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Anti-immigrant attitudes fueled by
rumors threaten social cohesion, and
communication can either reinforce or
challenge them (Esses, 2021; Saleem et al.,
2025). While direct confrontation may
encourage reflection, it can also provoke
defensiveness (Wood et al.,, 2025). In
contrast, narratives offer a subtler route to
prejudice reduction (Murrar & Brauer,
2019; Wong et al., 2022). By ("*+*,-.-/0!
1'#23(-4# being challenged, audiences
observe its rejection from a safe distance,
reducing  resistance  and  fostering
identification (Green & Brock, 2000; Slater
& Rouner, 2002).

This persuasive potential aligns with
the Entertainment-Education (EE) approach
(Frank & Falzone, 2021), which combines
storytelling and prosocial content to foster
perspective-taking and promote social
change (Dale & Moyer-Gusé, 2021; Moyer-
Gusé et al., 2019; Murrar & Brauer, 2018).
Meta-analyses confirm the prosocial and
prejudice-reducing effects of EE narratives
(Banas et al.,, 2020; Zhuang & Guidry,
2022).

Building on this framework, the
present study examines a narrative feature
with clear persuasive relevance in short EE
stories”: the type of evidence used by the
protagonist to dismantle an anti-
immigration rumor. Persuasion research
distinguishes statistical (data-based) from
narrative  (experience-based) evidence
(Allen & Preiss, 1997; Choi et al., 2025; Xu,
2022; Zebregs et al, 2015), which
correspond to two complementary modes of
reasoning (Bruner, 1986). Statistical
evidence appeals to logic and analytical
reasoning (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986),
whereas narrative evidence elicits empathy
and identification (Moyer-Gusé, 2008;
Slater & Rouner, 2002)./When embedded in
dialogues, both evidence types can
dramatize reasoning and show how
exchanges challenge prejudice. Personal-
experience arguments are especially
effective, fostering identification by letting
audiences process the story through the

protagonist’s  experience
Apfeld & Tal-Or, 2024).

However, message effects vary
across individuals (Valkenburg & Peter,
2013). We examine involvement with the
immigration issue—the perceived personal
relevance of this topic, consistent with the
definition of issue involvement by Petty and
Cacioppo (1986)—as a moderator. Highly
involved individuals process arguments
analytically, whereas low involvement
leads to reliance on affective cues. Thus,
narrative evidence should elicit stronger
identification among low-involvement
audiences.

H1. The effect of evidence type on
identification with the protagonist will be
moderated by involvement with the
immigration issue: narrative evidence will
foster stronger identification than statistical
evidence, particularly among low-
involvement individuals.

Beyond its role as an audience-
dependent response, identification with the
protagonist is also a key mechanism in
narrative persuasion (de Graaf, 2023).
Identification is the temporary merging of
one’s perspective with that of the
protagonist, adopting their thoughts,
emotions, and goals (Cohen, 2001).!
Through this process, audiences experience
the protagonist’s reasoning vicariously,
fostering attitudinal change (Igartua, 2010).
Identification, traditionally viewed as a
primary mediator, may also trigger
psychological insight—a cognitive process
of sudden understanding (“aha” experience;
Kounios & Beeman, 2009) that reorganizes
beliefs about a social issue and is distinct
from cognitive elaboration (Igartua et al.,
2025; Oliver et al., 2021).!Accordingly, we
propose a moderated serial mediation
model that links message design to multiple
outcomes. Under lower involvement,
narrative evidence should elicit stronger
identification than statistical evidence,
which in turn promotes psychological
insight, leading to higher message
evaluation, favorable attitudes toward
immigrants, and prosocial intentions.

(Razpurker-



H2. The persuasive effects of
evidence type will operate through a
conditional sequential process (see Figure
1): under lower involvement, narrative (vs.
statistical) evidence will more strongly
elicit identification, which will increase

Figure 1

psychological insight and, in turn, enhance
evaluative responses, sharing intentions,
attitudes toward immigrants, and prosocial
behavioral intentions.

5$1&,6#)- #(4&(H* #(WH A TI1+#(-*-8&] 1+&(#7859:!

=)'1;'$B%).%72(./%./$9
(BB(302.(1)%(,,+$

o

4'(&$)*$% |
#03$,$).%',%!

- P 4(89)$%
'#$%&$% | | 1 5. 4) 065678
$'(&3)*$%0+, &I Y- -5

=&3).(>(*2.(1)%
2([%.1$% ]
#01.231)(..

@,"11;13(*2; A+*1B$,%
0.(3/- 20(2-8,

(=)

$'(&$)*$%",%
Poon2..(72:9%
| $'(8%)*$%56<8

As  preregistered, exploratory
analyses (RQ1) tested whether perceiving
the protagonist’s refutation as persuasive
fostered identification, which in turn
promoted psychological insight. These
analyses clarify how evidence design can
activate these mechanisms, advancing
understanding of how narratives challenge
prejudice and promote inclusion.

Method'

A pre-registered online experiment®
was conducted using a 3 x 3 between-
subjects factorial design with nine
experimental conditions” The independent
variables were the type of evidence used by
the protagonist to refute a negative rumor
about immigration (statistical evidence,
narrative evidence, or control) and the type
of rumor depicted in the story
(immigration—crime,  immigration—labor
competition, or  immigration—welfare
abuse). The inclusion of three rumor types
sought to enhance external validity rather
than to test specific hypotheses about their
differential impact.

The study was implemented on
Qualtrics with a Spanish national panel.
Only Spaniards whose parents were also
born in Spain participated, ensuring that the
study focused on members of the host
society®.  Participants were randomly
assigned to one of the nine conditions
through automatic block randomization.
After applying preregistered exclusion
criteria (failed attention checks, incomplete
viewing, or excessive speed), the final
sample comprised 925 valid participants
(49.2% men, 50.6% women, 0.1% non-
binary or third gender, 0.1% preferred not
to say; ; r# = 45.86, <= = 14.25, range =
18-79). Quotas for sex, age, and education
were used to approximate the Spanish
population structure.

Participants viewed one of nine
short audiovisual fictional narratives (3:57—
4:13 minutes) professionally produced for
this research (see Appendix 3). Each story
featured the same protagonist, Antonio, a
middle-aged Spaniard who converses with
his cousin Manuel. Depending on the
condition, Antonio responded to Manuel’s
anti-immigrant remark using statistical
evidence (data-based arguments), narrative



evidence (a first-person account), or was
interrupted and did not respond (control).
All versions maintained identical structure,
characters, and setting, differing only in
evidence type.

Before  viewing,  participants
completed measures of demographics,
political ideology, involvement with the
immigration issue’, and the Ten-Item
Personality Inventory (TIPI; Gosling et al.,
2003)(. After exposure, post-test measures
assessed manipulation checks (see Table 1))
and outcome variables” (see Appendix 4).
The study followed Spanish ethical
standards for non-invasive research with
adults; informed consent was obtained from
all participants.

Results #$

To test H1, the PROCESS macro
(Model 1; Hayes, 2022) was used to
examine whether involvement with the
immigration issue moderated the effect of
type of evidence on identification with the
protagonist. Although the overall model
was significant, none of the interaction
effects reached significance (see Table 2),
indicating that involvement did not
moderate the impact of evidence type.

To test H2, a moderated serial
mediation model was estimated using
PROCESS Model 83, with identification
and psychological insight as mediators and
involvement with the immigration issue
moderating the first-stage path. Results
showed that none of the specific conditional
indirect effects through the sequence from
identification to psychological insight
reached statistical significance (see Tables
3-6). The index of moderated mediation
was also nonsignificant across all
outcomes; therefore, H2 was not supported.

Exploratory mediation analyses
using PROCESS (Model 6) revealed
indirect effects for the “evidence present vs.
absent” contrast (X1) on story liking,
sharing intention, and attitudes toward
immigrants, via perceived persuasive
effectiveness™, identification, and

psychological insight. No effects emerged
for the “narrative vs. statistical evidence”
contrast (X2), suggesting that the presence
of refutational arguments, rather than their
type, drove the effects (see Figure 2, and
Tables 7-10).

Conclusions and Discussion

This study clarifies how narrative
messages reduce prejudice, extending prior
Entertainment-Education and narrative
persuasion research (e.g., Igartua et al.,
2024; Moyer-Gusé et al., 2019; Murrar &
Brauer, 2018; Oliver et al., 2015; Zhuang &
Guidry, 2022). Integrating insights from
Moyer-Gusé (2008) and the inspiring-
media model (Oliver et al., 2021), the study
identifies a sequential path linking
perceived persuasiveness, identification,
and psychological insight to persuasive
outcomes. Although the hypothesized
moderating effect of issue involvement was
not supported”, results suggest that the
presence of arguments refuting prejudice—
whether narrative or statistical—plays a
central role in audience engagement and
attitudinal impact. These findings align with
prior work on narrative persuasion and
protagonist effects (Tal-Or & Cohen, 2010,
2016), suggesting that persuasion in
counter-rumor narratives depends less on
argument type than on the inspiring
configuration of a competent and
convincing character who confronts
prejudice.

Footnotes

# Short entertainment-education (EE)
narratives are brief audiovisual fictional
stories—typically under five minutes—that
integrate entertainment and prosocial
purposes. They depict everyday situations
and relatable protagonists who model
reflection, attitudinal change, or inclusive
behaviors through dramatized social
interactions (Igartua et al., 2024).



* All materials related to the online
experiments (pilot and main studies),
including links to the audiovisual
narratives, scripts, written stories (pilot
study), measures, datasets, syntax and
results files, as well as an anonymous
preregistration summary describing the
preregistered design and hypotheses, are
available on the Open Science Framework
(OSF):
https://osf.io/nucez/overview?view_only=c
2c4fabad13b4cab8eeat6345f2e930c

$ This study was preregistered on the OSF
(anonymous link):
https://osf.i0/6zspn/overview?view_only=4
d2735b3e8324b3b8d6d24c9287¢1409

“Prior to the main study, two pilot tests were
conducted to validate the materials and
manipulations (see Appendix 2).

& All participants gave informed consent
prior to participation, and the study adhered
to Spanish ethical standards for non-
invasive research involving adults. Upon
completing the questionnaire, participants
were thanked and fully debriefed.

" Issue involvement with immigration was

measured through three items assessing the

perceived importance, interest, and personal

relevance of the topic (“Immigration is

important to me personally,” “I am very

interested in immigration,” “The topic of
immigration is directly relevant to my

life”), based on previous

operationalizations of -))3#! -/>&7>#+#/,
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Zaichkowsky,

1994). Responses were collected on 7-point

Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 =

strongly agree). The scale was embedded

among parallel items about climate change

and artificial intelligence to reduce demand

effects. The final index (; = 5.06, <= =

1.30) showed high internal consistency (o =

.83).

( The TIPI scale was included to reduce
potential priming effects by separating the

involvement-with-immigration =~ measure

from immediate video exposure.

) The effectiveness of the experimental
manipulation was examined with a series of
manipulation-check items. As expected,
most  participants  (95.1%)  correctly
answered the question about the topic of the
news item discussed in the video (“a news
item about immigration”) out of five
response options; this recognition did not
vary by evidence-type condition, ¥*(8, ? =
925) = 13.49, 1l = .096). In contrast,
responses to whether the protagonist,
Antonio, expressed his opinion and
explained his reasoning showed a strong
manipulation effect: participants in both
experimental conditions recognized that
Antonio voiced his opinion, whereas those
in the control condition indicated that he did
not (x*(4, ? = 925) = 14546, 1 < .001).
Mean comparisons across conditions also
revealed statistically significant differences
in the four items evaluating Antonio’s
reaction after hearing the rumor (see Table
1). Those who viewed the statistical-
evidence condition scored higher on
“Antonio uses data, figures, or statistics to
respond”, whereas those in the narrative-
evidence condition scored higher on
“Antonio draws on personal experience to
counter his cousin’s claims”, confirming
that the evidence-type manipulation was
effective (1) < .001). Participants reported
high attention to the videos (; =9.09, <==
1.25, on a scale from 0 = not at all to 10 =
very much). They also rated the protagonist

positively on an @/(#A! &B! C'&,*0&/-),!

D>*73*,-&(; =5.95,<==1.14, on a scale
from 1 = very negative to 7 = very positive),
computed from three items (‘“Antonio is a
generous person,” “Antonio is a person with
positive human values,” “Overall, Antonio
seems to be a good person”). No significant
differences emerged in this index across
experimental conditions (E(2, 922) = 1.16,

1 = .312). Finally, an @/(#A! &B! C#4#->#(!
C#)3*)->#DBB#4,->#/#))!&B! ,6#!C'&,*0&/-),

was created as the mean of five items rated
on 7-point Likert scales (1 = strongly


https://osf.io/nucez/overview?view_only=c2c4fabad13b4ca68eeaf6345f2e930c
https://osf.io/nucez/overview?view_only=c2c4fabad13b4ca68eeaf6345f2e930c
https://osf.io/6zspn/overview?view_only=4d2735b3e8324b3b8d6d24c9287e1409
https://osf.io/6zspn/overview?view_only=4d2735b3e8324b3b8d6d24c9287e1409

disagree, 7 = strongly agree) evaluating the
clarity and persuasive strength of Antonio’s
argument (“Antonio expresses himself

clearly,” “What Antonio says is
persuasive,” “is easy to understand,” “is
convincing,” “could lead someone to

change their way of thinking about
immigration”), showing high internal
consistency (o = .89). The one-way
ANOVA revealed significant differences
among conditions, E(2, 922) = 26.55, 1 <
.001; Duncan post hoc tests (1 < .05)
showed that the protagonist was rated more
persuasive in both the narrative- and the
statistical-evidence versions than in the
control version, with no significant
difference between the two evidence
conditions.

Measures: identification with the
protagonist (Igartua & Barrios, 2012;
Igartua et al., 2024), narrative transportation
(Appel et al., 2015), emotional reactions
during video viewing (Appel et al., 2019;
Igartua et al., 2024; Oliver et al., 2012),
appreciation  (moving/thought-provoking
dimension; Oliver & Bartsch, 2010),
psychological insight (Igartua et al., 2025),
and liking (participants’ overall evaluation
of the video), message sharing intention
(Barbour et al., 2016), attitude towards
immigrants (Wojcieszak et al., 2020), and
money allocation to an immigrant aid
association (Pizarro et al., 2024). An
overview of all measures, along with their
reliability coefficients, is provided in
Appendix 4. Some of these measures were
collected but are not examined in the
present study.

# All analyses were conducted in SPSS
using the PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2022).
The independent variable—type of
evidence—was a multicategorical factor
with three levels: 1 = control group, 2 =
statistical evidence, and 3 = narrative
evidence. Two orthogonal contrasts were
created using Helmert coding: the first (X1)
compared both evidence-based conditions
(statistical and narrative) with the no-

evidence control condition (—0.667 =
control, 0.333 = statistical, 0.333 =
narrative), and the second (X2) compared
the narrative-evidence condition with the
statistical-evidence condition (0 = control,
—0.5 = statistical, 0.5 = narrative). We used
PROCESS Models 1 and 83 (see SPSS
syntax in OSF) to test the preregistered
hypotheses and conducted post hoc
exploratory mediation analyses using
Model 6. All mediation and conditional
process analyses used 95% percentile
bootstrap confidence intervals based on
10,000 resamples.

## The @I#A! &B! CH'4#->#(! CH#')3*)->#!

DBB#4,->#/#))! &B! ,6#! C'&,*0&Was
included as a mediating variable because
perceiving the protagonist as persuasive can
be understood as a positive trait attribute—
portraying him as a competent, thoughtful,
and morally grounded individual able to
refute a prejudiced statement convincingly.
Such attributions enhance the character’s
appeal and moral valence, which are known
to foster identification, as viewers tend to
identify more strongly with protagonists
perceived as virtuous, credible, and morally
admirable, adopting their perspectives and
emotions more easily (Tal-Or & Cohen,
2010, 2016). Consistent with this reasoning,
in the present study the index of perceived
persuasive effectiveness of the protagonist
correlated positively with the index of
protagonist evaluation, '(923) = .59, 1 <
.001. Although the type of evidence did not
influence the index of protagonist
evaluation, E(2, 922) = 1.16, 1 = 312, it
significantly affected the index of perceived
persuasive effectiveness of the protagonist,
E(2, 922) = 26.55, 1 < .001 (see Table 1).
Therefore, this index was considered a
plausible 1'-+*'$! +#(-*,&'  that could
trigger identification with the protagonist—
a view supported by the positive and
significant  correlation between both
variables, '(923) = .57, 1 < .001. In this
sense, perceiving the protagonist as
persuasive not only reflects the perceived
quality of his arguments but also signals an



appreciation of his personal integrity and
prosocial stance, which can strengthen
identification and subsequent cognitive
processes such as psychological insight.

#  Although issue involvement with
immigration did not moderate the observed
effects, the  generally high and
homogeneous levels of involvement in the
sample (; = 5.06, <= = 1.30, on a 7-point
scale) may have constrained its explanatory
potential.
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This experiment sought to assess the impact of entertainment-education narratives
designing to reduce anti-immigrant rumors on several variables related to attitudes and
behavioral intentions. To determine the sample size for main study, a power analysis was
carried out using the G*Power program (http://www.gpower.hhu.de) (Faul et al., 2007). The
calculation of the sample size depends on several factors, such as the type of design, the effect
size observed in previous studies (or in meta-analysis reviews), the type I error (), and the
statistical power (1 — ). Three meta-analysis studies were evaluated to obtain a measure of
the effect size: Braddock and Dillard (2016), on the effect of exposure to a narrative on
attitudes ('l =.19), Zhuang and Guindry’s (2022), on the effect of narratives in reducing
stigma (" =-.095), and Banas et al. (2020), regarding the effect of positive mediated contact
on prejudice reduction (' = —.23). Taking the value of Braddock and Dillard (2016) and
assuming an effect size of .19 (Cohen’s ( = 0.387), an a value of .05, power of .80, and a 3 x
3 between-subjects factorial design (9 experimental conditions, to test main effects and their
interactions, with 4 degrees of freedom for the interaction effect), the G*Power program
indicated that a sample size of 336 participants would be necessary. In the case found by
Zhuang and Guindry (2022), the sample would be ? = 1,328, whereas it would be ? =231,
taking into consideration the analysis of Banas et al. (2020).
|
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The preliminary creation of the video scripts took place out between November 2024
and January 2025. However, before running the main experiment, two pilot studies were
conducted. The first pilot study, conducted between December 2024 and January 2025,
involved a panel of experts (? = 10) who evaluated 36 arguments designed to refute three
prevalent anti-immigrant rumors (linking immigration to crime, labor competition, and
welfare abuse) to select those to be included in the narratives. To that purpose, 36 arguments
were developed—12 for each theme (public insecurity, labor market competition, and social
assistance)—comprising six based on statistical or abstract evidence and six on narrative or
experiential evidence; all arguments were evaluated by experts using five 7-point Likert-type
items assessing clarity, persuasiveness, comprehensibility, and the extent to which they
elicited reflection. This preliminary study ensured that all arguments were understandable,
coherent, and comparable in length and tone. Based on mean ratings of global quality and
persuasive effectiveness, the three best-rated arguments of each type (narrative vs. statistical)
were selected per rumor to serve as the basis for the audiovisual scripts used in the main
study. Narrative versions were adapted into natural dialogues between two characters, while
their statistical counterparts preserved the same informational content but presented it as data-
based reasoning.

A second pilot study (? = 244) was conducted with an independent sample to test the
complete video scripts for the main study, using written versions of the stories that were later
adapted into audiovisual form. The aim was to verify the clarity, realism, and internal
consistency of the narratives, as well as the effectiveness of the manipulations related to the
type of evidence (narrative vs. statistical vs. control) and the type of rumor addressed.

The sample was selected from the panelists available from Qualtrics in Spain,
achieving 244 people over 18 years of age (49.2% men, Mg = 45.38 years, SD = 13.90)
whose father and mother were also born in Spain. Quotas based on sex, age, and educational
level were implemented to obtain a demographically balanced sample.

Participants were randomly assigned to read only one of the written stories, following
a 3 (type of evidence: statistical evidence, narrative evidence, and control group) x 3 (type of
negative rumor against immigration between-subjects factorial design. Starting the online
questionnaire, participant completed different measures (pre-test) on sociodemographic data
and political ideology, then, immediately after reading the narrative, they had to respond to
the post-test measures. In these questions, they had to report their identification with the
protagonist (using 5-point Likert scale ranging from “nothing” to “a lot”); narrative
transportation (from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”); appreciation (from 1
“strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”); perceived realism, interest, credibility, clarity and
understanding (from 1 “strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”); evaluation of the story
(from 0 “did not like it at all” to 10 “liked it very much”); perception of the intention of the
story (from 0 “not at all” to 10 “a lot”), perception of the protagonist of the story (from 1
“strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”); experimental manipulation check (from 1
“strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”) and perception of the argument of the story (from 1
“strongly disagree” to 7 “strongly agree”).

The analysis of the results revealed no significant differences between the written
narratives created under the different conditions in terms of comprehension (E[8, 235] = 0.86,
1=.546), interest (E[8, 235] = 0.69, p =.700), believability (E[8, 235]=1.21, 1=.290), realism
(E[8, 235] = 1.43, p = .184), appreciation (fun) (E[8, 235] = 0.90,!1 = .510), appreciation
(thought-provoking) (E[8, 235] = 1.44, 1 = .178), appreciation (lasting impression) (E[8, 235]



=1.03, 1 = .413), appreciation (suspense) (E[8, 235] = 0.84, 1 = .565), identification with the
protagonist (E[8, 235] = 1.37, 1!= .207, narrative transportation (E[8, 235] = 1.38, 1 = .204),
perceived intent to inform (E[8, 235] = 1.28, 1= .255), perceived persuasive intent (E[8, 235]
= 1.06, 1 = .386), perceived intent to entertain (E[8, 235] = 0.48, 1 = .869), perceived
eudaimonic intent (E[8, 235] = 1.38, 1 =.203), evaluation of the protagonist: liking (E[8, 235]
=0.90, 1 = .514), perception of the protagonist: competence (E[8, 235] = 1.54, 1 = .144). In
contrast, statistically significant differences were found in the perception of the argument (E[8,
235]=7.44,1<.001). The ANOVA revealed a main effect of the type of evidence (E[2, 235]
=27.31,1<.001, joym? = .19), indicating that arguments based on statistical (; =5.88, <D=
0.12) and narrative evidence (;! =5.82, <D= 0.12) were evaluated significantly more positively
than those presented in the control condition (; =4.81, <D= 0.12). No significant differences
were observed between the statistical and narrative evidence conditions (1 = .708). Neither the
type of rumor (E[2, 235] = 1.17, 1 = .312, joyx?* = .01) nor the interaction between type of
evidence and type of rumor (E[4, 235] = 0.67, 1 = .616, joym? = .01) reached statistical
significance. These results are important because they allowed us to conclude that the different
versions of each narrative were similar in terms of the reception processes indicated as well as
confirm that the perception of the argument changed between narratives.

In addition, by means of a one-sample Student’s t-test, it was found that, overall, the
written narratives were perceived as clear and understandable (;! = 6.18, <=!=0.93; ,[243] =
36.28,1k.001), interesting (;! =5.52, <=1=0.09; ,[243]=16.72, 1k .001), credible (;! =5.96,
<=1=0.80; ,[243] = 24.48, 1!< .001) and realistic (;! = 6.02, <=I=1.08; ,[243] = 29.14, 1I<
.001). In addition, the stories induced identification (; = 3.49, <= = 0.80; ,[243] =9.63, 1I<
.001), narrative transportation (; = 5.12, <= = 0.67; ,[243] = 16.75, 1 < .001), appreciation
(fun) (; =5.28, <= =1.21;,[243] = 16.52, 1 < .001), appreciation (thought-provoking) (; =
5.30, SD = 1.23; ,[243] = 16.47, 1 < .001), appreciation (lasting impression) (; = 4.20, <= =
1.44; ,[243]1=2.17, 1= .015), appreciation (suspense) (; =4.17,<==1.36;,[243]=1.95,1=
.026 .001). Furthermore, the stories were liked (; = 7.46, <= =2.08; ,[243]=25.96,1<.001),
perceived as messages that seek to inform (; = 7.02, <= = 2.03; ,[243] = 23.28, 1 < .001),
persuade (; =7.21,<==1.70;,[243]=29.38, 1 <.001), entertain (; =6.74, <= =2.26; ,[243]
=18.91, 1<.001) and with a high eudaimonic component (; =7.73, <==1.88;,[243]=30.97,
1<.001). Finally, the arguments had positive ratings (; = 5.50, <==1.14;,[243]=20.55,1<
.001) and the protagonist was perceived positively (; = 6.01, <= = 0.93; ,[243] = 33.56, 1 <
.001).

Regarding the manipulation check, it was observed that most participants (96.7%)
correctly identified the theme of the news story Manuel has seen on his phone (immigration),
and no differences were found between conditions (\*(8, ? = 244) = 13.18, 1!= .106). As
expected, differences were observed related to the perception of Antonio’s reaction towards the
news story in a manner consistent with the intended experimental manipulation: “When Manuel
shows the news to his cousin, how does Antonio react in the story?” (\*(4, ? = 244) = 70.85, 1!
<.001). Similarly, the differences that could be expected depending on the type of evidence are
observed: “In the story it is not clear whether Antonio has a positive or negative attitude towards
immigration” (E[2, 235] = 8.84, 1< .001, joi/2 "= .070), “It can be seen that Antonio used to
show an attitude of rejection towards immigrants, but nowadays his attitude is more tolerant”
(E[2,235]1=17.85, 1.002, 012 ¥ =.063), “Antonio uses data, figures or statistics to respond
to his cousin's opinions on immigration” (E[2, 235] = 87.08,!1!< .001, 012 * = .426) and
“Antonio draws on his own experience, personal experiences with immigrants, to counter his
cousin's claims about immigration” (E[2, 235] = 70.21,11< .001, 012 *=.374).

In conclusion, the results confirmed that the stories were clearly understood, believable,
and engaging, that the manipulations worked as intended, and that all scales showed adequate
reliability.
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The EE audiovisual narratives were short stories (around 4 minutes) with a clear
protagonist (a middle-aged man). The stories were designed to only touch the immigration
theme tangentially, so they could work “under the radar”. The topic of immigration was
presented on the second half of the narrative, when the no-protagonist character showed a news
story. This critical incident activated a dialogue between the protagonist (Antonio) and a
secondary character (Manuel), where the latter was able to express an antiimmigrant rumor,
allowing the protagonist to counterargue it. In the first experimental condition (statistical
evidence) the main character used an abstract argument, based on data and objective
information; in the second condition (narrative evidence) the protagonist told a personal story
(narrative evidence). In the control condition, the protagonist was interrupted by a phone call
right before responding to the rumor, leaving the conversation unresolved and the rumor
unchallenged. This way, the attitude of the protagonist toward immigration was showed to the
audience only at the end of the story, once the critical incident had taken place, unleashing the
dialogue in which the anti-immigration rumor is criticized. Then, the narrative returns to its
main plotline, concluding the story. A detailed description of the video narratives used in the
study is provided below. A document including links to the videos with English subtitles is
available in the OSF repository.

Antonio comes home, where his cousin Manuel is waiting for him. Manuel expresses
his gratitude for letting him stay for a few days, showing Antonio’s kind heart. They chat a little
while Antonio checks the mail, when he finds a postal. It’s addressed to the previous tenant,
and it’s some king of love letter from a woman. Manuel says it's a pity it won’t reach him, and
Antonio responds that he could look for his new direction.

They argue a little about whether that’s reasonable or not, and, to illustrate that the world
is selfish, Manuel shows a news story about immigration (“Nueva oleada de pateras en
Canarias” [“New Wave of Migrant Boats Arrives in the Canary Islands]), and introduces,
depending on the version, one of the three anti-immigrant rumors. The first rumor suggests
immigrants increase insecurity by committing theft, the second implies they “take jobs” away
from locals, and the third states they receive more public assistance than other groups. Antonio
acknowledges that he used to believe that news, but he no longer does.



Nueva oleada
de pateras en
Canarias

Then, he either responds with statistical or narrative evidence, or receives a phone call.
In the first experimental condition, he provides objective data that debunks what Manuel’s
defending. In the second experimental condition, he recalls a story about how his personal
experience proves that the rumor is false. After the interaction, Manuel appears to reconsider
his stance, although no definitive change is shown. In the control condition, Antonio’s phone
rings with a sales call that cuts the conversation short. Manuel reacts with mild annoyance at
how intrusive such calls are, and the scene ends.

N




In all versions, the closing scene depicts Antonio on the street, mailing the postcard to
the correct address — a moment that underscores his consistent portrayal as a kind, empathetic,
and virtuous individual.
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Table 1
I

DBB#4,1&B! GHIHALH -+ 7148/ (-, -&/18, SBH(GRU &)V 1#4H#1 -&/)/(! #5*73* -&/)|& B!, 6HE, *08&/-), PL:*/-137* -&/1A6#4NBI?] M I#)37,):P!
*-/M,3($ !
I

Experimental condition:
type of evidence

Control Statistical Narrative
group evidence evidence
, (SD) , (£2) , (=) Essazs 1! Jorwd *
“In the story, it is not clear whether Antonio has a positive or 3.25 2.17 2.19% 4006 <001 080
negative attitude toward immigration.” (1.73) (1.74) (1.68) ) ) )
“It is evident that Antonio previously showed a rejecting attitude 5.16; 5.99 5.876 2375 <001 049
toward immigrants, but now his attitude is more tolerant.” (1.76) (1.47) (1.59) ) ) )
“Antonio uses data, figures, or statistics to respond to his 3.64, 6.176 4.467
cousin’s opinions about immigration.” ’ (1.90) (1.21) (196) /122 <001 272
“Antonio draws on his own experience, or personal encounters 4.14, 4.766 6.157
with immigrants, to counter his cousin’s claims about (1.80) (1.86) (1.18) 119.20 <.001 207
immigration.”
Index of protagonist evaluation (liking) 6.23 6.14 6.10
(0.96) (1.17) (1.10) 1.16 311 .003
Index of perceived persuasive effectiveness of the protagonist 5.04/ 5.71e 5.656
(1.23) (1.26) (1.28) 26.56  <.001 .055
N 309 307 309

I'HS "BY&H ()H+, (- JHO(&, 1) 10(., +H2' & H(+3 4, Yo 1. A1), #,* 1&H5' 6 5HY TH(8&. . HY&HAL+(8&-' . HOVALGH(ES & #+) (5 H<=H>#+ &% .85 2HA1+(8& IH#>#+,8%.8574#
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&'+0"),16'#+,(.A(&AHA'61(,1%. +/#8&'+0'"), 16'5PHD'(+#,*(#AYoH . Yo H+* (& H(H5',, & (& #+18.171) (., S IRAETGHY))HEA 1. 8# Yot HO.) (8D + BY#+18.171)(. #
((LHTT),+ 2 & HT%9. AHTYo8H * #, PO HATHLER . H&O-Yo&HA'0L), AHL #, ' H+ Yo& H.Yo8H2 &', ¥ &'#(. PH+18.171) (. #1., &(), 1% #TT'), +#C' 2" #614" )'#, 20'H( . AH&I-Yo&H
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Table 2

[

@/>&T>H#+#/,1%-,6!,6#!-++-0" -&/1-))3#!*) ¥+ & (#™*, &' -/, 6#!'#7*,-&/)6- 1 O#, YoiB/H!
&B>-(#/4#1*/(1-(#/,-B-4*,-&/'%-,6!,6#!1'&,*0&/-) PR (#*,-&/"*[*73$)-)!3)-/0!CG]FD<<!
8;&(#7'H!

[

Outcome variable:
Identification with the protagonist

Model summary:!G" = .14, 1 =.002 [! <D iy 1!
Constant 3.20 0.12 2631 <.001
Evidence-present vs. evidence-absent (X1) 0.29 0.26 1.38  .255
Narrative vs. statistical evidence (X2) —0.05 0.29 -0.18  .856
Immigration issue involvement (INV) 0.07 0.02 326  .001
Interaction X1 x INV —0.08 0.04 -1.79  .072
Interaction X2 x INV 0.01 0.04 0.33 734
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