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Reasonable Forgetting: How Memory Shapes Belief Updating Over Time

Greta Arancia Sanna (greta.sanna.23@ucl.ac.uk)', David Lagnado (d.lagnado@ucl.ac.uk)’,
Ullrich Ecker (ullrich.ecker @uwa.edu.au)’ &
Briony Swire-Thompson(b.swire-thompson @northeastern.edu)?
'Department of Experimental Psychology, University College London
2School of Psychological Science, University of Western Australia
3Psychology of Misinformation Lab, Northeastern University

Abstract

Individuals often continue to rely on information even after
credible sources have deemed it untrue, a phenomenon called
the continued influence effect. This effect is especially conse-
quential in politicised contexts where misinformation and polar-
isation threaten informed decision making. Existing accounts
disagree on whether such belief persistence reflects cognitive
failure or motivated reasoning, or whether it can instead arise
from rational belief updating under constraints. We investi-
gate this question by introducing delays during which no new
information is provided, allowing memory for prior evidence
to be less readily available. Across conditions, belief updat-
ing tracked the availability of evidence in memory, with beliefs
regressing as supporting information decreased in availability
and showing no systematic effects of political alignment. More-
over, belief trajectories aligned with predictions from Bayesian
Network models parameterised using participants’ own judge-
ments. These findings suggest belief updating tracks mem-
ory availability and remains consistent with rational, evidence-
based principles.

Keywords: Belief updating; Continued Influence Effect; mem-
ory availability; rational inference; Bayesian updating

Introduction

Effective belief updating is essential for navigating contem-
porary information environments in which evidence is uncer-
tain, contradictory, and frequently revised. As new informa-
tion emerges, individuals are required to revise beliefs that
may have been formed on incomplete or erroneous evidence.
Political misinformation is particularly well-suited to examine
this challenge, as claims are often rapidly contested, corrected,
and reframed, yet may continue to shape judgment and deci-
sion making long after their retraction (Walter & Tukachinsky,
2020). When belief updating fails, individuals may persist in
relying on information that has been explicitly corrected, re-
sulting in compromised judgment and suboptimal decisions.
The current paper aims to examine the cognitive mechanisms
underlying such apparent inconsistencies of belief updating,
with a particular focus on how individuals respond to correc-
tions in the face of competing and revisable information.
This persistence of misinformation following correction is
commonly referred to as the Continued Influence Effect (CIE;
Anderson et al., 1980; Guillory and Geraci, 2010; Johnson
and Seifert, 1994; Ross et al., 1975; Wilkes and Leatherbar-
row, 1988; Wilkes and Reynolds, 1999). Many early accounts
of the CIE have implied that it could be an irrational pro-
cess, often attributed to people failing to update their mental
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models. Classic accounts propose that corrections disrupt an
existing causal representation, leading individuals to revert to
the original misinformation to resolve the resulting explana-
tory gaps (Brydges et al., 2018; Ecker et al., 2017; Gordon
et al., 2017; Johnson & Seifert, 1994; Wilkes & Leatherbar-
row, 1988). Related selective retrieval accounts suggest that
corrected and uncorrected information coexist in memory, but
are insufficiently discriminated at retrieval, allowing misinfor-
mation to continue influencing judgements (Ayers & Reder,
1998; Gordon et al., 2019; Kendeou et al., 2014). Within
these frameworks, the CIE is often characterised as reflecting
a deficit in belief revision processes, which some interpret as
a cognitive failure (Mcllhiney et al., 2023).

In political contexts, this interpretation has been extended
to motivational accounts, where continued reliance on mis-
information is attributed to identity protection, partisan bias,
or motivated reasoning (Berinsky, 2017; Jost, 2017; Kahan,
2013; Swire-Thompson et al., 2020; Thaler, 2024). Some
empirical findings show that corrections are less effective
when they conflict with prior political worldviews, and this
has been taken as evidence that the CIE reflects motivated
distortion rather than epistemic evaluation (Druckman & Mc-
Grath, 2019; Nyhan & Reifler, 2010; Taber & Lodge, 2006).
Under this account, politically congruent misinformation will
be selectively retained, while incongruent information will
become less readily available more rapidly. Other studies
however have failed to replicate these findings (Ecker et al.,
2021; Nyhan & Reifler, 2019).

In light of past research, the CIE remains theoretically am-
biguous: observing that beliefs persist after correction does
not, by itself, reveal whether this persistence reflects moti-
vated distortion or rational updating given limited informa-
tion, memory accessibility, or uncertainty about the correc-
tion. Recent work has challenged the assumption that the
CIE necessarily reflects irrationality, arguing instead that be-
lief updating may be broadly rational once factors such as
how reliable people view the source, uncertainty, and evi-
dential strength are taken into account (Connor Desai et al.,
2020; Gershman, 2019; Haselton et al., 2009; Pilgrim et al.,
2024). In particular, if a correcting source is perceived as
unreliable, discounting the correction may be epistemically
justified rather than motivated (Jern et al., 2014). Consistent
with this account, Sanna et al. (2025) demonstrated that indi-
viduals are more likely to maintain belief in a corrected claim
when the original source is perceived as more reliable than the
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corrector. In such cases, continued influence reflects rational
source evaluation rather than bias, aligning with evidence that
disbelief in the correction is a key driver of the CIE (Ecker &
Antonio, 2021).

Crucially, experiments typically study the continued influ-
ence effects in one study session, rather than over time. In real
informational environments, however, corrective information
is often encountered after substantial delays, and prior de-
tails may become increasingly difficult to retrieve over time.
Memory therefore represents a critical but underexamined
constraint on belief updating. Recent evidence suggests that
belief revision may not be sustained over time, as correc-
tive information is forgotten (Swire-Thompson et al., 2023).
This phenomenon is known as belief regression, where peo-
ple appear to re-endorse corrected information, and could be
explained through opposing accounts.

Motivated reasoning accounts predict asymmetric regres-
sion, such that worldview-congruent misinformation is re-
tained longer and exerts a more persistent influence than in-
congruent misinformation. By contrast, a rational account
with memory constraints predicts that beliefs should track the
availability and diagnosticity of evidence. This would cause
beliefs to regress over time as supporting evidence is forgot-
ten, with the effect occurring symmetrically across political
alignments. That is, belief regression ought to occur whether
the misinformation is congruent or incongruent with an indi-
vidual’s political affiliation. These accounts therefore make
qualitatively distinct predictions about the pattern of belief
and memory accessibility, allowing them to be empirically
adjudicated.

To formalise these predictions, we adopt a Bayesian net-
work framework for modelling belief updating in the pres-
ence of uncertain evidence from multiple sources. Within
this framework, forgetting can be conceptualised as an in-
ferential constraint that removes evidence from the network,
thereby altering posterior beliefs without invoking motiva-
tional bias. Importantly, the Bayesian model is not intended
to claim optimal or fully normative reasoning, but to gener-
ate qualitative predictions about belief trajectories over time.
Under this account, belief updating should be independent of
political alignment, and beliefs should remain stable following
correction so long as corrective evidence remains accessible.
The present study tests these predictions by examining belief
updating and memory availability in political misinformation
after it has been corrected.

The Study

Participants

We recruited 600 US participants from Prolific, half Repub-
lican half Democrats, and compensated them for their time
(335 identified as female, 258 as male, 1 as non-binary and
4 as prefer to self-describe; M,ge = 47, range = 19-81). Par-
ticipants were compensated at a rate of $9 per hour for an
eight-minute initial study and $18 per hour for a four-minute
follow-up study. The target sample size was determined a
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Figure 1: Experimental timeline for each condition. Belief in
the bribery allegation was measured at each timepoint, while
the three day delay was held constant across conditions.

priori to ensure sensitivity to small interaction effects involv-
ing political alignment, which are typical in misinformation
correction research (e.g., nf, ~ .02). A power analysis for the
within—between interaction in a mixed-design ANOVA with
3 (correction timing: immediate vs. delay vs. control) x 2
(political affiliation of the politician: in-group vs. out-group)
between-subjects conditions and 4 repeated measurements in-
dicated that 186 participants would be sufficient to detect
an effect of f = .14 with @ = .05 and power = .95. We
conservatively recruited 600 to account for attrition, delayed
measurement, and exploratory analyses. In line with pre-
registered criteria, no participants were excluded. The study
was pre-registered with supplementary materials available on
OSF.

Design

This study used a 3 (correction timing: immediate vs. delay
vs. control) X 2 (political affiliation of the politician: in-
group vs. out-group) X 4 (timepoint) mixed factorial design,
with timepoint as a within-subjects factor.

Procedure

Participants completed a University College London approved
informed consent form before taking part. The study was
administered online and consisted of two sessions separated
by a three day delay.

Session1 Session 1 included three belief measures: baseline
(prior to the claim), post claim, and post correction (immediate
condition only), see Figure 1. Participants first rated the
credibility of two fictional news outlets, the North Valley Times
and the Independent Gazette, using a six item adaptation of
the Ohanian credibility scale (Ohanian, 1990).

They then read a vignette (adapted from Guillory & Geraci,
2013) introducing a fictional politician, Henry Light, whose
political affiliation (Democrat or Republican) was randomly
assigned. They were also introduced to the two fictional news
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sources, and instructed that both were "considered to provide
highly accurate reporting”. Reading was self paced, although
participants could not return to earlier sections once they had
progressed. Midway through the vignette, all participants
were informed that the North Valley Times reported that Henry
Light had taken a bribe, after which they rated their belief in
the bribery claim. Participants in the delay condition ended
the first session there. Participants assigned to the immediate
correction condition continued to read that the Independent
Gazette issued a correction denying the claim. Participants
in the no correction control condition received no correction.
Participants then again rated their belief in the bribery claim
and re-rated the credibility of the North Valley Times. Finally,
they completed attention checks and a demographic question-
naire (age, gender, education, political affiliation).

Session 2 Participants were invited to return three days later.
Although shorter than delays used in prior misinformation
studies (e.g., Swire-Thompson et al., 2023), this interval was
selected to account for the lower engagement or personal rele-
vance of fictional politicians, which may accelerate forgetting
and attenuate detectable effects. At the start of Session 2,
all participants completed a free recall task about everything
they could remember from Session 1. They then completed
a delayed belief rating (post delay). For participants assigned
to the delayed correction condition, the correction denying
the bribery claim was presented following this belief judg-
ment and an additional belief rating was asked following it.
All participants then re-rated the credibility of the outlet that
issued the correction. Session 2 therefore included two be-
lief measures: post delay and post correction (in the delayed
correction condition only).

Following the belief measures, participants completed a set
of conditional probability judgments to elicit their assump-
tions about source reliability and claim generation. For both
the North Valley Times and the Independent Gazette, partic-
ipants judged the probability that the outlet would report the
bribery claim under each combination of claim truth (true or
false) and outlet reliability (reliable or unreliable). Reliability
was defined as an outlet’s perceived ability and willingness
to provide accurate information. All conditional probability
judgments were presented on a single page to allow joint con-
sideration (see Supplementary Materials for details). These
judgments were used to construct individualised conditional
probability tables for Claim1 and Claim2 which then parame-
terised a personalised Bayesian network, enabling comparison
between participants’ observed belief updating and the predic-
tions generated by the model, as well as assessment of how
correction timing influenced belief revision.

Hypotheses

Our pre-registered hypotheses were:

H1: Participants will report lower belief in the bribery
allegation when it concerns an ingroup politician than when
it concerns an outgroup politician.

H2: From a rational account perspective, we hypothesize
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Bribe

Figure 2: Bayesian Network of the political bribe vignette
used in our study. Bribe = whether or not the politician took
a bribe; Claiml = news outlet accuses politician of taking a
bribe; Claim2 = another news outlet corrects this claim; Rell
=reliability of the news outlet accusing the politician of taking
a bribe; Rel2 = reliability of news outlet correcting this claim.

that immediately following a correction, belief in the bribery
allegation will return to baseline levels, both when the correc-
tion is presented immediately after the accusation (TP2) and
when it is presented after a delay (TP3).

H3: We posit that in the immediate correction condition,
the effect of the correction will diminish over time, such that
belief in the allegation increases as the corrective information
is forgotten (Swire-Thompson et al., 2023).

H4: In line with past work (e.g. Sanna & Lagnado, 2025),
we predict that belief updating will align with Bayesian pre-
dictions such that changes in belief reflect the diagnosticity
and availability of the evidence. This will occur similarly for
both (a) political ingroup and (b) political outgroup members.

Bayesian Network model

To compare people’s belief updating against a normative stan-
dard we use a Bayesian Network framework (Pearl, 1988).
Bayesian networks (BNs) consist of two core components:
(1) a directed acyclic graph encoding the probabilistic de-
pendencies between variables, and (2) conditional probability
tables associated with each variable that specify the strength
of these dependencies and support quantitative belief updat-
ing via Bayes’ rule. To capture the role of source reliability,
we build on a Bayesian network framework originally pro-
posed by Bovens and Hartmann (2003), which has also been
applied to modelling witness reliability in legal contexts (e.g.
Fenton et al., 2013; Lagnado, 2021). The Bayesian network
corresponding to the vignette used in our study is illustrated
in Figure 2. Binary variables are used to represent the central
elements of the vignette: whether the politician accepted a
bribe (Bribe); the allegation made by the accuser (Claiml);
the correction issued by the corrector (Claim2); the reliabil-
ity of the accuser (Rell); and the reliability of the corrector
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Figure 3: Belief in bribery across timepoints by political
alignment. The shaded area indicates where the 3-day delay
took place while the dotted line indicates when the correction
was delivered. Note. Ratings ranged from O (very unlikely) to
10 (very likely) with error bars representing +1 standard error
of the mean. Individual data points have been jittered along
the x-axis to improve clarity and visibility.

(Rel2). Each claim is modelled as a function of both the state
of the bribe (present or absent) and the reliability of the source
issuing the claim (reliable or unreliable). The prior probabil-
ities for Bribe, Rell, and Rel2, as well as the conditional
probability tables governing Claiml and Claim2, are derived
from participants’ individual judgments. Parameterising the
network with these values allows us to compare participants’
observed belief updating in response to the claims with the
normative predictions generated by the Bayesian network.

Results

Political affiliation

Even before hearing the accusation, participants thought an
ingroup politician (M = 3.75, SE = 0.16) would be less
likely than an outgroup politician to take the bribe (M = 5.31,
SE =0.16), F(1,596) = 62.20, p < .001, nf, =.094.

To test whether participant-source congruence influenced
the belief updating trajectory, we conducted a mixed ANOVA,
with Timepoint (TPO-TP3) as a within-subject factor and
alignment as a between-subject factor (Figure 3). There was
a significant main effect of alignment indicating that ingroup
participants consistently considered bribery to be less proba-
ble compared to outgroup participants (all p < .001). How-
ever, there was no interaction between alignment and time-
point (p = .19) suggesting the belief updating and subsequent
belief regression unfolded similarly for the two groups. These
findings support HI, indicating a stable distinction between
ingroup versus outgroup belief in the bribe. This did not trans-
late to asymmetric belief updating, with both groups showing
similar belief updating.
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Correction effectiveness

To evaluate whether the effectiveness of the correction dif-
fered between the immediate and delayed conditions, we ran a
mixed ANOVA with Timepoint (baseline vs post-correction)
as a within-subject factor and correction timing (immediate vs
delayed) as a between-subject factor. The analysis showed no
main effect of correction timing, F(1,308) = 2.20, p = .14,
and no correction timing by measurement timepoint interac-
tion, F(1,308) = 0.89, p = .35, indicating that the effective-
ness of the correction did not vary depending on when it was
delivered. Paired-sample t-tests further revealed that in the
immediate condition belief after the correction did not signif-
icantly differ from baseline belief 7(190) = —-0.21, p = .83,
d = —0.02, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.13]. Similarly, in the delayed
condition there was no significant difference between post
correction beliefs and prior beliefs #(155) = 0.55, p = .59,
d = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.11, 0.20]. Bayesian analyses pro-
vided evidence in support of the null hypothesis in both cases
(BFy; = 12.05 for the immediate condition; BFy; = 10.00 for
the delayed condition). Collectively, these findings suggest,
in line with H2, that the correction significantly returned par-
ticipants back to baseline belief levels independent of timing.

Belief updating patterns

To test H3, we used a repeated-measures ANOVA comparing
belief after the correction (TP2) to belief following the 3-
day interval (TP3) in the immediate condition. As a reminder,
motivated reasoning frameworks predict selective retention of
worldview congruent information, whereas rational accounts
predict symmetric belief updating independent of political
alignment. The analysis revealed no significant main effect
of measurement timepoint F(1,153) = 1.62, p = .21, and
a Bayesian analysis moderately supported the null hypothesis
(BFj0 = 0.20). These findings suggest that given belief had
already returned to baseline levels following the correction,
belief regression could not be observed in the subsequent
timepoint.

To follow-up we examined belief change in the delay con-
dition, where participants were not given any corrective in-
formation before the 3-day interval. A repeated-measures
comparison of belief following the claim (TP1) and af-
ter the 3-day interval (TP2) revealed a significant decrease,
F(1,155) = 12.72, p < .001, with beliefs declining from
Mrp1 = 6.88 (SE = 0.20) to Mrpy = 6.17 (SE = 0.23).
This suggests that as memory for the claim weakened, beliefs
about the allegation drifted toward baseline levels. Crucially,
the magnitude of this decline did not significantly differ be-
tween ingroup and outgroup participants, F(1,154) = 1.25,
p .27, r]f, .01. However, we note that a Bayesian
independent-samples #-test provided only anecdotal support
for the null hypothesis (BFy; = 1.13).

We next examined how many participants misremembered
the political identity of the character. We found that over
twice as many participants presented with an ingroup politi-
cian (26%) stated they remembered the bribery allegation in



the open text response than participants presented with an out-
group politician (12%). A chi-squared test with Yates’ con-
tinuity correction indicated an association between recall and
political alignment, )(2( 1) =5.71, p = .017, which was cor-
roborated by Fisher’s exact test, p = .013, odds ratio = 0.39,
95% CI[0.17, 0.85]. Rather than suggesting a motivated rea-
soning account, these results suggest a relationship between
the surprising nature of the evidence and recall, which affected
subsequent belief. We conducted an exploratory analysis to
test whether prior beliefs in the bribery allegation predicted
later memory for the claim. The results revealed that par-
ticipants who spontaneously recalled the bribery allegation
during the delay had on average lower prior belief at baseline
(M = 30.97, SD = 25.28, n = 39) than those who did not
recall it (M = 41.31, SD = 28.04, n = 166). A logistic
regression further supported this assumption with lower base-
line beliefs significantly increasing the likelihood of recalling
the allegation, 8 = —0.015, SE = 0.007, z = -2.07, p = .039.
As such, memory for the claim appeared to be stronger when
the allegation violated participants’ initial expectations, con-
sistent with a distinctiveness-based account of memory rather
than motivated reasoning (Brown et al., 2007).

Among participants who did not explicitly state they re-
called the allegation (n=75 out of 117), 64% showed decreased
belief after the delay, potentially showing that when evidence
was no longer accessible, conviction in the claim weakened.
However, given the subgroup analysis is exploratory, this
should be interpreted with caution

In sum, the present findings provide no support for moti-
vated reasoning accounts, which anticipate selective retention
of worldview congruent information and as a result asymmet-
ric belief updating. If anything, recall of the accusation was
stronger when prior belief was lower, potentially suggesting
higher retention for unexpected claims rather than motivation-
ally congruent ones. Crucially, belief updating patterns over
time did not differ by political alignment but instead tracked
the availability of evidence to inform belief judgements. This
pattern is consistent with a rational updating process in which
beliefs weaken once the underlying evidence is no longer re-
liably retrieved.

Bayesian model comparison

For both conditions (see Figure 4 and 5), Bayesian-predicted
posteriors were correlated with observed belief ratings across
measurement timepoints (immediate: r = .42-.59; delayed:
r =.29-.56, all p < .001). These findings indicate that partic-
ipants’ belief trajectories largely aligned with those predicted
by the Bayesian model.

Deviation from Bayesian predictions showed a clear and
systematic pattern across conditions. In the immediate cor-
rection condition, deviation did not vary reliably across mea-
surement timepoints and was unaffected by political alignment
(all p > .10). Although belief updating was initially more
conservative than predicted following the allegation, devia-
tion did not differ from zero after the correction and remained
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non significant after the delay, indicating close alignment with
the model once corrective evidence was introduced. In con-
trast, in the delayed correction condition, deviation varied by
measurement timepoint, F(2,296) = 5.58, p = .009, driven
by increased conservatism during the correction delay inter-
val, 1(148) = 3.42, p = .001, likely reflecting memory-based
attenuation of evidence weight not captured by the model.
Crucially, political alignment did not influence deviation in
either condition, suggesting that divergence from Bayesian
predictions was driven by evidence availability rather than
motivated distortion.

Immediate condition

10.0

7.51

5.0

Average Belief in Bribe

2.54

0.04

TP2 TP3

Timepoint

TPO TP1

Belief -- model — observed

Figure 4: Immediate condition. Participants received the
correction between TP1 and TP2 (red line), followed by a
delay between TP2 and TP3 (shaded area). Ratings ranged
from O (very unlikely) to 10 (very likely). Error bars represent
+1 standard error of the mean.

Discussion

The current study examined belief updating in response to
corrected misinformation over time, and evaluated whether
the CIE is better explained by motivated reasoning or rational
accounts that allow for forgetting. Even prior to the sugges-
tion that the politician took a bribe, we found that ingroup
members thought it was less likely than outgroup members
(H1). However, subsequent belief updating remained con-
sistent irrespective of whether a politician was an ingroup
or outgroup member. Consequently, after the correction was
delivered participants returned to their baseline belief regard-
less of political alignment or correction timing (H2). In other
words, we found no continued influence effect. Notably, while
beliefs post correction remained relatively high, comparison
with baseline belief shows that belief ratings can be accounted
for by a rational Bayesian process integrating priors and evi-
dence diagnosticity.
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Figure 5: Delay condition. Participants experienced a delay
between TP1 and TP2 (shaded area), followed by the correc-
tion between TP2 and TP3 (red line). Ratings ranged from
0 (very unlikely) to 10 (very likely). Error bars represent +1
standard error of the mean.

Forgetting over time In the immediate correction condi-
tion, given that belief returned to baseline after the correction
was presented, belief regression could not be observed in the
subsequent timepoint and as such beliefs remained stable over
time (H3). One explanation for this pattern might be that when
the accusation was remembered, the correction was also re-
tained, and when the accusation was forgotten, the correction
became redundant (Gilbert et al., 1993; Johnson & Seifert,
1999), though this remains to be directly tested. In either case,
reduced memory for the correction during the delay would
not be expected to produce systematic belief change. Cru-
cially, there was no support for motivated reasoning whereby
outgroup participants were more likely to discard corrective
evidence than ingroup participants (Ecker et al., 2021; Nyhan
et al., 2020).

In contrast, the delayed condition provided a critical test
between motivated reasoning and forgetting based accounts
of belief persistence. In this condition, delay periods led
to participants forgetting the claim and, as a result, belief
reduction. This suggests belief in the claim can be reduced
simply due to forgetting processes.

These findings do not rule out motivated reasoning at earlier
stages of the belief updating process (Sommer et al., 2023),
such as evidence selection or source evaluation which can
explain the reticence in altering political behaviour. Rational
frameworks may also account for this justification; individuals
might generate auxiliary hypotheses to dismiss evidence (Pa-
pakonstantinou et al., 2024) or hold their priors with such con-
viction that a single piece of evidence is insufficient to change
their beliefs. Nonetheless, our evidence suggests that at the
evidence evaluation stage, a motivated reasoning account is
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not necessary to explain belief variation or persistence.

Rational vs motivated reasoning frameworks Our find-
ings are more consistent with forgetting as the mechanism
underlying belief updating than with motivated reasoning.
While participants varied in their likelihood of recalling the
claim, belief formation tracked the availability of recollected
evidence, decreasing as the claim was forgotten rather than
reflecting motivation to retain worldview congruent beliefs.
Where motivated reasoning accounts (Jost, 2017; Kahan,
2013; Swire-Thompson et al., 2020) would predict asymmet-
rical belief updating in post-exposure intervals, our evidence
favoured a rational framework in which evidence retrieval oc-
curs independently of political alignment (Coppock, 2023).
If anything, individuals appeared more likely to recall infor-
mation that countered their prior beliefs (Frank et al., 2022;
Greve et al., 2019). Where participants failed to remember
the bribe, they tended to decrease their beliefs.

Bayesian Network comparisons further supported the for-
getting account, with model predictions correlating with par-
ticipants’ belief updating trajectories (H4). Political align-
ment neither affected the predictive ability of the model nor
predicted deviation from it, suggesting participants update
their beliefs in line with reasonable assumptions even in politi-
cised contexts under cognitive constraints. Memory thus ap-
peared to function as a cognitive constraint: when evidence
becomes unavailable, belief weakens accordingly. Apparent
post correction belief differences may therefore arise from
rational processes rather than motivated distortion.

Limitations and implications The present study has sev-
eral limitations. In particular, the specificity of the vignette
may hinder the generalisability of the findings. While partici-
pants clearly responded to the political nature of the vignette,
as demonstrated by divergent priors, the fictional nature of
the scenario may have attenuated the effects of political align-
ment. Additionally, requiring belief ratings after the delay
may have prompted recollection of the vignette among par-
ticipants, introducing a timing related design confound that
limits generalisability.

Despite these constraints, the findings have practical impli-
cations for the design of misinformation corrections in real
world settings. If belief persistence primarily reflects mem-
ory limitations rather than motivated resistance, corrective
interventions should prioritise the durability and retrievabil-
ity of accurate information (Ecker et al., 2011; Prike & Ecker,
2023). Corrections that are salient, repeatedly accessible, and
well integrated with the original claim may therefore be more
effective than those that merely challenge political identity.
Notwithstanding these limitations, the present study supports
rational accounts of belief updating, arguing that belief persis-
tence in politicised contexts can arise from rational processes
under memory constraints.
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