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SI Methods
Stimulus construction
Face stimuli were selected from AI-generated novel faces available on the Web site https://generated.photos. We aimed to get an even distribution of perceived ages from about 30 to 75 years old. In a pilot study, participants (100 from Amazon MTurk, 44 from the UPenn Psychology participant pool) rated each of 72 faces on attractiveness, warmth, competence, threateningness, likelihood that they would vote for that individual for a political office (e.g., for Congress), and estimated age. Faces were chosen to represent a range of ages and were selected to avoid outliers that were rated either particularly high or particularly low in attractiveness, warmth, competence, threateningness, or likelihood of voting for the person. The final full set of 36 candidate faces is composed of 2/3 male and 1/3 female faces. Of these, 27 are perceived as non-Hispanic white, 3 as Black, 3 as Asian, and 3 as Hispanic, with perceived race initially determined by the study team and later confirmed in pilot data.
Candidate names were generated from a Web-based tool at https://www.name-generator.org.uk/. We began with 99 names, 63 with surnames which could be either White or Black, 18 with Asian surnames, and 18 with Hispanic surnames, as determined by the name generator tool and confirmed by our team. An equal number of names were generated with approximate year of birth in 1989, 1974, and 1959. In a pilot study, 150 participants from Amazon MTurk and 36 participants from the UPenn Psychology participant pool rated a randomly selected sampling of 66 names on the same questions used to evaluate faces. As for the faces, these ratings were used to guide selection of the final set of names so that perceived ages matched between faces and names, and to avoid names that were outliers on other measured features.
Once we had constructed introductory bios, these were presented along with names and faces. These stimuli were pilot-tested on perceived race/ethnicity and judged political party, as well as on the other measures described above (attractiveness, warmth, competence, threateningness, likelihood of voting for that individual for a political office, and estimated age). An initial group of 100 pilot participants were recruited from Amazon MTurk. Bios that were outliers on rating measures were revised and the modified set was then tested on another group of 101 pilot participants from Amazon MTurk. Ratings of judged political party from this final sample were used for the analysis examining how alignment between candidate political orientation and political orientation affected candidate ratings.
Finally, we added the accusations, refutations, and matched control stimuli to the paradigm. In this phase of pilot testing, we examined the difference between feeling thermometer ratings made immediately after reading the two critical story stimuli (post-story) and an initial feeling thermometer rating made after only the introductory bio (pre-story) to determine whether each item was behaving as expected. 
CIEs were apparent in the aggregate even in the first full version of our stimulus set (see SI Results). Still, we made further modifications to the stimuli to ensure that for each item, post-story ratings shifted in the expected direction relative to pre-story ratings. The 36-item stimulus set used in pilot testing included 3 additional types of accusations (illegal campaign contributions, sexual misconduct, and murder) and a fourth political office (state legislature). We ran 7 rounds of pilot testing, with edits made to the stimuli after each round. Participant counts were as follows: Round 1 included a sample of 62 participants from the UPenn Psychology subject pool in addition to the 150 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit whose data are described below; Round 2 included 81 participants from UPenn Psychology subject pool; Round 3 included 185 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit; Round 4 included 145 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit; Round 5 included 150 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit; Round 6 included 151 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit; Round 7 included 152 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit.

SI Results
Note on exclusions
Key analyses (specifically, main effects of stimulus condition, main effects of condition restricted to trials with successful memory, and analyses of individual differences in CIEs derived from immediate ratings via both correlation and regression approaches) are reported in SI Results using three different sets of criteria for excluding inattentive responders. Supporting the need for exclusions is one recent analysis (Douglas et al., 2021) finding that only 63% of participants on CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit met stringent data quality checks. This was certainly better than the 26% who met the same threshold with a base Amazon MTurk sample, but still not ideal. Other work has shown that in at least some cases, these inattentive responders can produce spurious effects (Zorowitz et al., 2023).
Our primary exclusion criteria were chosen in response to peer review feedback. These exclude all participants who failed a basic attention check, were removed from the CloudResearch approved list prior to July 2024, reported their age inconsistently, or had a median reading time of less than 1.5 s for at least one of the two articles, as described in the main text. Analyses that refer to minimal exclusion criteria only exclude a small number of individuals who failed the basic attention check (n = 3 in Exp. 1 and n = 1 in Exp. 2), as well as, in Experiment 2, the second instance of a participant who apparently participated twice (with the same MTurk ID). Analyses that refer to the preregistered exclusion criteria exclude these participants who failed the minimal exclusion criteria and also exclude anyone who scored below chance on either of our measures with objective answers, the MIST and digital literacy. This led to the exclusion of 38 additional participants in Experiment 1 (31 who scored below chance on the MIST, 2 who scored below chance on digital literacy, and 5 who scored below chance on both measures), yielding 458 total participants. In Experiment 2, this led to the exclusion of 59 additional participants (50 who scored below chance on the MIST, 4 who scored below chance on the digital literacy measure, and 5 who scored below chance on both measures), yielding 500 total participants.
Analyses controlling for initial ratings
	Comparisons between initial ratings and immediate post-story ratings for corrected accusation candidates are described in the main text. When comparing immediate post-story ratings with initial ratings for candidates in the uncorrected accusation condition, there was a significant decline in Experiment 1, t(436) = ‑26.91, p < .0001, d = -1.29, and in Experiment 2, t(516) = ‑30.36, p < .0001, d = -1.34. For candidates in the no accusation condition, there was a small increase in ratings after reading the stories, in Experiment 1, t(436) = 2.29, p = .023, d = .11, and in Experiment 2, t(516) = 2.54, p = .011, d = .11.
An alternative approach to accounting for initial ratings is to use a linear mixed effects model controlling for initial ratings, counterbalancing condition, and random effects of participant. In Experiment 1, with immediate ratings for each candidate as the outcome measure, this analysis confirms that ratings were lower for both corrected accusation candidates ( = ‑0.119, t = -14.88, p < .0001) and for uncorrected accusation candidates ( = -0.458, t = ‑57.24, p < .0001) relative to a baseline of no accusation. A similar mixed effects model with delayed ratings as the outcome measure also shows lower ratings relative to the no accusation baseline for both corrected accusation candidates ( = -0.044, t = -5.21, p < .0001) and for uncorrected accusation candidates ( = -0.099, t = -11.60, p < .0001). In Experiment 2, analogous linear mixed effects models replicate the effects observed in Experiment 1. Immediate ratings were lower for both the corrected accusation ( = ‑0.122, t = ‑16.36, p < .0001) and uncorrected accusation candidates ( = -0.503, t = -67.46, p < .0001). Delayed ratings after a short delay were also lower for candidates shown with corrected accusations ( = -0.042, t = ‑5.18, p < .0001) and uncorrected accusations ( = -0.106, t = -13.07, p < .0001). Finally, delayed ratings made after a two-day delay were lower after both corrected accusations ( = -0.045, t = -4.85, p < .0001) and uncorrected accusations ( = -0.115, t = -12.30, p < .0001).
Assessment of reliability of CIEs
	As an estimate of internal consistency, we computed CIEs separately for the three groups of candidates running for different political offices. Within each of these three groups, there were 9 candidates, with between 2 and 4 candidates assigned to each condition. See Table S3 for the correlation coefficients for each pairing of these three groups. 
The average correlation for immediate ratings was significantly greater than zero in both Experiment 1 (r = 0.267, p < .0001) and Experiment 2 (r = 0.360, p < .0001). The same metric was not significantly above zero for delayed ratings (Exp. 1: r = -0.077, p = .108, Exp. 2: r = ‑0.076, p = .084), or delayed choices (Exp. 1: r = -0.098, p = .040; Exp. 2: r = -0.079, p = .073). These average correlation coefficients were computed by applying the Fisher’s Z transformation to each correlation coefficient, averaging them together, then applying a reverse Fisher’s Z transformation to obtain a final metric. For delayed measures from Experiment 2, values are averaged across short-delay and long-delay measures.
	Given the poor reliability of delayed measures among different sets of candidates, we also examined whether the magnitude of CIEs correlated at all between immediate and delayed measures, and between different delayed measures. For this analysis, we used the full set of 27 candidates. In Experiment 1, there was a significant correlation between CIEs on immediate ratings and CIEs on delayed ratings (r = 0.262, p < .0001), as well as between CIEs on immediate ratings and CIEs on delayed choices (r = 0.213, p < .0001). Similarly, for Experiment 2, CIEs computed from immediate ratings correlated significantly with CIEs from ratings made at a short delay (r = 0.315, p < .0001), from ratings made at a long delay (r = 0.305, p < .0001), from choices made at a short delay (r = 0.274, p < .0001), and from choices made at a long delay (r = 0.158, p = .001). Furthermore, CIEs computed from delayed ratings and delayed choices were highly correlated with each other at a short delay in Experiment 1 (r = 0.574, p < .0001), at a short delay in Experiment 2 (r = 0.586, p < .0001), and at a long delay in Experiment 2 (r = 0.605, p < .0001). Finally, in Experiment 2, CIEs computed at a short delay and at a long delay correlated with each other for ratings (r = 0.730, p < .0001) and for choices (r = 0.646, p < .0001). 
Individual Difference Analyses
	Bivariate correlations between CIEs and all individual difference measures are reported below (Table S4, S7, S10) under all three sets of exclusion criteria. For data from Experiment 2, data for additional exploratory variables are also reported; these variables are separated out because they are not included in the multiple comparison correction for the primary set of 12 variables. Instead, multiple comparison correction for these variables only is applied across the expanded set of 16 variables. Race and ethnicity are also analyzed separately, as we felt that these could be analyzed most effectively as dummy coded variables for Black, Asian, and Hispanic ethnicity, so we ran separate regression models to test these variables. 
In our preregistration, we planned to examine individual differences using stepwise regression to include only the predictor variables that yield the minimal AIC value for the model as a whole. As noted in the main text, we now also report multiple linear regression analyses that include all predictor variables common to both experiments to avoid pitfalls of stepwise regression (e.g., Smith, 2018). We also decided that bivariate correlations might be of greater interest to some readers, as these show the relationships between two variables without controlling for other variables as in multiple regression. In addition, more participants could be included when calculating the bivariate correlations, addressing a reviewer concern about the fact that a large number of participants needed to be excluded from the regressions since the affective polarization measure could not be computed for participants reporting no partisan preference. Full multivariate regressions using CIEs and MIST as outcome measures using all 3 sets of exclusion criteria are reported below (Table S5, S8, S11), as are stepwise regressions using all 3 sets of exclusion criteria (Table S6, S9, S12)
Additionally, to compare whether these regressions produce significantly different coefficients when MIST vs. CIE are used as the outcome measure, we used SUR models (ref. 41), as specified in our preregistration. Coefficients were compared for all predictor variables that were either significant or marginal for either CIE or MIST outcome measures.
In our preregistration, only these SUR regressions required multiple comparison correction, and we specified the Bonferroni-Holm method this correction, given its simplicity of computation. However, when we added several more analyses that required multiple comparison correction, we opted to apply FDR correction in all analyses, as it provides a better balance between statistical power and control for Type I errors. 
In Experiment 2, exploratory individual difference measures were added. These exploratory results are reported here. One notable result was with respect to actively open-minded thinking (AOT). As shown in Table S4B, high AOT predicted better headline judgment accuracy but not CIEs. This suggests that AOT can help identify misinformation when that information connects to a real-world media environment, while apparently not affecting the tendency to believe or disbelieve refuted scandal narratives. In addition, cognitive empathy was a reliable predictor of CIEs, with higher cognitive empathy producing larger CIEs. There was no such relationship observed with headline judgment accuracy scores, but the difference between measures was not significant. This result is consistent with prior work suggesting that increasing perspective-taking increases condemnation of and punishment towards a transgressor when malevolent intentions are attributed to the transgressor (Lucas et al., 2016). Those who are better at mentalizing may similarly have a stronger negative reaction to the initial reported transgression here (as is also apparent for uncorrected accusations; see Table S15), which would then reduce the effectiveness of the subsequent correction. 

Relationship between affective polarization, perceived candidate ideology, participant ideology, and CIEs
In our preregistration, we planned to examine whether the effect of affective polarization on CIEs (observed in Experiment 1) was associated with an accentuation of a potential interaction between candidate ideology and participant ideology on CIEs. Because no effect of affective polarization was apparent in Experiment 2, this analysis was no longer of central interest, and instead is reported here (see SI Table S13). Measures of perceived candidate ideology were obtained from a separate pilot sample that only saw the bios. These perceptions of candidate ideology and participants’ self-reported ideological orientation, as well as each individual’s score on the affective polarization measure, were regressed onto candidate ratings in exploratory linear mixed effects analyses, controlling for initial ratings made after reading the candidate bios. Consistent with the effects reported in the main text and in Table S4, Experiment 1 showed an interaction between affective polarization and the degree to which ratings were lower for candidates with corrected accusations ( = -0.034, t = -2.92, p = .003), but no such effect was observed in Experiment 2 ( = -0.009, t = -0.86, p = .39). Some other effects were apparent, of possible interest for future work, beyond those involving affective polarization. Specifically, in both experiments, ratings in the no accusation condition were higher when candidate ideology and participant ideology were more aligned, as evidenced by positive two-way interaction effects (Experiment 1:  = 0.057, t = 3.97, p < .0001; Experiment 2:  = 0.085, t = 6.51, p < .0001). In Experiment 2, three-way interactions indicate that this effect was reliably reduced for candidates in the corrected accusation ( = -0.026, t = -2.51, p = .012) and uncorrected accusation ( = ‑0.029, t = -2.74, p = .006) conditions. In Experiment 1, these effects were not significant, but the trends were towards a reduced effect of ideological alignment in both the corrected accusation ( = -0.016, t = -1.35, p = .18) and uncorrected accusation ( = ‑0.013, t = -1.16, p = .24) conditions. These results suggest that in the relatively non-partisan political context that our paradigm simulates, ideological alignment is not protective against CIEs and may in fact worsen them.


Relationship between memory and CIEs
In exploratory follow-up analyses, we find evidence potentially linking the initial processing of accusations with increased persistence of refuted accusations in decision making. Specifically, in Experiment 2, better memory two days later for accusation stimuli, relative to accusation control stimuli, correlated with greater immediate CIEs, r(385) = -.142, p = .005 (see Figure S3). An analogous analysis showed no reliable effect for refutation stimuli, r(385) = ‑.079, p = .12.  However, the difference between these effects for accusation and refutation stimuli was not significant, p = .41. In Experiment 1, when memory was measured at a short delay, there was no relationship between CIEs and memory for accusation stimuli, r(421) = .043, p = .38, or for refutation stimuli, r(421) = .00, p = .95. The difference between experiments is likely due to effects of selective consolidation that were apparent by the time of the memory test in Experiment 2, two days after encoding, but had not yet emerged at the time of the Experiment 1 memory test, similar to what we observe in the analysis of memory by condition.  
Note that because memory for accusations two days later correlated with CIEs that were computed from immediate ratings, a causal link from memory to ratings is temporally implausible. Instead, we interpret this relationship as tentative evidence for a common mechanism by which prioritized initial processing of accusations, perhaps due to an increase in emotional arousal, strengthens both memory and CIEs. The case for this common mechanism would be stronger if the relationship between accusations and CIEs were significantly stronger than the relationship between refutations and CIEs. As it is, an alternate explanation, that individuals who are more engaged in the task show both better memory for impactful stimuli at a two-day delay and larger CIEs, cannot be ruled out. Future work in which emotional arousal is measured more directly than in the present studies would be better positioned to address these issues.

Individual Differences in CIEs after a Delay
To examine the effects of individual difference measures on candidate assessments at a delay, because CIEs were strongly correlated between delayed ratings and delayed choices, we computed Z-scores for delayed rating and delayed choice measures and averaged these Z-scores to create a single measure for delayed CIEs (Table S14). None of the individual difference measures reliably predicted CIEs, after correcting for multiple comparisons, at a short delay in either experiment or after a long delay in Experiment 2.

Accusation and Correction Effects
We also report here results for the secondary outcomes referenced in our preregistration, accusation effects and correction effects. Accusation effects are computed by subtracting mean ratings for candidates with no accusation from mean ratings for candidates with uncorrected accusations. Note that accusation effects, like CIEs, are computed such that negative scores indicate larger effects. Correction effects are computed by subtracting mean ratings for candidates with uncorrected accusations from mean ratings for candidates with corrected accusations. Note that correction effects are computed such that positive scores indicate larger effects. Accusation effects and correction effects are of interest because they separate out two potential contributors to CIEs, stronger effects of accusations or weaker effects of corrections.
Strong accusation effects were apparent on immediate ratings in Experiment 1, t(436) = ‑29.02, p < .0001, d = -1.39. Accusation effects remained present on ratings measured after a short delay, t(436) = -12.03, p < .0001, d = -.58, and were also present on choices after a short delay, t(436) = -13.51, p < .0001, d = -.65. In preregistered analyses in Experiment 2, the accusation effect replicated on immediate ratings, t(516) = ‑33.92, p < .0001, d = -1.49, on ratings made after a short delay, t(516) = -12.90, p < .001, d = -.57, and on choices made after a short delay, t(516) = -15.08, p < .0001, d = -.66. Finally, accusation effects remained after a 48-hour delay in Experiment 2 on ratings, t(401) = -12.79, p < .0001, d = ‑.64, and on choices, t(401) = ‑13.02, p < .0001, d = -.65. Accusation effects did not differ in Experiment 2 between short delay and long delay measures for ratings, t(401) = 1.47, p = .14, d = .07. There was a difference between short delay and long delay choice measures, however, t(401) = -1.99, p = .048, d = -.10, as candidates with an uncorrected accusation were slightly more likely to be chosen after a long delay (M = 42.12%, SE = 0.61%) versus after a short delay (M = 41.35%, SE = 0.57%).
Correction effects were strongly apparent in immediate ratings in Experiment 1, t(436) = 24.12, p < .0001, d = 1.15. These effects remained significant after a short delay for both ratings, t(436) = 6.49, p < .0001, d = .31, and choices, t(436) = 7.88, p < .0001, d = .38. Preregistered analyses in Experiment 2 show that correction effects on immediate ratings replicated, t(516) = 28.27, p < .0001, d = 1.24, as did correction effects measured at a short delay for both ratings, t(516) = 9.05, p < .0001, d = .40, and choices, t(516) = 7.89, p < .0001, d = .35. Finally, correction effects remained significant after a 48-hour delay in Experiment 2 for both ratings, t(401) = 8.71, p < .0001, d = .43, and choices, t(401) = 6.44, p < .0001, d = .32. There were no differences between short-delay and long-delay correction effects, for ratings, |t|(401) < 1, d = -.03, or for choices, t(401) < 1, d = .03. 
Individual difference analyses for accusation effects and correction effects are reported in Table S15 and Table S16.

Initial Pilot data
In order to demonstrate that CIEs were present with these stimuli prior to any modifications, we focus on the 150 participants recruited from CloudResearch MTurk for pilot Experiment 1 as a comparable sample to that in the final experiments. Here, we found that immediate ratings for corrected accusation stimuli (M = 52.9, SE = 1.22) were lower than immediate ratings for no accusation stimuli (M = 62.2, SE = 1.01), indicating a significant continued influence effect, t(150) = -9.72, p < .001, d = -.79. Similarly, on a short-delay choice task, we found evidence for a significant CIE on choices between corrected accusation and no accusation stimuli, M = 46.7%, SE = 0.8%, t(150) = -4.28, p < .001, d = -.35 . 

Pilot data comparing short vs. long delay assessments
While in most aspects our pilot data were highly similar to the main study with respect to main effects, one set of findings from the pilot data requires more detailed explanation, as these data inspired a prediction in our preregistration that was not confirmed. Specifically, we expected to find that the degree to which corrections ameliorated the impact of accusations on choices would be reduced after a longer delay. This expectation was based largely on data from rounds 5 and 6 of pilot testing, in which assessments after a 48-hour delay were included.
Both round 5 and round 6 of the pilot study included a choice task at both short-delay (5-10 min) and long-delay (2 days later) time points. We report those data combined across these two experiments. We found that CIEs on the choice task grew from the short-delay assessment to the long-delay assessment, t(222) = 2.95, p = .004, d = .20. Specifically, the proportion of trials between a corrected accusation and a no accusation candidate for which the corrected accusation candidate was chosen dropped from a mean of 48.1% (SE = 0.6%) to a mean of 46.4% (SE = 0.7%). Short-delay feeling thermometer ratings were not included in round 5, so differences between short-delay and long-delay ratings could only be examined on data from round 6. Here, CIEs did not reliably differ from the short-delay assessment (mean ratings of 55.3 for corrected accusation stimuli vs. 57.2 for no accusation stimuli) to the long-delay assessment (mean ratings of 54.1 for corrected accusation stimuli vs. 56.1 for no accusation stimuli), t(94) < 1, d = .04. 
Thus, our pilot work suggested that corrections might lose effectiveness over time, leading to greater CIEs on long-delay vs. short-delay measures. We did not find such a result in the main studies. Of course, it is possible that the result in our pilot studies was a Type I error, or that the failure to find this result in the main study was a Type II error. However, one difference that might be important between the pilot and main studies is that the delay interval before the short-delay assessments was somewhat longer in the main studies, because additional questionnaire measures were placed after the initial presentations of the core stimuli and immediate ratings but before the delayed rating phase. This difference may have made the short-delay and long-delay ratings more similar to each other in terms of cognitive processing. Further work will be necessary to examine these questions.

Digital literacy measure
The digital literacy measure was constructed using an initial set of 8 questions. One question was taken directly from Sirlin et al., 2021 (ref. 17 in the main text), while others were written by our team. We ran a pilot test on this first version using 78 participants recruited from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit. Of the eight questions, one-sample t-tests showed that five questions yielded accuracy well above chance, while three were at chance-level accuracy. For the second pilot version, these three questions were modified, and the modified scale was tested on another pilot sample of 80 participants from CloudResearch MTurk Toolkit. Here, all stimuli were above chance accuracy. Additionally, we examined Cronbach’s alpha for the second pilot version, which for the full 8-item scale was .66. There were two questions for which Cronbach’s alpha increased if the item was deleted. Thus, we removed those two items to yield the final six-item scale described below. Cronbach’s alpha among the pilot sample for these 6 items was .72, which we determined to be acceptable reliability.
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Description automatically generated] Figure S1. Aggregate behavioral effects by condition in Experiment 2 after a long (2-day) delay on (A) ratings and (B) choices. Error bars represent +/- 1 SE.
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Figure S2. Mean change between initial candidate ratings (prior to reading any social media posts) and ratings immediately after reading each set of posts in (A) Experiment 1 and (B) Experiment 2. Error bars represent +/- 1 SE.
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Figure S3. Relationship between CIEs computed from immediate ratings and the memory benefit for accusation stimuli relative to neutral stimuli in Experiment 2. 
Shaded regions represent 95% confidence interval.


Table S1. Main effect analyses showing the overall magnitude of CIEs, using the main exclusion criteria, the original preregistered exclusion criteria, and a minimal set of exclusion criteria. 

A. Experiment 1
	
	Main Exclusion Criteria
	Preregistered Exclusion Criteria
	Minimal Exclusions

	
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d

	Immediate Rating CIE
	-11.73
	436
	< 0.0001
	-0.56
	-11.58
	457
	< 0.0001
	-0.54
	-12.56
	495
	< 0.0001
	-0.56

	Short-delay Rating CIE
	-5.63
	436
	< 0.0001
	-0.27
	-5.30
	457
	< 0.0001
	-0.25
	-5.23
	495
	< 0.0001
	-0.23

	Short-delay Choice CIE
	-5.48
	436
	< 0.0001
	-0.26
	-5.09
	457
	< 0.0001
	-0.24
	-5.31
	495
	< 0.0001
	-0.24



B. Experiment 2
	
	Main Exclusion Criteria
	Preregistered Exclusion Criteria
	Minimal Exclusions

	
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d

	Immediate Rating CIE
	-11.35
	516
	< 0.0001
	-0.50
	-11.46
	499
	< 0.0001
	-0.51
	-11.61
	558
	< 0.0001
	-0.49

	Short-delay Rating CIE
	-6.17
	516
	< 0.0001
	-0.27
	-5.54
	499
	< 0.0001
	-0.25
	-6.03
	558
	< 0.0001
	-0.25

	Long-delay Rating CIE
	-5.45
	401
	< 0.0001
	-0.27
	-5.26
	424
	< 0.0001
	-0.26
	-5.26
	424
	< 0.0001
	-0.26

	Short-delay Choice CIE
	-5.12
	516
	< 0.0001
	-0.23
	-4.56
	499
	< 0.0001
	-0.20
	-5.07
	558
	< 0.0001
	0.21

	Long-delay Choice CIE
	-4.32
	401
	< 0.0001
	-0.22
	-4.71
	424
	< 0.0001
	-0.23
	-4.71
	424
	< 0.0001
	-0.23



Note: Samples are identical for long-delay measures using the preregistered and minimal exclusion criteria because participants who did not meet the preregistered exclusion criteria were not invited back to participate in Part 2 of the study, where long-delay measures were collected.


Table S2. Main effect analyses limited to trials in which all stimuli for a given candidate were successfully identified on the recognition test. Results are presented using the main exclusion criteria, the original preregistered exclusion criteria, and a minimal set of exclusion criteria.

	
	Main Exclusion Criteria
	Preregistered Exclusion Criteria
	Minimal Exclusions

	
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d

	Immediate Rating CIE
	-5.94
	319
	< 0.0001
	-0.33
	-5.81
	332
	< 0.0001
	-0.32
	-6.26
	341
	< 0.0001
	-0.34

	Short-delay Rating CIE
	-5.79
	319
	< 0.0001
	-0.32
	-5.85
	332
	< 0.0001
	-0.32
	-5.50
	341
	< 0.0001
	-0.30

	Short-delay Choice CIE
	-3.44
	186
	0.0007
	-0.25
	-2.85
	196
	0.005
	-0.20
	-2.99
	199
	0.003
	-0.21


A. Experiment 1


B. Experiment 2
	
	Main Exclusion Criteria
	Preregistered Exclusion Criteria
	Minimal Exclusions

	
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d
	t
	df
	p
	d

	Immediate Rating CIE
	-6.06
	217
	< 0.0001
	-0.41
	-6.10
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.41
	-6.10
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.41

	Short-delay Rating CIE
	-4.48
	217
	< 0.0001
	-0.30
	-4.50
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.30
	-4.50
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.30

	Long-delay Rating CIE
	-4.99
	217
	< 0.0001
	-0.34
	-4.92
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.33
	-4.92
	222
	< 0.0001
	-0.33

	Short-delay Choice CIE
	-1.57
	48
	0.12
	-0.22
	-1.47
	49
	0.15
	-0.21
	-1.47
	49
	0.15
	-0.21

	Long-delay Choice CIE
	-0.79
	48
	0.43
	-0.11
	-0.88
	49
	0.39
	-0.12
	-0.88
	49
	0.39
	-0.12







Table S3. Reliability calculated as correlations between scores across the arbitrary distinction of candidates for different political offices, for immediate and delayed measures 
	
	Governor – 
U.S. Senate
	Governor – 
U.S. House
	U.S. Senate –
U.S. House
	Average

	
	r
	p
	r
	p
	r
	p
	r
	p

	Experiment 1 
Immediate Rating CIE
	0.278
	< 0.0001
	0.320
	< 0.0001
	0.200
	< 0.0001
	0.267
	< 0.0001

	Experiment 2 
Immediate Rating CIE
	0.315
	< 0.0001
	0.362
	< 0.0001
	0.398
	< 0.0001
	0.359
	< 0.0001

	Experiment 1 
Short-Delay Rating CIE
	-0.008
	0.87
	-0.037
	0.44
	-0.184
	0.0001
	-0.076
	0.11

	Experiment 2
Short-Delay Rating CIE
	-0.061
	0.17
	-0.141
	0.001
	-0.080
	0.071
	-0.094
	0.033

	Experiment 2 
Long-Delay Rating CIE
	-0.020
	0.68
	-0.067
	0.18
	-0.085
	0.087
	-0.057
	0.25

	Experiment 1 
Short-Delay Choice CIE
	-0.085
	0.075
	-0.092
	0.056
	-0.116
	0.015
	-0.098
	0.04

	Experiment 2
Short-Delay Choice CIE
	-0.060
	0.17
	-0.092
	0.037
	-0.086
	0.051
	-0.079
	0.073

	Experiment 2 
Long-Delay Choice CIE
	-0.019
	0.71
	-0.159
	0.0014
	-0.057
	0.25
	-0.079
	0.11





Table S4. Bivariate correlations relating all predictor variables with immediate CIEs, MIST (headline accuracy discernment), and tests for the difference between two dependent correlations (Steiger’s Z) using the primary exclusion criteria, and regression analyses for race/ethnicity demographic variables.
A. Experiment 1 
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	437
	0.225
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.116
	0.016
	0.032*
	0.064
	0.11

	Digital Literacy
	437
	0.293
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.129
	0.0069
	0.018*
	0.0046
	0.014*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	437
	-0.425
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.277
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.0066
	0.016*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	437
	0.286
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.102
	0.033
	0.057 ~
	0.0016
	0.006**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	437
	-0.347
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.148
	0.002
	0.008**
	0.0005
	0.003**

	Affective Polarization
	387
	0.019
	0.71
	--
	-0.136
	0.0073
	0.018*
	0.014
	0.028*

	Belief Superiority
	437
	-0.089
	0.062
	--
	-0.077
	0.108
	--
	0.84
	--

	Political Party
	437
	-0.244
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.034
	0.48
	--
	0.0004
	0.003**

	Age
	436
	0.188
	< 0.0001
	0.0001***
	0.147
	0.002
	0.008**
	0.49
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	435
	-0.105
	0.028
	0.037*
	-0.086
	0.073
	0.109
	0.75
	--

	Education
	436
	0.135
	0.0047
	0.007**
	0.083
	0.082
	0.109
	0.38
	--

	Income
	430
	0.045
	0.35
	--
	-0.034
	0.48
	--
	0.19
	--



Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 1 (n = 429)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	Black
	-0.238
	-5.01
	< 0.0001***
	-0.104
	-2.13
	0.033*
	3.91
	0.048
	0.048*

	Asian
	-0.038
	-0.80
	0.43
	-0.074
	-1.54
	0.13
	--
	--
	

	Hispanic
	-0.052
	-1.08
	0.28
	-0.024
	-0.49
	0.63
	--
	--
	







B. Experiment 2 
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	517
	0.154
	0.0004
	0.0007***
	0.023
	0.60
	--
	0.019
	0.033*

	Digital Literacy
	517
	0.356
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.112
	0.011
	0.044*
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	517
	-0.311
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.144
	0.0011
	0.013*
	0.002
	0.004**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	517
	0.316
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.100
	0.024
	0.072 ~
	< 0.0001
	0.0003***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	517
	-0.284
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.082
	0.063
	0.13
	0.0002
	0.0007***

	Affective Polarization
	449
	0.065
	0.171
	--
	0.003
	0.96
	--
	0.31
	--

	Belief Superiority
	517
	0.026
	0.56
	--
	-0.023
	0.60
	--
	0.38
	--

	Political Party
	517
	-0.314
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.013
	0.77
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Age
	517
	0.113
	0.010
	0.013*
	0.123
	0.005
	0.030*
	0.86
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	513
	-0.056
	0.20
	--
	-0.085
	0.053
	0.13
	0.61
	--

	Education
	517
	0.251
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.069
	0.12
	--
	0.0009
	0.0023**

	Income
	506
	0.121
	0.0063
	0.009*
	0.010
	0.82
	--
	0.051
	0.077 ~


Additional exploratory variables
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively Open-minded thinking
	517
	0.403
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.049
	0.26
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	517
	-0.079
	0.074
	0.107
	-0.055
	0.21
	--
	0.67
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	517
	-0.029
	0.50
	--
	-0.132
	0.0026
	0.021*
	0.066
	--

	Emotional Empathy
	517
	-0.043
	0.33
	--
	-0.050
	0.26
	--
	0.90
	--


Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 2 (n = 511)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	Black
	-0.145
	-3.36
	0.0009***
	-0.057
	-1.28
	0.20
	2.03
	0.15
	--

	Asian
	0.22
	0.52
	0.61
	-0.50
	-1.12
	0.27
	--
	--
	--

	Hispanic
	-0.187
	-4.33
	< 0.0001***
	-0.41
	-0.93
	0.35
	5.56
	0.018
	0.036*


Table S5. Multiple linear regression results showing effects of all predictor variables on immediate CIEs, MIST (headline accuracy discernment), and SUR regressions comparing these two outcome variables for all predictors with significant or marginal effects, applying the primary exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1 (n = 377)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	p
	pFDR

	CRT
	0.090
	2.01
	0.045*
	0.005
	0.094
	0.92
	1.48
	0.22
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.189
	4.21
	< 0.0001***
	0.063
	1.16
	0.25
	3.23
	0.072
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.193
	-3.90
	0.0001***
	-0.184
	-3.09
	0.002**
	0.01
	0.91
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.106
	2.32
	0.021*
	0.049
	0.90
	0.37
	0.63
	0.43
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.144
	-3.10
	0.002**
	-0.044
	-0.79
	0.43
	1.90
	0.17
	--

	Affective Polarization
	-0.002
	-0.05
	0.96
	-0.128
	-2.37
	0.018*
	3.21
	0.073
	

	Belief Superiority
	-0.073
	-1.64
	0.101
	-0.043
	-0.81
	0.42
	--
	--
	--

	Political Party
	-0.237
	-5.14
	< 0.0001***
	-0.033
	0.60
	0.55
	8.03
	0.0046
	0.055 ~

	Age
	0.182
	3.90
	0.0001***
	0.116
	2.07
	0.039*
	0.81
	0.37
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.084
	-1.97
	0.0496*
	-0.092
	-1.80
	0.072 ~
	0.02
	0.90
	--

	Education
	0.035
	0.79
	0.43
	0.091
	1.70
	0.090
	0.64
	0.42
	--

	Income
	0.073
	1.67
	0.097 ~
	-0.002
	-0.04
	0.97
	1.21
	0.27
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.181
	-4.14
	< 0.0001***
	-0.050
	-0.95
	0.34
	3.68
	0.055
	--

	Race (Asian)
	-0.020
	-0.47
	0.64
	-0.063
	-1.24
	0.21
	--
	--
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.053
	-1.23
	0.22
	-0.026
	-0.50
	0.62
	--
	--
	--





B. Experiment 2 (n = 433)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 

	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	p
	pFDR

	CRT
	0.035
	0.87
	0.39
	-0.026
	-0.53
	0.60
	--
	--
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.253
	5.81
	< 0.0001***
	0.109
	2.06
	0.040*
	4.45
	0.035
	0.07 ~

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.113
	-2.49
	0.013*
	-0.126
	-2.27
	0.024*
	0.03
	0.87
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.062
	1.333
	0.18
	0.038
	0.67
	0.50
	--
	--
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.108
	-2.45
	0.015*
	0.01
	0.18
	0.86
	2.88
	0.090
	--

	Affective Polarization
	-0.026
	-0.61
	0.55
	-0.013
	-0.25
	0.80
	--
	--
	--

	Belief Superiority
	0.042
	1.01
	0.32
	-0.003
	-0.06
	0.95
	--
	--
	--

	Political Party
	-0.273
	-5.89
	< 0.0001***
	0.007
	0.13
	0.90
	14.79
	.0001
	0.0008*

	Age
	0.114
	2.57
	0.011*
	0.117
	2.18
	0.030*
	0.00
	0.96
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.017
	-0.41
	0.69
	-0.059
	-1.17
	0.24
	--
	--
	--

	Education
	0.083
	1.82
	0.07 ~
	0.043
	0.77
	0.44
	0.32
	0.57
	--

	Income
	0.035
	0.81
	0.42
	0.000
	0.01
	0.99
	--
	--
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.168
	-3.91
	0.0001***
	-0.004
	-0.07
	0.94
	5.93
	0.015
	0.048*

	Race (Asian)
	-0.066
	-1.64
	0.10
	-0.062
	-1.27
	0.20
	--
	--
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.148
	-3.62
	0.0003***
	0.003
	0.07
	0.95
	5.55
	0.018
	0.048*





Table S6. Stepwise linear regression results showing effects of all predictor variables on immediate CIEs, MIST (headline accuracy discernment), and SUR results comparing these two outcome variables, applying the primary exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1 (n = 377)
	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Digital Literacy
	0.074
	1.430
	0.154

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.224
	-4.31
	< 0.0001***

	Affective Polarization
	-0.126
	-2.57
	0.011*

	Age
	0.143
	2.82
	0.005**

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.087
	-1.732
	0.084 ~

	Education
	-0.085
	1.708
	0.089 ~


 Stepwise regression









SUR regression comparing all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	0.089
	1.99*
	0.008
	0.16
	1.34
	0.25
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.195
	4.34***
	0.065
	1.22
	3.41
	0.065
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.188
	-3.81***
	-0.179
	-3.02*
	0.01
	0.91
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.102
	2.25*
	0.048
	0.89
	0.57
	0.45
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.143
	-3.08**
	-0.044
	-0.80
	1.84
	0.17
	--

	Affective Polarization
	-0.002
	-0.039
	-0.129
	-2.38*
	3.26
	0.07
	--

	Belief Superiority
	-0.072
	-1.62
	-0.040
	-0.75
	0.21
	0.64
	--

	Political Party
	-0.237
	-5.16***
	-0.031
	-0.57
	8.19
	0.0042
	0.055 ~

	Age
	0.197
	4.37*
	0.132
	2.43*
	0.86
	0.35
	--

	Gender (F = 1)
	-0.080
	-1.88
	-0.087
	-1.71
	0.01
	0.91
	--

	Education
	0.030
	0.68
	0.083
	1.56
	0.59
	0.44
	--

	Income
	0.077
	1.78
	0.002
	0.04
	1.23
	0.27
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.173
	-4.01***
	-0.040
	-0.76
	3.91
	0.048
	0.23





B. Experiment 2 (n = 433)

Stepwise regression
	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Digital Literacy
	0.108
	2.161
	0.031*

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.134
	-2.709
	0.007**

	Age
	0.129
	2.656
	0.008*

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.071
	-1.478
	0.14











SUR regression comparing whether outcome measures differ for all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	Digital Literacy
	0.263
	6.14***
	0.106
	2.05*
	5.48
	0.019
	0.043*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.129
	-2.94**
	-0.131
	-2.48*
	0
	0.98
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.113
	-2.65**
	0.004
	0.07
	3.04
	0.081
	--

	Political Party
	-0.278
	-6.26***
	0.009
	0.16
	17.00
	0.00004***
	0.0003***

	Age
	0.116
	2.71**
	0.125
	2.41*
	0.02
	0.90
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.037
	-0.92
	-0.065
	-1.33
	0.19
	0.66
	--

	Education
	0.096
	2.31*
	0.043
	0.87
	0.66
	0.42
	

	Race (Black)
	-0.168
	-3.98***
	0.002
	0.03
	6.57
	0.010
	0.036*

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.152
	-3.77***
	0.007
	0.14
	6.35
	0.012
	0.036*




Table S7. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S4 but applying exclusion criteria as originally preregistered
A. Experiment 1:
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	458
	0.250
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.150
	0.0013
	0.005**
	0.091
	0.156

	Digital Literacy
	458
	0.296
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.132
	0.0047
	0.014*
	0.0053
	0.011*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	458
	-0.368
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.203
	< 0.0001
	0.0001***
	0.0039
	0.009**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	458
	0.287
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.062
	0.18
	--
	0.0002
	0.0005**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	458
	-0.322
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.090
	0.054
	0.093 ~
	< 0.0001
	0.0003**

	Affective Polarization
	402
	0.140
	0.005
	0.008**
	-0.169
	0.0007
	0.0004*
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Belief Superiority
	458
	-0.073
	0.12
	--
	-0.056
	0.23
	--
	0.78
	--

	Political Party
	458
	-0.246
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.018
	0.71
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Age
	457
	0.091
	0.053
	0.064 ~
	0.115
	0.014
	0.034*
	0.69
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	455
	-0.111
	0.018
	0.024*
	-0.091
	0.052
	0.093 ~
	0.74
	--

	Education
	456
	0.128
	0.006
	0.009**
	0.083
	0.078
	0.117
	0.46
	--

	Income
	451
	0.057
	0.23
	--
	-0.026
	0.58
	--
	0.18
	--


Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 1 (n = 447)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	pFDR

	Black
	-0.205
	-4.39
	< 0.0001***
	-0.075
	-1.58
	0.11
	3.84
	0.050
	.10

	Asian
	-0.052
	-1.10
	0.27
	-0.117
	-2.47
	0.014*
	0.97
	0.33
	--

	Hispanic
	-0.001
	-0.018
	0.99
	-0.042
	-0.89
	0.37
	--
	--
	--





B. Experiment 2
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	500
	0.181
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.010
	0.83
	--
	0.0023
	0.0055**

	Digital Literacy
	500
	0.238
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.123
	0.006
	0.036*
	0.037
	0.074

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	500
	-0.350
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.181
	< 0.0001
	0.0006***
	0.0016
	0.0048**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	500
	0.315
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.103
	0.021
	0.055 ~
	0.0001
	0.0006***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	500
	-0.305
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.102
	0.023
	0.055 ~
	0.0002
	0.0008***

	Affective Polarization
	439
	0.070
	0.14
	--
	-0.023
	0.64
	--
	0.12
	--

	Belief Superiority
	500
	-0.009
	0.84
	--
	-0.017
	0.70
	--
	0.89
	--

	Political Party
	500
	-0.287
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.041
	0.36
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Age
	500
	0.097
	0.030
	0.040*
	0.104
	0.020
	0.055 ~
	0.90
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	495
	-0.099
	0.028
	0.040*
	-0.067
	0.14
	--
	0.57
	--

	Education
	500
	0.154
	0.0006
	0.001**
	0.050
	0.27
	--
	0.064
	--

	Income
	488
	0.083
	0.066
	0.079
	0.005
	0.91
	--
	0.17
	--


Additional exploratory variables
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively Open-minded thinking
	500
	0.395
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.063
	0.16
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	500
	-0.060
	0.178
	--
	-0.085
	0.057
	--
	0.66
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	500
	-0.075
	0.093
	--
	-0.117
	0.009
	0.048*
	0.46
	--

	Emotional Empathy
	500
	-0.041
	0.36
	--
	-0.052
	0.25
	--
	0.85
	--


Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 2 (n = 496)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 

	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	Black
	-0.118
	-2.67
	0.0079**
	-0.032
	-0.71
	0.48
	1.87
	0.17
	--

	Asian
	-0.008
	0.17
	0.86
	-0.038
	-0.83
	0.41
	--
	--
	--

	Hispanic
	-0.160
	-3.62
	0.0003***
	-0.060
	-1.33
	0.37
	2.51
	0.11
	--


Table S8. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S5 but applying exclusion criteria as originally preregistered

A. Experiment 1 (n = 390)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	p
	pFDR

	CRT
	0.119
	2.69
	0.0074**
	0.045
	0.86
	0.39
	1.18
	0.28
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.206
	4.60
	< 0.0001***
	0.106
	2.02
	0.044*
	2.07
	0.15
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.168
	-3.42
	0.0007***
	-0.138
	-2.40
	0.017*
	0.15
	0.70
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.111
	2.42
	0.016*
	0.024
	0.44
	0.66
	1.51
	0.22
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.165
	-3.56
	0.0004***
	-0.045
	-0.83
	0.40
	2.79
	0.095
	--

	Affective Polarization
	0.085
	1.87
	0.062
	-0.183
	-3.40
	0.0007***
	14.48
	0.00014
	0.002**

	Belief Superiority
	-0.114
	-2.60
	0.0098**
	-0.041
	-0.78
	0.43
	1.18
	0.28
	--

	Political Party
	-0.209
	-4.57
	< 0.0001***
	-0.006
	0.11
	0.91
	9.27
	0.0023
	0.016*

	Age
	0.094
	2.01
	0.045*
	0.130
	2.35
	0.019*
	0.24
	0.62
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.054
	-1.25
	0.21
	-0.090
	-1.79
	0.074 ~
	0.31
	0.58
	--

	Education
	0.037
	0.84
	0.40
	0.094
	1.79
	0.074 ~
	0.68
	0.41
	--

	Income
	0.079
	1.82
	0.069 ~
	-0.022
	-0.43
	0.66
	2.28
	0.13
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.194
	-4.48
	< 0.0001***
	-0.018
	-0.36
	0.72
	6.92
	0.0085
	0.040*

	Race (Asian)
	-0.006
	-0.14
	0.89
	-0.097
	-1.93
	0.054 ~
	1.92
	0.17
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	0.030
	-0.70
	0.48
	-0.042
	-0.83
	0.41
	--
	--
	--





B. Experiment 2 (n = 424)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 

	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	pFDR

	CRT
	0.061
	1.43
	0.15
	-0.033
	-0.65
	0.51
	--
	--
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.154
	3.40
	0.0007***
	0.106
	1.99
	0.047*
	0.47
	0.49
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.173
	-3.70
	0.0002***
	-0.128
	-2.32
	0.021*
	0.40
	0.53
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.068
	1.43
	0.15
	0.039
	0.69
	0.49
	--
	--
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.164
	-3.64
	0.0003***
	-0.018
	-0.33
	0.74
	4.42
	0.035
	0.089

	Affective Polarization
	-0.027
	-0.59
	0.56
	-0.056
	-1.04
	0.30
	--
	--
	--

	Belief Superiority
	0.004
	0.10
	0.92
	0.004
	0.07
	0.94
	--
	--
	--

	Political Party
	-0.265
	-5.50
	< 0.0001***
	-0.040
	-0.71
	0.48
	9.12
	0.0025
	0.018*

	Age
	0.120
	2.59
	0.0099**
	0.126
	2.30
	0.022*
	0.01
	0.94
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.065
	-1.49
	0.14
	-0.048
	-0.94
	0.35
	--
	--
	--

	Education
	0.010
	0.22
	0.83
	0.019
	0.34
	0.73
	--
	--
	--

	Income
	0.048
	1.08
	0.28
	-0.004
	-0.07
	0.94
	--
	--
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.139
	-3.16
	0.0017**
	-0.010
	-0.19
	0.85
	3.62
	0.057
	--

	Race (Asian)
	-0.050
	-1.20
	0.23
	-0.042
	-0.85
	0.40
	--
	--
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.148
	-3.52
	0.0005***
	-0.013
	-0.27
	0.79
	4.31
	0.038
	0.089






Table S9. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S6 but applying exclusion criteria as originally preregistered

A. Experiment 1 (n = 390)
Stepwise regression
	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Digital Literacy
	0.124
	2.429
	0.016*

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.165
	-3.279
	0.0011**

	Affective Polarization
	-0.191
	-3.930
	0.0001***

	Age
	0.154
	2.977
	0.003**

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.089
	-1.94
	0.074 ~

	Education
	-0.092
	1.883
	0.060 ~

	Asian
	-0.095
	-1.942
	0.053 ~












SUR regression comparing whether outcome measures differ for all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	0.119
	2.69**
	0.045
	0.86
	1.18
	0.28
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.209
	4.68***
	0.110
	2.09*
	2.05
	0.15
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.165
	-3.38***
	-0.134
	-2.34*
	0.16
	0.69
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.109
	2.38*
	0.021
	0.39
	1.54
	0.21
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.165
	-3.56***
	-0.045
	-0.83
	2.80
	0.094
	--

	Affective Polarization
	0.085
	1.88
	-0.182
	-3.41***
	14.49
	0.00014
	0.002**

	Belief Superiority
	-0.115
	-2.61*
	-0.041
	-0.80
	1.17
	0.28
	--

	Political Party
	-0.209
	-4.57***
	0.006
	0.11
	9.28
	0.0023
	0.016*

	Age
	0.100
	2.16*
	0.138
	2.53*
	0.28
	0.60
	--

	Gender (F = 1)
	-0.051
	-1.20
	-0.087
	-1.73
	0.30
	0.59
	--

	Education
	0.036
	0.82
	0.092
	1.76
	0.67
	0.41
	--

	Income
	0.080
	1.84
	-0.021
	-0.41
	2.27
	0.13
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.191
	-4.44***
	-0.014
	-0.27
	7.11
	0.008
	0.037*

	Race (Asian)
	-0.002
	-0.05
	-0.092
	-1.84
	1.89
	0.17
	--




	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Digital Literacy
	0.098
	1.935
	.054 ~

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.163
	-3.344
	.0009**

	Age
	0.122
	2.460
	.014*


B. Experiment 2 (n = 424)

Stepwise regression







SUR regression comparing whether outcome measures differ for all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	Digital Literacy
	0.171
	3.88***
	0.101
	1.96
	1.07
	0.30
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.195
	-4.35***
	-0.141
	-2.69**
	0.61
	0.43
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.175
	-3.95***
	-0.027
	-0.53
	4.71
	0.030
	0.078

	Political Party
	-0.272
	-6.15***
	-0.029
	-0.57
	12.71
	0.0004***
	0.0032**

	Age
	0.129
	2.89**
	0.126
	2.42*
	0.002
	0.97
	--

	Gender (F = 1)
	-0.088
	-2.11*
	-0.054
	-1.11
	0.28
	0.60
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.137
	-3.18**
	0
	0.01
	4.26
	0.039
	0.078

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.156
	-3.77***
	-0.007
	-0.15
	5.43
	0.020
	0.078





Table S10. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S4 but applying minimal exclusion criteria 
A. Experiment 1:
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	P
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	496
	0.275
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.115
	0.011
	0.025*
	0.0042
	0.007**

	Digital Literacy
	496
	0.410
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.100
	0.025
	0.045*
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	496
	-0.440
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.235
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	< 0.0001
	0.0002***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	496
	0.304
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.079
	0.077
	0.12
	< 0.0001
	0.0002***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	496
	-0.403
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.119
	0.008
	0.025*
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Affective Polarization
	434
	0.108
	0.024
	0.036*
	-0.140
	0.0036
	0.016*
	< 0.0001
	0.0002***

	Belief Superiority
	496
	-0.081
	0.073
	--
	-0.045
	0.31
	--
	0.53
	--

	Political Party
	496
	-0.222
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.011
	0.80
	--
	0.0002
	0.0004***

	Age
	495
	0.188
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.130
	0.0039
	0.016*
	0.31
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	492
	-0.064
	0.154
	--
	-0.100
	0.026
	0.045*
	0.53
	--

	Education
	493
	0.070
	0.121
	--
	0.071
	0.117
	--
	0.99
	--

	Income
	487
	0.079
	0.081
	--
	-0.027
	0.55
	--
	0.068
	--


Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 1 (n = 484)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	Black
	-0.258
	-5.81
	< 0.0001***
	-0.114
	-2.52
	0.012*
	5.10
	0.024
	0.048*

	Asian
	-0.031
	-0.69
	0.49
	-0.100
	-2.21
	0.028*
	1.20
	0.27
	--

	Hispanic
	-0.058
	-1.31
	0.19
	-0.025
	-0.55
	0.58
	--
	--
	--







B. Experiment 2
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	559
	0.188
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.017
	0.69
	--
	0.0015
	0.003**

	Digital Literacy
	559
	0.396
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.102
	0.016
	0.063 ~
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	559
	-0.317
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.128
	0.002
	0.024*
	0.0003
	0.0007***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	559
	0.319
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.083
	0.050
	0.12
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	559
	-0.308
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.073
	0.085
	0.17
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Affective Polarization
	487
	0.071
	0.117
	--
	0.032
	0.48
	--
	0.51
	--

	Belief Superiority
	559
	-0.014
	0.74
	--
	-0.024
	0.57
	--
	0.85
	--

	Political Party
	559
	-0.295
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	-0.027
	0.52
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Age
	559
	0.124
	0.0033
	0.005**
	0.098
	0.021
	0.063 ~
	0.63
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	554
	-0.035
	0.41
	--
	-0.100
	0.018
	0.063 ~
	0.23
	--

	Education
	559
	0.187
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.053
	0.21
	--
	0.013
	0.022*

	Income
	546
	0.087
	0.042
	0.056 ~
	-0.006
	0.88
	--
	0.09
	--


Additional exploratory variables
	
	
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively Open-minded thinking
	559
	0.436
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***
	0.050
	0.23
	--
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	559
	-0.112
	0.008
	0.013*
	-0.093
	0.029
	0.077 ~
	0.73
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	559
	-0.003
	0.94
	--
	-0.119
	0.0047
	0.037*
	0.032
	0.057 ~

	Emotional Empathy
	559
	-0.057
	0.18
	--
	-0.075
	0.077
	--
	0.75
	--


	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 

	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	Black
	-0.135
	-3.24
	0.001**
	-0.041
	-0.97
	0.33
	2.46
	0.12
	--

	Asian
	0.008
	0.19
	0.85
	-0.032
	-0.74
	0.46
	1.20
	0.27
	--

	Hispanic
	-0.196
	-4.71
	< 0.0001***
	-0.014
	-0.33
	0.74
	9.29
	0.0023
	0.0046**


 Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 2 (n = 553) 

Table S11. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S5 but applying minimal exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1 (n = 422)
	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	PFDR

	CRT
	0.090
	2.24
	0.025*
	0.051
	0.10
	0.92
	1.70
	0.19
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.275
	6.66
	< 0.0001***
	0.048
	0.91
	0.37
	11.53
	0.0007
	0.0098**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.178
	-3.97
	< 0.0001***
	-0.176
	-3.07
	0.002**
	0
	0.98
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.111
	2.76
	0.006**
	0.028
	0.55
	0.58
	1.60
	0.21
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.181
	-4.28
	< 0.0001***
	-0.036
	-0.67
	0.50
	4.43
	0.035
	0.12

	Affective Polarization
	0.056
	1.39
	0.16
	-0.145
	-2.83
	0.005**
	9.53
	0.002
	0.014*

	Belief Superiority
	-0.080
	-2.04
	0.042*
	-0.032
	-0.64
	0.52
	0.57
	0.45
	--

	Political Party
	-0.175
	-4.32
	< 0.0001***
	-0.021
	-0.41
	0.68
	5.46
	0.019
	0.089 ~

	Age
	0.161
	3.92*
	0.0001***
	0.109
	2.08
	0.038*
	0.61
	0.44
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.058
	-1.52
	0.13
	-0.092
	-1.89
	0.060 ~
	0.30
	0.58
	--

	Education
	0.003
	0.09
	0.93
	0.089
	1.78
	0.076 ~
	1.82
	0.18
	--

	Income
	0.082
	2.14
	0.033*
	-0.008
	-0.16
	0.87
	2.08
	0.15
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.167
	-4.34
	< 0.0001***
	-0.069
	-1.41
	0.16
	2.45
	0.12
	.--

	Race (Asian)
	0.003
	0.07
	0.95
	-0.092
	-1.91
	0.057 ~
	2.38
	0.12
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.042
	-1.12
	0.26
	-0.024
	-0.51
	0.61
	--
	--
	--




B. Experiment 2 (n = 469)


	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 

	
	
	T
	p
	
	t
	p
	2
	puncorr
	pFDR

	CRT
	0.063
	1.63
	0.10
	-0.019
	-0.40
	0.69
	--
	--
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.291
	6.98
	< 0.0001***
	0.094
	1.81
	0.071
	8.86
	.003
	0.015*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.107
	-2.48
	0.014*
	-0.111
	-2.08
	0.038*
	0.00
	.95
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.093
	2.15
	0.032*
	0.013
	0.24
	0.81
	1.35
	.24
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.115
	-2.73
	0.0065**
	0.019
	0.36
	0.72
	3.99
	.046
	0.094 ~

	Affective Polarization
	-0.022
	-0.54
	0.59
	0.026
	0.51
	0.61
	--
	--
	--

	Belief Superiority
	0.019
	0.49
	0.62
	-0.017
	-0.36
	0.72
	--
	--
	--

	Political Party
	-0.243
	-5.61
	< 0.0001***
	-0.016
	-0.30
	0.76
	10.85
	.0010
	0.010*

	Age
	0.135
	3.27
	0.0012**
	0.091
	1.78
	0.076 ~
	0.44
	.51
	--

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.019
	-0.48
	0.63
	-0.094
	-1.93
	0.055 ~ 
	1.43
	.23
	--

	Education
	0.054
	1.27
	0.20
	0.040
	0.76
	0.45
	--
	--
	--

	Income
	0.020
	0.48
	0.63
	-0.026
	-0.51
	0.61
	--
	--
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.130
	-3.23
	0.0013**
	-0.003
	-0.05
	0.96
	3.96
	.047
	0.094 ~

	Race (Asian)
	-0.065
	-1.70
	0.089 ~
	-0.040
	-0.85
	0.40
	0.17
	.68
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.141
	-3.65
	0.0003**
	0.024
	0.49
	0.62
	7.17
	.0074
	0.025*




Table S12. Alternate version of analyses presented in Table S6 but applying minimal exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1 (n = 422)
Stepwise regression
	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.223
	-4.71
	< 0.0001***

	Affective Polarization
	-0.140
	-3.004
	0.0028**

	Age
	0.109
	2.221
	0.027*

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.080
	-1.689
	0.092 ~

	Education
	-0.081
	1.727
	0.085 ~

	Black
	-0.069
	-1.447
	0.149

	Asian
	-0.089
	-1.882
	0.061 ~













SUR regression comparing whether outcome measures differ for all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference 


	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	0.089
	2.22*
	0.004
	0.09
	1.69
	0.19
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.279
	6.77***
	0.050
	0.95
	11.78
	0.0006
	0.008**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.175
	-3.91***
	-0.174
	-3.05**
	0.00
	0.99
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	0.109
	2.71**
	0.027
	0.53
	1.57
	0.21
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.180
	-4.25***
	-0.036
	-0.66
	4.41
	0.036
	--

	Affective Polarization
	0.056
	1.40
	-0.145
	-2.83**
	9.55
	0.002
	0.014*

	Belief Superiority
	-0.081
	-2.06*
	-0.033
	-0.65
	0.58
	0.45
	--

	Political Party
	-0.176
	-4.35***
	-0.022
	-0.43
	5.51
	0.019
	0.089 ~

	Age
	0.169
	4.18***
	0.114
	2.21*
	0.71
	0.40
	--

	Gender (F = 1)
	-0.054
	-1.43
	-0.090
	-1.85
	0.33
	0.56
	--

	Education
	0.002
	0.04
	0.088
	1.76
	1.86
	0.17
	--

	Income
	0.084
	2.19*
	-0.007
	-0.14
	2.14
	0.14
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.164
	-4.28***
	-0.068
	-1.38
	2.41
	0.12
	--

	Race (Asian)
	0.008
	0.20
	-0.089
	-1.86
	2.53
	0.11
	--




	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Digital Literacy
	0.088
	1.814
	0.07

	Epistemic Beliefs (Faith in Intuition)
	-0.112
	-2.327
	0.020*

	Age
	0.096
	2.047
	0.041*

	Gender (M = 0, F = 1)
	-0.095
	-2.049
	0.041*


B. Experiment 2 (n = 469)

Stepwise regression









SUR regression comparing whether outcome measures differ for all variables with significant or marginal effects in stepwise regression for MIST or CIE

	Predictor variable
	MIST
	CIE
	Difference

	
	
	t
	
	t
	2
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	0.064
	1.65
	-0.020
	-0.42
	1.88
	0.17
	--

	Digital Literacy
	0.289
	6.98***
	0.095
	1.86
	8.65
	0.0033
	0.020*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	-0.108
	-2.55*
	-0.109
	-2.08*
	0
	0.99
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Evidence)
	0.089
	2.12*
	0.017
	0.34
	1.15
	0.28
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	-0.117
	-2.80**
	0.021
	0.41
	4.31
	0.038
	0.103

	Political Party
	-0.238
	-5.70***
	-0.022
	-0.43
	10.54
	0.0012
	0.014*

	Age
	0.129
	3.19**
	0.098
	1.96
	0.23
	0.63
	--

	Gender (F = 1)
	-0.022
	-0.58
	-0.090
	-1.86
	1.19
	0.28
	--

	Education
	0.063
	1.60
	0.029
	0.59
	0.30
	0.58
	--

	Race (Black)
	-0.131
	-3.27**
	-0.002
	-0.04
	4.09
	0.043
	0.103

	Race (Asian)
	-0.62
	-1.64
	-0.043
	-0.92
	0.10
	0.75
	--

	Ethnicity (Hispanic)
	-0.142
	-3.71***
	0.026
	0.53
	7.56
	0.006
	0.024*








Table S13. Mixed effects models examining effects of perceived candidate ideology, participant ideology, stimulus condition, and affective polarization on immediate ratings, applying the primary exclusion criteria

Model specification: Immediate Post-Story Rating ~ ﻿Initial Pre-Story Rating + 
Participant Ideology * Candidate Ideology * Affective Polarization * Corrected Accusation + Participant Ideology * Candidate_Ideology * Affective_Polarization * Uncorrected Accusation + Counterbalance1 + Counterbalance2 + (1|Subject)

Experiment 1 (n = 385)

	Predictor
	
	t
	p

	Initial Rating
	0.168
	17.188
	< 0.0001***

	Participant Political Orientation
	-0.064
	-2.481
	0.013*

	Candidate Political Orientation
	-0.016
	-1.165
	0.244

	Affective Polarization Score
	0.019
	0.702
	0.483

	Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.122
	-13.471
	< 0.0001***

	Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.460
	-50.543
	< 0.0001***

	Counterbalance1
	0.007
	0.270
	0.788

	Counterbalance2
	-0.013
	-0.515
	0.607

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation
	0.057
	3.965
	< 0.0001***

	Participant Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.005
	0.193
	0.847

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.009
	0.654
	0.513

	Participant Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.026
	-2.288
	0.022*

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.012
	-1.054
	0.292

	Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.034
	-2.923
	0.003**

	Participant Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.002
	0.200
	0.842

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.020
	1.783
	0.075 ~

	Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.067
	-5.710
	< 0.0001

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.028
	1.937
	0.053 ~

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.016
	-1.351
	0.177

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.016
	1.298
	0.194

	Candidate Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.004
	-0.343
	0.732

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.013
	-1.164
	0.244

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.014
	1.124
	0.261

	Candidate Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.009
	-0.759
	0.448

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.002
	0.198
	0.843

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.013
	-1.107
	0.268



Experiment 2 (n = 449)

	Predictor
	
	t
	p

	Initial Rating
	0.143
	15.854
	< 0.0001***

	Participant Political Orientation
	-0.079
	-3.445
	0.0006***

	Candidate Political Orientation
	-0.011
	-0.881
	0.379

	Affective Polarization Score
	0.008
	0.354
	0.723

	Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.129
	-15.440
	< 0.0001***

	Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.512
	-61.398
	< 0.0001***

	Counterbalance1
	0.032
	1.440
	0.151

	Counterbalance2
	0.013
	0.573
	0.567

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation
	0.085
	6.514
	< 0.0001***

	Participant Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.009
	0.380
	0.704

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.012
	0.951
	0.342

	Participant Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.005
	0.511
	0.609

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.021
	-2.036
	0.042*

	Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.009
	-0.864
	0.39

	Participant Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.022
	2.097
	0.036*

	Candidate Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.022
	2.155
	0.031*

	Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.039
	-3.771
	0.0002***

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score
	0.006
	0.498
	0.62

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.026
	-2.512
	0.012*

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.017
	-1.629
	0.103

	Candidate Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.007
	-0.682
	0.495

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.029
	-2.741
	0.006**

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.011
	-1.071
	0.284

	Candidate Political Orientation x 
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	0.000
	-0.021
	0.983

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score x
Corrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.001
	-0.110
	0.912

	Participant Political Orientation x 
Candidate Political Orientation x
Affective Polarization Score x
Uncorrected Accusation (vs. No Accusation) Stimulus
	-0.012
	-1.140
	0.254




Table S14. Bivariate correlations between individual difference measures and CIEs computed from average Z-score of delayed ratings and choices, and regression analyses for race/ethnicity demographic variables. These exploratory analyses are only reported for the primary exclusion criteria.
A. Experiment 1:
	
	Short-delay CIE

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	437
	0.012
	0.80
	--

	Digital Literacy
	437
	-0.057
	0.24
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	437
	-0.049
	0.30
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	437
	0.115
	0.016
	0.19

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	437
	-0.092
	0.054
	--

	Affective Polarization
	387
	-0.010
	0.84
	--

	Belief Superiority
	437
	0.035
	0.47
	--

	Political Party
	437
	0.036
	0.45
	--

	Age
	437
	0.051
	0.29
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	435
	-0.054
	0.26
	--

	Education
	436
	0.033
	0.49
	--

	Income
	430
	0.023
	0.63
	--





















Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 1 (n = 429) 
	Predictor variable
	Short-Delay CIE

	
	
	t
	p

	Black
	-0.043
	-1.01
	0.31

	Asian
	0.037
	0.87
	0.39

	Hispanic
	0.001
	0.01
	0.99




B. Experiment 2
	
	Short-Delay CIE
	Long-Delay CIE

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	517
	-0.078
	0.075
	--
	402
	-0.087
	0.081
	--

	Digital Literacy
	517
	-0.040
	0.36
	--
	402
	-0.074
	0.14
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	517
	0.023
	0.60
	--
	402
	-0.024
	0.63
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	517
	0.011
	0.80
	--
	402
	0.016
	0.74
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	517
	-0.024
	0.59
	--
	402
	-0.100
	0.045
	0.20

	Affective Polarization
	449
	0.105
	0.026
	0.16
	353
	0.092
	0.084
	--

	Belief Superiority
	517
	0.040
	0.36
	--
	402
	0.038
	0.45
	--

	Political Party
	517
	-0.022
	0.61
	--
	402
	-0.028
	0.58
	--

	Age
	517
	0.071
	0.107
	--
	402
	0.092
	0.066
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	513
	-0.104
	0.018
	0.16
	399
	-0.091
	0.068
	--

	Education
	517
	0.014
	0.76
	--
	402
	0.023
	0.64
	--

	Income
	506
	0.053
	0.23
	--
	395
	0.029
	0.57
	--


Additional exploratory variables
	
	Short-Delay CIE
	Long-Delay CIE

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively Open-minded thinking
	517
	-0.062
	0.16
	--
	402
	-0.041
	0.41
	--

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	517
	0.068
	0.12
	--
	402
	0.057
	0.26
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	517
	-0.057
	0.20
	--
	402
	-0.028
	0.57
	--

	Emotional Empathy
	517
	0.062
	0.16
	--
	402
	0.103
	0.038
	0.22


Regression for race/ethnicity, Experiment 2 (Short-delay n = 511, Long-delay n = 399) 
	Predictor variable
	Short-Delay CIE
	Long-Delay CIE

	
	
	t
	p
	
	t
	p

	Black
	-0.033
	-0.82
	0.41
	-0.037
	-0.83
	0.41

	Asian
	0.025
	0.64
	0.52
	-0.030
	-0.69
	0.49

	Hispanic
	-0.024
	-0.61
	0.54
	-0.063
	-1.35
	0.18







Table S15. Bivariate correlations relating all predictor variables with accusation effects for immediate ratings, applying the primary exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1:
	
	Accusation Effects

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	437
	-0.021
	0.66
	--

	Digital Literacy
	437
	-0.060
	0.21
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	437
	-0.061
	0.20
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	437
	-0.081
	0.09
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	437
	0.045
	0.35
	--

	Affective Polarization
	387
	-0.175
	0.0005
	0.006**

	Belief Superiority
	437
	-0.136
	0.0045
	0.027*

	Political Party
	437
	0.029
	0.54
	--

	Age
	436
	-0.019
	0.70
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	435
	-0.071
	0.14
	--

	Education
	436
	0.069
	0.15
	--

	Income
	430
	-0.020
	0.69
	--





















Regression for race/ethnicity (n = 429) 

	Predictor variable
	Accusation effects

	
	
	t
	p

	Black
	-0.026
	-0.54
	0.59

	Asian
	-0.047
	-0.96
	0.34

	Hispanic
	-0.006
	0.13
	0.90















B. Experiment 2:
	
	Accusation Effects

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	517
	-0.075
	0.087
	--

	Digital Literacy
	517
	-0.018
	0.68
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	517
	-0.151
	0.0006
	0.0036**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	517
	-0.068
	0.12
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	517
	-0.057
	0.20
	--

	Affective Polarization
	449
	-0.085
	0.072
	--

	Belief Superiority
	517
	-0.101
	0.022
	0.088 ~

	Political Party
	517
	0.004
	0.93
	--

	Age
	517
	0.031
	0.48
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	513
	-0.157
	0.0004
	0.0036**

	Education
	517
	0.046
	0.29
	--

	Income
	506
	0.019
	0.67
	--




















Additional exploratory variables
	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively 
Open-minded thinking
	517
	-0.127
	0.004
	0.016*

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	517
	-0.057
	0.20
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	517
	-0.226
	< 0.0001
	< 0.0001***

	Emotional Empathy
	517
	-0.064
	0.15
	--












Regression for race/ethnicity (n = 511)

	Predictor variable
	Accusation effects

	
	
	t
	p

	Black
	0.006
	0.13
	0.90

	Asian
	-0.067
	-1.50
	0.13

	Hispanic
	0.013
	0.30
	0.76





Table S16. Bivariate correlations relating all predictor variables with correction effects for immediate ratings, applying the primary exclusion criteria

A. Experiment 1:
	
	Immediate Correction Effects

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	437
	0.106
	0.026
	0.052 ~

	Digital Literacy
	437
	0.160
	0.0008
	0.004**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	437
	-0.130
	0.0066
	0.019*

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	437
	0.164
	0.0006
	0.004**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	437
	-0.156
	0.001
	0.004**

	Affective Polarization
	387
	0.094
	0.065
	0.098 ~

	Belief Superiority
	437
	0.097
	0.043
	0.073 ~

	Political Party
	437
	-0.057
	0.23
	--

	Age
	436
	0.126
	0.008
	0.019*

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	435
	0.018
	0.70
	--

	Education
	436
	-0.018
	0.71
	--

	Income
	430
	0.015
	0.76
	--





















Regression for race/ethnicity (n = 429)
	Predictor variable
	Correction effects

	
	
	t
	p

	Black
	-0.045
	-0.92
	0.36

	Asian
	-0.001
	-0.02
	0.98

	Hispanic
	-0.024
	-0.50
	0.62
















B. Experiment 2
	
	Immediate Correction Effects

	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	CRT
	517
	0.101
	0.021
	0.063 ~

	Digital Literacy
	517
	0.109
	0.013
	0.063 ~

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Faith in Intuition)
	517
	0.051
	0.25
	--

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Evidence)
	517
	0.154
	0.0004
	0.005**

	Epistemic Beliefs 
(Truth is Political)
	517
	-0.003
	0.95
	--

	Affective Polarization
	449
	0.094
	0.045
	0.09 ~

	Belief Superiority
	517
	0.092
	0.036
	0.086 ~

	Political Party
	517
	-0.015
	0.73
	--

	Age
	517
	0.064
	0.14
	--

	Gender 
(M = 0, F = 1)
	513
	0.104
	0.019
	0.063 ~

	Education
	517
	0.004
	0.93
	--

	Income
	506
	-0.013
	0.78
	--




















Additional exploratory variables
	
	n
	r
	p
	FDR corr p

	Actively 
Open-minded thinking
	517
	0.179
	< 0.0001
	0.0006***

	Intolerance of Uncertainty
	517
	0.018
	0.68
	--

	Cognitive Empathy
	517
	0.143
	0.001
	0.005**

	Emotional Empathy
	517
	0.030
	0.50
	--












Regression for race/ethnicity (n = 511)
	
	Correction effects

	Predictor variable
	
	t
	p

	Black
	-0.052
	-1.16
	0.25

	Asian
	0.034
	0.77
	0.44

	Hispanic
	-0.048
	-1.08
	0.28
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Appendix. Digital literacy measure. Correct answers are bolded.

1. How are decisions about what stories to show people on Facebook made?[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Question taken from Sirlin et al. (2021)] 

a. At random
b. By editors and journalists that work for news outlets
c. By editors and journalists that work for Facebook
d. By computer analysis of what stories might interest you

2. On Twitter, which kind of tweets will you NOT see in your feed?
a. Retweets shared by people you follow
b. Sponsored advertisements
c. Tweets replied to by people that you follow
d. Tweets from accounts that follow you, but you don’t follow back

3. If you do not want to see a certain category of content on TikTok (not just from one account), what can you do to make similar content less likely to show up in your feed?
a. Go to the account that posted it and click on the bell symbol at the top right corner
b. Click on the arrow menu next to the post and select “report post”
c. Click on the arrow menu next to the post and select “not interested”
d. Go to the account that posted it, click on the three-dot menu at the top, and click “block”

4. What is phishing?
a. Sending fraudulent messages pretending to be from reputable companies in order to get individuals to reveal personal information
b. Luring someone into a relationship online through a fictional online persona
c. When cyber-criminals hack into a computer network to extract sensitive information
d. Embedding ads into website through layering them on top of each other so that they are not visible, but you may accidentally click on them

5. When you block someone on a social media site, what effect does it NOT have?
a. They can’t see your posts on the platform
b. You can’t see their posts on the platform
c. They are banned from the platform for a period of time
d. They can’t see your engagement with accounts that you both follow

6. What is the term for when someone references you in a post and it sends a notification to you and/or your followers?
a. Tagging
b. Reference
c. Friending
d. Direct message
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