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INTRODUCTION

Building on the findings of the previous research phases within the Pro-fact 
project, in the final phase of research activities we aimed to determine more 
precisely the thought processes involved in the emergence and transformation 
of belief in disinformation and conspiracy theories. In this sense, one of the 
best known theories of dual information processing, the heuristic-syste-
matic model, seemed to us to be the most appropriate theoretical starting 
point. The heuristic-systematic model of persuasive information proce-
ssing assumes that information that wants to convince us of something or 
change our opinion about an object or subject of thought can be processed 
in two ways (Chaiken and Ledgerwood, 2012). The first way is deliberate, 
thoughtful, careful, and requires an investment of cognitive effort and an 
evaluation of the arguments, while the second way is intuitive, quick, and 
relies on peripheral signs and heuristics, i.e., mental shortcuts, rather than 
on the quality of the arguments presented. Changes in attitude (its expre-
ssion, intensity, not necessarily direction) that depend on the quality and 
direction of the arguments presented indicate that the change in attitude is 
based on a process of systematic, not intuitive, processing of information. 
This theoretical framework served as a frame of reference for reflecting on 
and drawing conclusions about the process of processing fake news, which 
we examined in more detail in this study.

The aim of this experimental part of the project was to test whether 
it is possible to influence belief in the information presented by guiding in-
formation processing and encouraging critical thinking about the content of 
fake news. We were also interested in whether there are differences in the 
possibilities and scope of this influence between groups that are differently 
inclined to believe in conspiracy theories. The results of the experiment 
show us at least one possible way of processing and consequently accepting 
fake news and whether there is a way to change the level of acceptance of 
fake news. Furthermore, the goal of the experiment was to investigate the 
emotional reactions to fake news and the possibility of influencing them by 
guiding the processing of the presented information.

We assume that highlighting information that might increase belief in 
the truth of claims presented in a short video increases belief in their plausi-
bility, whereas highlighting information that suggests their falsity decreases 
belief in their plausibility, compared to the situation in which information 
processing is not directed in any direction after viewing. We expect that this 
influence will be greatest in the group of participants who only partially be-
lieve in conspiracy theories, while in the groups of participants who believe 
least and most in conspiracy theories, this influence will be less because 
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their (more extreme) opinions are more rooted in their models of under-
standing the social and political world. For the group that is partially inclined 
to conspiracy theories, we assume that influence is possible because their 
views are not extreme or polarized. At the same time, this group is the most 
interesting in practical terms because it represents people who can easily 
fall under the influence of fake news. Therefore, it is necessary to study how 
to prevent such an outcome.  

METHOD

Participants
Participants in the experiment were selected based on the results of the 
survey portion of the study, i.e., their responses on the scale of belief in 
conspiracy theories about COVID-19 (Blanuša et al., 2022). By sampling, we 
aimed to obtain three groups of participants: 1) those whose score on the 
scale of belief in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 is in the 30% of highest 
scores, 2) those whose score is in the 30% of lowest scores, and 3) those 
whose score is in the 30% of scores that are in the middle of the range of all 
scores. Participants were recruited by the IPSOS agency, which sent links 
with an invitation to the survey to potential participants who were selected 
based on the data from the survey. 

N=544 adult residents of the Republic of Croatia participated in the 
study (44.2% women, mean age M=43.9 (SD =12.7)).  Of these, N=175 were 
in the group with the lowest scores on the scale of belief in conspiracy the-
ories about COVID-19, and their scores on the scale of belief in conspiracy 
theories were in the range from the 1st to the 20th percentile in the total 
sample of participants who took part in the survey part of the research. In 
the group of those who believed in conspiracy theories about COVID-19, 
N=183 individuals were in the middle of the range identified in the survey, 
and their results ranged from the 38th to the 67th percentile. In the group 
of those who believed most in conspiracy theories about COVID-19, N=186 
were in the middle of the range identified in the survey, and their results 
ranged from the 76th to the 100th percentile.

Those participants whose total time for solving the questionnaire was 
less than 5 minutes were excluded from the data analysis, as this was not 
enough to know the content of the video clip, which was an essential part 
of the research process and answering the following questions. There were 
10 such participants in the group of those who least believe in conspiracy 
theories about COVID-19, 21 in the group that falls in the middle in terms of 
belief in conspiracy theories about COVID-19, and 23 in the group that most 
believes in conspiracy theories about COVID-19. 
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Ultimately, the results in this report are based on N=490 participants (44.6% 
women, mean age M=44.6 (SD =12.6))1. In the group of those who believe 
least in conspiracy theories about COVID-19, there were N=165 participants 
(38.9% women, mean age M=46.4; SD =13.0), in the group of those who 
believe on average N=162 (50.0% women, mean age M=44.4; SD =12.2), and 
in the group of those who believe most in conspiracy theories N=163 (45.0% 
women, mean age M=43.1; SD =12.5).

Research design and procedures
Participants from each of these three subgroups were randomly assigned to 
one of three experimental situations. The task for participants in all subgroups 
was to watch a short video showing an interview with an individual who was 
introduced as a researcher and claimed to have discovered that there were 
chips in the vaccine against COVID-192. Below you will find a description of 
three experimental situations: 

•	 In the first experimental situation, after viewing the video footage, 
participants answered ten questions designed to highlight those data 
from the film that could potentially increase belief in the truth of the 
statements made. The questions required a “yes” or “no” response 
and were presented to participants as a test of their memory for 
details from the footage. An example of a question in this situation 

1	 The mean age and proportion of women were calculated based on 475 participants 
for whom age and sex data were available. 

2	  This video footage is publicly available on the Bitchute web platform (https://www.
bitchute.com/video/lW5GtPU59Jzx/) and can be accessed without creating a sep-
arate account. The terms of use for the material published on said platform (https://
support.bitchute.com/policy/terms/) also include the following: “BitChute does 
not claim any ownership rights to any Content posted to the Service.” Under the 
chapter “Content Rights Granted by You,” it states, “By making any Content avail-
able through the Service, you grant to BitChute a worldwide, royalty-free, trans-
ferable license with the right to sublicense, to use, copy, modify, create derivative 
works, display, perform, and distribute your Content in order to operate, provide, 
and promote the Service and Content to you and other users of the Service.” In 
addition, the “Content Rights Granted by BitChute” section states, “Subject to 
your compliance with these Terms, BitChute grants you a limited, non-exclusive, 
non-transferable, non-sublicensable license to view, copy, display and perform the 
Content solely in connection with your permitted use of the Service and solely for 
personal and non-commercial purposes.” In our case, the material is used for sci-
entific research purposes, which implies a non-commercial use of this material. In 
addition, the author of the video material invites its sharing and further use. For the 
implementation of the experiment designed in this way, the positive opinion of the 
Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Political Sciences of the University of Zagreb was 
obtained.
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is following: “Did you notice that a researcher showed microscope 
images to medical professionals?” or “Did you notice that a professi-
onal researcher was qualified to recognize integrated circuits?”. The 
goal of answering these questions was not to test the memory, but to 
highlight some of the information presented in the film.

•	 In the second experimental situation, immediately after watching the 
film, participants answered ten questions aimed at highlighting those 
data from the movie that clearly indicated the unreliability of the cla-
ims made, assuming that such a presentation of the movie content 
should reduce belief in their truthfulness.  The form and presented 
purpose of these questions were the same as in the first experimen-
tal situation, but they differed in content. An example of a question 
in this situation is following: “Did you notice that the researcher in 
the program is not a doctor?” or “Did you notice that the doctors he 
asked what was in the pictures did not know the answer, but that 
was enough for him?”.

•	 The third experimental situation was a control situation. After watc-
hing the film, the participants did not answer the guiding questions 
but immediately continued with the rest of the questionnaire.

•	
After watching the video clip and answering questions about the film (in the 
two described situations), participants rated the credibility of the film and 
the arguments presented in it. At the end of the questionnaire, they were 
told the purpose of the study and that the video they had seen contained 
unverified information with no scientific basis.

Measuring instruments

•	 The intention to get vaccinated. After watching the film, participants 
first answered a question about their intention to get vaccinated in 
the future. The question was, “Do you intend to get vaccinated against 
COVID-19 in the future if recommended?” and responses were given on 
a scale of 1 (definitely not) to 5 (definitely).

•	 Belief in the content of the video. Participants answered two questions 
about the credibility of the video presented (“To what extent do you 
believe in the content of this video?”, “To what extent do you believe that 
the information presented in the video is true or false?”) on a scale of 
1 to 7, with a higher number indicating a higher level of belief in the 
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truthfulness of the information presented. The correlation of respon-
ses on these scales is very high and is r=.94; p <.01, so on their basis 
an average score was formed that reflects the degree of belief in the 
truthfulness of the content of the video clip.

•	 Emotions. Participants rated the extent to which the video clip shown 
elicited the following reactions in them: fear, anger, concern, disgust, 
confusion, surprise, pleasure, and ridicule. Ratings were made on a 
scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). The order of emotional respon-
ses for which participants made their ratings was random.

•	 Researcher credibility. Participants rated the credibility of the resear-
cher who presented the results of his experiments in the featured 
video clip by answering four questions about his impartiality, honesty, 
persuasiveness of reasoning, and credibility. The answers were given 
on a 7-point scale. These responses were found to be highly interrela-
ted (correlations of r=.60; p <.01 to r=.91; p <.01), so an average score 
reflecting the researcher’s credibility assessment was formed based 
on these four questions. The reliability of the scale is α=.92.

•	 Credibility of the journalist. Participants rated the credibility of the 
journalist interviewing the researcher in the featured video clip by 
answering three questions about his or her impartiality, honesty, 
and credibility on a 7-point scale. These responses were found to be 
highly interrelated (correlations of r=.76; p <.01 to r=.88; p <.01) and 
based on them an average score was formed reflecting the asse-
ssment of the journalist’s credibility. The reliability of the scale is 
α=.93.

•	 Method and form of informing and reporting on COVID-19. We also 
asked participants how much they trust sources like this video and 
if they would share this video on social media. In addition, we asked 
them several questions that we did not expect to be influenced by 
the experimental manipulation of highlighting different types of 
information, but would depend primarily on their belief in conspiracy 
theories about COVID-19. These questions related to whether they 
had encountered this type of content on social networks in the past 
year and who benefited most from the spread of such messages and 
who caused the most harm.
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Figure 1. Average ratings of the items shown in the video as a function of the experimental 
situation for participants who do not believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 
(statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

information in support of truthfulness

without highlighting information

information in support of falsehood

belief in the content of the video

credibility of the researcher*

credibility of the journalist

belief in the sources like this one

0123456

RESULTS

We analyzed the results separately for each of the three groups of participants 
described, which differed according to their belief in conspiracy theories 
about COVID-19. 

Participants least likely to believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19
Of a total of 165 participants who least believed in conspiracy theories abo-
ut COVID-19, N=52 of them were randomly assigned to a group that, after 
watching the video, answered questions that highlighted those elements 
that might reinforce belief in the video’s content, N=56 were assigned to a 
control group, and N=57 were assigned to a group that answered questions 
that highlighted those elements that indicated the unreliability of the sta-
tements made.

These three groups differed statistically significantly in their ratings 
of the researcher’s credibility (F=3.25; df=2/162; p <.05), with the group 
that received information aimed at reinforcing belief in the content of the 
film giving the highest ratings, the control group giving lower ratings, and 
the group that received information suggesting untruth giving the lowest 
ratings. It should be noted that the ratings in all three groups are extremely 
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Figure 2. Average ratings of the items shown in the video as a function of the experimental 
situation for participants who do not believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 
(statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

low, suggesting that the participants who least believe in conspiracy theories 
about COVID-19 generally rate the credibility of the researcher in the video 
as very low (Figure 1).

Participants in these three subgroups differed statistically signifi-
cantly in the intensity of anger (F=4.00; df=2/162; p <.05), disgust (F=4.96; 
df=2/162; p <.01), and ridicule (F=3.84; df=2/162; p<.05) that the video elicited 
in them. Specifically, highlighting information that indicated the falsity of 
the video content resulted in higher perceived intensity of anger, disgust, 
and ridicule than in the control situation, whereas the experience of anger, 
disgust, and ridicule was lowest after highlighting information aimed at 
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increasing belief in the content (Figure 2). In addition, anger, disgust, and 
ridicule are the reactions for which participants generally give the highest 
rating of perceived intensity.

When asked if they would share this video on social media if given the 
opportunity, almost all participants responded that they would not. However, 
this number was (borderline) statistically significantly different depending 
on what information was highlighted after watching the video (Χ2=5.92; df= 
2; p=.052). A slightly higher percentage (7.7%) answered “yes” in the group 
presented with questions suggesting the video was true than in the control 
group (1.8%) or the group presented with information supporting the video 
was untrue (0%).

Differences between participants on all other measures, depending on 
what type of information was highlighted after viewing the video clip, were 
not statistically significant. In other words, their ratings of the intention to 
get vaccinated, belief in the content of the video, credibility of the journalist 
and other similar sources, and intensity of fear, anxiety, confusion, surprise, 
and satisfaction were not influenced by the type of information to which 
they were exposed.

Although the general ratings of the credibility of the presented material 
in this group of participants are low, as expected, the results show how they 
were influenced by the subsequently highlighted information in the sense 
that the ratings of some elements and some emotions were also influenced 
by them. This suggests that the participants in this group actively processed 
the available information.

Participants who are in the middle (neither susceptible nor not 
susceptible) in terms of their belief in conspiracy theories about COVID-19
Of a total of 162 participants who least believed in conspiracy theories about 
COVID-19, N=55 of them were randomly assigned to a group that, after wat-
ching the video, answered questions that highlighted elements that might 
reinforce belief in the content of the video, N=50 were assigned to a control 
group, and N=57 were assigned to a group that answered questions that 
highlighted elements that indicated the unreliability of the statements made.

These three groups differed statistically significantly in their as-
sessment of the credibility of the researcher (F=4.41; df=2/159; p<.05) 
and the credibility of the journalist interviewing him (F=3.24; df=2/159; 
p<.05), with the group that received information aimed at increasing be-
lief in the content of the film giving the highest ratings, the control group 
giving lower ratings, and the group that received information indicat-
ing untruthfulness giving the lowest ratings (Figure 3). The ratings in all 
three groups are relatively low, indicating a distrust of the researcher and 
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Figure 3. Average ratings of items shown in the video as a function of experimental 
situation for participants with medium belief in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 
(statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

journalist in the video, but they are significantly higher than the ratings of 
the group of participants least likely to believe in conspiracy theories3.	

Regarding reactions to the video, the analysis showed that there are 
statistically significant differences in experienced fear (F=3.09; df=2/162; 
p<.05), anger (F=3.11; df=2/162; p<.05), and concern (F=4.09; df=2/162; 
p<.05) among participants exposed to different types of information after 
watching the film. At the same time, it is noticeable that the highlighting of 
information indicating the untruthfulness of the statements made reduces 
the fear, anger, and anxiety compared to the control group and the group 
exposed to the highlighting of information supporting the truth, in which 
these emotions occur to the same extent (Figure 4). None of the emotions 
studied stood out in terms of intensity, with the exception of a strikingly 
low level of satisfaction.

3	 The differences in all of the above variables between the three groups of partici-
pants who have different levels of belief in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 are 
statistically significant, in the direction that those who believe the least in conspira-
cy theories have the least confidence in the video (F=159; df=2/487; p<.01), researc-
her (F=151; df=2/485; p<.01), journalist (F=148; df=2/485; p<.01), and similar sources 
(F=174; df=2/484; p<.01) show the most trust, while those who believe the most in 
CT show the most trust, while those who believe in CT in the middle have a medium 
level of trust. 
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Figure 4. Average ratings of the intensity of reactions to the video as a function of 
experimental situation for participants with medium belief in conspiracy theories about 
COVID-19 (statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

When asked if they would share this video on social media if given the oppor-
tunity, most participants responded that they would not (80.2%) and this 
percentage was independent of the information highlighted after watching 
the video (Χ2=3.38; df= 2; p=.05). 

Differences between participants on all other measures, depending on 
what type of information was highlighted after viewing the video clip, were 
not statistically significant. In other words, their ratings of the intention to 
get vaccinated, belief in the content of the video and other similar sources, 
and intensity of anger, concern, disgust, confusion, surprise, pleasure, and 
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Figure 5. Average ratings of items shown in the video as a function of experimental 
situation for participants who most believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 
(statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

ridicule were not influenced by the type of information to which they were 
exposed.

As in the group of those least likely to believe in CT, the results in this 
group also show that participants are influenced by the type of information 
that stands out after watching the video, at least for some of the observed 
variables. This suggests that these participants also actively processed the 
available information. Furthermore, a striking difference from those least likely 
to believe in CT is the effect that the subsequently highlighted information 
had on the emotions experienced. In this group, the information supporting 
the untruthfulness of the video decreased feelings of fear, anger, and anxiety, 
while in the group of those who least believed in CT, it increased feelings 
of anger and disgust. This reverse direction of the effect of this information 
on anger is probably due to the fact that among those who do not believe 
in CT, anger occurs in response to those who produce and disseminate 
such materials, while among those who believe in CT to a less extreme and 
more undecided degree, anger occurs in response to the possibility that the 
statements made are true. Therefore, it is possible to reduce this emotion 
in them with information that supports their untruthfulness.
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Figure 6. Average ratings of the intensity of responses to the video as a function of the 
experimental situation for participants who most believe in conspiracy theories about 
COVID-19 (statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

Participants most likely to believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19
Of a total of 163 participants who most believed in conspiracy theories abo-
ut COVID-19, N=54 of them were randomly assigned to a group that, after 
watching the video, answered questions that highlighted those elements 
that might reinforce belief in the video’s content, N=55 were assigned to a 
control group, and N=54 were assigned to a group that answered questi-
ons that highlighted those elements that indicated the unreliability of the 
statements made.
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The difference between participants according to the type of information 
emphasized after viewing the clip was not statistically significant on any of 
the observed measures, i.e., the different types of information did not affe-
ct the rating of the credibility of the video or the intensity of the emotions 
experienced (Figure 5 and Figure 6). It is noticeable that the ratings related 
to the content of the video, the researcher, the journalist and similar sources 
are higher than those of the previous groups. Besides, for this group they 
are positive on average, that is, they reach values higher than the neutral 
point of the scale.

When asked if they would share this video on social media if given the 
opportunity, as many as half of the participants responded that they would 
(50.3%) and this percentage was independent of the information highlighted 
after watching the video (Χ2=3.01; df= 2; p=.05). 

The results from this group of participants clearly demonstrate that 
their responses and ratings were not influenced by the type of information 
subsequently highlighted.  Such results indicate a lack of active processing 
of the displayed content. 

Comparison of emotions experienced by participants with different levels 
of belief in CT
When we talk about the evaluation of the credibility of the presented content, 
the differences between the groups according to the belief in conspiracy the-
ories about COVID-19 are clear and expected. The lowest ratings are given by 
those who believe least in CT, followed by those who only partially believe in 
conspiracy theories, and the highest ratings are given by those who believe 
in them most. However, when we look at the ratings of the intensity of the 
emotions experienced, the situation is not so clear.  Therefore, in the next 
step, we compared the participants who believe in CT to different degrees 
according to what kind of emotions the shown video evoked in them. We 
only analyzed the responses of participants from the control groups because 
previous analyzes have shown that the type of information presented after 
watching a video can influence how emotions are rated.

Therefore, this analysis was conducted with N=161 participants, of 
which N=56 belonged to the group that believed least in CT, N=50 belonged 
to the group that believed in the middle range in CT, and N=55 belonged to 
those who believed most in CT. They were not subjected to any experimental 
manipulation, but answered questions about the emotions they felt after 
watching the video without emphasizing the information one way or the other. 

The analysis showed that these three groups differed statistically 
significantly for all emotions tested, except for the disgust (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Estimates of the intensity of reactions after watching the video for participants 
with different beliefs about conspiracy theories about COVID-19 who were in the control 
group (N=161) (statistically significant differences are marked with an asterisk *)

After watching the video, participants who believe most in CT report the 
highest anxiety scores, the lowest scores are reported by those who are in 
the middle, and the lowest scores are reported by those who do not believe 
in CT (F=24.51; df=2/158; p<.01). The same is true for anger (F=4.85; df=2/158; 
p<.01). There are also differences in ratings of concern F=27.31; df=2/158; 
p<.01), confusion (F=9.60; df=2/158; p<.01), surprise (F=5.24; df=2/158; 
p<.01), and satisfaction (F=7.07; df=2/158; p<.01), with participants who 
believed the least in CT exhibiting lower levels of intensity than those who 
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believed the most and those who believed in the middle. It should be noted 
here that those in the middle who believed in CT rated the emotions they 
experienced as intense as those who believed in CT, i.e., they experienced an 
equal amount of apprehension, confusion, surprise, and (low) satisfaction. 
In the case of ridicule, we see an opposite trend in the results. The highest 
degree of ridicule is expressed by participants who are least interested in 
CT (F=41.50; df=2/158; p<.01).

Experiences with similar material and evaluation of benefits
We also asked participants how often they encountered this type of 

content on social media in the past year. We compared the responses of 
participants who believe in CT to varying degrees and found that on a scale 
of 1 (never) to 5 (very often), participants from the group that believes most 
in CT give the highest average responses, as expected (M=3.25; SD=1.07), 
while participants from the group that believes least in TC (M=2.81; SD=1.02) 
and participants from the middle group (M=2.83; SD=1.03) on average give 
lower responses (F=9.18; df=2/485; p<.01). 

All participants were included in this analysis, regardless of the experi-
mental situation, because responses were not to be influenced by processing 
information that we attempted to manipulate experimentally.

In the same way, we compared the responses of participants who 
believed to varying degrees in CT to the question of who they thought ben-
efited most and least from the spread of such messages.

Of the participants who least believe in CT, 80.6% think that conspiracy 
theorists benefit most from such news and that citizens are harmed the most 
(86.1%). Those who believe most in CT believe that citizens benefit most from 
the spread of such news (33.5%), followed by conspiracy theorists (24.2%) 
and journalists and editors (12.4%). According to them, pharmaceutical 
companies and corporations suffer the most damage (60.9%), followed by 
citizens (26.7%). Participants who believe in CT in the middle believe that 
conspiracy theorists (46.0%), followed by journalists and editors (17.4%) 
and social networks (11.8%) benefit the most. According to them, citizens 
(62.1%) and pharmaceutical companies and corporations (29.2%) suffer the 
most harm.
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CONCLUSION

•	 Participants in this experiment watched a short video showing an in-
terview with a person who claimed to have discovered that there were 
chips in the vaccine against COVID-19. Thus, the video shows alleged 
evidence of one of the more extreme conspiracy theories that emerged 
during the pandemic and that is believed by a small percentage of citi-
zens in the Republic of Croatia (9.2% according to Blanuša et al., 2022).  
The entire content of the video is fake news Based on the conducted 
research, we can draw several conclusions:

•	 Participants who least believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 
give the lowest ratings for credibility of the content presented, and 
those who most believe in conspiracy theories about COVID-19 give 
the most positive ratings for credibility of the content.

•	 Participants who least believed in CT experienced lower levels of fear, 
anger, worry, confusion, and surprise in response to the video shown. 
Participants with a medium belief in CT were as concerned, confused, 
and surprised as those who most believed in conspiracy theories, indi-
cating their susceptibility to fake news.

•	 Highlighting information that indicates the falsity of statements pre-
sented by participants who least believe in CT decreases ratings of the 
credibility of some elements presented and increases feelings of anger, 
disgust, and ridicule toward the situation in which elements that speak 
to the truth are highlighted.

•	 Emphasizing information that indicates the untruthfulness of state-
ments presented by participants who demonstrate an intermediate 
level of belief in CT also reduces ratings of the credibility of some items 
presented, but also reduces feelings of fear, anger, and anxiety, which 
is an important positive outcome of this type of intervention.

•	 Highlighting information indicating the falsity of statements made by 
participants most likely to believe in CT did not affect ratings of the 
movie content or emotions that arose in response to the movie.

•	 After all, half of the participants from the group that believes most in CT 
would share such video content on social media.  This group also has 
the most experience with such content.
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Interventions that promote critical thinking about the content of fake news 
videos can have a positive impact on people who tend to believe in conspiracy 
theories, provided that this belief is not extreme. 

The research conducted also illustrates well real-life situations where 
we usually move in a circle of like-minded people and process information 
in a biased way, perceiving those that fit well with our already formed at-
titudes. Thus, long-term exposure to fake news, conspiracy theories, and 
biased information processing can lead to extreme attitudes and beliefs that, 
when they occur, are difficult to change through critical reflection and are 
accompanied by feelings of fear, anger, anxiety, and confusion.
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The Project ‘pro-fact: research, education, fact-check and debunk 
covid-19 related disinformation narratives in croatia’ is tackling 
disinformation related to COVID-19 on multiple levels by a multidisciplinary 
and intersectional approach. Through research, awareness raising, and capa-
city-building methods, the project comprehensively approaches the social, 
political, and health problem of spreading disinformation campaigns related 
to COVID-19. Through its activities, it seeks to effectively identify Croatian 
COVID-19 disinformation campaigns, strengthen the capacity of the Croatian 
multidisciplinary team to detect and counter disinformation campaigns, 
and increase the media literacy of Croatian journalists and the public. The 
coordinator of the project is Gong, while the partner organizations are: the 
Faculty of Political Science in Zagreb, The University of Dubrovnik, Faktograf.
hr, and the Faculty of Electrical Engineering and Computing.
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