific Academic. To 
ensure comparable representation of Democrats and Republicans, we 
used Prolific's prescreening information to create two separate assign
ments: one that restricted participation to Prolific workers who identi
fied as Democrats and another that restricted participation to Prolific 
workers who identified as Republicans. Additional prescreening filters 
were used to restrict participation to Prolific workers who (1) are 18 
years or older, (2) have an approval rating of over 95% on prior as
signments on Prolific, (3) are a citizen of the United States, (4) are a 
resident of the United States, (5) have completed at least 100 prior as
signments on Prolific, (6) are fluent in English, and (7) have not 
participated in prior studies from our lab using the same materials.

We aimed to have at least 80% power for the detection of a small 
between-group effect of f = 0.10 in a 2 (Source Information: absent vs. 
present) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology- 
incongruent) mixed ANOVA with the first variable as a between- 
subjects factor and the second one as a within-subjects factor (two- 
tailed). Assuming a correlation between measures of r = 0.30 and using a 
nonsphericity correction of ϵ = 1, a priori power analysis suggested a 
sample size of at least 278 participants is required to meet this goal. 
Anticipating that approximately 15% of the participants would be 
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria and to obtain 

sufficient power for slightly smaller effects, we aimed for a sample of 
400 participants prior to preregistered exclusions. Data collection thus 
ended once 400 participants (200 per political affiliation) were 
approved to receive the US-$3.00 compensation.

We received 203 responses from self-identified Republicans and 202 
from self-identified Democrats, but only 200 per sample completed all 
measures and were thus compensated. Of these, 195 Republicans and 
199 Democrats passed the attention check, but one participant in the 
Republican sample reported inconsistent political affiliations in Pro
lific's prescreening survey and the study's item on political affiliation. 
The final sample is thus N = 393. Table 2 provides information on 
participant demographics.

Measures. The 60 headlines included in the study varied in terms of 
whether they (1) are true or false and (2) have a pro-Democrat or pro- 
Republican slant, with each of the four categories having 15 head
lines. The headlines were selected based on fact-checks and pilot-tests 
for perceived familiarity and partisanship by Gawronski et al. (2023). 
The pilot-tests were conducted using balanced Prolific samples of Re
publicans and Democrats. Fifty-five headlines included in the current 
research were taken from Gawronski et al.'s (2023) second pilot test and 
five were taken from their first pilot test. Not all headlines were taken 
from the same pilot tests because some headlines within each set seemed 
outdated by the time of the current research. Additional details about 
the procedure for headline selection can be found in the Supplementary 
Materials. To standardize the presentation of the headlines, all headlines 
were presented in white font against a black background. Source in
formation, where applicable, was depicted above each headline with the 
logo of either Forbes or the National Enquirer. For each headline, par
ticipants answered the question “To the best of your knowledge, is the claim 
in this headline true or false?” on a binary True/False scale.

Table 2 
Participant demographics across experiments.

Pilot Expt. 1 Expt. 2a Expt. 2b Expt. 3 Expt. 4 Expt. 5 Expt. 6

N ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
nDemocrats 196 199 295 438 444 190 435 190
nRepublicans 194 194 275 397 432 182 427 188
Gender ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

Female 46.7% 43.8% 49.8% 49.8% 48.2% 55.4% 54.8% 56.9%
Male 52.3% 54.7% 49.1% 48.7% 50.5% 43.3% 43.6% 42.9%
Preferred not to answer 0.3% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0%
Other 0.8% 1.0% 0.7% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8% 1.5% 0.3%

Race ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
White 88.2% 85.0% 85.1% 83.1% 83.6% 78.2% 72.2% 73.3%
Black or African American 5.1% 7.6% 6.3% 9.1% 10.6% 15.3% 15.1% 18.8%
Asian 6.9% 6.1% 9.8% 8.6% 5.9% 8.3% 13.2% 9.0%
American Indian or Alaska Native 2.6% 1.8% 1.1% 1.8% 1.0% 2.2% 1.6% 0.3%
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3%
Other 2.6% 2.5% 1.9% 1.6% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 1.9%

Age ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Mean (SD) 42.7 (14.2) 39.9 (14.1) 39.5 (13.9) 37.6 (13.5) 41.4 (13.5) 42.9 (14.2) 40.6 (13.5) 42.6 (13.0)

Table 3 
Means and standard deviations of participants' perceptions of familiarity, reliability, and political leaning for Forbes vs. National Enquirer and CNN vs. Fox News, Pilot 
Study.

Familiarity Reliability Political Leaning

Mean (SD) Forbes National Enquirer Forbes National Enquirer Forbes National Enquirer

Full Sample 4.22 (1.68) 4.01 (2.00) 5.11 (1.34) 2.74 (1.98) 4.14 (1.27) 4.12 (1.35)
Democrat 4.17 (1.53) 3.66 (1.94) 5.24 (1.28) 2.62 (2.01) 4.40 (1.14) 4.76 (1.18)
Republican 4.27 (1.82) 4.37 (2.01) 4.97 (1.38) 2.87 (1.94) 3.89 (1.34) 3.47 (1.20)

​ CNN Fox News CNN Fox News CNN Fox News

Full Sample 5.76 (1.41) 5.74 (1.41) 4.26 (1.88) 3.52 (1.93) 2.34 (1.56) 6.29 (1.25)
Democrat 5.57 (1.39) 5.34 (1.50) 5.23 (1.17) 2.27 (1.44) 2.91 (1.54) 6.66 (0.93)
Republican 5.96 (1.41) 6.15 (1.18) 3.27 (1.96) 4.78 (1.49) 1.76 (1.35) 5.93 (1.41)

Note. Higher scores on perceived reliability indicate greater perceived reliability in reporting accurate information. Higher political leaning scores indicate pro- 
Republican leanings and lower scores indicate pro-Democrat leanings.
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Procedure. Participants first read the consent form and responded to 
two submission policy items. Next, they completed the headline judg
ment task. Participants in the source-present condition saw 30 true 
headlines paired with the reliable source Forbes and 30 false headlines 
paired with the unreliable source National Enquirer. Participants judged 
whether the claim in each headline is true or false (one at a time), with 
the headline order randomized per participant. After judging all 60 
headlines, participants answered questions assessing their political 
ideology, political affiliation, basic demographics, and finally, a 
reading-intensive attention check that required them to not select any 
response options. The attention check was as follows: 

To facilitate our research on decision-making we are interested in learning 
a little more about you, the decision-maker. Psychological research using 
text-based materials requires that study participants read the materials 
and do not skip over longer pieces of text. We are therefore interested in 
whether you actually take the time to read the directions; if not, then some 
of our manipulations that rely on changes in the instructions will be 
ineffective. To demonstrate that you have read the instructions, please 
ignore the question and response options below. Instead, simply continue 
to the next page without answering the question. Thank you very much.

Of the following destinations, which one would be your first choice for a 
vacation if you had a free all-inclusive round trip after the Covid-19 
pandemic? (Check all that apply)’.

The study took approximately 15 minutes to complete.
Data analysis
Data Exclusions. We preregistered that we would exclude partici

pants from the final sample if they (1) did not complete the entire study, 
(2) failed the attention check, or (3) provided information on our 
measure of political affiliation that is inconsistent with their self- 
reported political affiliation in Prolific's prescreening survey.

Indices. Hit rates were calculated as the proportion of true headlines 
judged as true, with one hit rate calculated for headlines that are 
congruent with participants' political affiliation and another hit rate 
calculated for headlines incongruent with participants' political affilia
tion. False-alarm rates were calculated as the proportion of false infor
mation judged as true, with false-alarm rates calculated separately for 
ideology-congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines as well. We 

preregistered that, when the proportion of “true” responses within a 
headline-category was either 0 or 1, we would follow Macmillan & 
Creelman, 2004 recommendation of converting 0 to 1/2N, and 1 to 
1–1/2N, with N being the number of trials per headline category. Indices 
of truth sensitivity (d’) and acceptance threshold (c) were calculated 
separately for ideology-congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines 
using the respective hit and false-alarm rates.

3.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. The preregistered 2 (Source Information: absent 
vs. present) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology- 
incongruent) mixed ANOVA with truth-sensitivity scores as the crite
rion yielded a significant main effect of Source Information, F(1, 391) =
8.56, p = .005, η2

p = 0.021, BF10 = 2.72, indicating that participants in 
the source-present condition showed significantly higher truth sensi
tivity than those in the source-absent condition (see Table 4). The main 
effect of Headline Slant and its interaction with Source Information were 
not significant, Fs ≤ 2.04, ps > 0.154, η2

ps < 0.005, BF10s < 0.15.
Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered 2 (Source Information: 

absent vs. present) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. 
ideology-incongruent) mixed ANOVA with acceptance-threshold scores 
as the criterion (see Fig. 3) yielded a significant main effect of Headline 
Slant, F(1, 391) = 395.30, p < .001, η2

p = 0.503, BF10 = 4.88 × 1013, 
indicating that participants showed significantly lower acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent headlines than ideology-incongruent 
headlines. The main effect of Source Information and its interaction with 
Headline Slant were not significant, Fs ≤ 0.79, ps > 0.380, η2

ps < 0.002, 
BF10s < 0.08.

3.3. Discussion

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, providing participants with source 
information that confounds source reliability with information veracity 
significantly increased truth sensitivity, in that participants showed 
higher accuracy in discerning true from false information when true 
information was presented with a reliable source and false information 
was presented with an unreliable source. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, 

Table 4 
Sample sizes by political affiliation and means and standard errors of truth sensitivity across all experiments.

Sample Size Mean Truth Sensitivity (SE)

Democrat Republican Ideology-Congruent Ideology-Incongruent Apolitical

Experiment 1 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Source Absent 101 100 0.84 (0.05) 0.75 (0.05) –
Source Present 98 94 0.99 (0.06) 0.97 (0.06) –
Experiment 2a ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
No Source 98 91 0.84 (0.05) 0.79 (0.05) –
Reliable Source 98 88 0.76 (0.05) 0.64 (0.05) –
Unreliable Source 99 96 0.82 (0.05) 0.76 (0.05) –
Experiment 2b ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
No Source 145 133 0.71 (0.04) 0.69 (0.04) –
Reliable Source 145 134 0.76 (0.04) 0.70 (0.04) –
Unreliable Source 148 130 0.73 (0.04) 0.66 (0.04) –
Experiment 3 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
No Source 146 146 0.61 (0.04) 0.65 (0.04) 1.00 (0.04)
Reliable Source 150 142 0.59 (0.04) 0.65 (0.04) 0.98 (0.04)
Unreliable Source 148 144 0.53 (0.04) 0.50 (0.04) 0.88 (0.05)
Experiment 4 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Reliable Source 190 182 0.65 (0.04) 0.74 (0.04) –
Unreliable Source 190 182 0.64 (0.04) 0.69 (0.04) –
Experiment 5 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
No Source 142 143 0.71 (0.04) 0.70 (0.04) 0.83 (0.04)
Congruent Source 149 141 0.61 (0.04) 0.64 (0.04) 0.82 (0.04)
Incongruent Source 144 143 0.65 (0.05) 0.65 (0.04) 0.90 (0.04)
Experiment 6 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
Congruent Source 190 188 0.55 (0.04) 0.61 (0.04) –
Incongruent Source 190 188 0.58 (0.04) 0.60 (0.04) –
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source information did not reduce partisan bias, in that participants 
were significantly more likely to accept ideology-congruent information 
than ideology-incongruent information regardless of whether they 
judged the headlines with or without source information. Together, 
these results suggest that, when source reliability is confounded with 
information veracity, source reliability shapes truth judgments via truth 
sensitivity.

The obtained effect of source information on truth sensitivity is 
consistent with meta-analytic findings of Sultan et al. (2024), who found 
higher truth-sensitivity scores in studies that presented true and false 
headlines with their original sources compared to studies that presented 
true and false headlines without source information. Yet, as explained 
earlier, these findings do not necessarily imply that source information 
increases participants' ability to discern true from false information. 
After all, it is possible that participants merely have differential 
thresholds for information from credible and non-credible sources, 
which would produce a spurious effect on truth sensitivity when true 
information is presented with a credible source and false information is 
presented with a non-credible source. The main goal of the following 
experiments was to address this ambiguity.

4. Experiment 2a and 2b

In Experiments 2a and 2b, we aimed to disambiguate the effect of 
source reliability on truth judgments. Toward this end, we eliminated 
the confound between source reliability and information veracity by 
presenting all true and false headlines with either (1) a reliable source, 

(2) an unreliable source, or (3) no source, using a fully crossed design. 
We hypothesized that, when the confound is eliminated, truth sensitivity 
would not significantly differ across source conditions where informa
tion is presented with either a reliable source, an unreliable source, or no 
source (Hypothesis 1). Instead, we expected acceptance thresholds to 
significantly differ across source conditions (Hypothesis 2a), such that 
thresholds would be significantly higher in the unreliable-source con
dition compared to the reliable-source condition (Hypothesis 2b). In 
addition, we hypothesized that thresholds would be significantly lower 
in the no-source condition compared to the unreliable-source condition 
(Hypothesis 2c) and significantly higher compared to the reliable-source 
condition (Hypothesis 2d). Based on the results of Experiment 1, we 
further predicted that acceptance thresholds would be significantly 
lower for ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent headlines 
(Hypothesis 3a), and that this partisan-bias effect would not signifi
cantly differ across source conditions (Hypothesis 3b). Because Experi
ment 2a yielded some unexpected results that are relevant for our 
hypotheses about effects of source reliability, we conducted a higher- 
powered, direct replication (Experiment 2b) to gauge the reliability of 
the obtained results. We present the results of both studies concurrently 
here. The design, hypotheses, and analysis plan of Experiments 2a and 
2b were preregistered prior to data collection at https://osf.io/we25a/
and https://osf.io/vk2zf/, respectively. Experiment 2a and 2b's data 
were collected in December 2022 and January 2023, respectively.

Fig. 3. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to political information as a function of headline ideology-congruence and source 
condition, Experiment 1. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.

N.L. Ng et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 128 (2027) 105005 

8 

https://osf.io/we25a/
https://osf.io/vk2zf/


4.1. Method

Design. Experiments 2a and 2b employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: 
true vs. false) × 2 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican) ×
2 (Political Affiliation: Democrat vs. Republican) × 3 (Source Reli
ability: reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) mixed design, with the first 
two factors varying within-subjects and the latter two factors varying 
between-subjects. Participants were randomly assigned to judge all true 
and false headlines presented with either a reliable source, an unreliable 
source, or no source.

Participants. We recruited participants using the same procedures 
as Experiment 1. Our aim was to have at least 80% power for the 
detection of a small between-group effect of f = 0.10 in a 3 (Source 
Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 2 (Headline Slant: 
ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) mixed ANOVA with the 
first factor varying between-subjects and the second varying within- 
subjects (two-tailed). Assuming a correlation between measures of r =
0.30 and using non-sphericity correction of ϵ = 1, a sample size of at 
least 342 participants is required to meet this goal. Anticipating that 
approximately 15% of the participants would be excluded based on 
preregistered exclusion criteria and to obtain sufficient power to detect 
slightly smaller effects, we aimed for a sample of 600 participants prior 
to exclusions (300 per political affiliation) in Experiment 2a. Because we 
did not find the predicted source effects in Experiment 2a, we ran a 
follow-up experiment with the same design but with a larger sample to 
rule out the possibility that there was insufficient statistical power to 
detect source effects in Experiment 2a. To this end, we aimed for a 
sample of 900 participants prior to exclusions in Experiment 2b (450 per 
political affiliation). Anticipating that approximately 15% of the par
ticipants would be excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria, a 
sample of 765 after exclusions provides 80% power for the detection of a 
small between-group effect of f = 0.091 in a 3 (Source Reliability: reli
able vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology- 
congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) mixed ANOVA with the first vari
able as a between-subjects factor and the last one as a within-subjects 
factor, assuming a correlation between measures of r = 0.30 and using 
non-sphericity correction of ϵ = 1. In both experiments, data collection 
ended once we approved compensation for the preregistered number of 
participants. Participants in both experiments received US-$3.00 for 
their participation.

Experiment 2a. Six-hundred-and-six participants started the study. 
Two failed to pass a bot-check and another four did not complete the 
entire study. These participants were thus not compensated. Of the 
remaining 600 participants, 26 participants failed the attention check 
and another four provided inconsistent information about their political 
affiliation. The final sample was thus N = 570. Table 2 provides infor
mation on participant demographics.

Experiment 2b. Nine-hundred-and-fourteen participants started the 
study. Four failed to pass a bot-check and another nine did not complete 
the entire study, leaving us with 901 participants prior to exclusions, 
900 of whom requested compensation. Fifty-six participants failed the 
attention check and another 10 provided inconsistent information about 
their political affiliation. The final sample was thus N = 835. Table 2
provides information on participant demographics.

Measures. Participants judged the same 60 pre-tested headlines as 
Experiment 1.

Procedure. The procedures of both experiments were largely iden
tical to Experiment 1, with the exception that participants were 
randomly assigned to three conditions, where all headlines were pre
sented either with (1) a reliable source (i.e., Forbes), (2) an unreliable 
source (i.e., National Enquirer), or (3) no source. The order of the 60 
headlines was randomized individually for each participant. Each study 
took approximately 15 minutes to complete.

Data Analysis. Data exclusions and analytic approaches followed 
that of Experiment 1.

4.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. The preregistered 3 (Source Reliability: reliable 
vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. 
ideology-incongruent) mixed ANOVA with truth sensitivity as the cri
terion yielded no significant main effect of Source Reliability on truth 
sensitivity in Experiment 2a, F(1, 567) = 2.61, p = .075, η2

p = 0.009, 
BF10 = 0.14, and Experiment 2b, F(1, 832) = 0.32, p = .730, η2

p = 0.001, 
BF10 = 0.01. A significant main effect of Headline Slant in Experiment 
2a, F(1, 567) = 5.61, p = .018, η2

p = 0.010, BF10 = 0.68, and Experiment 
2b, F(1, 832) = 4.65, p = .031, η2

p = 0.006, BF10 = 0.36, indicated that 
participants were better at discerning true from false information when 
the information was ideology-congruent than when it was ideology- 
incongruent (see Table 4). The main effect of Headline Slant was not 
moderated by Source Reliability in both experiments, Fs ≤ 0.44, ps >
0.64, η2

ps < 0.002, BF10s < 0.005.
Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered 3 (Source Reliability: 

reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology- 
congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) mixed ANOVA with acceptance 
thresholds as the criterion (see Fig. 4) yielded a significant main effect of 
Headline Slant in both Experiment 2a, F(1, 567) = 602.90, p < .001, η2

p =

0.515, BF10 = 2.61 × 1014, and Experiment 2b, F(1, 832) = 780.53, p <
.001, η2

p = 0.484, BF10 = 1.07 × 1014. In both experiments, acceptance 
thresholds were significantly lower for ideology-congruent headlines 
than ideology-incongruent headlines. The main effect of Source Reli
ability was not statistically significant in both Experiment 2a, F(1, 567) 
= 1.40, p = .247, η2

p = 0.005, BF10 = 0.04, and Experiment 2b, F(1, 832) 
= 2.67, p = .070, η2

p = 0.006, BF10 = 0.09. The interaction between 
Source Reliability and Headline Slant was also not statistically signifi
cant in both Experiment 2a, F(2, 567) = 0.12, p = .884, η2

p < 0.001, BF10 

= 0.00, and Experiment 2b, F(2, 832) = 0.26, p = .769, η2
p < 0.001, BF10 

= 0.01.

4.3. Discussion

Experiments 2a and 2b suggest that truth sensitivity does not 
significantly differ when political information is presented with a reli
able source, an unreliable source, or no source, thus supporting Hy
pothesis 1. In other words, the effect of source information on truth 
sensitivity in Experiment 1 could have surfaced because of the incom
plete experimental design that confounded source reliability and infor
mation veracity (see Table 1). However, counter to Hypothesis 2, 
acceptance thresholds also did not significantly differ across the three 
source conditions. Nevertheless, a significant partisan-bias effect 
emerged, in that participants showed lower acceptance thresholds for 
ideology-congruent information than for ideology-incongruent infor
mation regardless of source information, supporting Hypothesis 3.

5. Experiment 3

In trying to make sense of the unexpected null effects of source 
reliability in Experiments 2a and 2b, we wondered whether the 
extremely large partisan-bias effects nullified the predicted effect of 
source reliability on acceptance thresholds. If that is the case, source 
reliability should produce the expected effects on acceptance thresholds 
for apolitical information, but not for politically charged information. 
To test this possibility, Experiment 3 included apolitical headlines in the 
headline judgment task. Based on the findings of the previous experi
ments, we hypothesized that acceptance thresholds would significantly 
differ across different types of headlines (Hypothesis 1a), with accep
tance thresholds being significantly lower for ideology-congruent than 
ideology-incongruent information (Hypothesis 1b). We further pre
dicted that effects of source reliability on acceptance thresholds would 
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depend on the headlines' political slant (Hypothesis 2a), such that 
acceptance thresholds will be significantly lower for reliable than un
reliable sources when the headlines are apolitical (Hypothesis 2b), but 
not when the headlines are ideology-congruent (Hypothesis 2c) or 
ideology-incongruent (Hypothesis 2d). Because the primary objective of 
Experiment 3 was to further examine the effect of source reliability on 
acceptance thresholds, we did not preregister any hypotheses related to 
truth sensitivity. That being said, for the sake of comprehensiveness, we 
still conducted preregistered exploratory analyses of potential effects on 
truth sensitivity. The design, hypotheses, and analysis plan of Experi
ment 3 were preregistered prior to data collection at https://osf. 
io/9esbr/. Experiment 3's data were collected in August 2023.

5.1. Method

Design. Experiment 3 employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: true vs. 
false) × 3 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican vs. apolit
ical) × 2 (Political Affiliation: Democrat vs. Republican) × 3 (Source 
Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) mixed design, with the 
first two factors varying within-subjects and the latter two factors 
varying between-subjects. Like Experiments 2a and 2b, participants 
were randomly assigned to judge all headlines paired with either (1) a 
reliable source (i.e., Forbes), (2) an unreliable source (i.e., National 
Enquirer), or (3) no source.

Participants. We aimed for a sample of 900 participants prior to 
exclusions (450 per political affiliation). Anticipating that approxi
mately 15% of the participants would be excluded based on preregis
tered exclusion criteria, a sample of 765 after exclusions provides 80% 
power for the detection of a small interaction effect of f = 0.060 in a 3 
(Source Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 3 (Headline 
Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent vs. apolitical) mixed 
ANOVA with the first variable as a between-subjects factor and the last 
one as a within-subjects factor, assuming a correlation between mea
sures of r = 0.30 and using non-sphericity correction of ϵ = 1. Partici
pants who completed the study were compensated US-$3.00.

Nine-hundred-and-ten participants started the study. Two failed to 
pass a bot-check and another eight did not complete the entire study. 
The final sample we compensated thus comprised 900 participants. 

Eighteen failed the attention check and another six provided inconsis
tent information on their political affiliation. The final sample was thus 
N = 876. Table 2 provides information on participant demographics.

Measures. The 60 headlines included in the study varied in terms of 
whether they (1) are true or false and (2) are pro-Democrat, pro- 
Republican, or apolitical, with each of the six categories having 10 
headlines. To obtain a set of up-to-date political news headlines and a set 
of apolitical headlines, we pilot-tested 179 headlines following the 
procedures of Gawronski et al. (2023). Details of the pilot-test and the 
selection criteria applied to identify headlines for inclusion as stimuli 
can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

Procedure. The procedures of Experiment 3 followed the ones in 
Experiments 2a and 2b with the exception that participants also judged 
apolitical headlines. The order of the 60 headlines was randomized 
individually for each participant. The study took approximately 15 mi
nutes to complete.

Data Analysis. Data exclusions and analytic approaches followed 
those of the previous experiments, with the exception that d’ and c 
scores were separately calculated for ideology-congruent, ideology- 
incongruent, and apolitical headlines.

5.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. A preregistered exploratory 3 (Source Reliability: 
reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 3 (Headline Slant: congruent vs. 
incongruent vs. apolitical) mixed ANOVA with truth sensitivity as the 
criterion yielded a significant main effect of Source Reliability, F(2, 
873) = 3.89, p = .021, η2

p = 0.009, BF10 = 0.36, although Bayes factor 
analysis suggests little support for the alternative hypothesis. Post-hoc 
tests with Bonferroni correction indicated that participants in the no- 
source condition were significantly more truth-sensitive than those in 
the unreliable-source condition, p = .032, d = 0.211, BF10 = 7.84 (see 
Table 4). Truth sensitivity did not significantly differ between the no- 
source and reliable-source conditions, p = 1.00, d = 0.025, BF10 =

0.06. The difference between the reliable-source and unreliable-source 
conditions did not reach statistical significance, p = .074, d = 0.186, 
BF10 = 2.70. The main effect of Headline Slant was statistically signifi
cant, F(2, 1746) = 106.00, p < .001, η2

p = 0.108, BF10 = 1.13 × 1014, 

Fig. 4. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to political information as a function of headline ideology-congruence and source 
condition, Experiments 2a and 2b. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.
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with participants being significantly better at discerning true from false 
information when the information was apolitical than when it was 
ideology-congruent, p < .001, dz = 0.449, BF10 = 5.30 × 1040, and 
ideology-incongruent, p < .001, dz = 0.416, BF10 = 3.12 × 1035 (see 
Table 4). Truth sensitivity did not significantly differ for ideology- 
congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines, p = 1.00, dz = 0.029, 
BF10 = 0.06. The interaction between Headline Slant and Source Reli
ability was not statistically significant, F(4, 1746) = 0.46, p = .762, η2

p =

0.001, BF10 = 0.00.
Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered confirmatory 3 (Source 

Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable vs. no source) × 3 (Headline Slant: 
congruent vs. incongruent vs. apolitical) mixed ANOVA with acceptance 
threshold as the criterion (see Fig. 5) yielded no significant main effect 
of Source Reliability, F(2, 873) = 2.54, p = .080, η2

p = 0.006, BF10 =

0.14. Post-hoc tests with Bonferroni correction revealed a difference 
between the reliable-source and unreliable-source conditions in the 
expected direction, but this difference was not statistically significant, p 
= .097, d = 0.178, BF10 = 2.80. The difference between the reliable- 
source and no-source condition, p = .287, d = 0.138, BF10 = 0.67, and 
the unreliable-source and no-source condition, p = 1.000, d = 0.040, 
BF10 = 0.07, were not significant.

The main effect of Headline Slant was statistically significant, F(1.73, 
1507.95) = 429.18, p < .001, η2

p = 0.330, BF10 > 10100, with 
Greenhouse-Geisser correction applied to address non-sphericity. 
Acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent headlines were signifi
cantly lower than for ideology-incongruent headlines, p < .001, d =
1.415, BF10 = 2.98 × 1095, and apolitical headlines, p < .001, d = 0.486, 
BF10 = 8.71 × 1012, while acceptance thresholds for ideology- 
incongruent headlines were significantly higher than for apolitical 
headlines, p < .001, d = 0.822, BF10 = 1.80 × 1096. The interaction 
between Headline Slant and Source Reliability was not statistically 
significant, F(3.46, 1507.95) = 0.28, p = .867, η2

p = 0.001, BF10 = 1.00.

5.3. Discussion

The results of Experiment 3 support Hypothesis 1, in that 

participants showed significantly lower acceptance thresholds for 
ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent headlines (i.e., partisan 
bias). However, counter to Hypothesis 2, the effect of source reliability 
on acceptance thresholds was not significantly moderated by headline 
type. The latter finding conflicts with the idea that partisan bias nullifies 
the predicted effect of source reliability on acceptance thresholds for 
politically charged information. If that were the case, source reliability 
should produce the expected effects on acceptance thresholds for 
apolitical information, but not for politically charged information. The 
results of Experiment 3 do not support this hypothesis.

In addition to these findings, Experiment 3 obtained two unantici
pated effects on truth discernment. First, participants showed greater 
accuracy in discerning true from false information when the information 
was presented with no source as compared to when the information was 
presented with an unreliable source. Because the effect did not emerge 
in Experiments 2a and 2b, we refrain from interpreting this inconsistent 
finding. Second, participants showed greater accuracy in discerning true 
from false information when the information was apolitical than when 
the information was politically charged. Because we did not match the 
political and apolitical headlines in terms of task-relevant properties, 
differences in participants' truth discernment for political versus 
apolitical headlines could potentially stem from stimulus effects, such 
that greater accuracy in discerning the truth of apolitical information 
than political information may be explained by the former set of head
lines being relatively easier to judge than the latter. It would thus be 
premature to interpret this finding without further experiments that 
control for the baseline discriminability of the political and apolitical 
information.

6. Experiment 4

The findings presented thus far fail to paint a coherent picture about 
effects of source reliability. Although source reliability influenced truth 
judgments in the predicted manner in Experiment 1, source reliability 
showed inconsistent effects in the following experiments, and none of 
these effects support our hypothesis that acceptance thresholds would be 
lower for reliable compared to unreliable sources. In trying to reconcile 

Fig. 5. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to information as a function of headline slant and source condition, Experiment 3. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.
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the conflicting findings, we identified one important difference between 
the reported studies. While participants in Experiment 1 judged head
lines from two different sources (i.e., within-subjects manipulation of 
source reliability), participants in the subsequent experiments judged 
headlines from only a single source (i.e., between-subjects manipulation 
of source reliability). Whereas the former scenario may foster compar
isons between sources, comparative thoughts about source characteris
tics may be less likely in the latter scenario. Experiment 4 tested if the 
expected effects of source reliability on acceptance thresholds emerge 
when participants judge headlines from two different sources, as in 
Experiment 1. Toward this end, all participants in Experiment 4 judged 
both headlines paired with a reliable source and headlines paired with 
an unreliable source (instead of judging headlines paired with only a 
single source). Critically, the headlines were not paired with the sources 
in a way that would re-introduce the confound between source reli
ability and information veracity. Instead, orthogonal to the manipula
tion of information veracity and headline slant, half of the headlines 
were presented with a reliable source and half were presented with an 
unreliable source.

Consistent with the partisan bias found in our earlier experiments, 
we expected that acceptance thresholds will be significantly lower for 
ideology-congruent than ideology-incongruent information (Hypothesis 
1). Moreover, consistent with the predictions laid out in the lower sec
tion of Table 1, we hypothesized that acceptance thresholds will 
significantly differ across source conditions, such that acceptance 
thresholds will be significantly lower for information paired with the 
reliable source than information paired with the unreliable source 
(Hypothesis 2). Like Experiment 3, analyses of truth sensitivity were 
conducted exploratorily in Experiment 4 to assess whether source in
formation would have an impact on truth sensitivity in a fully crossed 2 
(Accuracy: true vs. false) × 2 (Source: reliable vs. unreliable) design. The 
design, hypotheses, and analysis plan of Experiment 4 were preregis
tered prior to data collection at https://osf.io/nhtd8/. Experiment 4's 
data were collected in December 2023.

6.1. Method

Design. Experiment 4 employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: true vs. 
false) × 2 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican) × 2 
(Source Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable) × 2 (Political Affiliation: 
Democrat vs. Republican) mixed design, with the first three factors 
varying within-subjects and the last factor varying between-subjects. 
Unlike the earlier experiments in which sources varied between- 
subjects, all participants judged 40 headlines paired with a reliable 
source (i.e., Forbes) and 40 headlines paired with an unreliable source (i. 
e., National Enquirer). Among the 40 headlines paired with each source, 
the headlines varied in terms of their slant and veracity (i.e., 10 true pro- 
Democrat, 10 false pro-Democrat, 10 true pro-Republican, 10 false pro- 
Republican). To avoid item effects, we created two stimulus sets, such 
that the 40 headlines paired with a reliable source in the first stimulus 
set would be paired with an unreliable source in the second stimulus set, 
and vice versa. In other words, all participants judged the same 80 
headlines. The order of the 80 headlines was randomized individually 
for each participant.

Participants. Participants were recruited using the same procedures 
as the earlier experiments. We aimed for a sample of 400 participants 
(200 per political affiliation) prior to exclusions. Anticipating that 
approximately 15% of the participants would be excluded based on 
preregistered exclusion criteria, a sample of 340 after exclusions pro
vides 80% power for the detection of a small within-subjects effect of f =
0.09 in a 2 (Source Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable) × 2 (Headline 
Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) ANOVA for 
repeated measures on both factors, assuming a correlation between 
measures of r = 0.30 and using a nonsphericity correction of ϵ = 1. 
Participants who completed the study were compensated US-$3.00.

Four-hundred-and-four participants started the study. All passed a 

bot-check but four did not complete the study, leaving us with 400 
participants who were compensated (200 per political affiliation). 
Eighteen failed the attention check and another 10 provided inconsis
tent information on their political affiliation. The final sample was thus 
N = 372. Table 2 provides information on participant demographics.

Measures. Participants judged 80 headlines that differed in terms of 
their veracity and political slant. The headlines comprised those tested 
for Experiment 3 and those pre-tested by Gawronski et al. (2023). We 
created two stimulus sets of headlines. In the first stimulus set, 40 
headlines (i.e., 10 true pro-Democrat, 10 false pro-Democrat, 10 true 
pro-Republican, 10 false pro-Republican) were paired with a reliable 
source and the other 40 headlines (i.e., 10 true pro-Democrat, 10 false 
pro-Democrat, 10 true pro-Republican, 10 false pro-Republican) were 
paired with an unreliable source. In the second stimulus set, the source- 
headline pairings from the first set of headlines were flipped.

Procedure. The procedures of Experiment 4 largely followed the 
earlier studies, with the exception that participants were not randomly 
assigned to see different source information. Instead, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the two stimulus set conditions. The order 
of the 80 headlines was randomized individually for each participant. 
The study took approximately 15 minutes to complete.

Data Analysis. Data exclusions were identical to the earlier exper
iments. Like in the first three experiments, SDT indices were calculated 
separately for ideology-congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines.

6.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. A preregistered exploratory 2 (Source Reliability: 
reliable vs. unreliable) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. 
ideology-incongruent) repeated-measures ANOVA with truth sensitivity 
as the criterion yielded no significant main effect of Headline Slant, F(1, 
371) = 3.41, p = .066, η2

p = 0.009, BF10 = 0.27. The main effect of Source 
Reliability and its interaction with Headline Slant were also not statis
tically significant, Fs < 1.33, ps > 0.250, η2

ps < 0.004, BF10s < 0.08 (see 
Table 4).

Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered confirmatory 2 (Source 
Reliability: reliable vs. unreliable) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology- 
congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) repeated-measures ANOVA with 
acceptance thresholds as the criterion (see Fig. 6) yielded a significant 
main effect of Headline Slant, F(1, 371) = 311.10, p < .001, η2

p = 0.456, 
BF10 > 10100, with participants showing significantly lower acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent information than ideology- 
incongruent information. The main effect of Source Reliability also 
reached statistical significance, F(1, 371) = 12.66, p < .001, η2

p = 0.033, 
BF10 = 25.07, with participants having lower acceptance thresholds for 
information paired with a reliable source than information paired with 
an unreliable source. The interaction between Source Reliability and 
Headline Slant was not statistically significant, F(1, 371) = 0.09, p =
.765, η2

p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.33.

6.3. Discussion

Supporting Hypothesis 1, acceptance thresholds were again lower for 
ideology-congruent information compared to ideology-incongruent in
formation. More importantly, varying source reliability within- 
participants, acceptance thresholds were lower for information pre
sented with a reliable source as compared to information presented with 
an unreliable source, supporting Hypothesis 2. These results are 
consistent with the idea that the lack of source-reliability effects in Ex
periments 2 and 3 is due to the lack of comparative thinking when 
source reliability is manipulated between-subjects. Moreover, in a fully 
crossed 2 (Accuracy: true vs. false) × 2 (Source: reliable vs. unreliable) 
within-subjects design that deconfounds effects of source reliability 
from effects of information veracity, source reliability affects truth 
judgments via acceptance thresholds rather than truth sensitivity. Thus, 
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the identified effect of source information on truth sensitivity in 
Experiment 1 can be described as a spurious product of the incomplete 
design whose true nature is revealed when all cases are considered (see 
Table 1).

7. Experiment 5

Experiment 5 investigated effects of a second source characteristic: 
perceived partisanship. A comparison of different source characteristics 
is important because perceived reliability and perceived partisanship 
may show distinct effects. Whereas perceived reliability may influence 
acceptance thresholds irrespective of the information content, effects of 
perceived partisanship may depend on whether the political slant of the 
information aligns with the recipient's political views. In line with the 
principles of augmentation and discounting in classic attribution theory 
(Kelley & Michela, 1980), acceptance thresholds for ideology- 
incongruent information may be lower when the information comes 
from an ideology-congruent source (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro- 
Republican information on CNN; a Republican seeing pro-Democrat 
information on Fox News) than when it comes from an ideology- 
incongruent source (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro-Republican informa
tion on Fox News; a Republican seeing pro-Democrat information on 
CNN). Conversely, for ideology-congruent information, acceptance 
thresholds may be lower when the information comes from an ideology- 
incongruent source (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro-Democrat information 
reported on Fox News; a Republican seeing pro-Republican information 
reported on CNN) than when it comes from an ideology-congruent 
source (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro-Democrat information reported on 

CNN; a Republican seeing pro-Republican reported on Fox News). 
Moreover, because perceived partisanship involves expectancies that 
are specific to political information, perceived partisanship may have no 
effect on truth judgments of apolitical information. The main goal of 
Experiment 5 was to test these predictions.

To this end, Experiment 5 used the design of Experiment 3, the only 
difference being that we manipulated perceived source partisanship 
rather than perceived source reliability. Specifically, instead of pre
senting all headlines with either (1) a reliable non-partisan source, (2) 
an unreliable non-partisan source, or (3) no source, we presented all 
headlines with either (1) a pro-Republican source (i.e., Fox News), (2) a 
pro-Democrat source (i.e., CNN), or (3) no source. As in Experiment 3, 
the stimuli included headlines with a pro-Republican slant, headlines 
with a pro-Democrat slant, and apolitical headlines. Headlines and 
sources were both coded in terms of whether they are congruent or 
incongruent with participants' political leaning (or apolitical).

Consistent with the results of our earlier studies, we hypothesized 
that acceptance thresholds will differ across headline types (Hypothesis 
1a), such that acceptance thresholds would be lower for ideology- 
congruent than ideology-incongruent headlines (Hypothesis 1b). More 
important for the current question, we hypothesized that the effect of 
source partisanship would depend on headline type (Hypothesis 2a). For 
ideology-congruent headlines, we tested the hypotheses that acceptance 
thresholds would be higher in the ideology-congruent source condition 
than the no-source condition (Hypothesis 2b), higher in the no-source 
condition than the ideology-incongruent source condition (Hypothesis 
2c), and higher in the ideology-congruent source than the ideology- 
incongruent condition (Hypothesis 2d). For ideology-incongruent 

Fig. 6. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to political information as a function of headline ideology-congruence and source 
reliability, Experiment 4. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.
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headlines, we tested the hypotheses that acceptance thresholds would be 
lower in the ideology-congruent source condition than the no-source 
condition (Hypothesis 2e), lower in the no-source condition than the 
ideology-incongruent source condition (Hypothesis 2f), and lower in the 
ideology-congruent source condition than the ideology-incongruent 
source condition (Hypothesis 2g). For apolitical headlines, we hypoth
esized that acceptance thresholds would not differ between the 
ideology-congruent source condition and the no-source condition (Hy
pothesis 2h), between the no-source condition and the ideology- 
incongruent source condition (Hypothesis 2i), and between the 
ideology-congruent source condition and the ideology-incongruent 
source condition (Hypothesis 2j). The design, hypotheses, and analysis 
plan of Experiment 5 were preregistered prior to data collection at htt 
ps://osf.io/2dk4v/. Experiment 5's data were collected in May 2024.

7.1. Method

Design. Experiment 5 employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: true vs. 
false) × 3 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican vs. apolit
ical) × 2 (Political Affiliation: Democrat vs. Republican) × 3 (Source 
Partisanship: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican vs. no source) mixed 
design, with the first two factors varying within-subjects and the latter 
two factors varying between-subjects. Participants were randomly 
assigned to judge all headlines presented with either a pro-Republican 
source (Fox News), a pro-Democrat source (CNN), or no source.

Participants. We aimed for a sample of 900 participants prior to 
exclusions (450 per political affiliation). Anticipating that approxi
mately 15% of the participants would be excluded based on preregis
tered exclusion criteria, a sample of 765 after exclusions provides 80% 
power for the detection of a small interaction effect of f = 0.060 in a 3 
(Source Partisanship: congruent-source vs. incongruent-source vs. no 
source) × 3 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology- 
incongruent vs. apolitical) mixed ANOVA with the first variable as a 
between-subjects factor and the second as a within-subjects factor, 
assuming a correlation between measures of r = 0.30 and using a non
sphericity correction of ϵ = 1. Participants who completed the study 
were compensated US-$3.00.

Nine-hundred-and-sixteen participants started the study. One failed 
to pass a bot-check and another 14 did not complete the entire study. 
The final sample included 901 participants with valid responses. We had 
stopped data collection once we compensated 900 participants. One 
additional participant completed all items, did not click the final submit 
button, and did not request compensation. Of the 901 participants, 30 
failed the attention check and another nine provided inconsistent in
formation on their political affiliation. The final sample was thus N =
862. Table 2 provides information on participant demographics.

Measures. The 60 headlines included in the study varied in terms of 
whether they are (1) true or false and (2) pro-Democrat, pro-Republican, 
or apolitical, with each of the six categories having 10 headlines. The 
headlines used in Experiment 5 comprised a mix of headlines tested for 
the earlier experiments reported here and those pre-tested by Gawronski 
et al. (2023).

Procedure. The procedures of Experiment 5 followed that of 
Experiment 3, the only difference being that participants were randomly 
assigned to judge all 60 headlines paired with either (1) a pro-Democrat 
source (CNN), (2) a pro-Republican source (Fox News), or (3) no source, 
instead of reliable and unreliable non-partisan sources. The order of the 
60 headlines was randomized individually for each participant. The 
study took approximately 15 minutes to complete.

Data Analysis. Data exclusions and analytic approaches followed 
that of Experiment 3, with d’ and c scores calculated separately for 
ideology-congruent, ideology-incongruent, and apolitical headlines.

7.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. A preregistered exploratory 3 (Source 

Partisanship: congruent-source vs. incongruent-source vs. no source) ×
3 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent vs. 
apolitical) mixed ANOVA with truth sensitivity as the criterion yielded 
no significant main effect of Source Partisanship, F(2, 859) = 0.85, p =
.427, η2

p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.02. The main effect of Headline Slant was 
statistically significant, F(1.98, 1699.24) = 29.90, p < .001, η2

p = 0.034, 
BF10 = 1.32 × 1010, with Greenhouse-Geisser correction applied to 
address non-sphericity (see Table 4). Participants were significantly 
better at discerning true from false information when the information 
was apolitical than when it was ideology-congruent, p < .001, d = 0.403, 
BF10 = 3.98 × 108, and ideology-incongruent, p < .001, d = 0.401, BF10 
= 2.99 × 108 (see Table 4). Truth sensitivity did not significantly differ 
for ideology-congruent and ideology-incongruent headlines, p = 1.00, d 
= 0.008, BF10 = 0.04. The interaction between Headline Slant and 
Source Partisanship was not statistically significant, F(3.96, 1699.24) =
0.99, p = .410, η2

p = 0.002, BF10 = 0.00.
Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered confirmatory 3 (Source 

Partisanship: congruent-source vs. incongruent-source vs. no-source) ×
3 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent vs. 
apolitical) mixed ANOVA with acceptance threshold as the criterion (see 
Fig. 7) yielded no significant main effect of Source Partisanship, F(2, 
859) = 0.23, p = .797, η2

p = 0.001, BF10 = 0.01. The main effect of 
Headline Slant was statistically significant, F(1.75, 1505.64) = 426.20, 
p < .001, η2

p = 0.332, BF10 > 10100, with Greenhouse-Geisser correction 
applied to address non-sphericity. Acceptance thresholds for ideology- 
congruent headlines were significantly lower than for ideology- 
incongruent headlines, p < .001, d = 1.458, BF10 = 5.86 × 1099, and 
apolitical headlines, p < .001, d = 0.810, BF10 = 1.02 × 1036, while 
acceptance thresholds for ideology-incongruent headlines were signifi
cantly higher than for apolitical headlines, p < .001, d = 1.090, BF10 =

7.22 × 1061. The interaction between Headline Slant and Source Parti
sanship was not statistically significant, F(3.46, 1507.95) = 0.28, p =
.867, η2

p = 0.001, BF10 = 0.00.

7.3. Discussion

The results of Experiment 5 support Hypotheses 1a and 1b, in that 
acceptance thresholds differed across headline types, with acceptance 
thresholds being lower for ideology-congruent than ideology- 
incongruent headlines (i.e., partisan bias; see Batailler et al., 2022, 
Gawronski et al., 2023). Although not the focus of the current work, 
truth sensitivity was greatest when the information was politically 
neutral than when the information was politically charged, replicating 
an unexpected finding of Experiment 3. As aforementioned in the dis
cussion of Experiment 3's findings, the political and apolitical headlines 
were not matched in terms of task-relevant properties. Thus, the finding 
that participants showed better truth discernment for apolitical infor
mation than for political information could potentially stem from 
stimulus effects, and we therefore refrain from interpreting this effect. 
More importantly, source partisanship did not affect acceptance 
thresholds. Neither the main effect of source partisanship nor its inter
action with headline type reached statistical significance. Thus, our 
hypothesis that effects of source partisanship depend on information 
content was not supported.

8. Experiment 6

Because the predicted effects of source reliability in our earlier ex
periments were limited to conditions when participants judged infor
mation from more than one source (presumably promoting comparisons 
between different sources), we proceeded to test effects of source 
partisanship using the within-subjects design of Experiment 4. Based on 
the strong partisan bias found in our earlier experiments, we hypothe
sized that acceptance thresholds will be lower for ideology-congruent 
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information than ideology-incongruent information (Hypothesis 1). We 
also tested the preregistered hypotheses that the effect of source parti
sanship will depend on headline type (Hypothesis 2a), such that 
acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent headlines will be lower 
when the source is ideologically incongruent than when the source is 
ideologically congruent (Hypothesis 2b), and that acceptance thresholds 
for ideology-incongruent headlines will be higher when the source is 
ideologically incongruent than when the source is ideologically 
congruent (Hypothesis 2c). The design, hypotheses, and analysis plan of 
Experiment 6 were preregistered prior to data collection at https://osf. 
io/b6uj2/. Experiment 6's data were collected in May 2024.

8.1. Method

Design. Experiment 6 employed a 2 (Headline Accuracy: true vs. 
false) × 2 (Headline Slant: pro-Democrat vs. pro-Republican) × 2 
(Source Partisanship: pro-Republican vs. pro-Democrat) × 2 (Political 
Affiliation: Democrat vs. Republican) mixed design, with the first three 
factors varying within-subjects and the last factor varying between- 
subjects. All participants judged 80 headlines, 40 of which were 
paired with a pro-Republican source (i.e., Fox News) and 40 of which 
were paired with a pro-Democrat source (i.e., CNN). Among the 40 
headlines paired with each source, the headlines varied in terms of their 
slant and veracity (i.e., 10 true pro-Democrat, 10 false pro-Democrat, 10 
true pro-Republican, 10 false pro-Republican). To avoid item effects, we 
created two stimulus sets, such that the 40 headlines paired with a pro- 
Republican source in the first stimulus set would be paired with a pro- 
Democrat source in the second stimulus set, or vice versa. The order 
of the 80 headlines was randomized individually for each participant.

Participants. Participants were recruited using the same procedures 
as in the earlier experiments. We aimed for a sample of 400 participants 
(200 per political affiliation) prior to exclusions. Anticipating that 
approximately 15% of the participants would be excluded based on 
preregistered exclusion criteria, a sample of 340 after exclusions pro
vides 80% power for the detection of a small within-subjects effect of f =

0.09 in a 2 (Source Partisanship: congruent-source vs. incongruent- 
source) × 2 (Headline Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology- 
incongruent) ANOVA for repeated measures on both factors, assuming 
a correlation between measures of r = 0.30 and using a nonsphericity 
correction of ϵ = 1. Participants who completed the study were 
compensated US-$3.00.

Four-hundred-and-seven participants started the study. All passed a 
bot-check but seven did not complete the study, leaving us with 400 
participants who were compensated (200 per political affiliation). 
Sixteen failed the attention check and another six provided inconsistent 
information on their political affiliation. The final sample was thus N =
378. Table 2 provides information on participant demographics.

Measures. Participants judged 80 headlines that differed in terms of 
their veracity and political slant. The headlines used in Experiment 6 
comprised a mix of headlines tested for the earlier experiments reported 
here and those pre-tested by Gawronski et al. (2023). We created two 
stimulus sets of headlines. In the first stimulus set, 40 headlines (i.e., 10 
true pro-Democrat, 10 false pro-Democrat, 10 true pro-Republican, 10 
false pro-Republican) were paired with a pro-Republican source and the 
other 40 headlines (i.e., 10 true pro-Democrat, 10 false pro-Democrat, 
10 true pro-Republican, 10 false pro-Republican) were paired with a 
pro-Democrat source. In the second stimulus set, the source-and- 
headline-slant pairings from the first set of headlines were flipped.

Procedure. The procedures of Experiment 6 followed that of 
Experiment 4, with participants randomly assigned to one of the two 
stimulus set conditions. The order of the 80 headlines was randomized 
individually for each participant. The study took approximately 15 mi
nutes to complete.

Data Analysis. Data exclusions and calculation of SDT indices pro
ceeded in accordance with the earlier experiments.

8.2. Results

Truth Sensitivity. A preregistered exploratory 2 (Source Partisan
ship: congruent-source vs. incongruent-source) × 2 (Headline Slant: 

Fig. 7. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to political information as a function of headline ideology-congruence and source 
partisanship, Experiment 5. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.
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ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) repeated-measures 
ANOVA with truth sensitivity as the criterion yielded no significant ef
fect of Headline Slant, F(1, 377) = 1.20, p = .273, η2

p = 0.003, BF10 =

0.09. The main effect of Source Partisanship, F(1, 377) = 0.19, p = .665, 
η2

p = 0.000, BF10 = 0.04, and the interaction between Headline Slant and 
Source Partisanship were also not statistically significant, F(1, 377) =
0.30, p = .584, η2

p = 0.001, BF10 = 0.00 (see Table 4).
Acceptance Threshold. The preregistered confirmatory 2 (Source 

Partisanship: congruent-source vs. incongruent-source) × 2 (Headline 
Slant: ideology-congruent vs. ideology-incongruent) repeated-measures 
ANOVA with acceptance thresholds as the criterion (see Fig. 8) yielded a 
significant main effect of Headline Slant, F(1, 377) = 298.92, p < .001, 
η2

p = 0.442, BF10 > 10100, with participants showing significantly lower 
acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent information than 
ideology-incongruent information. The main effect of Source Partisan
ship also reached statistical significance, F(1, 377) = 12.60 p < .001, η2

p 

= 0.032, BF10 = 10.89, with participants having lower acceptance 
thresholds for information paired with an ideology-congruent source 
than information paired with an ideology-incongruent source. The 
interaction term was not statistically significant, F(1, 377) = 0.01, p =
.916, η2

p < 0.001, BF10 = 0.29.

8.3. Discussion

Consistent with the partisan bias found in our earlier experiments, 
acceptance thresholds were significantly lower for ideology-congruent 
information compared to ideology-incongruent information. In 

addition, consistent with the pattern obtained for source reliability in 
Experiment 4, acceptance thresholds were significantly lower for in
formation presented with an ideology-congruent source than for infor
mation presented with an ideology-incongruent source. However, 
counter to our preregistered hypotheses, the effects of source partisan
ship did not depend on information content. That is, acceptance 
thresholds were lower for information presented with an ideology- 
congruent source than for information presented with an ideology- 
incongruent source regardless of whether the focal information was 
ideology-congruent or ideology-incongruent. Thus, across the current 
series of experiments, source reliability and source partisanship showed 
the same pattern of results, in that (1) the effects of both source facets 
generalized across information content (i.e., ideology-congruent vs. 
ideology-incongruent information), and (2) the effects of both facets 
were limited to conditions where comparisons of sources are salient (i.e., 
within-subjects vs. between-subjects manipulation of source 
information).

9. General discussion

Across seven preregistered experiments, the current research adop
ted a signal-detection approach to investigate: (1) whether source 
characteristics influence truth judgments of true and false information 
via truth sensitivity or acceptance thresholds; (2) potential differences 
between perceived reliability and perceived partisanship as distinct 
facets of sources; and (3) how the two facets interact with information 
content in shaping judgments of true and false information. Although 
several of our preregistered hypotheses were not confirmed, the pattern 

Fig. 8. Signal detection c scores reflecting acceptance threshold in responses to political information as a function of headline ideology-congruence and source 
partisanship, Experiment 6. 
Note. Higher c scores reflect higher acceptance threshold. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals.
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of results across the seven experiments reveals a highly coherent picture 
(see Table 5), indicating that (1) source characteristics affected truth 
judgments of true and false information via acceptance thresholds, not 
truth sensitivity per se; (2) effects of source characteristics were limited 
to conditions where comparisons of sources are salient; (3) source 
characteristics had no effect on partisan bias, in that acceptance 
thresholds were substantially lower for ideology-congruent than 
ideology-incongruent information regardless of the source; and (4) 
perceived reliability and perceived partisanship showed corresponding 

effects on acceptance thresholds, regardless of information content.

9.1. Source effects on truth sensitivity

Our findings suggest that the widespread practice of confounding 
source credibility with information veracity (i.e., by presenting false 
information with its original dubious source and true information with 
its original mainstream source; e.g., Pennycook & Rand, 2019) leads to a 
spurious increase in truth sensitivity. Hence, any identified effect in 

Table 5 
Summary table detailing each experiment's preregistered hypotheses and results.

Experiment SDT Index Main 
Effect/ 
Interaction

Hypothesized Result Actual Result Hypothesis  
Supported?

1 Truth Sensitivity Main Effect d’ source > d’ no source d’ source present > d’ source absent Yes
Partisan Bias Interaction (c ideology-incongruent – c ideology-congruent)source < (c ideology- 

incongruent – c ideology-congruent)no source

(c ideology-incongruent – c ideology-congruent)source  

= (c ideology-incongruent – c ideology-congruent)no source

No

2a Truth Sensitivity Main Effect d’ reliable source = d’ unreliable source d’ reliable source = d’ unreliable source Yes
Acceptance 
Threshold

Main Effect c unreliable source > c no source > c reliable source c unreliable source = c no source = c reliable source No

Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

2b Truth Sensitivity Main Effect d’ reliable source = d’ unreliable source d’ reliable source = d’ unreliable source Yes
Acceptance 
Threshold

Main Effect c unreliable source > c no source > c reliable source c unreliable source = c no source = c reliable source No

Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

3 Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

Acceptance 
Threshold

Interaction Apolitical headlines: c unreliable source > c reliable source Across all types of headlines:c unreliable source = c 
reliable source

No

Ideology-congruent headlines: c unreliable source = c reliable 

source

​ ​

Ideology-incongruent headlines: c unreliable source = c reliable 

source

​ ​

4 Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

Acceptance 
Threshold

Main Effect c unreliable source > c reliable source c unreliable source > c reliable source Yes

5 Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

Acceptance 
Threshold

Interaction Ideology-congruent headlines: c congruent source > c no source 

> c incongruent source

Across all types of headlines: c congruent source = c 
incongruent source = c no source

No

Ideology-incongruent headlines: c congruent source < c no 

source < c incongruent source

​ ​

Apolitical headlines: c congruent source = c no source = c 
incongruent source

​ ​

6 Partisan Bias Main Effect c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent c ideology-incongruent > c ideology-congruent Yes

Acceptance 
Threshold

Interaction Ideology-congruent headlines: c congruent source > c incongruent 

source

Across all types of headlines: c congruent source < c 
incongruent source

No

Ideology-incongruent headlines: c congruent source < c 
incongruent source

​ ​
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studies that adopted this approach could be driven by either the 
perceived credibility of the source or the veracity of the information (or 
both). When we confounded source reliability and information veracity 
by presenting true information with a reliable source and false infor
mation with an unreliable source in Experiment 1 (see Table 1, upper 
section), we found that truth sensitivity was greater when information 
about the source was present than when it was absent. However, when 
we deconfounded source reliability from information veracity in a fully 
crossed design in Experiments 2a–4 (see Table 1, lower section), source 
reliability did not reliably affect truth sensitivity. Instead, we found that 
source reliability affected truth judgments via acceptance thresholds, 
such that participants were more likely to accept information from 
reliable than unreliable sources irrespective of whether the information 
was true or false. Although the latter effect depended on the salience of 
comparisons between sources, these results challenge conclusions from 
meta-analytic findings that source information increases people's ability 
to discern true from false information (see Sultan et al., 2024).

9.2. Source effects on acceptance thresholds

The pattern of results across the seven studies suggests that source 
characteristics influence truth judgments via acceptance thresholds, not 
truth sensitivity per se. That is, when source characteristics and infor
mation veracity were manipulated independently in a fully crossed 
design in Experiments 2a–6, participants were more likely to accept 
information from reliable and ideology-congruent sources than unreli
able and ideology-incongruent sources, irrespective of whether the in
formation was true or false. However, source characteristics influenced 
acceptance thresholds only when participants judged information from 
more than one source (i.e., when source characteristics were manipu
lated within-subjects), but not when participants judged information 
from a single source (i.e., when source characteristics were manipulated 
between-subjects). A potential interpretation of this finding is that 
judging information from more than one source promotes comparative 
thinking about different sources (i.e., National Enquirer vs. Forbes; CNN 
vs. Fox News), which may amplify effects of source characteristics on 
truth judgments (e.g., salience and contrast effects; Mussweiler, 2003; 
Taylor & Fiske, 1978; Tversky & Simonson, 1993). Conversely, when 
judging information from a single source, comparative thinking about 
source characteristics is likely less pronounced, which may reduce the 
influence of source characteristics on truth judgments. Yet, even under 
conditions where source characteristics reliably influenced acceptance 
thresholds, their impact was relatively small overall, with effect sizes of 
η2

p = 0.033 (Experiment 4) and 0.032 (Experiment 6), respectively.

9.3. Robustness of partisan biases against source cues

Across all seven experiments, we found robust evidence for content- 
driven partisan bias, in that participants showed significantly lower 
acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent information than 
ideology-incongruent information. In terms of current metrics for the 
interpretation of effect sizes (Cohen, 1988), partisan-bias effects far 
exceeded conventional benchmarks for a large effect (i.e., η2

p = 0.14; d =
0.80), with effect sizes of η2

ps ≥ 0.442 (Experiments 1, 2a, 2b, 4, and 6) 
and d ≥ 1.458 (Experiments 3 and 5). Bayes factor analyses also indi
cated strong support for the alternative hypothesis over the null hy
pothesis (BF10s > 4.88 × 1013). Importantly, partisan-bias effects were 
highly robust, in that they remained unaffected by source characteristics 
across all seven experiments. In other words, participants readily 
accepted ideology-congruent information even when it came from a 
source they perceived to be unreliable (i.e., National Enquirer) or a 
source they perceived to be in opposition to their preferred political 
party (i.e., Fox News for Democrats; CNN for Republicans). Conversely, 
participants readily rejected ideology-incongruent information even 
when it came from a source they perceived to be reliable (i.e., Forbes) or 

a source they perceived to support their preferred political party (i.e., 
CNN for Democrats; Fox News for Republicans).

Essentially, the current findings suggest that (1) regardless of 
whether information veracity was confounded with source reliability or 
not and (2) regardless of whether participants judged headlines from a 
single source or multiple sources of varying reliability or partisanship, 
participants were more likely to accept information that was congruent 
with their political beliefs as true and to reject information that was 
incongruent with their political beliefs as false. Importantly, across all 
seven experiments and conditions, source characteristics did not atten
uate a well-documented asymmetry in partisan-bias effects (see 
Gawronski et al., 2026): while acceptance thresholds for ideology- 
incongruent information consistently exceeded zero, acceptance 
thresholds for ideology-congruent information tended to be close to 
zero. These results suggest that skepticism toward ideology-incongruent 
information is far more pronounced than gullibility toward ideology- 
congruent information, given the larger absolute c values of the 
former compared to the latter across all seven experiments and condi
tions. This asymmetric partisan-bias effect persisted across all studies 
regardless of source manipulations.

In addition to providing further evidence for the pervasiveness and 
robustness of partisan bias in judgments of political (mis)information 
(Gawronski et al., 2025), the current findings are noteworthy because 
they suggest that the ideological congruence of the information content 
is much more influential in shaping truth judgments than characteristics 
of the source. Specifically, our findings suggest that partisans (at least 
those in the United States) do not readily accept information from reli
able and ideology-congruent sources and that they do not readily reject 
information from unreliable and ideology-incongruent sources. Instead, 
they do so in a way that supports and protects their political worldviews 
(Ditto et al., 2025; Van Bavel et al., 2021, 2024; Van Bavel & Pereira, 
2018).

9.4. Source partisanship ≈ source reliability

Experiments 1 to 4 examined the effects of perceived source reli
ability of non-partisan sources, whereas Experiments 5 and 6 tested ef
fects of source partisanship. Overall, our findings suggest that the 
mechanisms through which perceived reliability and perceived parti
sanship affect truth judgments of political information are functionally 
similar, in that (1) both source characteristics shape truth judgments via 
acceptance thresholds rather than truth sensitivity; (2) both source 
characteristics do not affect partisan bias in judgments of ideology- 
congruent and ideology-incongruent information; and (3) effects of 
neither source characteristic depend on information content. These 
findings point to two possibilities. First, perceived source reliability and 
perceived source partisanship, while being two distinct source charac
teristics, may have the same functional effect on truth judgments. Sec
ond, the effects of perceived source reliability and perceived source 
partisanship could be both mediated by overall perceived source cred
ibility. The latter is a possibility in the current research, as the source 
manipulations in Experiments 5 and 6 did not fully disentangle source 
reliability from source partisanship, in that the partisan sources also 
differed in their perceived reliability among the different groups of 
partisan audiences. In other words, source partisanship may act as a 
proxy for perceived credibility in the politically-charged media land
scape. This conclusion is consistent with findings by Traberg and van der 
Linden (2022), suggesting that partisans perceive ideology-congruent 
sources to be less biased and more credible than ideology-incongruent 
sources.

These findings are noteworthy because effects of perceived source 
partisanship may be expected to depend on whether the focal informa
tion is congruent or incongruent with a person's political leaning. One 
the one hand, the low subjective likelihood of ideology-congruent in
formation being reported by an ideology-incongruent source may lead 
people to assume that the information must be true (e.g., a Democrat 
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seeing pro-Democrat information reported on Fox News; a Republican 
seeing pro-Republican reported on CNN). On the other hand, the low 
subjective likelihood of ideology-incongruent information being re
ported by an ideology-congruent source may similarly lead people to 
assume that the information must be true (e.g., a Democrat seeing pro- 
Republican information reported on CNN; a Republican seeing pro- 
Democrat reported on Fox News). In line with the principles of 
augmentation and discounting in classic attribution theories (Kelley & 
Michela, 1980), these considerations would suggest that effects of 
perceived partisanship may depend on the information content, in that 
(1) acceptance thresholds for ideology-congruent information should be 
lower for ideology-incongruent than ideology-congruent sources, and 
conversely (2) acceptance thresholds for ideology-incongruent infor
mation should be lower for ideology-congruent than ideology- 
incongruent sources. Moreover, because perceived partisanship in
volves expectancies that are specific to political information, one may 
expect no effects for apolitical information. Our findings disconfirmed 
these predictions and instead showed that participants were more likely 
to accept information from ideology-congruent sources than ideology- 
incongruent sources, irrespective of whether the focal information was 
ideology-congruent, ideology-incongruent, or apolitical. This pattern 
mirrors the one obtained for source reliability, in that participants were 
more likely to accept information from reliable sources than unreliable 
sources, irrespective of whether the focal information was ideology- 
congruent, ideology-incongruent, or apolitical.

That being said, effects of both perceived reliability and perceived 
partisanship were limited to conditions where comparisons between 
sources were salient, and the size of source effects under such conditions 
(η2

ps = 0.033 and 0.032, respectively) was relatively small in terms of 
current metrics for the interpretation of effect sizes (Cohen, 1988). The 
size of these effects also stands in stark contrast to the extremely large 
partisan-bias effects of information content (η2

ps ≥ 0.442; ds ≥ 1.458), 
which far exceeded conventional benchmarks for a large effect (Cohen, 
1988). Thus, while participants were more likely to trust information 
from sources they deem credible (vs. non-credible), participants' truth 
judgments were much more strongly shaped by the political slant of the 
focal information, in that they accepted ideology-congruent information 
and rejected ideology-incongruent information regardless of whether 
they perceived the source to be reliable or unreliable and regardless of 
whether they perceived the source to be ideology-congruent or ideology- 
incongruent (and thus credible or non-credible, respectively).

9.5. Implications

If people were homo rationales, they would trust reliable, non- 
partisan sources to convey political information that is factually true, 
regardless of whether the information challenges or supports their po
litical beliefs. Yet, our findings suggest that, despite both Forbes and 
National Enquirer being seen as relatively non-partisan, participants 
rejected political information conveyed by the two sources when this 
information supported the opposing political group or challenged their 
own political group. Moreover, our findings suggest that, despite stark 
differences in perceived reliability between Forbes and National 
Enquirer (see Table 2), participants were more likely to accept ideology- 
congruent information from an unreliable, tabloid source like National 
Enquirer than to accept ideology-incongruent information from a reli
able, mainstream source like Forbes. While prior research (Traberg & 
van der Linden, 2022) and Experiments 5 and 6 of the current 
research suggest that people tend to fall for misinformation presented by 
an ideology-congruent source, we demonstrate that even reliable non- 
partisan sources like Forbes fail to mitigate the large and persistent 
partisan-bias effects in judgments of political information. Essentially, if 
the relative influence of the ideological alignment of the information 
content outweighs the relative influence of the perceived credibility of 
the information source (e.g., as signaled by perceived source reliability 

and source partisanship), interventions that focus on promoting reliance 
on reliable, politically neutral sources (e.g., NewsGuard web extension; 
see Acerbi et al., 2022) may fail to mitigate partisan biases in truth 
judgments of political information.

9.6. Open questions and limitations

While the current research tested effects of perceived reliability and 
perceived partisanship among sources that formally operate as news
rooms, we did not examine effects of fake-news sources. Even though the 
National Enquirer is a tabloid source that is widely perceived as unre
liable, it is distinct from fake-news sources, which primarily and delib
erately publish hoaxes and disinformation (Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017; 
Lazer et al., 2018). Fake-news sources vary from using source names 
that are obviously dubious (e.g., 100PercentFedUp.com and Endingthefed. 
com) to names mimicking mainstream sources (e.g., Now8News.com
instead of the legitimate 8NewsNow.com). It currently remains unclear 
whether people's biased tendency to accept false information that is 
ideology-congruent would generalize to fake-news sources, particularly 
when the sources are obviously dubious. On the one hand, given the 
findings of past research on source effects, it is possible that people's 
acceptance thresholds for judging information as true would be partic
ularly high when the sources are obviously lacking credibility. On the 
other hand, given the large partisan-bias effects detected in the current 
research (even for an unreliable tabloid news source like the National 
Enquirer), it is possible that people display the same systematic biases in 
judgments of information from fake-news sources, albeit potentially to a 
lesser degree than when the sources are not as obviously questionable. 
Future research may help to address these questions.

Moreover, while the current research has solely focused on investi
gating the effects of the creator of the content (i.e., the news sources), 
future work should also examine effects of the credibility of the source 
medium (i.e., channel through which the content is conveyed; e.g., so
cial media platforms), the original information source (i.e., the indi
vidual or entity providing the information conveyed in the news content; 
e.g., the politicians quoted in a news story), and the messenger (i.e., the 
individual or entity who shares the content; e.g., politician vs. friends). 
Besides focusing solely on effects of mainstream news sources, the cur
rent research examined judgments of unambiguously true versus false 
information; it did not examine judgments of factually accurate but 
misleading information—another type of content that some researchers 
classify as misinformation (e.g, van der Linden et al., 2026). Mainstream 
news sources such as Fox News and CNN seem more likely to publish 
accurate news content that is presented in a misleading way (e.g., 
headlines lacking important contextual information) than to publish 
blatant falsehoods. The higher prevalence of misleading information in 
the information ecosystem renders it potentially more influential in 
shaping behavior than plain falsehoods (Allen et al., 2024). Given that 
people are more likely to encounter misleading information than plain 
falsehoods from mainstream news sources, examining source effects on 
judgments of such information is a pertinent task for future research.

It is also worth noting that, while much research on source effects on 
misinformation susceptibility has focused on a one-directional rela
tionship wherein cues about a source's characteristics are presumed to 
impact judgments of the information's veracity, extant research has yet 
to test for the opposite relationship. Specifically, the congruence be
tween the information conveyed and one's political beliefs could 
potentially impact perceptions of the source itself. Such a reverse effect 
may emerge when news sources, either real or fake, are unfamiliar. 
Considering the vast number of news sources in the United States alone 
(Institute for Quantitative Social Science, 2021), it seems possible that 
some news sources provide little to no signal about whether the infor
mation one receives is trustworthy or not. The current research design, 
which intentionally dissociated source characteristics from information 
veracity, is not designed to test learning effects whereby participants 
may learn or update their beliefs about a given source's reliability or 
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partisanship across trials. Investigating such learning effects, whereby 
people's perceptions of a source may change depending on the infor
mation they receive, represents an interesting question for future 
research.

One additional point of consideration is that we only tested the ef
fects of news headlines, but not news content (i.e., an entire article), and 
source information was only provided in the form of the source's logo in 
the current studies. Saliency and potency of source effects could vary 
depending on the way the stimuli were presented (Aslett et al., 2024). 
For example, when people are presented with full news articles, source 
characteristics may exert greater influence when other cues signaling 
credibility (e.g., professionally designed website vs. websites with click- 
bait advertisements) are present as compared to when the headlines are 
only presented with the source logo (as in the current studies).

We also acknowledge some limitations that pertain to the context 
and source manipulations used in the current studies. First, we focused 
specifically on testing the effects of source characteristics on truth 
judgments of political information in the United States, which is expe
riencing high levels of political polarization (Finkel et al., 2020). 
Whether perceived reliability and perceived partisanship would have a 
stronger impact on judgments of political information in less polarized 
contexts remains to be examined.

Second, the current experiments used a single source that met the 
required criterion. That is, in Experiments 1 to 4, the only reliable non- 
partisan source that was tagged to the headlines was Forbes, whereas the 
only unreliable non-partisan source participants saw was National 
Enquirer. Likewise, in Experiments 5 and 6, we only used CNN as the 
pro-Democrat source and Fox News as the pro-Republican source. We 
made this decision based on practical constraints: while there were 
several sources that met our criterion for inclusion as reliable, non- 
partisan sources (e.g., AP News), the only source that met our crite
rion for inclusion as an unreliable, non-partisan source was National 
Enquirer. Using a single source per source category is limiting, because 
participants' responses could have been influenced not only by the 
source's perceived reliability or perceived partisanship, but also by 
idiosyncratic features of the specific sources. That being said, the fact 
that the two pairs of sources (i.e., Forbes vs. National Enquirer; CNN vs. 
Fox News) produced the same pattern of results suggests that our find
ings reflect general effects that are independent of idiosyncratic features 
of the chosen sources. Future research could include multiple sources 
per source category to ensure that the observed effects are wholly 
attributable to the investigated source characteristics, rather than other 
source-specific characteristics.

Third, we acknowledge that an empirical test of the effects of source 
partisanship ideally requires partisan sources that are (1) similarly 
familiar and (2) similarly reliable to both Democrats and Republicans. In 
other words, to fully isolate the effects of source partisanship (e.g., 
Wallace et al., 2020), one would need to identify (1) a source that both 
Democrats and Republicans perceive to be pro-Democrat, similarly 
familiar, and similarly reliable, and (2) a source that both Democrats 
and Republicans perceive to be pro-Republican, similarly familiar, and 
similarly reliable. However, considering the results of our pilot study 
(see Supplementary Materials), this challenge seems insurmountable, 
given that partisans appear to use source congruence as a cue for source 
reliability (consistent with the findings of the main experiments). 
Essentially, pro-Democrat sources were by and large perceived to be 
unreliable by Republicans whereas pro-Republican sources were by and 
large perceived to be unreliable by Democrats. We were unable to find a 
pair of pro-Democrat and pro-Republican sources that are perceived to 
be similarly reliable to both Democrats and Republicans. Likewise, we 
were unable to find a pair of pro-Democrat and pro-Republican sources 
that are similarly unreliable to both Democrats and Republicans. 
Nevertheless, using CNN and Fox News allowed us to identify effects of 
partisanship above and beyond the effects of source reliability, and our 
findings suggest that the perceived partisanship of sources is used as a 
proxy for source reliability.

Fourth, we acknowledge that pairing true headlines with unreliable 
sources and false headlines with reliable sources departs from the base- 
rates in actual information environments. In the real world, reliable 
news sources are more likely to report true information than unreliable 
sources, and unreliable news sources are more likely to report false in
formation than reliable sources. The same critique applies to our pairing 
of pro-Democrat headlines with Fox News and pro-Republican headlines 
with CNN, in that Fox News is more likely to report pro-Republican news 
than CNN, whereas CNN is more likely to report pro-Democrat news 
than Fox News. One might therefore question the generalizability of the 
present findings to information environments wherein source- 
information pairings are correlated rather than orthogonal. The cur
rent research's pairing of (a) true information with unreliable sources 
and false information with reliable sources and (b) pro-Democrat in
formation with pro-Republican sources and pro-Republican information 
with pro-Democrat was necessary to address our theoretical question. 
Without a fully orthogonal manipulation of source characteristics and 
information veracity, any observed effects of source characteristics on 
truth judgment would be inherently confounded with differences in 
information veracity. Accordingly, the departures from real-world base 
rates reflect a necessary methodological choice to isolate the effects of 
source characteristics (i.e., our focal theoretical question) and thus 
achieve internal validity, rather than a limitation of the research design.

9.7. Conclusion

In sum, the current research aimed to address three questions: (1) Do 
source characteristics influence truth judgments of true and false in
formation via truth sensitivity or acceptance thresholds? (2) Are there 
differences in the effects of perceived reliability and perceived parti
sanship on truth judgments of true and false information? (3) How do 
the two facets of sources interact with information content in shaping 
truth judgments of true and false information?

First, we established that source characteristics—operationalized as 
perceived reliability and perceived partisanship—affects truth judg
ments through acceptance thresholds, and not truth sensitivity per se. 
Second, the effects of source characteristics are notably more potent 
when comparisons between different sources were salient. Third, the 
ideological congruence of the information weighs much more heavily in 
truth judgments of political information than source characteristics. 
Fourth, while people are more willing to accept information as true if it 
is conveyed by a reliable (vs. unreliable) or ideology-congruent (vs. 
ideology-incongruent) source, they still exhibit strong partisan bias in 
their judgments by being more accepting of information that is 
congruent with their political views and being more skeptical of infor
mation that is incongruent with their political views. Fifth, source 
characteristics do not seem to mitigate partisan bias. Sixth, source 
partisanship does not seem to have any effects on truth judgments that is 
distinct from source reliability.

Importantly, while biases in media reporting have received much 
attention in recent years, the current research suggests that people do 
not readily accept all information from ideology-congruent sources, and 
they do not readily reject all information from ideology-incongruent 
sources. Instead, they selectively accept information that supports 
their political views, and they selectively reject information that con
flicts with their political views. The current research also highlights a 
troubling problem: even when news sources are not biased, people's 
judgments of information remain so—to the point where unreliable 
sources are trusted if they affirm one's beliefs and reliable sources are 
doubted if they challenge one's beliefs.

Open research practices

Except for the pilot study, all experiments were preregistered prior to 
data collection. Power analyses were conducted using G*Power 3.1.9.7 
(Faul et al., 2007). We report how we determined our sample size as well 
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as all data exclusions, manipulations, and measures. All preregistrations 
(where applicable), data, analysis codes, and materials of all experi
ments (including the pilot tests) are available at https://osf.io/2mnrc/. 
In addition to reporting the preregistered analyses, we also report Bayes 
factor analyses for the interpretation of null results. Bayes factor ana
lyses were conducted using JASP version 0.19.1.
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