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https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.abb2428
https://www.pewresearch.org/journalism/2016/12/15/many-americans-believe-fake-news-is-sowing-confusion/

"Fake news". A buzzword and a polysemic term

Lexis Nexis appearances of “fake news” in newspaper From don't believe that, trust me to an attack on journalism.
coverage show an increase in the yearly frequency with The multiple meanings of "fake news" among political elites
which newspapers have used this specific term

1200 ° Colin Jones & L4
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This was quite something. After attacking CNN, Trump
refuses to answer a question from @Acosta and says "you
are fake news”
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https://twitter.com/colinjones/status/819230504025260036
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Towards a clarification of terms

Usin

the dimensions of harm and falseness, Wardle and

Derakhshan (2017) describe the differences between these
types of information

Misinformation is when false information is shared, but
no harm is meant

Disinformation is when false information is knowingly
shared to cause harm

Malinformation is when genuine information is shared to
cause harm, often by moving information designed to
stay private into the public sphere

Wardle & Derakhshan (2017)

Glossary of the Bronner et al. report (2022)

Conspiracy theory: a narrative that tends to attribute the
origin of an event or phenomenon to the occult action of
a generally small group of individuals pursuing a legally or
morally reprehensible goal, to the detriment of a more
plausible explanation. %) A conspiracy theory is most
often characterized by challenging without real evidence
the commonly accepted explanation of a given
circumstance and accusing those who have a real or
supposed interest in it

Clickbait: sensationalist news content, often false,
inaccurate or misleading, created for the purpose of
att]rc'?ctlng the attention of Internet users to generate
traffic

False information or misinformation: false or inaccurate
information content, whether or not deliberately created
and disseminated to mislead people

Foreign digital influence: informational operation
conducted in the digital space by a foreign actor or group
of actors for the purpose of influence

Bronner et al. (2022)



https://rm.coe.int/information-disorder-toward-an-interdisciplinary-framework-for-researc/168076277c
https://www.vie-publique.fr/sites/default/files/rapport/pdf/283201.pdf

Misinformation in the age of platforms

"Citizens create content that reacts to what’s been presented
to them, entering the cycle as producers. (...) Bad actors are
finding ways to inject ideas into the conversation by targeting
vulnerable points in the system." (Zuckerman 2018)

Production

conspiracy
theories

ocho chambers
Distribution & algorithmic filtering
Discovery moderation/control
mobs

Citizens

Zuckerman (2018)

"While bots are bad for Twitter and Facebook, polarization
turns out to be a great business model-it leads to engaged
and passionate users, who are good for profits and bad for
democracy." (Ibid.)

disinformation Production

loss of revenue conspiracy
streams theories
bots trolling,
harassment

cc/7o c/mmbcrs
Distribution & algorithmic filtering

Discovery moderation/control Citizens
dark ads

addiction
time badly spent

Zuckerman (2018)
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Misinformation

Exposure, reception and use
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A small primary impact
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Evaluating the fake news problem at the scale

of the information ecosystem

Jennifer Allen', Baird Howland?*, Markus Mobius?, David Rothschild®, Duncan J. Watts®"
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media consumption, comprising at most 14.2% of Americans’ dally media diets. Second, to the extent that Amer-

Icans do from

news, Itls

which accounts for roughly five times as much as

news consumption as online. Third, fake news comprises only 0.15% of Americans’ daily media diet. Our results
suggest that the origins of public misinformedness and polarization are more likely to lle In the content of ordI-
nary news or the avoldance of news altogether as they are In overt fakery.

INTRODUCTION

Since the 2016 U.S. presidential clection, the deliberate spread of
online misinformation, in particular on social media platforms such
as Twitter and Faccbook, has generated extraordinary interest across
several disciplines (1-10). In large part, this interest reflects a decper
concern that the prevalence of "fake news” has increased political
polarization, decreased trust in public institutions, and undermined
democracy (11-14). Recently, a handful of papers have attempted to
measure the prevalence of fake news on social media (1, 8, 9). find-
ing that exposure is rare compared with other types of news content
and gencrally concentrated among older, politically conservative
Americans. Despite these findings, many rescarchers and other
observers continue to advocate that deliberately engincered mis-
information disseminated on social media is sufficiently prevalent
to constitute an urgent crisis (15, 16). Disagreements over the prev-
alence and importance of misinformation are difficult to cvaluate
empirically for three reasons. First, Americans consume news online
via desktop computers and, increasingly, mobile devices as well as
ontelevision (TV); yet, no single source of data covers all three modes.
Asa result, rescarchers slect data sources on the basis of their avail-
ability, which may not correspond with cither representativeness or
comprehensiveness. For example, many studies rely exclusively on
Twitter, whose users are highly unrepresentative of the general pop-
ulation (17), while even studies that rely on representative online
pancls omit TV consumption (18). Second, analyses of fake news
often fail to account for how much of it is consumed relative to other
types of news or non-news-related content. Because the volume of
online content is so vast, cven a very large numerator may constitute
only a tiny fraction of the total (19). Third, even if its prevalence is
low relative to other types of content, fake news could be important
cither because it is disproportionately impactful or because it is con-
centrated on small sub lati h

. While c

relative impact different types of content would have to have to dom-
inate, they cannot on their own resolve questions about influence.

Here, we address the first two of three challenges, leaving the
third for future rescarch. We assembled a unique dataset that drew
on three different sources to capture consumption across the two
principal modes of news production, TV and online, where we inte-
grate total consumption across the modes by demographic bucket
{see Materials and Methods and the Supplementary Methods for a
more detailed description of the datasets, definitions of key terms,
and estimation methods). Content is defined by the mode on which
it is consumed not produced; thus, for example, video consumed
on desktop or a mobile device is categorized as online consumption
cven when it is produced by mainstream TV stations.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
First, we measure national TV p using Niclsen’s
representative TV pancl (N = 100,000). In addition, we measure local
programming using a subset of the national panel (N = 50,000)
sampled from the 25 largest local markets. TV news consumption is
defined as time devoted to watching any
that are classified by Niclsen as “new )
news” (c.g., evening cable and network news), magazine news (c.g.,
Inside Edition and Datelinc), morning shows (e.g., Good Morning
America and Today Show), and entertainment news (c.g., TMZ,
Access Hollywood)—and late-night comedy shows (c.g., The Daily
Show With Trevor Noah and The Late Show With Stephen Colbert),
which are frequently viewed as a source of news-related information,
especially for younger viewers (20).

Second, we measure desktop and mobile media consumption
(including media consumed through mobile applications) using

of prevalence are intrinsically interesting and can indicate how much

{MIT Sloan School of Management, 100 Main St, Cambridge, MA 02142, USA.
“Harmony Labs, 311 W 43rd St, New York, NY 10036, USA. *Microsoft Research
New England, 1 Memorial Dr., Cambridge, MA 02142, USA. *Microsoft Research
New York, 641 Avenue of the Americas, 7th Floor, New York, NY 10011, USA. *Uni-
versity of Pennsyivania, 3401 Walnut St, 459C, Philadelphia, PA 19104, USA.

SPSA 2022

Comscore’s desktop and mobile pancl,

which breaks out total ume spent on different types of media sites
including news, search, and social media by demographic bucket.

Online (mobile and desktop) news consumption is defined as time
spent on any article published on one of more than 800 websites,
adapted from (21), that primarily cover “hard” news topicslike pol-

itics, business, and U.S. and i ional affairs. C P

falm nmwe cancamntion ic the tima aent an | af O8 wehcitee nrmi-
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Online (mobile + desktop) news consumption, by age

Mainstream news sites

Mainstream news within social media
Mainstream news within search
Portals (Yahoo, MSN, AOL)
Hyperpartisan sites

Fake news sites

Fake news within social media

Fake news within search
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Television news consumption, by age
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= Weather
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Fig. 4. News-only consumption by age. Detailed breakdown of news-only consumption by age group for (A) online (including mobile and desktop) and (B) television.
See fig. S4 (A and B) for results plotted over time from January 2016 to December 2018. See table S11 for numerical values.

Allen et al. (2020)

Allen et al. (2020)
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People’s beliefs may not be as partisan as it
seems based on their social media feeds

"Sharing intentions are much less discerning than accuracy
judgements - despite an overall desire to share only
accurate content”

Shifting attention to accuracy canreduce
misinformation online

Gordon Pennycook &, Ziv Epstein, Mohsen Masleh, Antonio A. Arechar, Dean Eckles & David G.
Rand

Nature 592, 590-595 (2021) ‘ Cite this article

62k Accesses |46 Citations ‘ 1549 Altmetric | Metrics

Abstract

Inrecent years, there has been a great deal of concern about the proliferation of false
and misleading news on social media2#, Academics and practitioners alike have
asked why people share such misinformation, and sought solutions to reduce the
sharing of misinformation3©Z. Here, we attempt to address both of these questions.
First, we find that the veracity of headlines has little effect on sharing intentions,
despite having a large effect on judgments of accuracy. This dissociation suggests that
sharing does not necessarily indicate belief. Nonetheless, most participants say it is
important to share only accurate news. To shed light on this apparent contradiction, we
carried out four survey experiments and a field experiment on Twitter; the results show
that subtly shifting attention to accuracy increases the quality of news that people
subsequently share. Together with additional computational analyses, these findings
indicate that people often share misinformation because their attention is focused on
factors other than accuracy—and therefore they fail to implement a strongly held
preference for accurate sharing. Our results challenge the popular claim that people
value partisanship over accuracy®?, and provide evidence for scalable attention-based
interventions that social media platforms could easily implement to counter
misinformation online.
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Fact-checking can reduce misperceptions but
often has minimal effect

Taking Fact-Checks Literally But Not Seriously? The
Effects of Journalistic Fact-Checking on Factual Beliefs
and Candidate Favorability

Brendan Nyhan, Ethan Porter, Jason Reifler & Thomas J. Wood

Political Behavior 42, 939-960 (2020) | Cite this article
5147 Accesses | 65 Citations |218 Altmetric | Metrics

Abstract

Are citizens willing to accept journalistic fact-checks of misleading claims from candidates
they support and to update their attitudes about those candidates? Previous studies have
reached conflicting conclusions about the effects of exposure to counter-attitudinal
information. As fact-checking has become more prominent, it is therefore worth examining
how respondents respond to fact-checks of politicians—a question with important implications
for understanding the effects of this journalistic format on elections. We present results to two
experiments conducted during the 2016 campaign that test the effects of exposure to realistic
journalistic fact-checks of claims made by Donald Trump during his convention speech and a
general election debate. These messages improved the accuracy of respondents’ factual beliefs,
even among his supporters, but had no measurable effect on attitudes toward Trump. These
results suggest that journalistic fact-checks can reduce misperceptions but often have minimal

effects on candidate evaluations or vote choice.

Nyhan et al. (2020)

"we find that people express more factually accurate beliefs
after exposure to fact-checks. These effects hold even when
fact-checks target their preferred candidate. {...)

However, exposure to journalistic fact-checks did not affect
attitudes toward him in either study. Ultimately, we find no
evidence that changes in factual beliefs in a claim made by a
candidate affect voter preferences during a presidential
election." Nyhan et al. (2020:956)
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Misinformation, science audiences and Covid-19

What does it mean for citizens to be misinformed or
uninformed about science ?

e Lack of understanding of science
* Knowledge about scientific facts

* Epistemic knowledge about science

* Holding beliefs inconsistent with the best available science

* Inaccurate views of scientific consensus and the willful rejection of
scientific consensus

* Conspiratorial beliefs
How does misinformation take root, and why does it persist ?

* Individual-Level Roots of Misinformation
* The (in)ability to recognize misinformation

* Motivations to recognize inaccurate information...or not
e Misinformation in Groups and Informational Cascades

 Communication Dynamics at the Societal Level

Scheufele & Krause (2019)

Multi-layered problem of risk definition in the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic (Krause et al. 2020)

magnitude of source of trust:::;;t:tmess individual
misinformation misinformation values, beliefs
checkers

Misinformation risk definition
problems

COVID-19 risk definition problems

. rtai [ -re|
seriousness of uncertainty Issue E?t&d .
s (not enough trustworthiness issue-related
Szl ik knowledge of values, beliefs
available) communicators

Krause et al. (2020)



https://www.pnas.org/content/pnas/116/16/7662.full.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13669877.2020.1756385

Covid-19 and mental health

Study 1
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Materials

. , \ ]
e Phasel Mai-June 2020 (n=8806) Phase?2 Canada lé':,:ttsg England Belgium \\Switzer]:uy Hong Kong  Philippines Zg&‘;d
N Ove m b e r 2020 ( n = 9 0 2 7) Meab. wave Q}U ti) t;ul'ltl 02:1 o-]"}u ‘n-%u t?"1(3 t?"z(] %;777777//92'{, ﬂ-'lllru ti] (;l:l 02:1 n]'ll-:., az'{,
Numbers 1501 2004 1065 1003 1041 1000 1015 1014 1002 1000 1140 1002 1041 1003 1001 1001
a

° 1 . 1d- . _ Se
Switzerland : Covid-19 Wave 1: March XFemale 484 483 485 481 488 478 486 484 477 478 451 450 492 493 486 486

April 2020 ; Covid-19 Wave 2: end Oct- Male 516 517 515 519 512 512 514 516 523 522 549 550 506 507 514 514

Age (years)
Dec 2020 V71824 109 109 55 80 111 111 62 56 95 95 95 95 216 226 122 122
2534 164 164 212 187 174 174 205 212 144 144 172 172 250 250 184 184
3&43 tlus.z }6.2 F? %?? %6.3 %6.3 137 116 %qg %32 %s% %s% %0.1 :110.1 %6.3 t116.3
: ) . R 15-5 79 179 19, 9. 79 179 207 225 17, 7. 9. 9. 55 155 175 17.5
e Switzerland: we ran the questionnaire in 5564 175 175 178 178 145 145 169 159 239 171 177 177 102 125 157 157
. >65 211 211 184 184 228 228 220 232 208 275 184 184 77 53 199 199

the three reglons Household composition b
Alone = 202 183 219 2290 207 212 189 188 236 271 65 67 48 34 180 156

* Data collection : an online questionnaire C&Yﬂ}m 251 224 322 302 279 257 222 222 221 185 310 278 529 550 326 340
centred on the concepts of the Mth 547 593 459 469 514 532 589 590 543 544 625 655 423 416 494 504
. . Essential worker ©
Knowledge-Attitude-Practice (KAP) model e 759 736 782 730 731 739 802 774 772 783 643 613 §12 704 729 743
. . . Yes: - - - . a
a“OWIng the exploratlon of dlve rse he;lth 6.8 8.9 78 9.2 9.5 7.9 7.5 6.1 13.0 9.8 136 109 8.1 10.9 9.9 89
themes Such as risk pe rce ptions and O:ﬁi:r 17.3 17.5 141 17.8 17.3 18.2 10.2 16.5 9.8 11.9 221 27.8 10.7 18.7 17.2 16.8

beliefs, positive and negative attitudes, as
well as adaptive and maladaptive
behaviours

Généreux M, et al. (2021)
SPSA 2022 COVID-19, (MIS)INFORMATION AND MENTAL HEALTH 13



https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34062769/

* Countries across the globe faced different epidemiological situations,
and even those impacted in a similar manner chose to respond to the
pandemic in different ways

|ndlcatOrS * Early and effective containment measures have decreased infection

e Main component of the study is a rates ; however, the benefits come wit.h huge costs |n terms of
psychological response survey -> Raising negative psychqlgglcal outcomes, especially when |nd|V|d.uaIs are
awareness of the impacts of the gffected by specn‘_lc strgs;ors such as greater_duratlon gf cor)flnement,
pandemic on psychological health inadequate supplies, difficulty securing medical care, financial losses

« Indicator : probable GAD or MDE * The confinement also deepened social inequalities, causing more

. GAD (generalized anxiety disorder). individuals to be vulnerable to the impacts of the pandemic

Standard questionnaire (GAD-7). The * Various factors play important roles in coping with a highly stressful
total score is obtained by adding up the situation such as the Covid-19. These factors encompass not only
score obtained for each item. (Spitzer al. individual hological h ] ¢ coh

2006) individual psychological resources, such as one’s sense of coherence,

but also socio-ecological factors for resilience such as family
functioning, social support, social participation, and trust in
healthcare institutions

« MDE (major depressive episode).
Standard questionnaire (PHQ-9).

Généreux M, et al. (2021)



https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jamainternalmedicine/fullarticle/410326
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34062769/

Findings
Psychological Outcomes

e An increase in negative psychological
outcomes between the first and second
measurement waves.

e Substantial differences between
countries, with rates in the USA, England,
Hong Kong and the Philippines generally
higher and those in Switzerland and
Belgium generally lower.

* Probable GAD or MDE indications ranged
from 22.3% in Switzerland to 38.8% in the
Philippines in November 2020 (Wave 2)

SPSA 2022
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Findings

Psychological Outcomes

e Rates among female, younger, and
measurement wave 2 participants are

generally higher than males, older and
measurement wave 1 participants.

* Higher changes between wave 1 and
wave 2 rates in the younger age groups
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Conspiracy theories and misinfo. about Covid-19



Material
a e rl a S Belgium Canada England Hong Kong New Zealand Philippines United States \ Switzerland/ Total

mean 489 480 475 4623 466 382 478 493 4656
 Phasel June 2020 (n =8806) e
Malo 49 48 49 45 48 49 49 48 48
* Switzerland : Covid-19 Wave 1: March- Fomale 5 st & 55 51 50 51 &2 8
. Educational attainment (%)
April 2020 Secondary education or lower 65 a2 60 38 a4 41 24 44 49
Tertiary education or higher 35 68 39 61 64 57 76 55 51
* Data collection : Questionnaire study 1 Information sources (mean)
Health experts 2.4 25 25 25 25 a1 25 24 26
(2 18 yea rs) Political actors 2.1 24 23 24 23 2.6 22 2.4 2.3
Traditional media 25 2.4 2.2 25 24 29 22 24 24
Digital media and personal contacts 1.7 1.9 20 2.4 20 28 24 2.0 24
Trust in information sources (mean)
Health experts 6.9 76 75 6.7 76 78 74 74 7.3
Political actors 47 6.2 55 50 68 65 49 6.4 58
Traditional media 58 6.3 6.0 65 63 74 60 6.1 6.3
Personal contacts 76 7.7 7.7 7.2 8.1 76 76 77 76
GAD (mean) 49 56 6.2 64 50 6.4 68 40 57
PHQ (mean) 50 6.4 74 7.0 63 6.9 76 5.1 6.4
N 1,016 1501 1,041 1,40 1,000 1,041 1,085 1,003 8806

1% of respondents are missing for gender, and 1.5% for educational aftainment.

De Coninck D et al. (2021)
SPSA 2022 COVID-19, (MIS)INFORMATION AND MENTAL HEALTH 18
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Indicators

Belief in cons?ira? theories (e.g., the
pharmaceutical industry is involved in
the spread of the coronavirus) was
measured through with 3 items
presented in all countries and another
one with 6 items presented in all
countries except Hong Kong. Answer
options ranged from 1 (do not agree at
all) to 10 (fully agree)

Belief in misinformation was measured
through 5 items (e.g., the coronavirus
cannot be transmitted in warm
countries). Answer options ranged from
1 (do not agree at all) to 10 (fully%

Covid-19 Information sources was
measured through 12 items. Answer
options ranged from 1 (never) to 4
(mainly/always)

Trust in Covid-19 Information Sources was
measured through 7 items. Answer
options ranged from 1 (do not trust at all)
to 10 (fully trust)

* Switzerland and Belgium are part of the democratic corporatist model
(Hallin & Mancini 2017). Despite differences, the United Kingdom and
Canada are close to this group. The political and media environment
in the US is polarized and creates fertile ground for spreading
misinformation. The Philippines and Hong Kong have a partisan media
landscape, and political polarization is high in both countries/regions.
New Zealand is selected for its approach to the Covid-19 pandemic.
Almost all countries were still in the process of fighting the pandemic
(wave 1), while New Zealand had passed this stage

* We expect conspiracy and misinformation beliefs to be low in
countries with a consensual, media-friendly political system and high
in countries with a polarized political and media environment

De Coninck D et al. (2021)
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Findings

Countries differences

SPSA 2022

Belief in conspiracy theories results.
Mean scores indicated that respondents
from the Philippines, the United States,
and Hong Kong reported the highest
scores with regards to conspiracy beliefs.
Respondents from Switzerland, but
especially Canada and New Zealand
reported the lowest scores

As for misinformation beliefs, results
again pointed to significant country
differences. Respondents from same
three countries the Philippines, Hong
Kong, the United States reported the
highest belief

Respondents from countries with a
media-supportive and consensual
political system report some of the lowest
conspiracy/misinformation beliefs

Dependent variables df F Sig. Country Mean score
Conspiracy beliefs 7 10782 0.00 Philippines 583
United States 5.19
Hong Kong 5.03
England 497
Belgium 435
(Switzerdland > 4.3
Canada 2.05
New Zealand 3.86
Misinformation beliefs 7 17263 0.00 Philippines 491
Hong Kong 4.06
United States 3.73
England 3.51
Cswitzerand 3.41
New Zealand 3.05
Canada 2.75
Belgium 2.62

Answer options for both misinformation and conspiracy beliefs ranged from 1 to 10, with the
high end of the scale denoting high misinformation/conspiracy beliefs
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Dependent Independent df F Sig. Mean score

F I n d I n g S variables variables

. . . Conspiracy Age 8,781 76.35 0.00
Sociodemographic differences beliofs 18-04 5.22
. . . . 35-54 4.81
* Differences in conspiracy beliefs by age . .99
and education, with mean scores Gender 8781 1382 024
indicating that younger age categories Mal 4.63
(18-34; 35-54) and lower educated Faag A
. . . . . . Educatio 8,710 1570 0.00
individuals held higher conspiracy beliefs moso e
. . —eCoNcary 4.
than older age categories and highly ucation or lower
educated individuals Tertiary education 453
or higher
* As for misinformation beliefs, we found Misinformation ~ Age 8781 9162 0.0
. baliefs 18-34 4.03
that younger age categories, lower e -
educated individuals, and women were ik i
more inclined to believe in Gender 8781 4004 0.00
misinformation than older age categories, Male 2.56
higher educated individuals, and men Female 3.33
Education 8710 423 0.00
Secondary 3.52
education or lower
Tertiary education 3.36

or higher

Answer options for both misinformation and conspiracy beliefs ranged from 1 to 10, with the
high end of the scale denoting high misinformation/conspiracy beliefs
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Findings

Exposure

Exposure to health experts was in
general associated with lower conspiracy
and misinformation beliefs

Exposure to political actors was
associated with greater conspiracy beliefs
in the United States, Hong Kong, and the
Philippines, and greater and
misinformation beliefs in all countries
except Belgium and Canada

In terms of information from traditional
media (TV, radio, print news), analyses
showed greater exposure was negatively
associated with conspiracy beliefs and
misinformation beliefs in Belgium and
Switzerland only

Exposure to digital media was associated
with greater conspiracy theory beliefs
and misinformation beliefs

Findings

Trust

Information from health actors was more
likely to be associated with lower
conspiracy or misinformation beliefs for
those who report high trust in these
actors

Information from digital media was
more likely to be associated with higher
conspiracy or misinformation beliefs
among those who report high trust in
these media

De Coninck D et al. (2021)
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Findings

Direct standardized effects of predictors on conspiracy beliefs and misinformation beliefs

Belgium England Hong Kong New Zaaland Philippines United States
Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis Conspiracy Mis
beliafs information beliafs information beliefs information beliefs information beliefs information beliafs information beliafs information belisfs information
beliefs beliefs beliefs beliafs beliefs beliefs baliefs beliefs
Exposure to
information
Health experts -0.18* -0.03 -0.18 —-0.08* —0.07* 047 -0.12~ —0.09* —0.29" —0.10* —0.06 —0A0 —0.05 —0.07 —0. 18 —0.20%
Political actors —0.02 007 —0.03 0.05 0.00 0145 010+ 0.43 = 0.03 0.0g° 0.05* (U8 [y —0.06 0.08* o.o7 0.25%=
Traditional —0.20* —0.42* —0.41 —0.01 —0.03 0. 0.03 041 —0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 —0.16* —0.08* —0.03 0.03
media
Diigital media 0.25% 019 028 029 0.2 0.2 0.27 045" 031 0.2 0.09° 0.09° 0.33 0.2 0.3z 026"
and personal
contacts
Interaction
trust/exposure
Health exparts R L 0.04 0.0e" —0.03 a2 —0.01 —0.08* 0.00 040 0.06 —0.0 —003 041~ 0.0z .09 —0.0e
Political actors 0.02 —02+ 0.04 0.0~ —0.0H 0.06 0.0 —0.06 043 002 —0.08 —0.08 0.08* —0.04 o.08 0.03
Traditional —0.04 —0.06 0.08* —0.04 004 —0.0H —0.02 0.01 _0.090 T rad 003 0.43* —0.00 0.00 0.0 0.02
media
Digital media —0.05 —0.0 0.02 0.04 0.03 —0.04 a2 0A5™ 0.09m 0.07 003 0.09* 0.03 004 o.0s* 0.1
and personal
contacts
GAD 0.04 042 0.05 —0:01 0.0 0.04 -0.15+ 023 _0.n4 _0.0s 0.41* 0.07 0.08 004 _0.08 _oqT
PHQ 042 016 0.07 0.08 0.18* 0.13* 0.37 049 0,245 0.2 _oo 0.00 013 I 0.2 0.6
De Coninck D et al. (2021)
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(Mis)information <-> health

SUM UP (selection) CHALLENGES
e Study1 * Content
. Switzerlan_d and Belgium had the least negative * Health (e.g. non-certified websites)
psychological results « Approaches
* Young people are particularly affected by the Covid-  Methods (Jerolmack & Khan 2014)
19 pandemic * Long-term effects (Gerbner 1998)
e Study 2

e ) * Putting true news into circulation
 The Philippines, United States, and Hong Kong

ranked as the top three for beliefs in conspiracy * Developing an appetite for science
theories and misinformation. Significantly lower

scores for both beliefs were found for Switzerland,

Canada and New Zealand and Belgium

* One would expect that more exposure to
information from political actors would also
decrease beliefs in conspiracies and misinformation,
but results showed that this exposure is associated
with greater conspiracy and misinformation beliefs
in Hong Kong, the United States, and the
Philippines, and not associated with these
beliefs in most other countries


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0049124114523396
https://web.asc.upenn.edu/gerbner/Asset.aspx?assetID=459
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