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ABSTRACT
Combating influence operations is a critical concern for civil society, governments, and social media
platforms around the world. Empirical research on how influence operations can affect people and
societies—by, for example, altering beliefs, changing voting behavior, or inspiring political violence—is
limited. To assess what is known about the effects of influence operations and identify research gaps we
examine 82 studies published between 1995 and 2020 that: (1) examined a specific population targeted by
an influence operation; (2) compared measurable outcomes (behaviors or beliefs) of people exposed
versus those who were not; and (3) used a research design that provides credible evidence on the causal
effect of the influence operation. The selected studies covered a range of influence operations, from
political disinformation, state propaganda, and health misinformation.

This literature provides strong evidence that long-term campaigns on mass media have measurable effects
on beliefs and consequential behaviors such as voting and risk taking combat. And there is some evidence
that social media activity by exceptionally influential individuals and organizations can stoke low-level
violence. But overall the literature still provides relatively little evidence on the potential impact of
influence campaigns on social media.
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1. Introduction

From the January 6 riots at the U.S. Capitol Building, to the conflicts in Libya, Syria, the Ukraine, and
Yemen, to the fight against COVID-19, the role of online influence operations in shaping real-world
behavior is a critical question. To better understand what the research base says about the potential for
influence operations to shape behaviors, the Empirical Studies of Conflict Project conducted a systematic
review of research articles which aim to estimate the causal effect of coordinated influence campaigns,
misinformation, and propaganda. Our goal is to provide an overview of existing findings for both
researchers and policymakers. Since there are relatively few consensus findings in this literature, we hope
the review will help focus attention on key gaps (e.g. the relatively small number of studies on effects
outside the US and Europe). To our knowledge this is the first systematic review on this topic.

We included a wide range of studies, but required that they meet three criteria. First, the study must have a
source of variation in exposure to influence operation-like content, what we will call the treatment, to
create a contrast between those who saw/interacted with the content, and those who did not. This variation
can be naturally occurring (e.g. when topography affects radio signal reception thereby enabling people in
some places to listen to propaganda but not others), induced by an external actor (e.g. Facebook
geo-localization enables people in one country to access social media more easily than their neighbors
who speak a language not yet supported by the application), or experimentally manipulated (e.g. when
someone reads one vignette vs another in the context of a survey experiment). Second, the outcome of
interest must be clearly measured for some well-defined population (e.g. voting in a set of elections or
survey responses). Third, the study must be both relevant to thinking about the potential of influence
operations to impact real-world behavior and described in sufficient detail to evaluate the credibility of
the findings.

There has been a dramatic increase in the number of studies which meet these criteria since 2016. The
majority of the studies we cite (~60%) were published in the last two years. This work complements the
robust long-term literature studying the effects of mass media on a wide range of behaviors ranging from
voting (DellaVigna and Kaplan 2007) to participation in genocidal violence (Yanagizawa-Drott 2014) to
changes in social capital (Olken 2009) to reproductive decisions (La Ferrara, Chong, and Duryea 2012).

Studies on the effects of social media have touched on a wide range of outcomes including vaccination
rates (Chan, Jamieson, and Albarracin 2020), incidents of hate crimes (Müller and Schwarz 2018a),
radicalization and mobilization towards violence (Mitts, Phillips, and Walter 2021), political protests
(Enikolopov, Makarin, and Petrova 2020), and voter turnout (Bond, et al. 2012). The psychological
impact of exposure remains understudied, but a growing body of work has found long-term effects in the
form of false memories are possible (see e.g. Lommen, Engelhard, and van den Hout 2013).

Overall, this literature has shown that long-term exposure to mass media can cause significant behavioral
changes, and that short-term exposure to social media activity by extremely prominent individuals can be
consequential in terms of highly localized violence, but very little in-between. No study, for example,
credibly estimates the impact of exposure over months or weeks to influence operation content. Thus, the
literature as it stands provides relatively little concrete guidance for thinking about the free-speech and
regulatory tradeoffs societies face in addressing the problem of misinformation.
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The remainder of this review proceeds as follows. Section 1 describes our search process and inclusion
criteria. Section 2 summarizes our core findings. Section 3 provides a brief overview of the literature on
the impact of pro-social influence campaigns.  Section 4 summarizes key takeaways. Section 5 concludes
with recommendations on where the literature should be focusing.

2. Core findings

We identified 82 studies published since 1995 which met these criteria based on forward and backward
citation mapping from studies that included a set of key terms related to influence operations.1 This
approach amounts to sampling the literature those studying influence operations are building on, and thus
incorporates the collective judgement of this emerging field regarding what the relevant literature is.

As with many areas of social science, a core challenge for this literature is distinguishing correlations
which may or may not be evidence of causal relationships. We focus on studies providing evidence
regarding causal relationships, which we define as relationships in which an increase or decrease in some
feature of the world which we call the treatment (e.g. exposure to an IO) would lead to a change in some
other feature of the world which we call the outcome (e.g. incidents of hate crimes). Such studies require
a source of variation in exposure to treatment which is unrelated to expected outcomes.2

When it came to measuring treatment, almost half of the studies (40) examined the impact of variation in
exposure to real-world media, as we see in Figure 1. Of the remainder, 21 involved randomized controlled
trials in which researchers manipulated the information subjects received, 19 leveraged variation in
real-world social media exposure, and two studied the impact of events of a type often associated with
influence operations (e.g. political rallies). 53 studies looked at aggregate level effects, 28 studies looked
at individual level effects, and 1 study examined both.

2 For example, for a study with racist sentiment as the outcome, a researcher randomizing survey respondents into
different vignettes about economic inequality would qualify as an independent treatment, but not the level of
engagement with accounts which are part of an influence effort on economic inequality, since the latter is a function
of political views which could also directly impact the outcome.

1 This approach may have missed relevant studies which did not include our seed search terms.
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Figure 1: Distribution by treatment type

Fully half of the articles studied changes in real-world behavior. Of the remainder roughly 40% had
survey responses as the outcome (e.g. attitudes and beliefs), and 10% measured online behavior as the
outcome, as Figure 2 shows. Among the papers measuring outcomes through survey responses the vast
majority studied changes in beliefs, with a few studies examining knowledge of objectively-verifiable
facts or asking about intended behaviors.

Figure 2: Distribution by outcome type
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The majority of the literature reviewed focused on a few distinct themes:
(1) The most robust literature is on the effect of mass media on voting behavior.
(2) The primary forms of disinformation studied included political disinformation (primarily

Russian-sponsored efforts, both domestically and abroad), state propaganda (especially impact on
protest behavior and the effects of targeted campaigns), and health misinformation (particularly,
around vaccinations broadly and the COVID-19 pandemic).

(3) The primary types of outcomes studied included political violence (with a majority examining
violence grounded in religious or racial prejudice, as well as xenophobia) and voting behavior
(voter turnout, percentage of vote acquired by a political party).

(4) Another segment of the literature examined cognitive mechanisms whereby exposure to
misinformation elicits a psychological effect. The majority of this literature studies whether and
how exposure leads to false memories.

(5) Thematic focus areas included: partisan differences in response, effects on trust and social capital,
effect on radicalization and crime, effects on post-conflict attitudes towards ethnic groups,
duration of psychological effects, emotional impact of exposure, effects on climate change
beliefs, effects on economic behavior, and how automated social media activity shifts online
behavior.

Existing work covers a wide range of countries, including: Argentina, Mexico, Austria, Brazil, Chile,
China, Croatia, Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Mali, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Poland, Russia,
Rwanda,  Spain, Taiwan, Uganda, Ukraine, United Kingdom, and the United States. Studies explicitly
involving US-based populations represented a significant percentage of studies (22 studies; 27%). Of the
literature on the effect of foreign-sponsored influence operations, only one study examined a
non-Russian-sponsored campaign (Kao 2020).

The studies varied significantly in the duration between treatment and outcome, but were fairly evenly
divided. Roughly 19% of the studies measured the impact of aggregated exposure over long periods of
time, 20% measured outcomes 6-months to 5 years post-treatment, 22% within 6 months but not
immediately, 21% immediately in a few minutes or hours, and the remainder were unclear or measured
outcomes over a range of periods.

All of the long-term studies included (with time intervals ranging from 4 to 30 years) looked at the effects
of variation in exposure to mass media on real-world behaviors. A sizeable majority of long-term
exposure studies examined the connection between exposure and rates of political violence (including
protest behaviors, targeting of ethnic or racial groups, and domestic terrorism) or voting behavior
(including turnout). Most of the long-term studies examining violence as an effect found a positive
association between exposure to targeted information operations and rates of political violence
(Yanagizawa-Drott 2014; Adena, et al. 2015). Influence campaigns targeting voters through mass media
on behalf of a political party were also fairly successful in generating marginal impacts in voter share
(Peisakhin & Rozenas 2018; DellaVigna and Kaplan 2007). A critical open question for the literature is
the extent to which people who consume most of their media online will demonstrate similar sensitivity to
social media as prior groups did to mass media.
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Only 21 studies looked at the effects of influence operations over social media platforms, as Figure 3
shows. Of those, 16 were published in 2019 and 2020. 10 studies (47.6%) looked at effects of influence
operations on Twitter, 4 studies (19%) looked at Facebook, 2 studies looked at WhatsApp, and 2 studies
looked at VK. One study examined the effect of social media exposure (Twitter, Facebook, Instagram,
YouTube) broadly but did not differentiate effects based on platform. Only one study looked at the effect
of visiting websites (beyond social media platforms) known for posting disinformation. Overall the body
of research on the causal effect of IOs on social media is still quite small relative to the level of public and
policy interest in the topic.

Figure 3: Range of social media and online platforms studied

The literature on IOs in the United States finds consistent partisan differences in the response to
misinformation campaigns. Compared to liberals, conservatives appear to perform worse at recognizing
bots, are on-average more susceptible to conspiratorial thinking, and are more likely to shift their beliefs
post-exposure (Bail, et al. 2018; Enders and Smallpage 2019; Yan, et al. 2020) .

Studies on targeted information campaigns in other countries consistently find small behavioral effects
after exposure to IOs conducted on traditional media (which overlaps with state-sponsored propaganda).
Populations in Ukraine and Taiwan appeared more likely to vote for pro-Russian or China-endorsed
candidates (respectively) after repeated exposure to foreign-supported television channels (Peisakhin &
Rozenas 2018; Kao 2020). In the case of Taiwan however, a backfire effect was reported if the targeted
audience had a preexisting negative view of China or perceived the outlet as associated with the Chinese
government (Kao 2020). A separate study on Americans exposed to negative Russian media on Ukraine
found that exposure decreased approval and perceptions of Ukraine by 10%; in this case, providing
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further information about the biases of the newsource did not moderate its influence (Fisher 2020). The
only study on the effect of exposure over social media, examining American Twitter user exposure to IRA
content, found no effect on user beliefs (Bail, et al. 2019).

In the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, exposure to misinformation appears to correlate with lower
compliance with public health measures and lower compliance with lockdown orders. However, across
studies the strength of the causal relationship is debated and some of these effects could be a result of
selection-related factors (i.e. because of the politicization of COVID-related health measures in the United
States news programs with conservative audiences may have chosen to take a more skeptical view on the
efficacy of mask-wearing and social distancing). Roughly one-fifth of the studies we recorded in 2020
dealt with the effects of exposure to COVID-19 misinformation.

3.  Literature on alternative forms of influence campaigns

In addition to research on influence operations with malicious impacts, there exists a robust literature on
what can be termed ‘pro-social’ influence campaigns. These include campaigns promoting environmental
conservation, positive health behavior campaigns, and traditional political advertising.

The literature on the effectiveness of environmental campaigns has not yet been systematically analyzed,
but a cursory review shows there has been a focus on identifying how messages should be framed and
who they can impact. A typical study in the first vein found that neutral or moral appeals are more
effective than appeals to economic self-interest in making audiences feel more positively about and
consider a behavior change (Bolderdijk et al. 2013) On the second front, related studies reinforced the
importance of repeated exposure in creating a desired effect on behavior or beliefs (Sampei and
Aoyagi-Usui 2009) and highlighted that the degree of behavior change appears conditional on prior
beliefs and familiarity (Howe, et al. 2012). Another study highlighted that while a campaign can be
effective in promoting knowledge about or awareness of an issue, this does not automatically lead to
behavior change (Staats, Wit and Midden 1996). This literature appears to be disconnected from other
social science literatures on political persuasion.

When it comes to health campaigns, one systematic review of studies on the effect of mass media health
campaigns in changing health behaviors from 1998-2010 found that the effectiveness of campaigns varied
substantially by topic and the type of behavior change it sought to elicit; i.e. episodic, ongoing, one-off
(see e.g. Wakefield et al. 2010). Varied effectiveness by campaign topic seems to reflect the underlying
form of behavior change desired and the competing topic-related factors influencing the ease of this
behavior change (for example, nutrition-focused campaigns were more effective when they promoted
specific healthy food options and less effective without. Campaigns aimed at decreasing alcohol
consumption were far less effective than those aimed at decreasing tobacco use.). were far more effective
when audiences were repeatedly exposed and when the desired behavior change was “one-off or episodic
(eg, screening, vaccination, children’s aspirin use) rather than habitual or ongoing (eg, food choices, sun
exposure, physical activity).”

The literature analyzing the effects of political advertising is quite broad. Van Steenburg (2015) reviews
129 studies on the impact of advertising in elections, finding that while the literature on negative
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advertising is large, substantial gaps remain. Motta and Fowler (2016) review a wide range of the
literature in political science, finding that on the whole it “... suggests that advertising has persuasive but
short-lived influence on citizens and that advertising volume and negativity may aid mobilization efforts
(although the influence of negativity may be conditioned upon ad characteristics and timing).”

These research streams may be helpful in framing and informing further work on the effects of influence
operations.

4. Key takeaways

A few key trends and concepts stand out from the existing literature. First, the importance of length of
exposure to influence operations requires more study. Long-term exposure to influence operations has
been studied entirely in the context of mass media (e.g. radio and television). The behavioral impacts of
long-term exposure to mass media included: (1) significant shifts in political outcomes measured through
voting patterns, (2) increased risk taking and propensity towards violence. In cases of short-term,
immediate exposure, effects included: (1) shifts in political beliefs, (2) increased xenophobic or
discriminatory sentiments, (3) increased skepticism and uncertainty around vaccines and medical
information. A few studies found that short-term exposure to inflammatory content propagated by
prominent individuals and organizations over social media led to small-scale violence. Most studies on
immediate effects did not perform follow-up research on longer-term impact, and no studies examined the
difference in effects from varying durations of exposure. As a result, we know little about the influence
operation equivalent of the dosage-response curve for social media, and the duration of these social media
effects is an open question.

Moving beyond the clearly established potential for influence operations in mass media to shape
real-world outcomes, there are a number of areas that are extremely promising for future work:

● Differences in effect depending on the media used for the influence operation.
○ A key question is how the clearly significant influence of mass media translates to the

more readily manipulable social sphere. With social media, those who do not agree with
content can easily opt out of viewing it, and people can select into ‘filter bubbles’. This
has mostly been discussed as a potential source of impact for social media, but perhaps
one reason mass media effects are so large is exactly that those who do not naturally
agree have a relatively harder time selecting out of exposure to the content.

○ There are no credible quantitative studies on the causal effects of IO content on Instagram
or YouTube, both heavily media-centric (videos / images) platforms. An important
question for future regulation is whether there are differences in IO impact due to the
differences in the form of popular content across platforms.

○ Few studies have examined the effects of exposure and engagement on other smaller
platforms or websites (i.e. non-mainstream sites). A key question is whether the
self-selection of people onto these platforms limits the scope for IOs there to have an
impact, or if that self-selection means that IOs can relatively easily shift views because
they do not need to appeal to larger audiences.
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● Effectiveness of different tactics.
○ There has been substantial work on the use of automation (i.e. `bots’) and some work on

how interaction with bots impacts behavior. No work has directly tested whether there is
a difference in effectiveness between strategies and if so how large that difference is,
which would enable cost-effectiveness analysis.

○ There has been much less work on (a) how IOs choose tactics and (b) how to study topics
in a setting where their choice is clearly informed by their views of how well the IO is
working in the first place.

● Variation in effects across counties.
○ Existing studies on political disinformation on social media focus primarily on the effects

of Russian campaigns on the US political context. Studying the impact of Russian
activities in other countries should be a priority.

○ More than 20 other countries have the proven capacity to conduct IOs (Martin et al.
2020). There have been no systematic quantitative studies on the impact of campaigns by
smaller states’ IOs.

● COVID has been a huge catalyst in furthering research on the effects of medical disinformation.
The effects of COVID misinformation account for fully half of the 12 included studies on the
effects of health-specific misinformation. Yet the literature has not yet grappled with separating
out the effect of honestly-intended misinformation vs. for-profit misinformation vs. nation-state
activities which are seeking to capitalize on the pandemic.

● In examining cognitive mechanisms, several studies isolated an effect of misinformation exposure
on the development of false memories and enduring misperceptions. Few studies looked at
psychological impacts beyond memory and recall. Only one study attempted to measure the
length of time over which a psychological impact could be observed and isolate the factors
contributing the persistence of effect. Studies which are able to provide a more comprehensive
view of the full range of psychological effects, including the link between memory and
subsequent behaviors, as well as the length of time a psychological effect persists, are an
important avenue for future work.

5. Recommendations for the field and future research

In reviewing the literature discussed above we learned that the field has not yet addressed three key
questions. First, the most highly credible studies on the causal impact of influence operations measure
treatment in terms of average exposure for some population (e.g. number of Tweets on a given topic on a
given day). For many purposes though, we may be more interested in the impact of engagement on those
who actively pay attention to influence operation content.3 For example those planning content

3 This distinction is related to the distinction between Intent-to-Treat (ITT) measure and the Local Average
Treatment Effect (LATE) in the program evaluation literature. The former is the difference between those assigned
to treatment and those not (e.g. in a randomized experiment those in the treatment group and those in the control
group). The latter is the effect on those who comply, or take up the treatment (e.g. in a randomized experiment those
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moderation efforts to combat influence operations may be much more interested in evidence about how
actively reading, thinking about, and responding to conspiracy theories shape political views than about
whether posting such content shifts population sentiment on average.

Second, there is little agreement about the key dimensions of intensity when it comes to influence
operations. Mass media exposure to strong propaganda over many years can induce substantively
important behavioral changes, such as increasing risk taking in wartime combat (Barber and Miller 2019).
And short-term shifts in social media activity by extremely prominent actors can have a modest
statistically detectable impact on racially motivated violence (Müller and Schwarz 2018a, 2018b). But
overall we know little about how the ability to shape outcomes varies by duration of exposure (weekly
fluctuations vs. differences over year), medium (radio, TV, photo, video, internet), and pre-operation
prominence of the influencer.

Third, there has been little work applying similar designs across multiple countries to systematically
assess cross-cultural differences in the response to influence operations. Conducting such studies is
challenging, simply collecting the necessary data on outcomes in multiple contexts is a high bar, but it is
an important direction for the field. The literature on mass media effects has made a start by examining
the impact of radio in diverse places, from central Africa to Europe. And the literature on social media
and hate crimes is beginning to branch out. More work on this score would be very helpful for social
media platforms and NGOs deciding where to invest in trying to stop online misinformation and influence
operations that could foment violence.

in the treatment group who complete the program vs people in the control group who would have completed the
program had it been offered).
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Appendix A: Search and selection criteria for articles

To ensure a replicable process but avoid covering the entire field of political behavior and political
psychology we began with a set of terms related to influence operations on Google Scholar and Princeton
University Library’s Articles+ search function.

On Google Scholar these included: "disinformation campaigns", "targeted disinformation campaigns",
"targeted influence campaigns", "misinformation" + "targeted influence campaigns", "misinformation" +
"influence campaigns", "misinformation" + "influence campaigns" + "effects" + "study",
"misinformation" + "influence campaigns" + "natural setting", "misinformation experiment",
"misinformation experiment" + "politics", "misinformation campaign study", "misinformation campaign
effects study", "misinformation campaign impact on donations", "misinformation campaign impact on
violence", "exposure to misinformation", "experiments on exposure to misinformation", "influence
campaign effect on donations", "influence campaign effect on violence", and "targeted influence
campaign effect on violence".

On Articles+ these included: "misinformation campaign" + "real world outcomes", "misinformation" +
"real world outcomes", "influence efforts", "targeted influence efforts", "influence campaigns", "influence
campaign" + "impact", "influence campaigns" + "politics", "influence campaigns" + "violence",
"misinformation campaigns" + "impact" + "violence", "influence campaign" + "impact" + "violence",
"influence" + "impact" + "violence", "misinformation campaign(s)" + "violence", "influence campaigns"
+ "donations", "influence campaigns impact on donations", "misinformation campaign" + "donation",
"impact" + "propaganda campaigns", "studying the impact of propaganda campaigns", "studying the
impact of ISIS propaganda campaigns".

This produced an initial seed list of 16 articles. We conducted backward and forward citation mapping
from the relevant articles, and then repeated that process for the relevant articles found in the first stage.
This approach meant we effectively sampled the literature being cited by those studying influence
operations directly, and thus incorporates the collective judgement of those contributing to this emerging
field regarding what the relevant literature is.

Our final sample of 82 articles includes all of those which aimed to estimate causal effect of variation in
exposure to coordinated influence campaigns, misinformation, or propaganda, and met the following three
criteria. First, it exploited some source of variation in exposure to treatment to create a contrast between
those who saw/interacted with the content, and those who did not. We included studies with variation that
was naturally occurring (e.g. when topography affects radio signal reception), induced by an external
actor (e.g. Facebook geo-localization), or experimentally manipulated (e.g. a survey experiment). Second,
the outcome must be clearly measured for some well-defined population (e.g. voting in a set of elections
or survey responses). Third, the study must be both relevant to thinking about the upper or lower bounds
of how much influence operations can impact real-world behavior and described in sufficient detail that a
skilled researcher could evaluate the credibility of the findings against standard scientific criteria (e.g.
does it correctly express statistical uncertainty). We included studies which asked about specific behaviors
people would engage in, as well as those where the measured outcome was beliefs.

15

https://library.princeton.edu/articles


We record a range of information for each article, including:
● Bibliographic information such as author, year, journal, etc.
● The key treatment variable (IV) and key outcome (DV)
● The source of variation used to identify a causal effect
● Study sample, which describes the number and category of people comprising the researcher’s

subject pool
● Treatment type, broken into:

○ Real-world events, chosen when the treatment is experience of or proximity to an event
such as a political rally;

○ Real-world media, chosen when the treatment consists of different duration or intensity of
exposure to mass media such as radio, television, or newspapers;

○ Real-world social media, chosen when the treatment consists of different experience with
social media, or there is experimental variation delivered in a naturalistic setting; and

○ Experimental, chosen when the variation is created by the researcher and delivered in an
artificial setting such as a survey experiment.

● Outcome type, broken down by:
○ Observed real-world behaviors, when the outcome is some activity in physical space;
○ Observed online behaviors, when the outcome is measured on social media;
○ Beliefs, when the outcome is a political attitude or beliefs about something which is not

objectively verifiable;
○ Knowledge, when the outcome is some measure of factual knowledge, either about

real-world events or information provided as part of the study; and
○ Intended action/behavior, used when the study asks people about intended vote

choice,vaccination of children, spending, etc..
● The website or social media platform involved in exposure to IO content
● Whether the effect measured is individual-level or aggregate-level behavior
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Appendix B:  Common Themes in the Literature

There is no platonically correct way to subdivide the included studies. We find that there are many useful
ways of doing so. To illustrate, we have divided different sets of studies based on three criteria: (1) nature
of the information; (2) key outcome being studied; and (3) underlying mechanisms. All studies could be
categorized through divisions in any of these three larger schema. We provide this topical division to help
those wishing to do so get started.

Nature of the Information (i.e. the treatment)
1. Political Disinformation

1.1. Partisan differences in effect
1.1.1. Bail, C. A., Argyle, L. P., Brown, T. W., Bumpus, J. P., Chen, H., Hunzaker, M.

F., ... & Volfovsky, A. (2018). Exposure to opposing views on social media can
increase political polarization. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
115(37), 9216-9221.

1.1.2. Enders, A. M., & Smallpage, S. M. (2019). Informational cues,
partisan-motivated reasoning, and the manipulation of conspiracy beliefs.
Political Communication, 36(1), 83-102.

1.1.3. Blakeslee, D. S. (2014). Propaganda and politics in developing countries:
Evidence from india. Available at SSRN 2542702.

1.1.4. Yan, H. Y., Yang, K. C., Menczer, F., & Shanahan, J. (2020). Asymmetrical
perceptions of partisan political bots. New Media & Society, 1461444820942744.

1.2. Trust in institutions (media and government)
1.2.1. Ognyanova, K., Lazer, D., Robertson, R. E., & Wilson, C. (2020).

Misinformation in action: Fake news exposure is linked to lower trust in media,
higher trust in government when your side is in power. Harvard Kennedy School
Misinformation Review.

1.2.2. Thompson, J. (2020). White media attitudes in the Trump Era. American Politics
Research, 1532673X20943566.

1.3. Targeted information exposure shaping political attitudes (foreign-sponsored)
1.3.1. Bail, C. A., Guay, B., Maloney, E., Combs, A., Hillygus, D. S., Merhout, F., ... &

Volfovsky, A. (2020). Assessing the Russian Internet Research Agency’s impact
on the political attitudes and behaviors of American Twitter users in late 2017.
Proceedings of the national academy of sciences, 117(1), 243-250.

1.3.2. Kao, J. C. (2020). How the Pro-Beijing Media Influences Voters: Evidence from
a Field Experiment.

1.3.3. Peisakhin, L., & Rozenas, A. (2018). Electoral effects of biased media: Russian
television in Ukraine. American journal of political science, 62(3), 535-550.

1.3.4. Fisher, A. (2020). Demonizing the enemy: the influence of Russian
state-sponsored media on American audiences. Post-Soviet Affairs, 36(4),
281-296.

1.4. Targeted information exposure shaping political attitudes (domestic-sponsored)
1.4.1. Evangelista, R., & Bruno, F. (2019). WhatsApp and political instability in Brazil:

targeted messages and political radicalisation. Internet policy review, 8(4), 1-23.
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1.4.2. Neyazi, T. A. (2020). Digital propaganda, political bots and polarized politics in
India. Asian Journal of Communication, 30(1), 39-57.

1.4.3. Bond, R. M., Fariss, C. J., Jones, J. J., Kramer, A. D., Marlow, C., Settle, J. E., &
Fowler, J. H. (2012). A 61-million-person experiment in social influence and
political mobilization. Nature, 489(7415), 295-298.

2. State Propaganda
2.1. Economic behavior

2.1.1. Bursztyn, L., & Cantoni, D. (2016). A tear in the iron curtain: The impact of
western television on consumption behavior. Review of Economics and Statistics,
98(1), 25-41.

2.2. Protest Participation
2.2.1. Enikolopov, R., Makarin, A., & Petrova, M. (2020). Social media and protest

participation: Evidence from Russia. Econometrica, 88(4), 1479-1514. Kern, H.
L. (2011).

2.2.2. Foreign media and protest diffusion in authoritarian regimes: The case of the
1989 East German revolution. Comparative Political Studies, 44(9), 1179-1205.

2.2.3. Blakeslee, D. S. (2014). Propaganda and politics in developing countries:
Evidence from india. Available at SSRN 2542702.

2.2.4. Carter, B. L., & Carter, E. B. (2016). Propaganda and Protest: Evidence from
Post-Cold War Africa. Manuscript submitted for publication.

2.2.5. Mattingly, D., & Yao, E. (2020). How Propaganda Manipulates Emotion to Fuel
Nationalism: Experimental Evidence from China. Available at SSRN 3514716.

2.2.6. González, F., & Prem, M. (2018). Can television bring down a dictator? Evidence
from Chile’s “No” campaign. Journal of Comparative Economics, 46(1),
349-361.

2.2.7. Crabtree, C., Darmofal, D., & Kern, H. L. (2015). A spatial analysis of the
impact of West German television on protest mobilization during the East
German revolution. Journal of Peace Research, 52(3), 269-284.

2.2.8. Bleck, J., & Michelitch, K. (2017). Capturing the airwaves, capturing the nation?
A field experiment on state-run media effects in the wake of a coup. The Journal
of Politics, 79(3), 873-889.

3. Health Disinformation
3.1. General health misinformation

3.1.1. Tan, A. S., Lee, C. J., & Chae, J. (2015). Exposure to health (mis) information:
Lagged effects on young adults' health behaviors and potential pathways. Journal
of Communication, 65(4), 674-698.

3.1.2. Middlestadt, S. E., Fishbein, M., Albarracin, D., Francis, C., Eustace, M. A.,
Helquist, M., & Schneider, A. (1995). Evaluating the Impact of a National AIDS
Prevention Radio Campaign in St. Vincent and the Grenadines 1. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 25(1), 21-34.

3.2. Anti-vaccination
3.2.1. Dixon, G., & Clarke, C. (2013). The effect of falsely balanced reporting of the

autism–vaccine controversy on vaccine safety perceptions and behavioral
intentions. Health education research, 28(2), 352-359.

18



3.2.2. Jolley, D., & Douglas, K. M. (2014). The effects of anti-vaccine conspiracy
theories on vaccination intentions. PloS one, 9(2), e89177.

3.2.3. Chan, M. P. S., Jamieson, K. H., & Albarracin, D. (2020). Prospective
associations of regional social media messages with attitudes and actual
vaccination: A big data and survey study of the influenza vaccine in the United
States. Vaccine, 38(40), 6236-6247.

3.2.4. Mason, B. W., & Donnelly, P. D. (2000). Impact of a local newspaper campaign
on the uptake of the measles mumps and rubella vaccine. Journal of
Epidemiology & Community Health, 54(6), 473-474.

3.3. COVID-19
3.3.1. Bursztyn, L., Rao, A., Roth, C. P., & Yanagizawa-Drott, D. H. (2020).

Misinformation during a pandemic (No. w27417). National Bureau of Economic
Research.

3.3.2. Ash, E., Galletta, S., Hangartner, D., Margalit, Y., & Pinna, M. (2020). The effect
of Fox News on health behavior during COVID-19. Available at SSRN 3636762.

3.3.3. Ajzenman, N., Cavalcanti, T., & Da Mata, D. (2020). More than words: Leaders’
speech and risky behavior during a pandemic. Available at SSRN 3582908.

3.3.4. Milosh, M., Painter, M., Sonin, K., Van Dijcke, D., & Wright, A. L. (2020).
Unmasking Partisanship: Polarization Undermines Public Response to Collective
Risk.

3.3.5. Simonov, A., Sacher, S. K., Dubé, J. P. H., & Biswas, S. (2020). The persuasive
effect of fox news: non-compliance with social distancing during the covid-19
pandemic (No. w27237). National Bureau of Economic Research.

3.3.6. Banerjee, A., Alsan, M., Breza, E., Chandrasekhar, A. G., Chowdhury, A., Duflo,
E., ... & Olken, B. A. (2020). Messages on covid-19 prevention in india increased
symptoms reporting and adherence to preventive behaviors among 25 million
recipients with similar effects on non-recipient members of their communities
(No. w27496). National Bureau of Economic Research.

4. Effect of Traditional Media (Radio and Television)
4.1. Reproductive Decisions

4.1.1. La Ferrara, E., Chong, A., & Duryea, S. (2012). Soap operas and fertility:
Evidence from Brazil. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 4(4),
1-31.

4.2. Social Capital
4.2.1. Olken, B. A. (2009). Do television and radio destroy social capital? Evidence

from Indonesian villages. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1(4),
1-33.

4.3. Voting Behavior
4.3.1. The effect of fake news on populist voting: Evidence from a natural experiment

in Italy. Michele Cantarella, Nicolò Fraccaroli, Roberto Volpe 11 July 2019
4.3.2. Spenkuch, Jörg L., and David Toniatti. "Political advertising and election

results." The Quarterly Journal of Economics 133, no. 4 (2018): 1981-2036.
4.3.3. Durán, I. M. (2018). Television and electoral results in Catalonia. SERIEs, 9(4),

423-456.
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4.3.4. Di Tella, R., Galiani, S., & Schargrodsky, E. (2019). Persuasive Propaganda
During the 2015 Argentine Ballotage. NBER Working Paper, (w26321).

4.3.5. DellaVigna, S., & Kaplan, E. (2007). The Fox News effect: Media bias and
voting. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 122(3), 1187-1234.

4.3.6. Barker, D. C. (1999). Rushed decisions: Political talk radio and vote choice,
1994-1996. The Journal of Politics, 61(2), 527-539.

4.3.7. Barone, Guglielmo, Francesco D'Acunto, and Gaia Narciso. "Telecracy: Testing
for channels of persuasion." American Economic Journal: Economic Policy 7,
no. 2 (2015): 30-60.

4.3.8. Conroy-Krutz, J. (2018). Media exposure and political participation in a
transitional African context. World Development, 110, 224-242.

4.3.9. Sørensen, R. J. (2016). The impact of state television on voter turnout. British
Journal of Political Science, 2006, 1-22.

4.3.10. Martin, G. J., & Yurukoglu, A. (2017). Bias in cable news: Persuasion and
polarization. American Economic Review, 107(9), 2565-99.

4.3.11. Druckman, J. N., & Parkin, M. (2005). The impact of media bias: How editorial
slant affects voters. The Journal of Politics, 67(4), 1030-1049.

4.3.12. Enikolopov, R., Petrova, M., & Zhuravskaya, E. (2011). Media and political
persuasion: Evidence from Russia. American Economic Review, 101(7),
3253-85.

4.4. Climate Change
4.4.1. Drummond, C., Siegrist, M., & Árvai, J. (2020). Limited effects of exposure to

fake news about climate change. Environmental Research Communications, 2(8),
081003.

4.5. Public Opinion
4.5.1. Aalai, A., & Ottati, V. (2014). The Mythical Framing Effect: Media Coverage

and Public Opinion Regarding the Iraq War. Journal of Mass Communication and
Journalism, 4, 217.

4.5.2. Müller, P., Schemer, C., Wettstein, M., Schulz, A., Wirz, D. S., Engesser, S., &
Wirth, W. (2017). The polarizing impact of news coverage on populist attitudes
in the public: Evidence from a panel study in four European democracies. Journal
of Communication, 67(6), 968-992.

Key Outcome Being Studied
1. Radicalization  / Incitement to Violence

1.1. Mitts, T., Phillips, G., & Walter, B.F. (2021). Studying the Impact of ISIS Propaganda
Campaigns.

1.2. Zizumbo-Colunga, D., & del Pilar Fuerte-Celis, M. (2020). The Political Psychology of
Lynching: WhatsApp Rumors, Anti-Government Appeals, and Violence.

1.3. Adena, M., Enikolopov, R., Petrova, M., Santarosa, V., & Zhuravskaya, E. (2015). Radio
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3.3. Grosjean, P. A., Masera, F., & Yousaf, H. (2020). Whistle the Racist Dogs: Political
Campaigns and Police Stops. Available at SSRN.

3.4. Schmuck, D., Heiss, R., & Matthes, J. (2020). Drifting Further Apart? How Exposure to
Media Portrayals of Muslims Affects Attitude Polarization. Political Psychology, 41(6),
1055-1072.

3.5. Schmuck, D., & Tribastone, M. (2020). Muslims take action. How exposure to
anti-islamic populist political messages affects young muslims’ support for collective
action: A longitudinal experiment. Political Communication, 37(5), 635-655.

4. Xenophobia  / Perceptions of immigration and refugees
4.1. Czymara, C. S. (2020). Propagated preferences? Political elite discourses and Europeans’

openness toward Muslim immigrants. International Migration Review, 54(4), 1212-1237.
4.2. Heiss, R., & Matthes, J. (2020). Stuck in a nativist spiral: Content, selection, and effects

of right-wing populists’ communication on Facebook. Political Communication, 37(3),
303-328.

4.3. Hornuf, L., Rieger, M. O., & Hartmann, S. (2018). Can television reduce xenophobia?
The case of East Germany.

4.4. Bursztyn, L., Egorov, G., Enikolopov, R., & Petrova, M. (2019). Social media and
xenophobia: evidence from Russia (No. w26567). National Bureau of Economic
Research.

21



4.5. Van Klingeren, M., Boomgaarden, H. G., & De Vreese, C. H. (2017). Will conflict tear us
apart? The effects of conflict and valenced media messages on polarizing attitudes toward
EU immigration and border control. Public Opinion Quarterly, 81(2), 543-563.

5. Post-conflict perceptions
5.1. DellaVigna, S., Enikolopov, R., Mironova, V., Petrova, M., & Zhuravskaya, E. (2014).

Cross-border media and nationalism: Evidence from Serbian radio in Croatia. American
Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 6(3), 103-32.

5.2. Blouin, A., & Mukand, S. W. (2019). Erasing ethnicity? Propaganda, nation building, and
identity in Rwanda. Journal of Political Economy, 127(3), 1008-1062.

5.3. Gubler, J. R., & Kalmoe, N. P. (2015). Violent rhetoric in protracted group conflicts:
Experimental evidence from Israel and India. Political Research Quarterly, 68(4),
651-664.

Underlying Mechanisms
1. Cognitive mechanisms

1.1. Gerber, A. S., Gimpel, J. G., Green, D. P., & Shaw, D. R. (2011). How large and
long-lasting are the persuasive effects of televised campaign ads? Results from a
randomized field experiment. American Political Science Review, 135-150.

1.2. Barfar, A. (2019). Cognitive and affective responses to political disinformation in
Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 101, 173-179.

2. Effect of misinformation exposure on memory
2.1. Lommen, M. J., Engelhard, I. M., & van den Hout, M. A. (2013). Susceptibility to

long-term misinformation effect outside of the laboratory. European Journal of
Psychotraumatology, 4(1), 19864.

2.2. Zhu, B., Chen, C., Loftus, E. F., He, Q., Chen, C., Lei, X., Lin, C.  & Dong, Q. (2012).
Brief exposure to misinformation can lead to long‐term false memories. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, 26(2), 301-307.

2.3. Ecker, U. K., Lewandowsky, S., Chang, E. P., & Pillai, R. (2014). The effects of subtle
misinformation in news headlines. Journal of experimental psychology: applied, 20(4),
323.

2.4. Nahleen, S., Strange, D., & Takarangi, M. K. (2020). Does emotional or repeated
misinformation increase memory distortion for a trauma analogue event?. Psychological
Research, 1-13.

3. Bots and automation
3.1. Aiello, L. M., Deplano, M., Schifanella, R., & Ruffo, G. (2012, May). People are strange

when you're a stranger: Impact and influence of bots on social networks. In Proceedings
of the International AAAI Conference on Web and Social Media (Vol. 6, No. 1).

3.2. Hagen, L., Neely, S., Keller, T. E., Scharf, R., & Vasquez, F. E. (2020). Rise of the
Machines? Examining the Influence of Social Bots on a Political Discussion Network.
Social Science Computer Review, 0894439320908190.

22


