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Norwegian teachers’ understandings of conspiracy theories

Abstract

Throughout the autumn semester of 2021, 24 teachers from lower and upper secondary
schools in Norway (year 8-13) participated in the continuing education course
Conspiracy Theories in School and Online, developed by the Department of Teacher
Education at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU). Seven
teachers who had signed up for the course were interviewed before it started to find out
about their pre-understandings and knowledge of conspiracy theories (CTs) and
thoughts about countering them in school. Semi-structured online interviews lasting
about 35-60 minutes were transcribed and coded using attribute, descriptive and
structural coding (Saldafia, 2021), gradually constructing themes for a thematic analysis
(Castleberry & Nolens, 2018). Results show the teachers conceptualized CTs as
problematic explanations, not even having to be about conspiracies, and that belief in
CTs was always considered potentially harmful. Their understanding mirrors the
layman’s understanding described by Walker (2019) influenced by the negative views
on CTs from the social sciences (Thalmann, 2019). All CTs could therefore be countered
by general means in school (critical thinking, skills, knowledge). But lacking resources
(time, skills, knowledge), the teachers end up using the same criteria described by Kreko
(2020), countering specific CTs that are popular, more likely to be harmful, and very
unlikely to be true. CTs were often seen as anti-democratic, but possible democratic
challenges in countering CTs in school (e.g., human rights, see Réikké & Basham, 2019;
Smallpage, 2019) were not highlighted by the teachers.

Keywords: conspiracy theories, conspiracy theories and education, teacher
conceptualizations, countering conspiracy theories

Norske laereres forstaelser av konspirasjonsteorier

Sammendrag

Gjennom hgstsemesteret 2021 deltok 24 lerere fra ungdoms- og videregaende skoler i
Norge pa videreutdanningskurset Konspirasjonsteorier i skole og pa nett, utviklet av
Institutt for lererutdanning ved Norges teknisk-naturvitenskapelige universitet
(NTNU). Sju laerere som hadde meldt seg pa kurset ble intervjuet for det begynte for &
finne ut av deres forforstaelser og kunnskap om konspirasjonsteorier (KT-er), og tanker
om & imgtega dem i skolen. Semistrukturerte nettintervjuer som varte i omtrent 35-60
minutter ble transkribert og kodet ved hjelp av attributt-, deskriptiv og strukturell koding
(Saldafia, 2021), og kodene ble deretter brukt til & konstruere temaer for en tematisk
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analyse (Castleberry & Nolens, 2018). Resultatene viser at lzererne konseptualiserte KT-
er som problematiske forklaringer som ikke ngdvendigvis trengte a handle om
konspirasjoner, og at troen pa KT-er alltid ble ansett som potensielt skadelig.
Forstaelsen deres speiler lekmannsforstaelsen beskrevet av Walker (2019) pavirket av
det negative synet pa KT-er fra samfunnsvitenskapene (Thalmann, 2019). Alle KT-er
kan derfor imgtegas med generelle midler i skolen (kritisk tenkning, ferdigheter,
kunnskaper). Men grunnet manglende ressurser (tid, ferdigheter, kunnskap) ender
leererne opp med a bruke de samme kriteriene beskrevet av Kreké (2020), og imgtegar
spesifikke KT-er som er populeere, mer sannsynlig skadelige og svert usannsynlig
sanne. KT-er ble ofte sett som anti-demokratiske, men mulige demokratiske
utfordringer ved & imgtegd KT-er i skolen (f.eks. knyttet til menneskerettigheter, se
Raikka & Basham, 2019; Smallpage, 2019) ble ikke tatt opp av leererne.

Ngkkelord: konspirasjonsteorier, konspirasjonsteorier 0g utdanning, laereres
konseptualiseringer, imgtegaelse av konspirasjonsteorier

Introduction

The term ‘conspiracy theory’ (CT) went mainstream in Norway following al-
Qaeda’s’ terrorist attacks against the United States, September 11, 2001 (Farseth,
2017). Usage of the term in Norwegian media then rose markedly starting in
20161, often in articles about Donald Trump or the 2020 American presidential
election, climate change, immigration, radicalization/extremism and the COVID
pandemic. CTs were simultaneously described as challenging for Norwegian
classrooms in articles (Dyrendal, 2018; Dyrendal & Jolley, 2020; Dahle &
Helgesen, 2021), books (Ferseth, 2017; Stremmen, 2021; Dyrendal &
Emberland, 2019), master theses (Lilleskare, 2021; Bergseth, 2020) and by active
teachers in multiple news articles and reader contributions. Nationally and
internationally, didactic resources and teacher guides are spread to teachers
wanting to counter or prevent at least some CTs?. Less is known, however, about
these teachers’ own understanding of what they evidently consider a problem,
with a focus group survey amongst Norwegian upper secondary school teachers
(Dyrendal & Jolley, 2020) as the notable exception. The main question guiding
this article can therefore be summarized as: “How do teachers wanting to counter
or prevent CTs understand them?”

Throughout the autumn semester of 2021, 24 teachers from lower and upper
secondary schools in Norway (year 8-13) participated in the continuing education
course Conspiracy Theories in School and Online, at the Norwegian University

1 A search for the word ‘konspirasjonsteori’ in all Norwegian newspapers using the The National
Library of Norway’s website, shows the word was used 751 times between 2005-2009; 750 times
between 2010-2014; then 1072 times between 2015-2019; and 854 times between 2020 and
December 2022.

2 Nationally Faktisk, NRK, NDLA and DEMBRA, internationally Expo, Radicalisation Awareness
Network (RAN), Anne Frank Stichting/SSV, UKRI/ACT, OSCE/ODIHR and UNESCO.
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of Science and Technology (NTNU), to learn about potentially harmful CTs. |
was the subject manager for this course. Through a thematic analysis (Castleberry
& Nolens, 2018) of semi-structured interviews with seven of these teachers
conducted before the course started, the goal of this article is to answer a number
of research questions (RQ):

— RQ1: How do the teachers explicitly and implicitly define CTs?

— RQ2: Why do people believe in CTs, according to the teachers?

— RQ3: Why are (at least some) CTs problematic, according to the teachers?

— RQ4: Which CTs should be countered or prevented in school, according to
the teachers?

— RQ5: How should CTs be countered or prevented in school, according to
the teachers?

Some of these RQs are partly answered by Dyrendal & Jolley (2020) writing about
a sample of Norwegian teachers, and their article is a natural point of comparison.
Nevertheless, the limitation of the survey format makes interviews advantageous
in providing more information about the teachers’ understandings of CTs. Since
there is no ‘correct’ way to define CTs, and even with the same definition people
still argue whether something is or is not a CT, there is a need to know exactly
what teachers consider problematic in a school context, and how they imagine this
problem being solved. Otherwise, there can be no success criteria in their work
preventing or countering CTs. A first step is looking to the literature for guidance.

Factors likely influencing teachers’ understandings of CTs

What are CTs?

What is referred to as CTs have most likely existed throughout human history
(Yablokov et al., 2020), but the name of the concept is first found in 19" century
USA as a neutral hypothesis about a criminal conspiracy (McKenzie-McHarg,
2019; McKenzie-McHarg, 2020): a secret agreement between at least two people
to commit a future crime. Unwarranted speculations about people conspiring
were soon named CTs or similar terms by social scientists, and these CTs were
linked to negative outcomes for society and individuals believing in them (Butter
& Knight, 2019). CTs were seen as both irrational and dangerous narratives by
most researchers following World War |1 and the Red Scare, and people believing
in them were thought to have cognitive, social, emotional or existential problems
(Thalmann, 2019). Karl Popper’s term ‘conspiracy theory of society’ (1945, see
Popper, 1962) and Richard Hofstadter’s ‘paranoid style in American politics’
(1964, see Hofstadter, 2008) were both important in mainstreaming and
delegitimizing ‘CTs’, and well-read journalists spread this negative understanding
of CTs as irrational and dangerous in Western media (Thalmann, 2019).
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Consequently, Norwegian media and researchers have always used
‘konspirasjonsteorier’ (CTs) about unwarranted or untrue narratives.

Scholars in cultural and literary studies started normalizing the belief in CTs
from the 90s, pointing out that CTs are everywhere, most people believe in at least
one, and belief can be ‘rational’ (e.g. useful for the individual or a group) in
different historical and cultural contexts, even if the CTs are still seen as
epistemically wrong (Butter & Knight, 2020). Here, CTs are often understood as
collective narratives made by and for groups to make sense of a complex world.
Some philosophers (mainly social epistemologists) argue in favor of a ‘neutral’
minimum definition of CTs: CT understood as any explanation in which
conspiracy is a salient cause. An example would be Dentith (2014), who writes
that for something to be a CT, the only necessary requirements are conspirators
(agents with a plan); secrecy (steps taken by the agents to minimize public
awareness); and a goal (desired by the agents). Consequently, there are a lot more
CTs than most people would call CTs, and a proven conspiracy would be a true
CT, even if the majority of CTs might still be untrue.

Most researchers with other backgrounds, however, (psychology, history,
sociology, political science, etc.) have seemingly not considered the philosophers’
suggestions very useful for what they are studying (the unwarranted or untrue CTs
and their effects on individuals and society), and many of them include the CT
being unwarranted, untrue, illogical, or not evidence based as part of their
definition. Many would also add that conspirators must have a malevolent goal.
Actual conspiracies do happen everywhere, but they are not CTs. If belief in a
conspiracy is warranted by the evidence, it isno longer a CT. And benevolent CTs
are not CTs. Unsurprisingly, researchers across the board often find multiple
reasons to be negative of CTs and their effects on individuals and societies.

Adverse effects of CTs

Using definitions in which CTs are always unwarranted, belief in CTs has been
connected to a range of negative outcomes for individuals and society at large.
CTs can increase feelings of powerlessness, insecurity, general mistrust (in others,
institutions, and democracy), and feelings of lawlessness or normlessness
(anomie) (Butter, 2020; Moore, 2019). Believing in CTs can lead to social stigma,
and believers often fear being socially excluded and feel like outsiders (Jolley et
al. 2020: 233-4). Belief in specific CTs also lead to science denial, ignoring or
even attacking conventionally recognized science (Cullen, 2019; Lewandowsky,
2019; Pasek, 2019). Exposure to CTs about climate change decreases the
likelihood that individuals will take steps to reduce their climate footprint;
exposure to CTs about vaccines decreases the willingness of those exposed to
vaccinate themselves or their children; and CTs about the pharmaceutical industry
correlates with mistrust in science and belief in alternative practitioners (Jolley et
al., 2020: 236-7).
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On a societal level, CTs polarize the debate climate, developing, reenforcing,
and strengthening echo chambers (Enders & Smallpage, 2019). Consequently,
those believing in CTs are more likely to belong to the political extremes, and in
Norway, especially on the right (Imhoff et al. 2022). CTs contribute to the
spreading of prejudice against ethnic, cultural, and religious minorities (Zia-
Ebrahimi, 2018), politicians, the media, and others, and can sometimes work as
radicalization accelerators or -multipliers, as the world is considered scary and
full of enemies (Dyrendal & Emberland, 2019: 122-127). Being exposed to CTs
increases the likelihood of committing a crime (Jolley et al., 2019), some believers
spread CTs with the explicit goal of breaking down what they see as a corrupt
status quo (Ravndal et al., 2020), and in a few cases believers turn violent, in a
desperate attempt to change the direction of what they see as an amoral society
(Uscinski, 2019). “Made up problems” also take up resources better used to
combat real problems (Dyrendal & Emberland, 2019: 129), and even if CTs can
disrupt and overturn corrupt governments, it is unclear how they could be the basis
for something better (Atkinson & Dewitt, 2019: 131).

Some studies do find CT belief to correlate with greater support for democratic
principles (Swami et al., 2010; Swami et al., 2011) or direct democracy and stealth
democracy, with reduced support for representative democracy (Pantazi et al.,
2022). But this can be explained by CTs connection with populism (Thorisdottir
et al., 2020; Bergmann & Butter, 2020), and the belief that ‘the people’ would
vote with the CT believers if only they could get rid of ‘the elites’. Populists
therefore

...dismiss the once universal values of liberal democracies: rule of law, diversity,
openness, free cross border trade, human rights, free press, etc. Indeed, they tend to base
their very claims to power precisely on a disrespect for established democratic norms —
against the establishment they claim is manipulating the innocent public [...] quite often
by way of CTs [...] (Bergmann, 2018: 172).

As CT belief correlates with reduced institutional and interpersonal trust (van
Prooijen et al., 2022), exposure to CTs also correlates with reduced trust in
democratic institutions and reduced willingness to follow democratic norms
(Albertson & Guiler, 2020), and multiple studies link CT belief to
authoritarianism (e.g. Pordevic et al., 2021; Grzesiak-Feldman & Irzycka, 2009)
and even support for autocracy (Papaioannou et al., 2023)3. CT belief is also
connected to less political, societal and civic engagement (Thérisdottir et al.,
2020), and a common consequence is political apathy (Jolley et al., 2020: 234-5),
mediated by feelings of political powerlessness. If immensely powerful hidden
forces control everything, why bother voting? With several adverse effects of
CTs, it seems inevitable that education would be offered as a solution.

3 Surprisingly, a negative correlation was found in a sample of young people (Baier & Manzoni, 2020).
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Education and CTs

The relationship between education, democracy and CTs has been noted by many.
There are, of course, CTs about education as policy: CTs about governments can
often include their attempts to brainwash the population, often using the
educational system to target children, creating future puppets for the regime.
Similarly, there are CTs about educators: well-educated, often politically left-
leaning teachers can be seen as conspirators fighting for communism, against
religion, against the nation, etc. In other words, CTs can pose a challenge to
education and democracies. Understanding CTs as unwarranted, untrue, and
dangerous a priori legitimizes countering them, but this is complicated by the fact
that not everyone agrees on what should be called a CT in the first place (Bultter,
2020: 25-6).

Some ways of countering CTs might also conflict with human rights such as
freedom of thought, conscience, and religion, and even freedom of speech.
Teaching against CTs might therefore be a democratic challenge for liberal
democracies (Raikka & Basham, 2019; Kreko, 2020; Smallpage, 2019; Walker,
2019). But education in general also seem to limit the belief in CTs (Douglas et
al., 2019; Van Prooijen, 2017; Vetenskap och Folkbildning, 2021), as highly
educated people are less likely to believe in simple solutions for complex
problems and feel more in control of their social environment (Van Prooijen,
2017)*. The findings are correlational, but experimental studies also support the
idea that training or priming the use of analytical thinking skills (Caroti et al.,
2022; Adam-Troian et al., 2019; Swami et al., 2014; Orosz et al., 2016) and using
empowerment strategies (Van Prooijen & Acker, 2015; Van Prooijen, 2019)
reduce belief in CTs.

Both educational researchers (Hobbs, 2017; Bullough, 2021; Kahne &
Bowyer, 2017) and teachers (Hansen & Vollmond, 2019) have written about CTs
and misinformation challenging democratic education, being inherently anti-
democratic. Specifically, CTs challenge the kind of democracy dominating
democracy education in Norway and internationally, based on leading figures
such as Dewey, Habermas, and Biesta: the deliberative democracy (Borgebund &
Berhaug, 2023). It is important that everyone gets to share their point of view,
including the CT believers, but that is also true for the so-called conspirators, and
responding to evidence is essential for any fruitful deliberation (Mittendorf, 2023;
Achour, 2021). Bezalel claims a solution could be letting the students produce
their own knowledge through a high degree of student activity, debunking CTs
themselves or collectively, but that virtue theory is just as important, learning to
exercise certain character traits “...in pursuit of discernment, truth, ethics,
citizenship and contributing to the common good” (2022: 273).

4 Giry & Tika complicates this, claiming CTs and education might correlate in an inverted U-shape, as
uneducated people who might show less or no political interest, also show less belief in CTs (2020:
112).
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As noted, CT believers could support some kind of illiberal majority rule, but
CTs also challenge liberal democracy. The human rights mentioned earlier,
important for any liberal democracy, could lead us to believe we should let
everyone believe whatever they want to believe, but as Bullough (2021) points
out, this is misguided: CTs stands in the way of Dewey’s concept of growth and
happiness (eudaimonia) and undermines democracy. Bullough is, however,
critical of curricular changes and schools offered as a universal solution to
anything and everything seen as a problem. He considers teaching democratic
practices, habits, attitudes, ethical commitments, and participation a solution, as
the belief in CTs, according to him, has systemic (e.g., political, economic, social,
cultural) rather than individual root causes. Teachers need to be trustworthy, give
students a chance to feel successful and important, and be part of a community.
Individual critical thinking skills are necessary, but so is hope, trust, respect,
tolerance, and kindness, which should be explicit goals of education. And in
Norway, they are (Kunnskapsdepartementet, 2017), with democracy and
citizenship as an interdisciplinary topic in the core curriculum. This might
influence how teachers want to deal with CTs.

Teachers and CTs

Teachers are typically not trained in dealing with CTs, and Dyrendal & Jolley
(2020) found that Norwegian teachers in upper secondary school were no better
at conceptualizing CTs than their students. Teachers connected the belief in CTs
to a lack of media literacy, source criticism, and especially, critical thinking,
making it likely they have mostly been exposed to the social scientists’ and
media’s negative understanding of CTs. The teachers argued CTs should be
countered, but that this was time consuming and required competence or
knowledge they lacked, and therefore they rarely brought any of them up in class.
There was also the fear of spreading CTs when trying to counter them, and how
this could lead to radicalization, again showing the negative view of CTs as
normalized. When asked which CTs were the most problematic, the most popular
answers can be summarized as those leading to group prejudices against
minorities (Dyrendal & Jolley, 2020), being in conflict with liberal democratic
values and the core curriculum.

Contrary to popular belief, believing in CTs is not a fringe phenomenon, but
widespread across society (Smallpage et al., 2020). This is true in Scandinavia as
well (Vetenskap och Folkbildning, 2021; Petersen & Osmundsen, 2018; Astapova
etal., 2021). As teachers are normal people, there should be no surprise that both
actively working and future teachers sometimes believe in CTs (Mikuskova,
2018; Gkinopoulos et al.,, 2021; Adam-Troian et al., 2019). The sample
interviewed for this study most likely have a skeptical or negative view of most
things being called CTs, but that, of course, does not necessarily mean they have
no CT beliefs at all. It depends on their conceptualization and understanding of
CTs.
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Methods:

Participants and Data Collection

Teachers voluntarily signed up for the course Conspiracy Theories in School and
Online, giving 7.5 course credits (ECTS). The only requirement for participating
was actively working as teachers during the the autumn semester of 2021.
Invitation to participants in this study was posted as an announcement on the
learning management system BlackBoard in July 2021, automatically sending
emails to every teacher with online access to the course. The interviews were
completely voluntary and did not affect grading. 10 teachers were willing to be
interviewed before the course started on September 1 and received information
about the study and their rights as participants. Seven participants were deemed
enough to reach data saturation, partly as a consequence of it being harder to
schedule interviews at optimal times for some of the participants (Bremborg,
2014).

The self-selected sample consisted of one lower secondary and six upper
secondary school teachers®. They were given aliases: Oline, Per, Ida, Eva, Kevin,
Jenny and Liv. They work in different schools with <200-1000 students (650 on
average); they have 5-18 years of teaching experience (9 on average); and are
from 5 different counties. They teach social studies (5), history (4), religion and
ethics/religious education (RE) (4), English (4), Norwegian (2), Spanish (1) and
media studies (1). The sample was quite representative of the teachers
participating in the course®, but the lack of science and math teachers is notable.
Detailed characteristics of participants are not included; all materials have been
handled anonymously, and all translations are my own. The Norwegian Agency
for Shared Services in Education and Research (Sikt)” approved the study.

Teachers in the final sample are likely more interested in or concerned with
CTs than the average teacher in Norway. CTs are only mentioned explicitly in a
single subject’s curricula®, and asked about their motivations for joining the
course, Eva, Liv and Oline say they consider CTs a threat. Evidently, they all
considered CTs a serious enough problem for them to spend time learning about
CTs and best practices, many while doing their full-time job. The teachers also
answered that the course was exciting (5), important, interesting (2) or a lot of fun
(1), and that it was very relevant to their subjects (3). Even if CTs are seen as
problematic by many Norwegian teachers, the sample is not representative. But
finding out how teachers wanting to counter or prevent CTs understand them is

5 This is representative of the course participants: the vast majority was upper secondary school
teachers (19/22 who answered an in-course survey). There was no obvious difference in answers
given by the lower secondary and upper secondary school teachers, so they are analyzed collectively.
6 Based on the above-mentioned in-course survey of 22 course participants. Their schools had 650
students on average (<200-1800<); they had 13 years of teaching experience on average; and
represented 7 counties (fylker). They taught social studies (12), RE (12), English (11), Norwegian (9)
and history (8). (Subjects taught by <5 teachers not included).

7 Formerly The Norwegian Centre for Research Data, NSD

8 Optional course in upper secondary school, History and philosophy 2 (Utdanningsdirektoratet, 2021).
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the goal of this study, and there should be a decent degree of transferability to
similar teachers in similar school settings (especially Norwegian upper secondary
school teachers with backgrounds in humanities and social science).

The entire interview process was guided by Schensul & LeCompte (2013),
Bremborg (2014) and Clark et al. (2021), based on the main question: “How do
teachers relate to CTs?”. Some research questions were formulated as open
questions and put in the interview guide, others functioned as themes to be
discussed. Semi-structured interviews were chosen allowing for follow-up
questions (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) (interview guide in appendix). Because of
distances and the ongoing pandemic, every interview was conducted digitally
using Zoom. Taking place in August 2021, they lasted 35-60 minutes. Audio was
recorded to be transcribed verbatim later. Video was only turned on before and
after recording the interviews, greeting the participants and saying goodbye. This
makes it impossible to interpret body language, but there is no reason to think that
Is decisive in such expert interviews (Clark et al., 2021: 438-40). Initial coding
was presented to the teachers at their first course gathering, September 1, and with
no negative feedback, was followed by attribute, descriptive and structural coding
(Saldana, 2021). This later evolved into a thematic analysis.

Thematic analysis

Thematic analysis is an ontologically, epistemologically, and theoretically
flexible method of analysis, which makes it especially important to say something
about the researcher’s framework (Terry et al., 2017; Braun & Clarke, 2019: 591-
2). With an academic background in the study of religion (mostly the history and
sociology of religion), and educational studies, | am prone to being skeptical of
CTs, while interpreting the interviews as a constructionist (Clark et al., 2021: 24-
8). | adhere to contextual constructionism (Best, 1993) or Hacking’s (1999)
reformist or unmasking constructionism. Meaning, and therefore themes, are not
just found, even if | do consider them connected to an external reality, but are
partly constructed by me (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017).

According to Castleberry & Nolen (2018), thematic analysis has five steps or
phases in which the researcher moves back and forth, refining codes and themes
repeatedly. First step, compiling (1), is gathering data, and thoroughly getting to
know them. | interviewed and transcribed everything myself (in Norwegian), and
have revisited the transcriptions multiple times, always writing memos on
noteworthy quotes, possible codes or themes, taking Saldafia’s advice (2021: 31).

Disassembling (2) happens when codes, concept and ideas are constructed
from patterned data. Preliminary coding criteria is suggested, elaborated, and
developed. | used a mix of attribute, descriptive, and structural coding (Saldana,
2021), guided by the research questions. E.g., for RQ1 (how do the teachers
explicitly and implicitly define CTs?), | coded explicit answers to the question
“How would you define a CT?” and similar questions into a great number of codes
(untrue; wrong; false; unlikely; unproven; unprovable; narrative; explanation;
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about a conspiracy; about people conspiring; involving secrecy, etc.), including
what effects the CTs had (challenge for democracy; explaining evil; create
feelings of community; functions as religions; lead to radicalization; fun; scary;
dangerous; entertaining; etc.). | also coded implicit understandings from the way
the teachers talked about CTs, those who believe in them, and examples of “CTs”
mentioned by the teacher (e.g. Jenny states at 24:39: “Whenever | lose faith in the
world, CTs are definitely part of the reason for that”, and | coded this as “scary;
makes you lose faith in the world”; multiple teachers mentions myths and urban
legends as examples of CTs, and | coded this as “myths and urban legends are
CTs”).

Reassembling (3) is fusing or splitting up codes into themes and subthemes,
always keeping research questions in mind. E.qg., as the teachers all agreed CTs
were untrue, false or in other ways (empirically) problematic narratives, that could
be a subtheme or even a main theme. | have chosen to use in vivo-subthemes to
visualize some of what the teachers were actually saying. Inclusion and exclusion
criteria were updated multiple times, and the relation between themes and
subthemes visualized using matrices and thematic mapping (Figure 1, page 14).

Interpreting (4) really starts when gathering the data (interviewing), but as the
fourth step in thematic analysis, it is used to find and construct answers to research
questions, always trying to be open about what and how something was
interpreted. It should be noted that the number of initial RQs (five) does not
correspond to the final number of themes (three), as some themes answered
multiple RQs. For the sake of transparency, | chose to keep the initial/guiding
RQs in this article and use them in combination with the themes in the discussion
to answer the main question. The final step is concluding (5), in which the
researcher should connect the dots, so to speak, and present their newly
constructed knowledge. | finally translated the interview guide, codes, themes,
and sub-themes into English for presentation.

Results

Main theme 1: Problematic explanations.

This theme is directly connected to the teachers’ understanding of what CTs are,
and is partly summarized by the first in vivo subtheme taken from Ida’s outburst
when asked whether CTs necessarily had to be fake or if they could be true: “I
think they must be fake... I haven’t thought about that before! I’ve always thought
they must be fake!” (5:59). Throughout every teacher interview, when asked about
their explicit definition, they regarded CTs as untrue, false, fake or unwarranted
explanations. There was actually greater agreement on this than on whether CTs
had to contain conspiracies (5/7), and most, if not all the teachers shared myths,
urban legends, and unwarranted explanations without conspiracies as examples of
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CTs (e.g. Jenny at 4.30: “[rumors about... ] Queen Elisabeth [being] a
hermaphrodite™; and Liv at 8:15 “Bigfoot™)°.

In other words, it was more important that a narrative was unwarranted than
whether it contained conspiracies, when judging whether it was a CT. When
challenged by me or themselves thinking about narratives formerly called CTs
turning out to be true, they argued those are no longer CTs. A CT is always untrue,
false, or at least unwarranted at that time. However, the teachers also shared an
understanding that CTs have different degrees of credibility, and that one can
believe in them to a greater or lesser extent: some CTs are easier to accept, “...
and | think, perhaps, there are more people who accept them than... [those who]
accept the most extreme”, as Liv put it (8:15).

Being unwarranted do not automatically make CTs problematic in a school
context, but the vital connection repeatedly being made by the teachers are
summarized in the second subtheme: “It’s pretty much everywhere in the
information channels the students use” (Kevin, 10:43). The teachers all agreed
that students could come across CTs almost anywhere, although ‘the internet’,
and ‘social media’ were mentioned as the most likely sources (especially TikTok
and YouTube, with Facebook and Snapchat being less relevant for their students
today). CTs could also be shared among peers, friends, and fellow students in and
out of school, in popular culture, as well as by a former US president. The teachers
all agreed that CTs could sometimes come from family, but to a lesser degree.
What was making CTs as explanations problematic in the eyes of the teachers,
was not just that they were wrong or unwarranted, but that they were widespread.
Students will come across them, and consequently, some might start believing in
them. This is directly connected to the second main theme.

Main theme 2: Belief in CTs is harmful.

The teachers had a complex understanding of why some people believe in CTs,
summed up by the first in vivo subtheme, “I think it is quite complex, actually,
why anyone believes!” (Oline, 22:00), but they heavily favored a negative
understanding of the consequences. CTs were described by all teachers as
excellent at grabbing attention, being exciting, funny, spectacular, fascinating,
and entertaining. Having your attention, they continue to appeal because they give
satisfying explanations that simplifies the complex reality, and they can be forming
or affirming individual and group identities. But the teachers also connected
individuals believing in CTs with different types of defects, a lack of cognitive
abilities being by far the most cited (believers are worse at source criticism, fail
to think critically, and are easily duped). Every teacher also thought social motives
were sometimes important (a wish for a community or fellowship, being part of a
group or milieu), and all but one of them mentioned emotional or existential
reasons (believers are alienated, may have understandable mistrust of

9 The teachers mentioned in total 40 different examples of ‘CTs’. Mostly named was QAnon (17
times), different antisemitic CTs (14 times) and Islamophobic CTs (incl. Eurabia) (14 times).
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society/fellow human beings/the public). Ending up believing in CTs can
therefore often be perfectly understandable. But according to the teachers, you
should not do it.

Every teacher interviewed saw some CTs as challenging society and
specifically democracy, Eva’s quote being a fitting second subtheme: “I think that
is one of the largest threats against society, [...] the build-up of this distrust!”
(19:55). They all mentioned mistrust in institutions, polarization, and the splitting
up of society, racism, discrimination and extremism as potential and sometimes
likely dangers of the belief in CTs. The fear of such consequences was stated as
the prime motivation for attending the continuing education course.

The final subtheme is about negative individual consequences of CTs,
summarized by two quotes from Jenny: “I don’t think you end up as a very good
human being [believing in CTs]” (10:53) and “... it gets really difficult to get out
of that mindset” (18:11). Five teachers had been worried for students believing in
CTs at least once. Asked why or whether CTs can be a problem for the individual,
Per and Jenny thought believing in CTs could make you a worse person or give
you bad attitudes and values; Kevin thought it could make it harder for the
individual to uncover real conspiracies; and most teachers mentioned increased
vaccine hesitancy. Every teacher also mentioned how hard it could be to get out
of the rabbit hole once you were in it. Even if the belief in CTs was
understandable, the teachers found them harmful for both individuals and
especially for society. Their conclusion was, unsurprisingly, that schools should
do something.

Main theme 3: General and specific countering and prevention.

Asked about their views on education and school policies, the teachers
unanimously agreed that schools should provide students with social competence,
socialize them into communities and the society, be an arena in which skills and
useful knowledge can be gained, and an arena in which attitudes and values for
positive personal growth can develop. Similarly, they all stated somewhere during
the interviews that CTs could stand directly in the way of all this. Summarized by
Jenny (11:28): “[CT] is the antithesis of what you should learn in school!”

Still, every CT could not be countered in school, because “... they spring up
like mushrooms!” (Liv, 21:40), and there is not enough time. This is a point every
teacher agreed on. Sometimes they lacked the competence to counter a CT without
reading a lot first, and they had a curriculum to get through. Also, every CT is not
equally dangerous. The teachers wanted to instead counter or prevent CTs or
conspiratorial thinking on a general basis, although some CTs, based on criteria,
should be given more time. Notably, every teacher argued antidemocratic and
antiscientific CTs should be countered. Eva, Ida and Oline specifically mentioned
CTs blaming one group of people and CTs that were especially popular (in the
present); and Kevin, Jenny and Per wanted to counter CTs that were especially
harmful. There is obviously an overlap between some of these criteria.
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The third subtheme is summarized by Eva’s (17:40) reflection on generalized
countering or prevention of the belief in CTs: “[importantly, deal...] with the
general stuff about conspiracy theories, that they are real, and teach students about
source criticism and critical thinking, [...] and some of the psychological
mechanisms behind [them].” According to the teachers, general countering or
prevention should be done in most, if not all subjects taught in school, especially
where there are relevant themes being touched upon by the CT, with social
studies, Norwegian, English and RE most frequently mentioned®°. Ida, Kevin and
Per even argued it should be done interdisciplinary. Most teachers argued general
(5/7), or specific (5/7) knowledge should be provided to prevent belief in CTs, but
all but one also argued creating safe environments or communities for every
student is equally important, proving they considered the social motives of belief
in CTs critical, at least in some cases. The teachers also favored teaching skills
against CTs, be that rhetoric and the use or doing of history (5/7); source
criticism (7/7); and critical/analytic thinking (5/7); Kevin, lda and Oline even
specifically mentioned fostering socially critical citizens as a solution.

Asked how specific CTs should or could potentially be countered or prevented
in school, Kevin delivered an idealistic answer agreed upon by every teacher:
“The best thing would be if they really took the time to weigh the conflicting
narratives and their credibility against each other, and that the school came out on
top. That’s the goal, after all'” (40:15). Similarly, all but one mentioned
discussion and debate within a good debate climate as useful in countering CTs,
as students are forced to take other opinions into considerations, but most teachers
also thought some kind of student-centered approach with teacher-guidance
(similar to problem-based learning) on specific CTs with clear boundaries was the
most effectful (Eva, Ida, Kevin, Liv, Jenny). The point, in any case, was that the
teachers did not want to outright tell the students what was right and wrong, but
give them the opportunity (knowledge and skills) to be able to see this for
themselves. Critical thinking was the key.

Finally, the teachers were aware of multiple challenges of countering CTs in
school, best summarized by Oline (41:38) claiming: “[CT] is a difficult topic, both
for students and myself. And it’s a hot topic, so it can create strong debate and
conflict... heated discussion! And some [students] can be positioned as social
outcasts.” Teaching against CTs was seen as a potential challenge for teacher-
student or student-student relations (6/7); it would sometimes make no difference
(4/7); or even have a negative effect, spreading a CT to formerly ignorant students
or pressuring them further down the rabbit hole (5/7). Everyone agreed there are
practical challenges like a lack of time, (didactic) resources and competence; and
Liv and Oline even mentioned epistemological challenges, namely that the teacher

10 On the contrary, 4/7 teachers saw mathematics as an exception, with some naming vocational
education subjects (1); practical-aesthetic subjects (1); physical education (1); and even Norwegian (1,
because there was already too much content in this subject).

11 “Doing history” in the classroom is using historical methods and inquiry to construct historical
interpretations.
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does not always know what is true and not, and even if they read up on something,
how could they know for sure that the information they found was true?

Beneath is a figure (1) showing themes and subthemes and how they relate to each
other. I advise taking another look before going on to the discussion.

1. Problematic explanations

“I think they must be fake... | haven't thought
about that before! I've always thought they
must be fake!” (Ida, 05:59)

“It's pretty much everywhere in the information
channels the students use” (Kevin, 10:43).

\

3. General and specific countering and prevention.

2. Belief in CTs is harmful

“I think it is quite complex, actually, why anyone -
believes!” (Oline, 22:00)

“I think that is one of the largest threats against
society, [...] the build-up of this distrust!” (Eva, 19:55).
“I don't think you end up as a very good human being
[believing in CTs]” (Jenny, 10:53) and “... it gets
really difficult to get out of that mindset” (Jenny,
18:11).

“[CT] is the antithesis of what you should learn in
school!” (Jenny, 11:28).

“l don't think we can deal with every single one,
[...] they spring up like mushrooms!” (Liv, 21:40).
“[importantly deal...] with the general stuff about
conspiracy theories, that they are real, and teach
students about source criticism and critical
thinking, [...] and some of the psychological
mechanisms behind [them]” (Eva, 17:40).

“The best thing would be if they really took the
time to weigh the conflicting narratives and their
credibility against each other, and that the school
came out on top. That's the goal, after alll”
(Kevin, 40:15).

“[CT] is a difficult topic, both for students and
myself. And it's a hot topic, so it can create
strong debate and conflict... heated discussion!
And some [students] can be positioned as social
outcasts” (Oline, 41:38)

Figure 1. Thematic mapping. Main themes with in vivo-

subthemes

Discussion

Answering research questions

In this section, | will use the initial RQs and final themes to summarize the
findings, starting with RQ1-3, answered by main themes 1 and 2: How do the
teachers explicitly and implicitly define CTs; why do people believe in CTs,
according to the teachers; and why are (at least some) CTs problematic,
according to the teachers? The teachers defined CTs as untrue or at least
unwarranted narratives, easily stumbled upon by students, and appealing for
reasons pertaining to both inherent qualities in CTs and individual personal traits
(cognitive, social, existential, and emotional). All CTs are therefore problematic
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explanations (first main theme) and harmful to believers or the society in general
(second main theme). The teachers’ use of the term and examples they gave of
what they believe to be CTs, showed they implicitly equated CTs with ‘wrong
explanations’, in some cases not even needing to be about a conspiracy. But the
teachers’ implicit definitions of CTs also showed there were no definite way to
say whether a given narrative constituted a CT, as CTs were seen as more or less
likely to be true, and the teachers sometimes felt they lacked the knowledge to
judge. It is then important to note that the teachers did not want to spend time
countering everything called a CT in school, leading to the next RQs.

The third main theme answered RQ4-5: Which CTs should be countered in
school, according to the teachers; and how should CTs be countered or prevented
in school, according to the teachers? Mirroring Kreko (2020), only those CTs that
were (1) popular, (2) more likely to be harmful, and (3) very unlikely to be true
should be targeted. The teachers already seemed to subconsciously use these
criteria to make decisions about whether to counter or try to prevent belief in a
specific CT in their classroom, something best done with student-centered
approaches where the teacher was acting more like the “‘guide on the side’ than
the ‘sage on the stage’, even though clear boundaries and sometimes correcting
students was necessary. But belief in CTs could also be prevented or reduced by
teaching facts or knowledge and ‘critical thinking’*2. Some school subjects might
be better fit to counter some CTs, but skills such as source criticism, logical-
analytical thinking and argumentation theory are interdisciplinary, and the
teachers therefore argued most subjects could be useful in the fight against
harmful CTs.

The teachers also found CTs to go against the schools’ stated attitudes and
values but did not explicitly mention teaching attitudes or values to combat CTs,
instead wanting to create safe classrooms with good debate climate as a solution.
Outright rejecting or ridiculing students’ beliefs was seen as potentially pressuring
them further down the rabbit hole, and should therefore be avoided, whereas
creating a good environment for discussion, respect and trust could limit beliefs
in CTs. Finally, none of the teachers explicitly mentioned changing anything in
the way the school is organized to combat belief in harmful CTs, such as creating
more or better opportunities for democratic engagement, or more transparency
about different decisions affecting the students (e.g., grading). The closest they
came to arguing such a point was the idea of bettering classroom environments,
which takes organizing at a class level, but does not necessitate larger
organizational changes.

Summarized, the teachers argued that they must make the decision about when
to counter a given CT, and that they were already reducing the chance of students
believing in CTs through other means. They saw their role as teachers as
supplying students with skills and knowledge to combat harmful CTs, whereas

12 The teachers seem to argue mostly for disciplinary, general, and moral criticality (in that order), with
Kevin, Ida and Oline also mentioning ideological criticality (Ledman, 2019).
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‘good’ attitudes and values could be modeled and given an environment in which
to grow, but not as easily used as tools. This is in line with the Norwegian core
curriculum and democratic education for a deliberative, liberal democracy. As
noted above, changing the organization of their school was not mentioned.
Consequently, the solutions favored by the teachers were targeting individuals
(students) rather than the social setting.

Answering the main question. How do teachers wanting to counter or
prevent CTs understand them?

The teachers’ understandings of CTs are quite similar to those of social scientists
and psychologists (CTs being unwarranted narratives about someone conspiring
to reach a malevolent goal), and dissimilar to social epistemologists (any narrative
containing a conspiracy). Asked where they would find information about CTs,
they all favored sources skeptical of the CTs in question®. This could be
connected to their academic backgrounds or what subjects they teach and fits their
favored solutions, mainly targeting epistemic, but also social, emotional, and
existential reasons for believing in these problematic narratives or explanations.

The teachers agreed on seeing CTs as a kind of narrative or explanation, like
most researchers. It is, however, not the only way to understand them. Borenstein
(2019) claims conspiratorial thoughts exist on a spectrum from Barkun’s (2013)
super CTs on one side (being a worldview with multiple narratives intertwined),
to a temporary conspiracy mode or paranoid subject position, adopted and
dropped at will or unconsciously, exemplified in conspiratorial cultural memes or
conspiratorial utterances on the other. Dahle & Helgesen (2021) similarly sees
CTs not only as a type of structured knowledge, but as bodily experience. These
ways of understanding CTs or similar concepts are often useful in normalizing the
belief, perhaps leading to more empathy with the believer. Normalization of CT
belief is also possible with definitions stating that CTs are narratives, but it
depends on whether you normalize the reasons for believing in those kinds of
narratives. As noted, the teachers seemed more inclined to believe there must be
something ‘wrong’ with those believing in CTs (like psychologists), even if they
are not to blame (e.qg., the system has failed them).

There are inconsistencies in the teacher’s conceptualizations, mirroring
Dyrendal and Jolley (2020). It is not weird given the sample, however, that all the
teachers interviewed saw CTs as synonymous with erroneous, unwarranted, or
even bad explanations. As Walker points out (2019: 59): “... people started using
the phrase conspiracy theory to mean ‘implausible conspiracy theory’, then
‘implausible theory, whether or not it involves a conspiracy’”. This was the case
for the teachers interviewed, and they were therefore in conflict with some
philosophers defining ‘CTs’ in a way that has the logical consequence of saying
a lot of CTs are true (Hagen, 2020; Dentith, 2019), and those who seem to argue

13 Established media, scientific publications, researchers, and didactic resources (including the course
they participated in). When challenged, 5/7 say they could look up primary sources afterwards.
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spreading CTs can be legitimized (Wepfer, 2021). The teachers’ understanding of
CTs as problematic, especially for society, is influenced by historians and political
scientists also wanting to counter or prevent them.

Similarly, the teachers understand CTs as a threat to democracy, without
specifying what kind of democracy. Given their proposed solutions, however, it
is fair to assume the teachers are talking about the kind of participatory,
deliberative, liberal democracy promoted by many of the mentioned
educationalists and in the Norwegian core curriculum (Kunnskapsdepartementet,
2017). Democracy might be understood by the teachers as a formal system with
political parties and separation of powers; a system of individual rights and duties;
participation or deliberation; a culture, way of life or lived experience (Lenz &
Andersen, n.d.), but illiberal democracies are not seen as democracies at all**. In
other words, the teachers understand CTs as a threat to the society in which they
live, characterized by high levels of trust in collective institutions and strong
democratic traditions. The Nordic countries are usually found towards the top of
international economic, social, and other social progress indices, like the Human
Development Index, Globel Gender Gap, Democracy Index and Global Peace
Index (Astapova et al., 2021: 5-6). Political use of CTs in Norway is frowned
upon in the mainstream society, and there are examples of political parties locally
and nationally apologizing for party members spreading CTs, and even politicians
forced to resign their positions when caught spreading them (the most famous
example being Sylvi Listhaug, Minister of Justice, Public Security and
Immigration in 2018). And of course the terror attacks in Norway in 2011, widely
described as ‘an attack on democracy’, could come to mind whenever CTs are
mentioned, contributing to this anti-CT stance. Lastly, CTs about education and
educators, and the fact education in general seems to decrease belief in CTs, could
also nudge the teachers in this direction.

At the same time, the teachers did not problematize human rights when talking
about how to counter or prevent belief in CTs, and no one explicitly addressed the
issue of what is called a ‘CT’ by whom. CTs were instead seen as often or always
antidemocratic and antiscientific, and combatting at least some of them always
legitimate, giving established scientists and journalists ‘the power of definition’.
Being unaware of this influence can be problematic, as both philosophers and
educationalists such as Peters & Johannesen (2020) and Zembylas (2021) have
legitimate concerns over teachers ‘debunking’ potentially true conspiracies,
sometimes guided by the authoritarian states in which they work (Radnitz, 2019).
However, the teachers did not want to counter everything called a CT, and they
live in Norway, a liberal democracy with a highly educated population, top scores
on Press Freedom Index (Reporters without borders, 2023), and with easy access
to information. If the teachers, trying to counter or prevent what they see as a
highly unlikely CT, are in the wrong, they would likely be immediately

14 E.g. CTs about minorities were considered anti-democratic.
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challenged by concerned parents, colleagues, the press or even the state. Teachers,
of course, make mistakes, but there is no reason to believe these teachers would
eat everything the government feeds them. On the contrary, that sounds like a
conspiracy theory!

The teachers favored general prevention because of practical challenges (time,
resources, competence), but concurred some CTs must be specifically targeted.
They implicitly put most weight on epistemic motives for belief in CTs, therefore
arguing supplying skills and knowledge was the most effectful in countering and
preventing them, although they were aware of social, existential, and emotional
motives as well (like Douglas et al., 2017). They consequently also showed an
understanding of how important it is to be part of the class community, being
taken seriously and in different ways empowered, learning to trust those around
you while being able to agree to disagree without waging war against the system.
Still, they favored relatively small interventions. That is understandable, as trying
to change someone’s attitudes and values can more easily be seen as
brainwashing, playing into aforementioned CTs about school and education,
whilst changing the school culture is harder than changing their own teaching
strategies and relationships with individual students. The solutions given by the
teachers are also largely supported by researchers, even though both
social/collective and individual interventions are possible and recommended.

Conclusion

The teachers had a layman’s negative understanding of CTs, affected by most of
Western media and researchers from the 60s onward (Thalmann, 2019). And
where every researcher would say CTs must be connected to a conspiracy in some
way, this was not the case for them. The teachers knew many reasons why people
believe in CTs and were aware of multiple potential (mostly negative)
consequences of that. They largely offered similar educational solutions as those
posited by researchers, even if they took on more personal responsibility where
some researchers would claim systemic changes are (additionally) needed. Here
it is worth repeating that the interviews were conducted before the continuing
education course started, and their conceptualizations of CTs were much
improved in their final papers. CTs as phenomenon could advantageously be
taught for everyone in teacher education programs.

Importantly though, we now also know teachers with the best intentions can
be very much ‘anti-CT” while seemingly not reflecting too much upon what the
consequences of that might be. Reflection upon different understandings of CTs
and how those shape proposed solutions is not just advantageous, but necessary if
wanting to ‘counter’ CTs. This might not be a huge issue in Norway but could
easily be a problem in societies with state-controlled press, in which critics of the
government are called conspiracy theorists, and where it is difficult to get
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epistemically sound sources. It would be interesting to know what is called CTs
(or similar terms) in different national and cultural contexts, and whether teachers
mostly agree with their rulers on what should be countered in a school setting.
Current affairs in Russia, where at least some teachers seem to willingly spread
Russian state-propaganda, delegitimizing critics as pushers of Western CTs,
makes this point especially relevant. Teaching strategies fitting a deliberative,
liberal democracy might not be as popular everywhere.

Even though | approve of the teachers’ proposed solutions, | agree with
Bullough (2021) in that teaching democratic practices, habits, attitudes, ethical
commitments, and participation should be a larger part of the solution, as belief
in CTs not only have individual, but systemic root causes. Finding out whether
different ways to organize schools (changing the level of school democracy and
transparency) lead to different levels of CT beliefs could prove fruitful. We also
need empirical data on what teachers actually end up doing to counter or prevent
belief in CTs, not just what they say they want to do. And we need to know
whether their efforts really make a difference to their students’ belief in CTs, like
scientists would expect, hopefully without challenging human rights, instead
empowering democratic citizens.

About the author

Jean Bergane is a PhD student in didactics of social sciences. His PhD project
aims at mapping knowledge, skills, and challenges relevant for countering
harmful conspiracy theories in school.

Institutional affiliation: Department of Teacher Education, Norwegian University
of Science and Technology, 7491 Trondheim, Norway.

E-mail: jean.bergane@ntnu.no

References

Achour, S. (2021). Politische Bildung als Transmitter der Demokratie: Demokratie

muss man machen — Neun Appelle zur politischen Bildung. In Zick, A. & Kipper, B. (eds).
Die geforderte Mitte (pp. 311-329). Friedrich Ebert Stiftung.

Adam-Troian, J., Caroti, D., Arciszewski, T. & Stahl, T. (2019). Unfounded beliefs among
teachers: The interactive role of rationality priming and cognitive ability. Appl Cognit
Psychol, 33, 720- 727. DOI: doi.org/10.1002/acp.3547

Albertson, B., & Guiler, K. (2020). Conspiracy theories, election rigging, and support for
democratic norms. Research & Politics, 7(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168020959859

Astapova, A., Bergmann, E., Dyrendal, A., Rabo, A., Rasmusse, K. G., Thorisdéttir, H. &
Onnerfors, A. (2021). Conspiracy Theories and the Nordic Countries. Routledge.

Baier, D. & Manzoni, P. (2020) "Verschwoérungsmentalitdt und Extremismus — Befunde aus
Befragungsstudien in der Schweiz" Monatsschrift fiir Kriminologie und

Jean Bergane 19/26


mailto:jean.bergane@ntnu.no
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3547
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168020959859

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Strafrechtsreform, vol. 103, no. 2, 2020, pp. 83-96. https://doi.org/10.1515/mks-2020-
2044

Barkun, M. (2013). A Culture of Conspiracy (2" ed.). University of California Press.

Bergmann, E. (2018). Conspiracy & populism. The politics of misinformation. Palgrave
Macmillan

Bergmann, E. & Butter, M. (2020). Conspiracy theory and populism. In Butter, K. & Knight,
P. (eds.) Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 330-343). Routledge

Bergseth, R. F. (2020). Konspirasjonsteorier i skolen. MF vitenskapelig hgyskole for teologi,
religion og samfunn. AVH5055.

Best, J. (1993). But Seriously Folks: The Limitations of the Strict Constructionist
Interpretation of Social Problems. In Miller, G. & Holstein, J. A. (eds.). Constructionist
Constroverses (pp. 109-127). Transaction Publishers.

Bezalel, G. (2022), Of Conspiracy and Controversy: A Pedagogy of Conspiracy Theories.
Educ Theory, 72: 257-280. https://doi.org/10.1111/edth.12529

Borenstein, E. (2019). Plots against Russia. Conspiracu and fantasy after socialism. Cornell
University Press.

Borgebund, H. & Bgrhaug, K. (2023). Demokratiopplaering gjennom demokratisk erfaring.
Nordidactica, 2023:3, 46-65. https://journals.lub.lu.se/nordidactica/article/view/24820

Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2019). Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative
Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 11(4), 589-597. DOI:
10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806

Bremborg, A. D. (2014). Interviewing. In Stausberg, M. & Engler, S. (eds.). The Routledge
Handbook of Research Methods in the Study of Religion (p. 310-322). Routledge.

Bullough Jr., R. V. (2021). A Musing on Our Times: Democracy as a Way of Life,
Conspiracy Theories, and Dewey’s Conception of Growth as the Aim of Education.
Educational Studies, 57(6), 571-586: DOI: 10.1080/00131946.2021.1919678

Butter, M. (2020). The Nature of Conspiracy Theories. Polity Press.

Butter, M. & Knight, P. (2019). The History of Conspiracy Theory Research. In Uscinski, J.
E. (ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 33-46). Oxford
University Press.

Butter, M. & Knight, P. (2020). Conspiracy theory in historical, cultural and literary studies.
In Butter M. & Knight, P. (eds.). Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 28-
42). Routledge

Caroti, D., Adam-Troian, J. & Arciszewski, T. (2022). Reducing teachers’ unfounded beliefs
through critical-thinking education: A non-randomized controlled trial. Applied Cognitive
Psychologi, 36(4), 962-971. DOI: 10.1002/acp.3969

Castleberry, A. & Nolen, A. (2018). Thematic analysis of qualitative research data: Is it as
easy as it sounds? Currents in Pharmacy Teaching and Learning, 10(6), 807-815. DOI:
10.1016/j.cptl.2018.03.019

Clark, T., Foster, L., Sloan, L., Bryman, A. (2021). Bryman’s Social Research Methods. 6™
ed. Oxford University Press.

Cullen, J. T. (2019). Leaning about Conspiracy Theories: Experiences in Science and Risk
Communication with the Public about Fukushima Daiichi Disaster. In Uscinski, J. E.
(ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 135-148). Oxford
University Press.

Dahle, B. @. & Helgesen, E. (2021). Med egne gyne: Konspirasjonsforestillinger i og utenfor
klasserommet. In Faye, R., Lindhardt, E. M., Ravneberg, B. & Solbue, V. (eds.). Hvordan
forsta fordommer? Om kontekstens betydning — i barnehage, skole og samfunn (pp. 61-
80). Universitetsforlaget. DOI: 10.18261/9788215041261-2021-03

Dentith, M. R. X. (2014). The Philosophy of Conspiracy Theories. Palgrave Macmillan.

Jean Bergane 20/26


https://doi.org/10.1515/mks-2020-2044
https://doi.org/10.1515/mks-2020-2044
https://doi.org/10.1111/edth.12529
https://journals.lub.lu.se/nordidactica/article/view/24820
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131946.2021.1919678
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2018.03.019
https://doi.org/10.18261/9788215041261-2021-03

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Dentith, M. R. X. (2019). Conspiracy Theory and Philosophy. In Uscinski, J. E. (ed).
Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 94-108). Oxford University
Press.

Pordevié, J. M., Zezelj, 1., & Puri¢, Z (2021). Beyond General Political Attitudes: Conspiracy
Mentality as a Global Belief System Predicts Endorsement of International and Local
Conspiracy Theories. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 9(1), 144-158.
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.5609

Douglas, K. M., Sutton, R. M. & Cichocka, A. (2017). The Psychology of Conspiracy
Theories. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 26(6), 538-542. DOI:
10.1177/0963721417718261

Douglas, K. M., Uscinski, J. E., Sutton, R. M., Cichocka, A., Nefes, T., Ang, C. S., & Deravi,
F. (2019). Understanding Conspiracy Theories. Political Psychology, 40: 3-35. DOI:
10.1111/pops.12568

Dyrendal, A. (2018). Konspirasjonsteori i undervisningen. Religion og livssyn. Tidsskrift for
Religionslaererforeningen i Norge, 2018/3, 42-49.

Dyrendal, A. & Emberland, T. (2019). Hva er konspirasjonsteorier? Universitetsforlaget.

Dyrendal, A. & Jolley, D. (2020). Conspiracy Theories in the Classroom: Problems and
Potential Solutions. Religions, 11(19), 494. DOI: 10.3390/rel11100494

Enders, A. M. & Smallpage, S. M. (2019). Polls, Plots, and Party Politics. In Uscinski, J. E.
(ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 298-318). Oxford
University Press.

Feerseth, J. (2017). KonspiraNorge. Humanist Forlag.

Giry, J. & Tika, P. (2020). Conspiracy theories in political science and political theory. In
Butter M. & Knight, P. (eds.). Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 108-
120). Routledge

Gkinopoulos, T., Pantazi, M. & Delouvée, S. (2021). Educated in conspiracies? Specific
(non) conspiracy beliefs and rationality as predictors of future teachers’ generic
conspiracy beliefs and meta-beliefs across three countries. DOI: 10.31234/osf.io/eyn4t

Grzesiak-Feldman, M., & Irzycka, M. (2009). Right-wing authoritarianism and conspiracy
thinking in a Polish sample. Psychological Reports, 105(2), 389-393.
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.105.2.389-393

Hacking, 1. (1999). The Social Construction of What? Harvard University Press.

Hagen, K. (2020). Should Academics Debunk Conspiracy Theories? Social Epistemology. A
Journal of Knowledge, Culture and Policy 34(5), 423-439. DOI:
10.1080/02691728.2020.1747118

Hansen, M. A. & Vollmond, C. (2019). Hvem stod bag? Konspirationsteorier, skjulte magter
og alternative forklaringer (2" ed.). Frydenlund.

Hobbs, R. (2017). Teach the conspiracies. Knowledge Quest, 46(1), 16-24. URL.:
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1153347

Hofstadter, R. (2008). The Paranoid Style in American Politics. In The Paranoid Style in
American Politics and Other Essays (3-40). Vintage.

Imhoff, R., Zimmer, F., Klein, O., Antoénio, J. H. C., Babinska, M., Bangerter, A., Bilewicz,
M., Blanu$a, N., Bovan, K., Buzarovska, R., Cichocka, A., Delouvée, S., Douglas., K. M.,
Dyrendal, A., Etienne, T., Gjoneska, B., Graf, S., Gualda, E., Hirschberger, G., ... van
Prooijen, J-W. (2022). Conspiracy mentality and political orientation across 26 countries.
Nature Human Behaviour, 6, 392-403. DOI: 10.1038/s41562-021-01258-7

Jolley, D., Douglas, K. M., Leite, A. C. & Schrader, T. (2019). Belief in conspiracy theories
and intentions to engage in everyday crime. British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(3),
534-549. DOI: 10.1111/bjs0.12311

Jean Bergane 21/26


https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.5609
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417718261
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12568
https://doi.org/10.3390/rel11100494
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/eyn4t
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2466/PR0.105.2.389-393
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2020.1747118
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1153347
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01258-7
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1111/bjso.12311

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Jolley, D., Mari, S., & Douglas, K. M. (2020): Consequences of conspiracy theories. In
Butter, M. & Knight, P. (eds.) Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 231-
241). Routledge.

Kahne, J. & Bowyer, B. (2017). Educating for Democracy in a Partisan Age: Confronting the
Challenges of Motivated Reasoning and Misinformation. American Educational Research
Journal, 54(1), 3-34. DOI: 10.3102/0002831216679817

Krekd, P. (2020). Countering conspiracy theories and misinformation. In Butter M. & Knight,
P. (eds.). Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 242-255). Routledge

Kunnskapsdepartementet (2017). Overordnet del — verdier og prinsipper for
grunnoppleringen. Fastsatt som forskrift ved kongelig resolusjon. Lareplanverket for
Kunnskapslgftet 2020. https://www.udir.no/Ik20/overordnet-del/?lang=eng

Kvale, S. & Brinkmann, S. (2015). Det kvalitative forskningsintervju (3" ed.). Gyldendal.

Ledman, K. (2019). Discourses of criticality in Nordic countries’ school subject Civics.
Nordidactica, 9(3), 149-167. URL.:
https://journals.lub.lu.se/nordidactica/article/view/21887

Lenz, C. & Andersen, I. S. (n.d.). Demokratiforstaelse og demokratileering. DEMBRA —
Demokratisk beredskap mot rasisme og antisemittisme. Retrieved August 24", 2023:
https://dembra.no/no/utema/demokrati-medborgerskap-kritisk-tenkning/?fane=om-
temaet&trekk=3

Lewandowsky, S. (2019). In Whose Hands the Future? In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy
Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 149-177). Oxford University Press.

Lilleskare, M. (2021). Konspirasjonsteorier i religion og etikk: opplevd utbredelse,
utfordringer og relevans. Institutt for arkeologi, historie, kultur- og religionsvitenskap.
Universitetet i Bergen.

Maguire, M. & Delahunt, B. (2017). Doing a Thematic Analysis: A Practical, Step-by-Step
Guide for Learning and Teaching Scholars. All Ireland journal of Higher Education, 9(3),
3351-33514. URL.: https://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335

McKenzie-McHarg, A. (2019). Conspiracy Theory: The Nineteenth-Century Prehistory of a
Twentieth-Century Concept. In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People
Who Believe Them (pp. 62-81). Oxford University Press.

McKenzie-McHarg, A. (2020). Conceptual history and conspiracy theory. In Butter, M. &
Knight, P. (eds.). Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 16-27). Routledge.

Mikuskova, E. B. (2018). Conspiracy Beliefs of Future Teachers. Current Psychology,
37(19), 692-701. DOI: 10.1007/s12144-017-9561-4

Mittendorf, W. (2023) Conspiracy Theories and Democratic Legitimacy. Social
Epistemology, 37:4, 481-493, DOI: 10.1080/02691728.2023.2172700

Moore, A. (2019). On the democratic Problem of Conspiracy Politics. In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.).
Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 111-121). Oxford University
Press.

Orosz, G., Krekd, P., Paskuj, B., Toth-Kiraly, 1., Béthe, B. & Roland-Lévy, C. (2016).
Changing Conspiracy Beliefs through Rationality and Ridiculing. Front Psychol. 13(7),
1525. DOI: 10.3389/fpsy.2016.01525

Pantazi, M., Papaioannou, K. and van Prooijen, J.-W. (2022), Power to the People: The
Hidden Link Between Support for Direct Democracy and Belief in Conspiracy Theories.
Political Psychology, 43: 529-548. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12779

Papaioannou, K., Pantazi, M., & van Prooijen, J.-W. (2023). Is democracy under threat? Why
belief in conspiracy theories predicts autocratic attitudes. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 53, 846-856. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2939

Jean Bergane 22/26


https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831216679817
https://www.udir.no/lk20/overordnet-del/?lang=eng
https://journals.lub.lu.se/nordidactica/article/view/21887
https://dembra.no/no/utema/demokrati-medborgerskap-kritisk-tenkning/?fane=om-temaet&trekk=3
https://dembra.no/no/utema/demokrati-medborgerskap-kritisk-tenkning/?fane=om-temaet&trekk=3
https://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12144-017-9561-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2023.2172700
https://doi.org/10.3389%2Ffpsyg.2016.01525
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12779
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2939

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Pasek, J. (2019). Don’t Trust the Scientists! Rejecting the Scientific Consensus “Conspiracy”.
In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 201-
213). Oxford University Press.

Peters, R. A. & Johannesen, H. J. (2020). What is actually true? Approaches to teaching
conspiracy theories and alternative narratives in history lessons. Acta Didactica Norden,
14(4). DOI: 10.5617/adno.8377

Petersen, M. B. & Osmundsen, M. (2018). Hvor udbredt er troen pa konspirationsteorier i
Danmark? Retrieved December 15, 2022. URL:
https://pure.au.dk/portal/en/publications/hvor-udbredt-er-troen-paa-konspirationsteorier-i-
danmark(14889ffb-486d-4b87-a2bf-3d473c5bc9f4).html

Popper, K. (1962). The High Tide of Prophecy: Hegel, Marx, and the Aftermath. Vol. 2 of
The Open Society and Its Enemies. Routledge.

Radnitz, S. (2019). Why the Powerful (in Weak States) Prefer Conspiracy Theories. In
Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 347-359).
Oxford University Press.

Ravndal, J. A., Lygren, S., Jupskas, A. R. & Bjergo, T. (2020). RTV Trend Report 2020:
Right Wing Terrorism and Violence in Western Europe, 1990-2019, C-REX Research
Report No. 1/2020. Retrieved December 15™, 2022. URL: https://www.sv.uio.no/c-
rex/english/publications/c-rex-reports/2020/rtv-trend-report/c-rex-rtv-trend-report-
2020.pdf

Raikka, J. & Basham, L. (2019). Conspiracy Theory Phobia. In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.).
Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp.178-186). Oxford University
Press.

Reporters without borders (2023). RSF's World Press Freedom Index. Retrieved August 241,
2023: https://rsf.org/en/index

Saldafia, J. (2021). The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. 4" Ed. SAGE
Publications Inc.

Schensul, J. J. & LeCompte, M. D. (2013). Essential ethnographic methods. A mixed Methods
Approach. 2" ed. AltaMira Press

Smallpage, S. M. (2019). Conspiracy Thinking, Tolerance and Democracy. In Uscinski, J. E.
(ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 187-198). Oxford
University Press.

Smallpage, S. M., Drochon, H., Uscinski, J. E. & Klofstad, C. (2020). Who are the conspiracy
theorists? Demographics and conspiracy theories. In Butter, M. & Knight, P. (eds.).
Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 263-277). Routledge.

Stremmen, @. (2021). Giftpillen. Res Republica.

Swami, V., Chamorro-Premuzic, T. and Furnham, A. (2010), Unanswered questions: A
preliminary investigation of personality and individual difference predictors of 9/11
conspiracist beliefs. Appl. Cognit. Psychol., 24: 749-761. https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1583

Swami, V., Coles, R., Stieger, S., Pietschnig, J., Furnham, A., Rehim, S., & Voracek, M.
(2011). Conspiracist ideation in Britain and Austria: evidence of a monological belief
system and associations between individual psychological differences and real-world and
fictitious conspiracy theories. British journal of psychology (London, England : 1953),
102(3), 443-463. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.2010.02004.x

Swami, V., Voracek, M., Stieger, S., Tran, U. S. & Furnham, A. (2014). Analytic thinking
reduces belief in conspiracy theories. Cognition, 133(3), 572-585. DOI:
10.1016/j.cognition.2014.08.006

Terry, G., Hayfield, N., Clarke, V. & Braun, V. (2017). Thematic Analysis. In C. Willig & W.
S. Rogers (eds.). The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research in Psychology (2™ ed., pp.
17-37). SAGE Publications Inc.

Jean Bergane 23/26


https://doi.org/10.5617/adno.8377
https://pure.au.dk/portal/en/publications/hvor-udbredt-er-troen-paa-konspirationsteorier-i-danmark(14889ffb-486d-4b87-a2bf-3d473c5bc9f4).html
https://pure.au.dk/portal/en/publications/hvor-udbredt-er-troen-paa-konspirationsteorier-i-danmark(14889ffb-486d-4b87-a2bf-3d473c5bc9f4).html
https://www.sv.uio.no/c-rex/english/publications/c-rex-reports/2020/rtv-trend-report/c-rex-rtv-trend-report-2020.pdf
https://www.sv.uio.no/c-rex/english/publications/c-rex-reports/2020/rtv-trend-report/c-rex-rtv-trend-report-2020.pdf
https://www.sv.uio.no/c-rex/english/publications/c-rex-reports/2020/rtv-trend-report/c-rex-rtv-trend-report-2020.pdf
https://rsf.org/en/index
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1583
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.2010.02004.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.08.006

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Thalmann, K. (2019). The Stigmatization of Conspiracy Theory Since the 1950s. Routledge.

Thorisdottir, H., Mari, S. & Krouwel, A. (2020). Conspiracy theories, political ideology and
political behaviour. In Butter, K. & Knight, P. (eds.) Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy
Theories (pp. 304-316). Routledge

Uscinski, J. E. (2019). Down the Rabbit Hole We Go! In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy
Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 1-32). Oxford University Press.

Utdanningsdirektoratet (2021). Leereplan i Historie og filosofi (HIF01-03). Fastsatt som
forskrift. Leereplanverket for Kunnskapslgftet 2020. https://www.udir.no/Ik20/hif01-
03/kompetansemaal-og-vurdering/kv521

van Prooijen, J-W. & Acker, M. (2015). The influence of control on belief in conspiracy
theories: Conceptual and applied extensions. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 29, 753-761.
DOI: 10.1002/acp.3161

van Prooijen J-W. (2017). Why Education Predicts Decreased Belief in Conspiracy Theories.
Applied cognitive psychology, 31(1), 50-58. DOI: 10.1002/acp.3301

van Prooijen, J-W. (2019). Empowerment as a Tool to Reduce Belief in Conspiracy Theories.
In Uscinski, J. E. (ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 432-
442). Oxford University Press.

van Prooijen, J-W., Spadaro, G., & Wang, H. (2022). Suspicion of institutions: How distrust
and conspiracy theories deteriorate social relationships. Current opinion in psychology,
43, 65-69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.06.013

Vetenskap och Folkbildning (2021). VoF-undersdkningen, 2021. Retrieved December 15%,
2022. URL.: https://www.vof.se/vof-undersokningen/

Walker, J. (2019). What We Mean When We Say “Conspiracy Theory”. In Uscinski, J. E.
(ed.). Conspiracy Theories & the People Who Believe Them (pp. 53-61). Oxford
University Press.

Wepfer, E. (2021). Towards an ecological ethics of academic responsibility: debunking power
structures through relationality in Greek environmentalism. Journal of Cultural Research,
25(1), 88-103. DOI: 10.1080/14797585.2021.1886426

Yablokov, 1., Girard, P., Nebojsa, B. & Rabo, A. (2020). Introduction. In Butter, M. &
Knight, P. (eds.). Routledge Handbook of Conspiracy Theories (pp. 527-530). Routledge.

Zembylas, M. (2021). Moving beyond debunking conspiracy theories from a narrow
epistemic lens: ethical and political implications for education. Pedagogy, Culture &
Society. DOI: 10.1080/14681366.2021.1948911

Zia-Ebrahimi, R. (2018). When the Elders of Zion relocated to Eurabia: conspiratorial
racialization in antisemitism and Islamophobia. Patterns of Prejudics, 52(4), 314-337.
DOI: 10.1080/0031322X.2018.1493876

Jean Bergane 24/26


https://www.udir.no/lk20/hif01-03/kompetansemaal-og-vurdering/kv521
https://www.udir.no/lk20/hif01-03/kompetansemaal-og-vurdering/kv521
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3161
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.06.013
https://www.vof.se/vof-undersokningen/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14797585.2021.1886426
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681366.2021.1948911
https://doi.org/10.1080/0031322X.2018.1493876

Acta Didactica Norden Vol. 18, Nr. 1, Art. 2

Appendix
Interview guide (original in Norwegian).
1. Introductory questions:
a) How many pupils attend the school you work for?
b) What kind of school is it? (Lower/upper secondary education, etc.).

¢) For how many years have you been a teacher?

Theme 1: Attitudes towards school/education
2. What do you think should be the purpose of school or education?

a) What is the most important thing pupils should learn in school?

3. What do you hope your pupils see as the most important thing they get out of your
classes?

Theme 2: Conspiracy theories and society
4. There are many understandings and definitions of the term “conspiracy theory, so | am
not looking for a definite answer, but what does the term mean to you?

a) Where in society do you think one can find conspiracy theories?
b) How widespread are conspiracy theories in society?

5. Do you have any knowledge about any specific conspiracy theory? Which one(s)?
a) Where would you say you got this knowledge from?

b) How and where would you seek knowledge about conspiracy theories?

Theme 3: Conspiracy theories and pupils
6. Do your pupils ever talk about conspiracy theories in class?

a) Why do you think your pupils talk about conspiracy theories in class?
a. How does other pupils react if someone shares a conspiracy theory?

b. Have you ever been worried about/for pupils because for their belief in or
interest for conspiracy theories?

b) Where do you think the pupils first heard about these conspiracy theories?
7. Are there reasons for why pupils who do believe in conspiracy theories, might not
share this in class?

a) What reasons?

8. In which school subjects are pupils most likely to share conspiracy theories?
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a) Why?

9. What do you think are the reason(s) why pupils can start believing in conspiracy
theories?

Theme 4: Conspiracy theories and school/education
10. Which conspiracy theories do you think schools should try to prevent or reduce belief
in?

a) Why should these be countered?
b) In which school subjects should conspiracy theories be countered?
a. Are there any school subjects that should not counter conspiracy theories?
11. Should teachers familiarize themselves with conspiracy theories? — Which ones?
a) How?
b) Have you ever discussed conspiracy theories with colleagues?
12. Have you ever taught about conspiracy theories in class?
a) In which school subjects?
b) How?

13. Have you ever had other teaching lessons that you think may have contributed to
reducing or preventing belief in conspiracy theories?

a) How, and in which school subject(s)?
14. Do you see any challenges teaching about conspiracy theories in school?
a) Which ones/why?

b) Are there any challenges in not teaching about conspiracy theories?

15. Do you see any important teaching opportunities (not already mentioned) by bringing
up conspiracy theories in class?

a) Which ones/why?

16. Why did you choose to sign up for this continuing education course?
a) Are there any personal motivations or societal reasons?

b) What do you hope to learn?

17. Do you have anything to add about conspiracy theories in school/education?
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