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Article

Source credibility is an important parameter in many psy-
chological models of communication. It is central in persua-
sion (e.g., Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; see Briñol & Petty, 2009; 
Pornpitakpan, 2004; for reviews), misinformation effects 
(e.g., Shin et  al., 2018; Pennycook & Rand, 2019; for a 
review, see Wardle & Derakhshan, 2017), and even in the 
so-called “implicit” evaluations (Smith et al., 2013). If infor-
mation comes from credible sources, the information is more 
persuasive, more believable, and has a stronger influence on 
evaluations. However, a critical issue is what makes a source 
credible. One assumption would be that sources become 
credible if they communicate truthful information. Building 
on this assumption, we test a straightforward implication.  
It is well established that repeating information increases  
the information’s perceived truth (Henderson et  al., 2022; 
Unkelbach et al., 2019). Consequently, a source that states 
repeated information should appear more credible than  
a source that states unrepeated information. Testing this 
assumption would provide an experimental paradigm to  
create source credibility, and it would support a critical 
extension from the repetition effect on truth judgments to a 
repetition effect on source credibility.

We begin by briefly reviewing research on how repetition 
influences perceived truth. Next, we describe research on 
factors influencing source credibility. Building on such prior 

evidence, we present four studies that examine how the rep-
etition of information influences perceptions of source 
credibility.

Repetition and Truth: The “Illusory Truth Effect”

Past research has shown that the more frequently a statement 
is repeated, the more likely it is to be judged as truthful 
(Hasher et al., 1977)—a phenomenon known as the “illusory 
truth effect.” There are several interrelated explanations of 
this effect. The effect may follow because repeated informa-
tion is recognized (Bacon, 1979; Mattavelli et  al., 2023), 
feels more familiar (Arkes et  al., 1989), and is processed 
more fluently (Clore, 1992; Unkelbach & Greifeneder, 
2013). Repetition may also create more coherent references 
for information in memory (see Kunda & Thagard, 1996) 
relative to unrepeated statements, leading to higher subjec-
tive truth (Unkelbach & Rom, 2017).
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Regardless of the underlying mechanism, the illusory 
truth effect is a robust phenomenon (for meta-analysis, see 
Dechêne et al., 2010) observed in various domains. Repetition 
increases truth judgments of consumer advertising (Johar & 
Roggeveen, 2007), social–political opinions (Arkes et  al., 
1989), rumors (DiFonzo et al., 2016), health (Unkelbach & 
Speckmann, 2021), stereotypes (Mattavelli, Bianchi, et al., 
2024; Oğuz Taşbaş & Unkelbach, 2022), fake news 
(Pennycook et al., 2018), and conspiracy statements (Béna 
et  al., 2023). Although individuals tend to underestimate 
their susceptibility to the illusory truth effect (Mattavelli, 
Béna, et al., 2024), this bias is robust even when participants 
are asked to prevent it (Calio et  al., 2020; Nadarevic & 
Aßfalg, 2017), when information is implausible (Lacassagne 
et al., 2022), and even among those with high cognitive abili-
ties (De Keersmaecker et al., 2020).

Research on the illusory truth effect has almost exclusively 
investigated how repetition changes participants’ truth judg-
ments of the statements themselves. In fact, most studies pres-
ent information without a source, following the original 
paradigm by Hasher et al. (1977); this is not an omission, but 
a strength. Investigating repetition effects on statement truth is 
facilitated when participants’ judgments are not contaminated 
by other cues to truth, such as source credibility. However, if 
one accepts our premise that sources become credible by stat-
ing truthful information, repetition should also influence 
source credibility. In other words, if repeated information is 
perceived as more truthful (as suggested by the illusory truth 
effect), it follows that individuals communicating repeated 
information might be perceived as more credible.

Source Credibility

As stated above, source credibility is a broad topic. In social 
psychological research, the construct has been largely inves-
tigated within the persuasion literature, with studies con
verging to the idea that highly credible sources are typically 
more persuasive than low-credible sources (Hovland & 
Weiss, 1951; Kelman & Hovland, 1953; Maddux & Rogers, 
1980; Schulman & Worrall, 1970; Watts & McGuire, 1964). 
For instance, early studies by Hovland and Weiss (1951) 
showed that highly credible sources induced more attitude 
change than low-credible sources.

There is also substantial research on the factors that 
make a source credible (Pornpitakpan, 2004). First, people 
may perceive sources as more or less credible due to source 
characteristics; for example, expertise (Clark et al., 2011; 
Metzger et al., 2003; Petty et al., 1981), physical attractive-
ness (Horai et al., 1974; Maddux & Rogers, 1980), vocal 
pleasantness and facial expressiveness (Burgoon et  al., 
1990), and perceived similarity to the audience (Feldman, 
1984) are all source characteristics that increase credibility. 
Second, people may perceive sources as credible due to 
message characteristics. For example, two-sided (vs. one-
sided) messages (Allen, 1991; Crowley & Hoyer, 1994), 

straightforward messages (McCroskey, 1969), and mes-
sages including evidence (Reinhard & Sporer, 2010) 
increase source credibility.

Notwithstanding the rich research on source credibility 
and the credibility influences on subsequent attitudes and 
behaviors, investigating variables that influence source cred-
ibility remains an important research goal (see also Mang 
et al., 2024). Thus, extending prior work, we tested whether 
mere repetition of messages influences source credibility. In 
the following, we discuss two potential paths that may lead 
from repeating information to source credibility.

From Illusory Truth to Illusory Credibility: Direct 
and Downstream Effects

Our work is not the first to consider the intersection of repeti-
tion, truth, and credibility. However, previous research 
explored this intersection with source credibility as an inde-
pendent variable in interaction with repetition. For example, 
Henkel and Mattson (2011) found that repetition increases 
belief in information regardless of source credibility. 
Similarly, Nadarevic et  al. (2020) showed that repeated 
information is perceived as more truthful whether delivered 
by a credible or less credible source, with no significant 
interaction effects. Relatedly, research conducted on political 
scenarios indicates that the illusory truth effect emerges 
regardless of whether the judged information comes from a 
source aligned (vs. opposed) to participants’ political view 
(Pennycook et al., 2018; but see Pillai et al., 2023).

Here, we consider source credibility as the dependent 
variable rather than an independent variable. We straightfor-
wardly hypothesize that a source that communicates repeated 
information should appear more credible than a source that 
communicates unrepeated information. In functional terms, 
this assumption can be conceptualized as a combination of 
two effects—conditioning and illusory truth—which arise 
from proximal and distal regularities in the environment, 
respectively (see De Houwer & Hughes, 2016). Conditioning 
occurs as sources are systematically paired with repeated 
versus unrepeated statements (proximal regularity, directly 
learned within the experimental paradigm). Through 
repeated pairing, individuals form an association between a 
source and the repetition status of their statements. Illusory 
truth occurs as repeated information is perceived as more 
truthful than unrepeated information, driven by the ecologi-
cal relationship between repetition and truth (distal regular-
ity, learned through broader past experiences, see Unkelbach 
& Greifeneder, 2013). These two effects should complement 
each other: because (a) different sources are associated with 
repeated versus unrepeated information and (b) repeated 
information is associated with perceived truth, people are 
likely to attribute higher credibility to the source paired with 
repeated statements.

Thus, associating repeated (vs. unrepeated) statements 
with a source should increase the credibility of that source. 
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We investigated this hypothesis considering a direct and a 
downstream effect. To illustrate a direct effect, imagine two 
scientists presenting conflicting views on a new health sup-
plement. Scientist A repeats their findings in multiple public 
forums, while Scientist B shares their research only once. The 
repeated message might not only seem more truthful, but also 
make Scientist A a more credible source; that is, because 
Scientist A’s information appears more truthful, they appear 
more credible. The downstream effect can be illustrated as 
follows: after hearing Scientist A repeatedly communicate 
their findings, the public is introduced to a novel claim about 
a topic unrelated to the specific health supplement topic. If 
repetition indeed increases credibility, people should believe 
the novel claim more when Scientist A is the source rather 
than Scientist B. Such an effect would provide evidence for a 
repetition effect on source credibility beyond the specific 
context being repeated (or not repeated; here, the health sup-
plement). The following experiments test direct and down-
stream effects on repetition-induced source credibility.

The Present Research

We report four preregistered experiments testing whether 
communicating repeated information increases source cred-
ibility. We first test the direct effect of repetition on source 
credibility; that is, whether participants perceive sources that 
repeat statements as more credible. Next, we test the down-
stream effect, whether participants believe entirely novel 
statements more when communicated by sources previ-
ously associated with repeated (vs. unrepeated) statements. 
Importantly, the direct effect is shown by participants’ rating 

source credibility. The downstream effect is shown by par-
ticipants’ rating statements’ truth that come from different 
sources (i.e., sources associated with repeated or unrepeated 
statements).

To test the direct effect, Experiment 1 employed a stan-
dard illusory truth paradigm, in which participants viewed 
a series of repeated and unrepeated statements. Participants 
either rated the truthfulness of each statement or the credi-
bility of the sources presenting the statements. To test the 
downstream effect, Experiments 2 to 4 used a novel para-
digm. After an initial exposure phase, participants viewed 
sources that presented either repeated or unrepeated state-
ments. Then, these sources delivered entirely novel state-
ments, which participants judged as true or false. This 
design allowed us to examine whether simply providing 
repeated statements in the first phase would make sources 
seem more credible in the second phase, as indicated by 
increased truth ratings for the novel statements they deliv-
ered (see Figure 1 for a graphical overview).

Open Science

The experiments were preregistered on the Open Science 
Framework

Experiment 1: https://osf.io/fmrnz/
Experiment 2: https://osf.io/g6tqj/
Experiment 3: https://osf.io/d749n/
Experiment 4: https://osf.io/a65qk/.1

The power analyses, materials, data, and analysis code 
for the four experiments are available on the Open Science 
Framework

Figure 1.  Overview of the operationalization and measurement of source credibility as a function of statement repetition across 
studies. Note that in Study 1, statements X/Y were judged for truth but on a separate sample.

https://osf.io/fmrnz/
https://osf.io/g6tqj/
https://osf.io/d749n/
https://osf.io/a65qk/
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Experiment 1: https://osf.io/7pna3/
Experiment 2: https://osf.io/n2ac9/
Experiment 3: https://osf.io/yubjq/
Experiment 4: https://osf.io/qz6p4/.
We have thus far conducted no other experiments on this 

research question. We report all manipulations and measures 
used in the four experiments. The experiments received for-
mal approval from the internal Ethics Committee.

Experiment 1

Experiment 1 tested the direct effect of repetition on source 
credibility. We employed a standard illusory truth paradigm 
and added facial identities that were paired with repeated 
versus unrepeated statements in the judgment phase. First, 
we expected an illusory truth effect, with repeated statements 
judged as more true than unrepeated ones. This would be the 
necessary condition to detect the direct source credibility 
effect. Second, as true statements should generally come 
from credible sources, we expected a source credibility 
effect: Participants should perceive sources communicating 
repeated statements as more credible compared to sources 
communicating unrepeated statements.

Method

Design.  We used a 2 (Judgment: statement truth vs. source 
credibility) × 2 (Statement repetition: repeated vs. unre-
peated) × 2 (Statement factual truth: true vs. false) mixed 
design with the latter two factors varying within partici-
pants. We did not anticipate statement factual truth to alter 
the influence of repetition. Yet, for this and the following 
experiments, we tested whether the effect of repetition on 
credibility remained robust after accounting for factual truth 
(see non-preregistered analyses).

Sample Size Determination.  We conducted an a priori power 
analysis with G*Power 3.1 (Faul et  al., 2009). The target 
effects were (a) the main effect of statement repetition on 
truth ratings and (b) the main effect of statement repetition 
on source credibility. Based on this analysis, collecting 90 
participants in each outcome condition (total N = 180) 
allowed detecting two effects (one-tailed paired-sample 
t-tests) as small as Cohen’s d = 0.35 (small to medium), at  
α = .05, and power 1−β = .95. We adopted a sequential 
analysis approach (Lakens, 2014) and planned a single 
interim analysis. After collecting 90 participants (45 per con-
dition), the critical tests were both p < .0294. Thus, we 
stopped the data collection at n = 90.

Stimuli
Statements.  We used 40 largely unknown statements from 

Corneille et  al. (2020). Half of the statements were factu-
ally true (e.g., “The largest lithium deposits in the world are 

located in Bolivia,” “Rolls-Royce uses only bull skins for its 
leather seats,” “Babies have more bones than adults”); the 
other half of the statements were factually false (e.g., “The 
left lung is larger than the right lung,” “In France, women 
were allowed to vote for the first time in 1919,” “Russia pro-
duces the most aluminium worldwide”).

Sources.  We used 40 pictures of white male faces from the 
Chicago Face Database (Ma et  al., 2015). We selected the 
faces to be comparable on trustworthiness (M = 3.50; SD = 
0.16, with values ranging from 3.23 to 3.78), a construct that 
is closely related to the credibility criterion.

Participants and Procedure.  We recruited 90 participants (45 
females, 43 males, 2 unspecified, Mage = 43.80, SDage = 5.99) 
via Prolific Academic and paid 0.95£ for their participation in 
an 8 min study. Participants were English speakers, between 
18- and 65-year old, with an approval rate of at least 95%, and 
with at least 100 previous submissions on Prolific.

We programmed the experiment in Inquisit6 (Millisecond 
Software). After entering demographic information, partici-
pants were told that the study investigated various influ-
ences on people’s assessment of statements (statements’ 
truth condition) versus individuals (sources’ credibility con-
dition). Participants began the experiment by receiving a 
general introduction, which varied slightly depending on 
their assigned condition. Those in the statements’ truth con-
dition were informed that the study aimed to examine influ-
ences on people’s assessment of statements, while those in 
the sources’ credibility condition were told it would exam-
ine influences on people’s assessment of individuals. The 
experiment comprised an exposure phase and a judgment 
phase. The exposure phase comprised a total of 20 state-
ments, randomly chosen for each participant from a larger 
pool, displayed for 2,500 ms each, with a 1,000-ms break 
between statements. This exposure phase provided 10 true 
and 10 false statements. Importantly, during the exposure 
phase, statements appeared without sources. Next, partici-
pants moved on to the judgment phase, in which they saw a 
total of 40 statements. This set included the 20 statements 
they had previously seen (i.e., “repeated” statements) as 
well as 20 statements they had not seen (i.e., “unrepeated” 
statements). Each statement was accompanied by an image 
of an individual purportedly communicating the statement, 
with a unique face for each statement.

Participants in the statements’ truth condition rated the 
truthfulness of each statement on a scale from 1 (completely 
false) to 6 (completely true). Participants in the sources’ 
credibility condition rated the credibility of each individual 
communicating the statement on a scale from 1 (not at all 
credible) to 6 (extremely credible). In both conditions, each 
statement and the associated face remained on the screen 
until the participant provided a rating, after which there was 
a 1,000-ms interval before the next trial.

https://osf.io/7pna3/
https://osf.io/n2ac9/
https://osf.io/yubjq/
https://osf.io/qz6p4/
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Results

Preregistered Analyses.  We tested the effect of statements’ 
repetition (i.e., repeated minus unrepeated) separately on 
statements’ truth and sources’ credibility ratings by conduct-
ing two separate one-tailed pairwise t-tests. We also com-
puted Bayesian factors in accordance with procedures 
outlined by Rouder et al. (2009) to estimate the amount of 
evidence for the hypotheses that there is a difference in favor 
of repeated (vs. unrepeated) statements on both statements’ 
truth and source credibility (alternative hypotheses) or that 
there is no difference (null hypotheses). In the Supplemental 
Material, we reported the analyses using mixed-model meth-
ods to account for the nested nature of the data. Importantly, 
reanalyzing the data with the mixed-model approach led to 
comparable results, and there is no change in any decisions 
on statistical significance.

Figure 2 shows the effect of repetition on judged state-
ment truth and source credibility. The data showed a main 
effect of statement repetition on statements’ truth, t(44) = 
6.38, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.95 [0.59, 1.30], BF10 > 105: 
replicating the standard illusory truth effect. Participants 
judged, on average, repeated statements as more truthful 
(M = 4.56; SD = 0.96) than unrepeated statements (M = 
3.68; SD = 0.70). The data also showed the hypothesized 
direct effect of statement repetition on sources’ credibility, 
t(44) = 4.95, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.74 [0.41, 1.07], 
BF10 > 104. Participants judged sources communicating 
repeated statements as more credible (M = 4.26; SD = 
1.09) than those communicating unrepeated statements  
(M = 3.46; SD = 0.87).

Non-preregistered Analyses.  In a 2 × 2 repeated measures 
ANOVA, we tested whether the inclusion of statement fac-
tual truth altered the effect of statement repetition on either 

outcome variable. The main effect of repetition was signi
ficant both on statement truth, F(1,44) = 40.66, p < .001, 
η2

G = .20, and source credibility, F(1,44) = 24.54, p < .001, 
η2

G = .14. Statement factual truth was not a significant pre-
dictor for either outcome variable (Fs < 0.22, ps > .64). No 
significant interactions emerged (Fs < 1.92, ps > .17).

Discussion

Experiment 1 showed that participants perceive sources 
communicating repeated information as more credible than 
sources communicating unrepeated information. This effect 
was observed by assessing the direct effect of repetition on 
source credibility. In this version of the paradigm, partici-
pants judged the credibility of the sources while seeing the 
(repeated vs. unrepeated) associated statements on screen. 
One potential issue for the direct effect is that the higher 
credibility scores assigned to sources associated with 
repeated statements might be due to participants confusing 
the judgment target; that is, the statement and the source. 
This would challenge the broader proposed effect of repeti-
tion on source credibility. Thus, going beyond the direct 
effect, we tested the downstream effect in Experiment 2 (see 
Figure 1).

Experiment 2

Experiment 2 aimed to test the downstream effect, thereby 
ruling out the possibility that participants confused the 
judgment targets (i.e., statements vs. sources). Unlike in 
Experiment 1, source credibility was not assessed by directly 
asking participants to rate the credibility of sources paired 
with repeated versus unrepeated statements. Instead, partici-
pants rated the truthfulness of entirely new statements pre-
sented by sources that had previously been associated with 
repeated (vs. unrepeated) content. If communicating repeated 
information increases source credibility, then participants 
should judge novel statements from those sources as more 
truthful than statements from sources that communicated 
unrepeated statements before.

Method

Design.  We employed a 2 (Statement repetition: repeated vs. 
unrepeated2) × 2 (Statement factual truth: true vs. false) 
within-participants design. The truth judgments in the first 
judgment phase will test the standard illusory truth effect. 
The truth judgments in the second judgment phase allow 
testing the effect of repetition on source credibility without 
concerns for misattribution.

Sample Size Determination.  We conducted an a priori power 
analysis with G*Power 3.1 (Faul et  al., 2009). The target 
effect was the main effect of statement repetition on truth 

Figure 2.  Effect of statement repetition on statement truth and 
source credibility—Experiment 1.
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ratings during the second judgment phase (i.e., a repetition-
induced source credibility effect). Even though the effect of 
repetition on source credibility was strong in Experiment 1 
(Cohen’s d = 0.74), we cautiously assumed the downstream 
effect to be smaller. Hence, we opted for a conservative tar-
get effect size Cohen’s d = 0.30. Based on our analysis, 
collecting 122 participants allowed detecting an effect (one-
tailed paired-sample t-tests) as small as Cohen’s d = 0.30, at 
α = .05, and power 1 − β = .95. We slightly oversampled 
and planned to collect 130 participants. We adopted a 
sequential analysis approach (Lakens, 2014) and planned a 
single interim analysis. Thus, using the Pocock boundary to 
set the alpha level, we stopped the data collection when 65 
participants were collected and conducted our analysis. As 
the critical tests were both p < .0294, we stopped our data 
collection.

Stimuli
Statements.  We used a pool of 48 largely unknown state-

ments used by Jalbert et  al. (2020). This pool included 24 
factually true (e.g., “Vesuvius is an active volcano in Italy,” 
“Glia cells function primarily to support neurons,” “Moose 
may dive underwater while feeding”) and 24 factually false 
(e.g., “Normal color vision is known as dichromacy,” “The 
Chicago Marathon is the world’s oldest annual marathon,” 
“Gnu is another name for antelope”) statements.

Sources.  From the 40 pictures in Experiment 1, we cre-
ated two subsets comprising two faces that were comparable 
on trustworthiness (subset 1: M = 3.50; subset 2: M = 3.54). 
We counterbalanced the assignment of each pair of faces to 
repeated versus unrepeated statements across participants.

Participants and Procedure.  We recruited 65 participants (33 
females, 32 males, Mage = 42.35, SDage = 5.62) via Prolific 
Academic and paid 0.90£ for their participation to a 7-min 
study. We applied the same screening criteria as in Experiment 
1. Participants from Experiment 1 could not participate.

We programmed the experiment in Inquisit6. After enter-
ing demographic information, participants learned that the 
study investigated various influences on people’s assessment 
of statements. In the exposure phase, participants read 12 
statements (6 true, 6 false) in the same presentation format as 
in Experiment 1. Next, the first judgment phase started. 
Participants successively judged 24 statements, half true and 
half false, presented in a random order. One out of four dif-
ferent sources, also presented on the screen, communicated 
each statement. Two sources communicated the 12 repeated 
statements (i.e., present in the previous phase), while the two 
other sources communicated the 12 unrepeated statements 
(i.e., absent in the previous phase). Participants judged the 
extent to which each statement was true (1 = completely 
false; 6 = completely true). Next, the second judgment phase 
commenced. Participants rated 24 entirely novel statements 

on the same truthfulness scale as in the first judgment phase. 
Each of the four sources that had previously communicated 
repeated or unrepeated information now communicated six 
novel statements.

Results

Preregistered Analyses.  Figure 3 shows the effect of repetition 
on judged statement truth and source credibility; the latter 
effect is inferred from participants’ rating of novel state-
ments made by sources associated with repeated and unre-
peated statements in the first judgment phase. Figure 3 states 
this as a repetition effect, although the statements were all 
novel in the second judgment phase.

The truth judgments in the first judgment phase (Figure 3 
—left half) show the standard illusory truth effect, t(64) = 
8.27, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 1.03 [0.72, 1.32], BF10 > 105. 
Participants judged repeated statements as more truthful  
(M = 4.75; SD = 0.91) than unrepeated statements  
(M = 3.76; SD = 0.64). Importantly, the second judgment 
phase (i.e., Figure 3—right half) showed a downstream 
effect of repetition on source credibility, t(64) = 2.57,  
p = .006, Cohen’s d = 0.32 [0.07, 0.57], BF10 > 2.78. 
Participants judged entirely novel statements (i.e., shown 
only in the second judgment phase) from sources that previ-
ously communicated repeated statements as more truthful  
(M = 3.96; SD = 0.62) than statements from sources that 
previously communicated unrepeated statements (M = 3.76; 
SD = 0.51). The analyses using mixed-model methods 
reveal that the findings are consistent when accounting for 

Figure 3.  Effect of statement repetition on truth (i.e., truth 
assigned to unrepeated vs. repeated statements in the first judgment 
phase) and source credibility (i.e., truth assigned to novel statements 
presented in the second judgment phase allegedly communicated 
by sources previously paired with repeated statements vs. sources 
paired with unrepeated statements)—Experiment 2.
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the nested nature of the data (see the Supplemental Materials 
for the detailed analyses).

For each participant, we also computed (a) an illusory 
truth score (i.e., truth assigned to repeated minus unrepeated 
statements) and (b) a source credibility score (i.e., truth 
assigned to novel statements delivered by sources previously 
paired with repeated statements minus novel statements 
delivered by sources previously paired with unrepeated state-
ments) and tested their correlation. This analysis revealed that 
the two scores were uncorrelated, r = −0.11, p = .369.

Non-preregistered Analyses.  In a 2 × 2 repeated measures 
ANOVA, we tested whether the inclusion of statement fac-
tual truth altered the results. The effect of repetition was sig-
nificant both on statement truth, F(1,64) = 68.43, p < .001, 
η2

G = .22, and credibility, F(1,64) = 6.59, p = .013, η2
G = 

.02. Statement factual truth was a significant predictor for 
both statement truth, F(1,64) = 25.60, p < .001, η2

G = .07, 
and source credibility, F(1,64) = 60.88, p < .001, η2

G = .17. 
No significant interaction was found on statement truth, 
F(1,64) = 2.82, p = .10, η2

G < .01, while we did find a sig-
nificant interaction on source credibility, F(1,64) = 5.63, p 
= .020, η2

G = .02. Decomposing this interaction, we found 
that the effect of statement repetition was not significant for 
factually true statements, t(64) = 0.05, p = .481, Cohen’s 
d < 0.01, BF10 = 0.14, while it was significant for factually 
false statements, t(64) = 3.40, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 0.42 
[0.17, 0.67], BF10 = 22.45.

Discussion

Experiment 2 showed a downstream effect of communicat-
ing repeated information on source credibility effect. 
Participants rated novel statements as more truthful when 
they came from sources previously associated with repeated 
statements compared to sources associated with unrepeated 
statements. This effect suggests that communicating repeated 
information indeed increased source credibility. In other 
words, participants perceived individuals communicating 
repeated information as more credible, which in turn influ-
enced the truth ratings of novel statements attributed to them. 
Non-preregistered analyses showed that this credibility 
transfer was significant only for factually false statements, 
with no effect for true statements. This moderation effect 
suggests that repetition may play a stronger role in bolstering 
the perceived credibility of false information. However, 
given the exploratory nature of the analysis, this finding 
should be interpreted with caution, and future research is 
needed to draw straightforward conclusions.

Experiment 2 raises an intriguing question regarding 
what is associated or paired with the source. As participants 
in the first judgment phase rated repeated and unrepeated 
statements for truth, one possibility is that the ultimate 
effect of repetition on source credibility is explained by 
repeated pairing between sources and truth ratings: as 

participants rated repeated statements significantly more 
truthful than unrepeated ones in the first phase, participants 
might have learned regularities between sources with posi-
tive versus negative truth ratings, although the correlational 
analysis seems to disconfirm a dependency between the 
two effects.

Thus, Experiment 3 tested whether the source credibility 
effect replicates when participants do not explicitly rate the 
truth of repeated and unrepeated statements (i.e., when the 
regularity is limited to sources and repeated vs. unrepeated 
statements).

Experiment 3

Experiment 3 aimed to replicate the downstream effect of 
repetition on source credibility by eliminating the explicit 
association between sources and truth ratings during the 
initial judgment phase. To do so, we slightly modified the 
procedure: Instead of providing truth ratings in the first 
judgment phase, participants only observed repeated versus 
unrepeated statements on screen, communicated by differ-
ent sources. Then, the judgment phase began, which was 
identical to the second judgment phase employed in 
Experiment 2.

Method

Design.  The experimental design and the dependent variable 
were highly similar to Experiment 2, with the exception that 
participants did not provide truth ratings in what was Experi-
ment 2’s first judgment phase.

Sample Size Determination.  We conducted an a priori power 
analysis with G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009), aiming at a 
source credibility effect. We determined the effect size by 
relying on the effect observed in Experiment 2 (Cohen’s d = 
0.32). As eliminating the first rating phase could reduce the 
impact of repetition, we opted for a conservative target effect 
size Cohen’s d = 0.25. Based on this analysis, collecting 175 
participants allowed detecting the target effect (one-tailed 
paired-sample t-tests), at α = .05, and power 1 − β = .95. We 
slightly oversampled and planned to collect 180 participants. 
As done in prior studies (and preregistered), we conducted a 
single interim analysis. As the critical tests were not 
p < .0294, we collected the full sample.

Participants and Procedure.  We recruited 180 participants (88 
females, 90 males, 2 unspecified, Mage = 38.54, SDage = 
5.36) via Prolific Academic and paid 0.95£ for their partici-
pation in an 8 min study. We applied the same screening cri-
teria as in Experiments 1 and 2, and participants involved in 
Experiments 1 and 2 could not participate.

Everything was highly similar to Experiment 2, except 
that in the second phase, participants did not rate statements 
for truth.
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Results

Preregistered Analyses.  In a paired sample t-test (one-tailed), 
we tested the effect of statement repetition (i.e., statements 
associated with sources previously associated with repeated 
statements minus statements associated with sources previ-
ously associated with unrepeated statements) on statements’ 
truth ratings. The results showed no significant source cred-
ibility effect, t(179) = 0.28, p = .608, Cohen’s d = −0.02 
[−0.17, 0.13], BF10 = 0.09. Different from Experiment 2, 
participants did not rate statements from sources previously 
communicating repeated statements (M = 3.76; SD = 0.55) 
as more truthful than statements from sources previously 
communicating novel statements (M = 3.77; SD = 0.60) 
(see Figure 4). The analyses using mixed-model methods 
show a similar pattern (see Supplemental Materials for the 
full analyses).

Non-preregistered Analyses.  A 2 × 2 repeated measures 
ANOVA confirmed the nonsignificant effect of repetition, 
F(1,179) = 0.08, p = .783, η2

G < .01. There was a signifi-
cant effect of statement factual truth, F(1,179) = 153.28, 
p < .001, η2

G = .19. The interaction effect was not signifi-
cant, F(1,179) = 0.09, p = .763, η2

G < .01.

Discussion

Experiment 3 tested the downstream effect of repetition on 
source credibility in a more conservative way. Hence, we 
eliminated the explicit association between sources and truth 
ratings during the initial judgment phase. When removing 
this regularity, we did not find the effect of repetition on 
source credibility: There was no evidence that statements 
attributed to sources previously associated with repeated (vs. 

unrepeated) statements were perceived as more truthful. A 
potential explanation for this differential outcome is that we 
found a false-positive effect in Experiment 2 or a false-nega-
tive effect in Experiment 3. A second possibility is that 
sources associated with repeated statements become more 
credible only if an association between sources and state-
ment truth is operationalized in the study and directly expe-
rienced by participants. A third possibility implies that 
removing the first judgment phase prevented participants 
from recalling which sources were paired with which types 
of statements (i.e., repeated vs. unrepeated). To test these dif-
ferent explanations and assess the robustness of the down-
stream source credibility effect, we conducted a fourth 
experiment.

Experiment 4

Starting from the conflicting findings observed in Experiments 
2 and 3, in Experiment 4, we compared three conditions. All 
conditions employed an exposure phase that presented state-
ments. Next, two sources communicated repeated statements 
and two sources communicated unrepeated statements; in a 
final phase, participants judged entirely novel statements’ truth 
from the four sources. We varied the second phase (i.e., 
Experiment 2’s first truth judgment phase) between participants. 
One condition replicated Experiment 2 (i.e., participants judged 
statements’ truth); the second condition replicated Experiment 3 
(i.e., participants provided no judgment); in a third condition, 
participants judged statements not for their truth, but for their 
repetition status (i.e., repeated vs. unrepeated).

Method

Design.  We employed a 3 (judgment: none vs. truth vs. recog-
nition) × 2 (statement repetition: repeated vs. unrepeated) × 2 
(Statement factual truth: true vs. false) design with the latter 
two variables varying within participants. As in Experiments 
1 to 3, we did not include the factual truth factor in the main 
analysis (but see non-preregistered analyses). We measured 
truth judgments assigned to statements from sources previ-
ously communicated repeated statements versus those from 
sources previously communicated unrepeated statements.

Sample Size Determination.  We powered the study on the  
difference in the effect of repetition on source credibility 
(i.e., average difference between statements associated with 
sources previously paired with “repeated” minus “unre-
peated” statements, collapsed across factual truth) observed 
in two critical contrasts. In the first contrast, we tested 
whether a significant difference in the critical effect existed 
between pairing-only (−1) versus pairing + recognition (+1, 
we excluded the pairing + truth by assigning it a 0). The sec-
ond contrast concerned the comparison between the pair-
ing + truth condition (+2) with the average effect observed 
in the pairing-only (−1) and pairing + recognition (−1) con-
ditions. We aimed for a sample size sufficient to detect two 

Figure 4.  Effect of statement repetition on source credibility 
(i.e., truth assigned to novel statements presented in the second 
judgment phase allegedly communicated by sources previously 
paired with repeated statements vs. sources paired with 
unrepeated statements)—Experiment 3.
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effects as small as Cohen’s d = 0.30. We used the “pwr” 
package in R to estimate the number of participants required 
in each cell, at α = .05, and power 1 − β = .90 (to obtain an 
actual power = .90, the nominal power of each contrast was 
adjusted to .95). The analysis suggested 145 participants per 
group, leading to 435 participants.

Participants and Procedure.  We recruited 435 participants 
(206 females, 219 males, 10 unspecified, Mage = 39.52, SDage 
= 11.33) via Prolific Academic and paid 0.95£ for their par-
ticipation in an 8 min study. We applied the same screening 
criteria as before, and participants who partook in Experi-
ments 1 to 3 could not participate.

The experiment was highly similar to Experiments 2 and 
3, but varied the second phase. In the pairing + truth judg-
ments condition, this phase replicated Experiment 2; in the 
pairing-only condition, it replicated Experiment 3; in the 
pairing + recognition condition, participants judged whether 
each statement was either repeated or unrepeated in the 
exposure phase by clicking on the “present in the previous 
phase” or “absent in the previous phase” buttons. In the final 
judgment phase, all participants judged 24 entirely novel 
statements. Half of the statements came from the two sources 
that had previously communicated repeated statements; the 
other half came from sources that had previously communi-
cated unrepeated statements.

Results

Preregistered Analyses.  From the 3 (source-repetition phase: 
pairing-only vs. pairing + truth vs. pairing + recognition) × 2 
(source’s paired statement repetition: repeated vs. unrepeated) 
mixed ANOVA design, we computed two contrasts capturing 

(a) the comparison between the pairing-only and the pair-
ing + recognition conditions; and (b) the pairing + truth con-
dition and the average effect observed in the pairing-only and 
the pairing + recognition conditions. We conducted a linear 
mixed model to examine the effects of the two contrasts, 
statement repetition, and the interaction terms (i.e., fixed 
effects) on truth, with a random intercept for subjects.

Importantly, there was a main effect of statement repeti-
tion, b = 0.09, t(432) = 2.58, p = .010, d = 0.12 [0.03, 
0.22], BF10 = 1.45, indicating that entirely novel statements 
communicated by sources previously associated with 
repeated statements were judged as more true (M = 3.82,  
SD = 0.66) than those communicated by sources previously 
associated with unrepeated statements (M = 3.73, SD = 
0.65). We found a significant effect of source-repetition 
phase form when comparing the pairing-only and the pair-
ing + recognition conditions (first contrast term), b = −0.07, 
t(432) = −2.11, p = .036. The main effect of source– 
repetition phase was significant when comparing the pair-
ing + truth condition and the average effect observed in  
the pairing-only and the pairing + recognition conditions 
(second contrast term), b = 0.04, t(432) = 2.00, p = .046. 
Neither the interaction between statement repetition and the 
first contrast, nor that between repetition and the second con-
trast, was significant, b < 0.01, t(432) = 0.02, p = .986 and  
b = −0.02, t(432) = 0.67, p = .505, respectively (see Figure 5, 
see also mixed-model analyses reported in the Supplemental 
Material). Although no significant interaction effect emerged, 
we inspected the simple effects of repetition in each of the 
three conditions. We found a significant effect in the paired-
only condition, t(144) = 1.70, p = .045, Cohen’s d = 0.14 
[0.02, 0.30], a nonsignificant effect in the paired + truth condi-
tion, t(145) = 0.99, p = .162, Cohen’s d = 0.08 [−0.08, 0.24], 

Figure 5.  Effect of statement repetition on source credibility (i.e., truth assigned to novel statements presented in the second judgment 
phase allegedly communicated by sources previously paired with repeated statements vs. sources paired with unrepeated statements) 
across the three source-repetition conditions—Experiment 4.
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and a significant effect in the paired + recognition condition, 
t(143) = 1.76, p = .041, Cohen’s d = 0.15 [0.02, 0.31].

Non-preregistered Analyses.  We tested whether the inclusion of 
statement factual truth altered the results. Because the source 
repetition phase did not show any impact on the effect of 
statement repetition, we conducted a 2 × 2 repeated measures 
ANOVA, with statement repetition, statement factual truth, 
and the interaction term as predictors. The effect of repetition 
was significant, F(1,434) = 6.68, p = .010, η2

G = .003. There 
was a significant effect of statement factual truth, F(1,434) = 
405.40, p < .001, η2

G = .17. The interaction effect was not 
significant, F(1,434) = 0.11, p = .742, η2

G < .01.
Finally, and in line with what was done in Experiment 2, 

we in the pairing + truth condition, we inspected the correla-
tion between the illusory truth and the source credibility 
effect. Consistent with Experiment 2, the correlation was not 
significant, r = .01, p = .892.

Discussion

Experiment 4 aimed to shed light on the conflicting findings 
from Experiments 2 and 3. Overall, we found a main effect 
of statement repetition, suggesting that statements communi-
cated by sources previously associated with repeated state-
ments were perceived as more truthful. While offering 
valuable insights into the role of repetition in influencing 
truth judgments, Experiment 4 clarifies that the downstream 
effect of repetition on source credibility, while significant, is 
likely small. Our results also revealed that the effect was not 
qualified by the type of task participants were required to 
perform in the first judgment phase. Moreover, the simple 
effects of repetition observed across the three conditions did 
not replicate the pattern found in Experiments 2 and 3. For 
instance, while the paired + truth condition produced a sig-
nificant effect in Experiment 2, it did not reach significance 
here; conversely, the paired-only condition, which was non-
significant in Experiment 3, did show a significant effect in 
this study. We believe these discrepancies likely reflect limi-
tations in statistical power. Given the potentially small size 
of the downstream credibility effect, each individual condi-
tion may have been underpowered to detect consistent 
effects. This consideration also applies to the analysis of the 
potential moderating role of the type of judgment made in 
the second phase: the study was not powered to reliably 
detect differences smaller than Cohen’s d = 0.30. As such, 
small differences between conditions cannot be ruled out. 
Finally, the non-preregistered analysis clarified that the 
effect of repetition on source credibility was not influenced 
by the statement factual truth.

General Discussion

Does communicating repeated (vs. unrepeated) information 
make you more credible? Across four experiments, we tested 

this possibility. In Experiment 1, where participants rated the 
perceived credibility of sources associated with repeated ver-
sus unrepeated statements, we found a specific source credi-
bility effect: Sources associated with repeated information 
were judged as more credible than sources associated with 
unrepeated information. Experiment 2 showed a downstream 
effect, when credibility was measured by asking participants 
to judge the truth of entirely novel statements attributed to 
sources previously associated with repeated versus unre-
peated statements. Experiment 3, which removed explicit 
truth judgments toward repeated versus unrepeated state-
ments during a first judgment phase, failed to replicate the 
effect. Given the inconsistent findings between Experiments 
2 and 3, Experiment 4 systematically compared conditions in 
which, during the first judgment phase, participants judged 
unrepeated versus repeated statements for truth, repetition 
status, or did nothing: Results confirmed a significant repeti-
tion-induced source credibility effect, unaffected by the type 
of task administered in the first judgment phase.

Extending prior work on illusory truth, our findings show 
that repetition influences not only the perceived truthfulness 
of information but also the credibility of the source deliver-
ing that information. This finding suggests that the perceived 
truthfulness of repeated statements may extend beyond the 
content itself, shaping judgments about the individual deliv-
ering the information. This provides a compelling reason to 
reconsider how the illusory truth effect functions in everyday 
life. In real-world scenarios, information is rarely presented 
in isolation and is almost always tied to a source, whether a 
person, organization, or entity. This source, in turn, brings 
with it a set of characteristics that shape how the information 
is received. Our findings suggest that when repeated state-
ments are consistently linked to the same source, the credi-
bility of that source may be bolstered alongside the perceived 
truthfulness of the information itself. This dual effect of rep-
etition (i.e., both the increased truthfulness of repeated infor-
mation and the enhanced trustworthiness of the source) could 
amplify the illusory truth effect in real-world contexts.

The source credibility effect could be seen as the interplay 
between conditioning—where sources are paired with either 
repeated or unrepeated statements—and illusory truth—
where people use prior knowledge about the ecological rela-
tionship between repetition and truth to make inferences on 
source credibility. In other words, participants might have 
reasoned that (a) some sources are consistently paired with 
repeated statements and (b) repeated statements are more 
likely to be true (and credible), leading them to conclude that 
those sources must be more credible. However, our results 
cast doubt on the validity of the second premise in two ways. 
First, while the discrepancy in results between Experiments 
2 and 3 initially suggested that expressing truth judgments 
about statements (and potentially attributing those judgments 
to their respective sources) could enhance the source credi-
bility effect, Experiment 4 clarified that the effect of state-
ment repetition on source credibility does not depend on the 
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task participants performed during the statement–source 
pairing phase. Second, correlational analyses revealed that 
the illusory truth effect and the source credibility effect were 
not correlated in either Experiment 2 or Experiment 4 (pair-
ing + truth condition). This lack of association might suggest 
that while both phenomena may stem from repetition, they 
operate independently.

Several mechanisms may explain why repetition enhances 
source credibility, with cognitive fluency and familiarity—
two key processes underlying the illusory truth effect (Arkes 
et al., 1989, Clore, 1992)—offering compelling explanations. 
In fluency terms, we propose that the cognitive fluency gener-
ated by repetition not only increases the perceived truth of 
statements but also fosters confidence in the source present-
ing the information. A source associated with easily processed 
information might be perceived as more reliable or credible 
simply because it reduces cognitive effort and ambiguity. 
From a familiarity perspective, repetition may enhance source 
credibility by reducing uncertainty. Communication research 
suggests that in many interaction contexts, individuals seek 
communication cues that allow uncertainty reduction and 
increased predictability in the interacting partner (Berger & 
Calabrese, 1974). Repetition might act as one such cues: It 
makes information more familiar, and familiarity reduces 
uncertainty by making the source and its messages feel pre-
dictable and reliable. Especially in those situations character-
ized by high uncertainty (e.g., when the communicator is 
unknown), individuals are naturally drawn to what feels 
familiar because it provides a sense of stability.

Related to the point just made, in the present research, we 
explored the effect of repetition on source credibility, consid-
ering unknown sources. An important question remains: 
Would the effect of repetition on source credibility general-
ize to sources with established reputations? The moderating 
role of source credibility has been tested in the context of the 
illusory truth effect, with findings showing that repetition 
increases the perceived truthfulness of statements regardless 
of whether they come from high- or low-credibility sources 
(e.g., Henkel & Mattson, 2011; Nadarevic et al., 2020). This 
suggests that statement repetition exerts a robust influence 
on information truth, even when source credibility might ini-
tially bias perceptions. It is unknown whether this lack of 
moderation would emerge when source credibility itself is 
the ultimate criterion. For instance, while repetition might 
enhance the credibility of an already trusted source, could it 
rehabilitate the reputation of a low-credibility source? Future 
research should explore whether repetition can bolster cred-
ibility across sources with differing initial trustworthiness, as 
this could have important implications for understanding 
how repetition interacts with prior biases in real-world con-
texts. Still on the nature of the source, we acknowledge that 
the present findings emerged considering male Caucasian 
faces to represent unknown sources. While this approach 
allowed for controlled comparisons, it remains an open 
question whether the observed repetition-induced source 

credibility effects would extend to sources varying in gender, 
ethnicity, or other demographic characteristics.

The present findings add to previous literature on source 
credibility. Source credibility is a key for effective communi-
cation, with credible sources perceived as more persuasive, 
believable, and influential in evaluations (Briñol & Petty, 
2009; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). This is especially relevant in 
modern societies characterized by the spread of misinforma-
tion, where source credibility can act as an important heuris-
tic that individuals use to quickly determine information 
accuracy. As a case in point, recent literature on source cred-
ibility in misinformation highlighted the need to explore the 
impact of new, largely overlooked, variables that can influ-
ence source credibility (see Mang et al., 2024). As far as we 
are aware, this is the first attempt to test whether source cred-
ibility would increase as a function of the source’s associa-
tion with repeated (vs. unrepeated) information. Overall, our 
research highlights that the association between a source and 
repeated content enhances the source’s credibility. This 
enhanced credibility, in turn, influences how truthful novel 
statements from the same source are perceived. These find-
ings underscore the strategic value of repetition as a persua-
sive tool, suggesting that its effects extend beyond the 
immediate context of repeated content. For instance, an 
advertising campaign that repeatedly conveys the same mes-
sage (e.g., “Brand X is the best choice for your family”) not 
only increases the believability of that specific claim but also 
makes the brand itself seem more trustworthy. Similarly, in 
political communication, a politician who frequently repeats 
a specific promise (e.g., “I will lower taxes”) might also gain 
broader credibility, leading voters to trust their stance on 
unrelated issues like healthcare or education policy. Over 
time, audiences may generalize this trust to other claims 
made by the brand or the politician.

Generalization from our findings to less controlled real-
life scenarios should be approached with caution. While we 
found that repetition increases the credibility of neutral and 
unknown sources communicating trivia statements, this does 
not imply that the same effect would occur when the per-
ceiver (a) holds specific attitudes toward the source or (b) is 
exposed to more meaningful or self-relevant information. 
Nevertheless, prior research on the illusory truth effect has 
demonstrated that repetition can enhance perceived truth 
even under adverse conditions relevant to the present con-
text. For example, repetition has been shown to increase 
truth judgments for statements that are implausible (Fazio 
et al., 2019; Lacassagne et al., 2022) or that contradict a per-
son’s existing knowledge (Fazio, 2020; Fazio et al., 2015). 
Pennycook et al. (2018) further found that repetition contrib-
utes to belief in fake news, an effect replicated across multi-
ple studies (e.g., Pillai & Fazio, 2021; Udry & Barber, 2023; 
Vellani et al., 2023). Importantly, even implausible or politi-
cally charged information becomes more believable when 
repeated, regardless of whether the source aligns with the 
perceiver’s political orientation (Pennycook et  al., 2018). 
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For instance, Pennycook et al. (2018) demonstrated that both 
politically congruent (e.g., Republicans reading pro-Repub-
lican news) and incongruent (e.g., Republicans reading pro-
Democrat news) repeated headlines increased perceived 
truth. These findings align with broader evidence showing 
that repetition fosters belief in information, even when 
source reliability is low (Henkel & Mattson, 2011). However, 
we note that this body of work pertains specifically to the 
illusory truth effect, and it does not necessarily imply that 
repetition will produce the same pattern of results for source 
credibility judgments, which may engage distinct cognitive 
processes and be more sensitive to source-related cues and 
context. In fact, across Experiments 2 and 4 in our study, we 
found that the increase in perceived truth due to repetition 
was not significantly correlated with changes in source  
credibility. This dissociation suggests that the mechanisms 
underlying the illusory truth effect and source credibility 
evaluations may be, at least partially, distinct. Whereas per-
ceived truth appears to be primarily driven by processing  
fluency and familiarity, source credibility judgments may 
incorporate additional evaluative processes, such as infer-
ences about intent, consistency, and trustworthiness. Thus, 
while repetition reliably inflates truth judgments across a 
range of conditions, its effect on source credibility may be 
more conditional and context dependent.

Finally, the small size of the effect observed in the current 
research suggests that while repetition can influence source 
credibility, the magnitude of this influence may be modest. 
This was especially the case in Experiments 2 to 4, where we 
tested a downstream repetition effect of repetition on source 
credibility. Credibility is a complex and multidetermined 
phenomenon influenced by a variety of factors, including 
expertise, attractiveness, and message-related characteristics 
(see Pornpitakpan, 2004 for an extensive review). As such,  
it is unsurprising that statement repetition alone exerts only  
a modest influence on source credibility. However, the  
detection of small effects remains critical in psychological 
research, as small but consistent effects can accumulate over 
time and across contexts, yielding significant real-world con-
sequences (Götz et  al., 2022). Particularly in the realm of 
communication and persuasion, even slight increases in 
source credibility could shape audience perceptions in mean-
ingful ways, especially when repeated exposure is common, 
as in advertising, political discourse, or social media. Thus, 
while the effect size in the present research may appear 
modest, its implications should not be underestimated, as it 
underscores the subtle but pervasive role of repetition in 
shaping our perceptions of both information and its sources.

Conclusion

In sum, this research highlights the role of repetition in shaping 
not only the perceived truthfulness of information but also 
the credibility of its source. Not only did people judge com-
municators delivering repeated statements as more credible 
than those delivering unrepeated statements (Experiment 1), 

but this repetition-induced source credibility effect also 
extended to truth judgments attached of entirely novel state-
ments delivered by one or the other source (Experiments 
2–4). Overall, these findings highlight the strategic value of 
repetition as a persuasive tool, shedding new light on how 
repetition can simultaneously bolster belief in a message and 
trust in the messenger.
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Notes

1.	 The main preregistration page for the four studies appears empty. 
This is due to the OSF platform structure—when uploading a 
protocol document as a PDF, the registration’s landing page 
does not display detailed content. These pages were generated 
only to create frozen, time-stamped versions of the OSF pages 
of the studies. Yet, the PDF protocols are also time-stamped, 
and the creation dates match those of the preregistration. We 
assure that nothing in these study protocols was modified after 
the upload and preregistration.

2.	 We used the label “statement repetition” for consistency with 
Study 1. However, it should be noted that in Experiments 2 to 4, 
this factor refers to the type of statements each source has been 
previously associated with.
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