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Abstract 

 This thesis presents an overview of the current research of online disinformation and 

outlines a survey experiment in which individuals were randomly sorted into one of three 

treatments where they received a series of true and false information. Subjects were either sorted 

into one of two ideologically consistent environments or into a chaotic information environment 

comprising a random mix of the contents of the ideologically consistent environments. The 

results showed that individuals use motivated reasoning to accept false information when it is 

consistent with their prior beliefs, and that this reinforces their beliefs. When presented 

information inconsistent with their prior beliefs, individuals do not use motivated reasoning, but 

are instead able to distinguish between the true and false information, using the true information 

to update their beliefs. Finally, when presented with a chaotic mix of ideologically inconsistent 

information, individuals will tend not accept any information, regardless of their ideological 

priors. Subsequently, prior beliefs are not reinforced or updated. 
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The Party said that Oceania had never been in alliance with Eurasia. He, Winston 

Smith, knew that Oceania had been in alliance with Eurasia as short a time as four years 

ago. But where did that knowledge exist? Only in his own consciousness, which in any 

case must soon be annihilated. And if all others accepted the lie which the Party imposed 

— if all records told the same tale — then the lie passed into history and became truth. 

‘Who controls the past,’ ran the Party slogan, ‘controls the future: who controls the 

present controls the past.’ And yet the past, though of its nature alterable, never had been 

altered. Whatever was true now was true from everlasting to everlasting. It was quite 

simple. All that was needed was an unending series of victories over your own memory. 

‘Reality control’, they called it: in Newspeak, ‘doublethink’. 

-Orwell, 1984 

What makes it possible for a totalitarian or any other dictatorship to rule is that 

people are not informed; how can you have an opinion if you are not informed? If 

everybody always lies to you, the consequence is not that you believe the lies, but rather 

that nobody believes anything any longer. This is because lies, by their very nature, have 

to be changed, and a lying government has constantly to rewrite its own history. On the 

receiving end you get not only one lie—a lie which you could go on for the rest of your 

days—but you get a great number of lies, depending on how the political wind blows. 

And a people that no longer can believe anything cannot make up its mind. It is deprived 

not only of its capacity to act but also of its capacity to think and to judge. And with such 

a people you can then do what you please. 

-Hannah Arendt, The New York Review of Books interview with the French 

writer Roger Errera (1978)  
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Introduction 

What is the chaos dimension, and why is nothing true in it? For the purpose of the title, 

dimension is just a superfluous stand-in for the more appropriate information environment. What 

is an information environment? For the purposes of this discussion an information environment 

is simply the environment that information exists in. The characteristics of the information make 

up the environment, and conversely, the total characteristic of the environment signals the 

characteristics of the information contained within. In other words, the environment is the 

congregation in which information items are collected; the individual items make up the whole 

just as the whole encompasses the individual items. For our purposes (which will be explained in 

much more detail below) we define a collection of individually pro-border security information 

items as belonging to a wider pro-border security information environment.  

Subsequently, there may exist an information environment that is made up of individually 

anti-border security information items belonging to a wider anti-border security information 

environment. Finally, this study also considers a more chaotic information environment, where 

the individual information items are collected and distinguished by their basic contradictions—

the information items are not consistent with each other, therefore their wider information 

environment is inconsistent and chaotic.  

It should be mentioned that previous research into political information by the Columbia 

Journalism Review showed “that a right-wing media network anchored around Breitbart 

developed as a distinct and insulated media system, using social media as a backbone to transmit 

a hyper-partisan perspective to the world” (Benkler, Farris, Roberts, & Zuckerman 2017). 

Although the researchers use the word “ecosystem”, the theoretical definition of information 

environment outlined above fits with the Columbia Journalism Review’s analysis of a real-world 
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information environment—a collection of information items with certain characteristics (in this 

case, right-wing) that make up a whole right-wing information environment.  

Second, the above researchers argued that, “this pro-Trump media sphere [information 

environment] appears to have not only successfully set the agenda for the conservative media 

sphere [information environment], but also influenced the broader media agenda, in particular 

coverage of Hillary Clinton” (Benkler, et. al., 2017, p. 1). This is to say, not only do information 

environments exist without effect, but they also influence the empirical world. Such evidence 

gives us the basis for investigating how different information environments affect ideologically-

differing information consumers’ perceptions of what is true and what is false.  

Disinformation, as the name implies, is meant to disinform; it is not an alternative to 

reality, but instead acts as a lens through which reality is diffused and muddled into something 

that strays from but resembles the truth. As such, it is not a picture of an entirely different reality. 

Rather, the reality is augmented and perturbed. Some things remain the way they really are, 

while some things create the reality that one might believe ought to be 

 Following the example of Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral (2018), this thesis will not use the 

term “fake news”, agreeing with the authors that, “the term has lost all connection to the actual 

veracity of the information presented, rendering it meaningless for use in academic 

classification” ( 1146). Nielsen and Graves (2017) support this argument, concluding  that, 

“People are aware of the fake news discussion and see ‘fake news’ in part as a politicized 

buzzword used by politicians and others to criticize news media and platform companies.” They 

argue that the buzzword “plays out against a backdrop of low trust in news media, politicians, 

and platforms alike—a generalized skepticism toward most of the actors that dominate the 

contemporary information environment” ( p. 1). 
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 Finally, “fake news” is not necessarily completely false and “can more accurately be 

understood as disinformation: the purposeful construction of true or partly true bits of 

information into a message that is, at its core, misleading” (Benkler, et. al., 2017, p. 1). This 

thesis views disinformation as a means to reinforce the particularly-characterized information 

environment with information items that are ideologically consistent, regardless of the items’ 

actual empirical truth.  

 Returning to our example of a pro-border security information environment, this 

environment may be made up of some information items that support border security but are not 

actually true. These false items are there to support the pro-border security characteristic of the 

wider information environment. In our subsequent assessment, the juxtaposition of these false 

information items with the true ones is of interest. The interest is in disinformation’s 

effectiveness at reinforcing its information environment as an accepted information item 

compared to empirically true information items in the same environment.  

 In short,, this research is interested in information perception under different 

environments across preexisting consumer identities. Who accepts disinformation and under 

what environmental conditions? But also of interest is whether consumers update their prior 

opinions after accepting information, particularly disinformation. Recent research into 

disinformation is full of calls and exhortations for future research to address such questions as 

what are the effects exposure to fake news and other forms of misinformation (Guess, et al., 

2018) and what is the impact that false news has on people’s attitudes and beliefs (Fletcher, et 

al., 2018). 

This thesis investigates information consumers’ behavior in different information 

environments. It tests the effectiveness of disinformation versus true information as a component 
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of information environments. It measures prior identifiers in relation to their acceptability of true 

and false information. Finally, it measures the effect of information on subsequent opinion. In 

the next section, we will discuss the recent literature into disinformation as well as the 

psychological processes involved in information evaluation. 

Relevant Literature 

Since the 2016 election, researchers have begun to study the effects of the extent, 

exposure, and mechanisms of disinformation. The research shows that 1) disinformation is able 

to reach a wide extent of the population, 2) social media websites, such as Facebook and Twitter, 

play a disproportionate role in exposing individuals to disinformation, and 3) human psychology 

and social structures provide the mechanisms for the spread of disinformation. This literature 

will review the current understanding of these three elements of online disinformation and point 

to directions where more research is needed. 

Disinformation’s Online Environment 

While few have claimed that online disinformation outright changes voting behaviors, 

including swinging votes from Hillary Clinton to Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential 

election (Gunther, Beck, & Nisbet, 2018), others have found evidence that disinformation seems 

to “favor” one candidate over another. For example, analyzing Web-browsing history, Guess, 

Nyhan, and Reifler found that, “people saw an average (mean) of 5.45 articles from fake news 

websites during the study period of October 7–November 14, 2016. Nearly all of these were pro-

Trump (average of 5.00 pro-Trump articles)” (2018, p. 4) and conclude that, “Our data . . . 

indicate that fake news website production and consumption was overwhelmingly pro-Trump in 

its orientation” (p. 10-11). 
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 Recent research indicates a disproportionate balance of mainstream news to 

disinformation on social media. Several studies have concluded that “fake news” websites (i.e., 

sites that purposely provide disinformation in the form of news) are visited much less than 

mainstream news sites, implying their online environments are small and insignificant compared 

to larger, more important legitimate news environments. Fletcher, Cornia, Graves, and Nielsen 

(2018) found that most “fake news” websites reached only 1% of the population of France and 

Italy per month, while the largest mainstream news websites reached 22.3% of the population in 

France (Le Figaro) and 50.9% of the population in Italy (La Repubblica) per month. Likewise, 

Nelson and Taneja (2018) found that average monthly visits to mainstream news sites exceeded 

that of visits to “fake news” sites by 40 times; the average audience size for mainstream news 

sites was 28 million, while only 675,000 visited “fake news” sites. 

 At the same time, there is evidence that through social media, disinformation 

disseminates much further than mainstream news. Even in the study by Fletcher, et al., (2018) (in 

which most “fake news” sites reached an average of only 1% of the French population per 

month), a right-wing blog identified by the researchers as a “fake news” website, La Gauche m’a 

Tuer, had slightly more average Facebook interactions (1.5 million) per month than some 

mainstream sites, despite reaching only 0.4% of the French population on average per month. In 

contrast, FranceInfo and Le Huffpost, two prominent, mainstream news sites had fewer average 

monthly Facebook interactions, at 1.35 and 1.34 million, respectively, than La Gauche m’a Tuer, 

despite reaching an average 19% and 14.7% of the French population per month, figures which 

dwarf La Gauche m’a Tuer’s 0.4%. One “fake news” site, Santé+ Magazine, had nearly as many 

average monthly Facebook interactions as the top five mainstream news sites combined. The 

results are not as extreme in Italy, but “fake news” sites similarly enjoy a greater amount of 
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average monthly Facebook interactions than their average monthly population reach would seem 

to indicate. 

 Rather than permeating through traditional forms of media, it is clear that disinformation 

enjoys the benefits of social information environments with efficient information transfer 

capabilities—social media. The next section provides plentiful evidence that social media has 

played a part in both the total extent of disinformation and the exposure of individuals to 

disinformation. 

Disinformation Diffusion 

 Not only does disinformation comprise a disproportionate extent of information on social 

media, it also proliferates at disproportionate speeds on social media. The evidence shows that 

disinformation has more efficient exposure processes than the truth. The implication is that those 

exposed to disinformation may never receive the correct information because the truth doesn’t 

have enough time to reach them.  

Guess, Nyhan, and Reifler (2018) provide evidence that Facebook plays a role in greater 

exposure to fake news. Combining survey answers indicating how often a subject uses Facebook 

with Web-browsing history, the researchers found that among Clinton supporters in the 2016 

U.S. presidential election, visits to pro-Trump “fake news” websites increased from 2.8% for 

those who use Facebook very little to 28.2% for those who use Facebook the most. Among 

Trump supporters, visits to pro-Trump “fake news” site visits increased from 16.1% for those 

who use Facebook very little to 62.4% for those who use Facebook the most.  

Additionally, Facebook accounted for 22.1% of the websites visited within the prior 30 

seconds of visiting a “fake news” website, while only accounting for 5.8% of the websites visited 

within the same period of visiting a mainstream news site. Meanwhile, the researchers observe 
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an inverse relationship with sites such as “Google (1.9% fake news versus 6.5% hard news), 

Twitter (0.9% fake news versus 1.9% hard news), or webmail providers such as Gmail (6.7% 

fake news versus 7.0% hard news)” (Guess, Nyhan, & Reifler, 2018, p. 9). Nelson and Taneja 

similarly found that the amount of time spent on Facebook is “likely correlated with level of fake 

news use” (2018, p. 3732-3733). 

 Guess, Nyhan, and Reifler go on to show that, “only about half of the Americans who 

visited a fake news website during the study period also saw any fact-check from one of the 

dedicated fact-checking websites (14.0%)” (2018, p. 10). More importantly, Vosoughi, Roy, and 

Aral found that “Falsehood diffused significantly farther, faster, deeper, and more broadly than 

the truth in all categories of information, and the effects were more pronounced for false political 

news than for false news about terrorism, natural disasters, science, urban legends, or financial 

information” (2018, p. 1146). Data collected from Twitter over 10 years show that “Whereas the 

truth rarely diffused to more than 1000 people, the top 1% of false-news cascades routinely 

diffused to between 1000 and 100,000 people” (p. 1148). Falsehood also travelled significantly 

faster over Twitter than the truth: “It took the truth about six times as long as falsehood to reach 

1500 people . . . and 20 times as long as falsehood to reach a cascade depth of 10” (p. 1148). 

 In another analysis of Twitter in the days before the 2016 U.S. presidential election, 

Howard, Bolsover, Kollanyi, Bradshaw, and Neudert (2017) found that “the proportion of 

professional to junk news is roughly one-to-one,” ( p. 4) with professional news content 

accounting for 25.9% of all political news and information shared in the days before the election 

on Twitter in Michigan. “Junk news”—defined by the researchers as “extremist, sensationalist, 

conspiratorial, masked commentary, [or] fake” news—accounted for 26.1% of all political 

information and news shared before the election on Twitter in Michigan (p. 1). However, when 
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conducting analysis more broadly on disinformation and adding “the amount of junk news . . . to 

the number of links to unverified WikiLeaks content, and Russian-origin news stories, it appears 

that fully 46.5% of all the content that is presented as news and information about politics and 

the election is of an untrustworthy provenance or falls under the definition of propaganda based 

on its use of language and emotional appeals” (p. 4). Moreover, the disinformation shared on 

Twitter in Michigan in the days leading to the election “was just as, if not more, prevalent than 

the amount of information produced by professional news organizations” (p. 4). Strikingly, the 

researchers found that “the volume of all the other forms of political news and information 

peaked and the relative proportion of professional news and information was at its lowest” (p. 4) 

the day before the election. 

 The evidence is enough to argue that online disinformation is sufficiently a problem in 

both its proportion and rate of diffusion to true information. While the above evidence of 

disinformation’s original online information environment relegates its falsities to fringe blogs 

and websites, the disinformation items that make up the environment are highly transmittable. 

One implication of this may be that the more a disinformation item is shared, the more its 

original information environment grows in size of online users.  

This implication resonates with Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral’s language of an information 

“cascade.” As the information is transferred to one person, it cascades from that person and is 

transferred to several others, resulting in a scattershot or top-down pyramid of disinformation 

being shared exponentially from a single online user to thousands (2018). While that is going on, 

future research should be done to identify whether a snowball effect occurs with the original 

information environment/disinformation website. As a disinformation item is shared from that 
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website, gaining speed and diffusing to thousands, does the website pick up new, regular users, 

like a snowball rolling down the algebraic line of its fake article’s diffusion cascade?  

 The next section of this review will outline the current understanding of why 

disinformation is able to cascade or snowball so quickly. Though the nature and ease of 

information transfer on social media platforms allow for quick sharing, this alone does not 

account for disinformation’s ability to diffuse much faster than the truth. For this, we must turn 

to psychology to help explain the choices individual make when they share disinformation. We 

must especially review the basic literature concerning information perception and cognition. 

Psychological Processes of Disinformation Diffusion 

One might expect the efficiency of online disinformation to be mainly due to digital 

technology. But social media platforms, are, after all, just platforms for human use. For example, 

there is evidence that “bots”—social media accounts that automatically provide content through 

the use of computer algorithms—account for less disinformation on social media than humans. 

Howard et al.’s data “revealed that only 2% of the platforms used to send Twitter traffic were 

known sources of bots—the rest were platforms that either supported human users or offered 

very human-like levels of automation” (2017, p. 2). The researchers did admit that “bots may be 

less active or harder to detect in state-level, subnational political conversations, and more active 

or easier to detect at the national level” (p. 3). But in the analysis of ten years of Twitter data by 

Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral, the researchers found that when controlling for bots, the data suggests 

“false news spreads farther, faster, deeper, and more broadly than the truth in all categories of 

information” (2018, p. 1147). Furthermore, “The greater likelihood of people to retweet falsity 

more than the truth is what drives the spread of false news, despite network and individual 

factors that favor the truth” (p. 1150).  
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 Why then, is disinformation shared? Alcott and Gentzkow create an economic model of 

“fake news”. In the first place, “fake news” is created for two reasons: 1) to draw significant 

advertising revenue when users click to the original site and 2) to advance candidates news 

providers favor” (2017, p. 217). Consumers then choose websites “from which they will 

consume news in order to maximize their own expected utility” (p. 218). This utility, however 

faces internal conflict. On the one hand, consumers gain utility by seeking the truth; “consumers 

must choose an action, which could represent advocating or voting for a candidate, and they 

receive private benefits if they choose the candidate they would prefer if they were fully 

informed” (p. 218). On the other hand, consumers are not immune to confirmation bias and “may 

derive psychological utility from seeing reports that are consistent with their priors. Thus, 

consumers face a tradeoff: they have a private incentive to consume precise and unbiased news, 

but they also receive psychological utility from confirmatory news” (p. 218). 

 Alcott and Gentzkow cite additional research on prior beliefs: “First, when feedback 

about the true state is limited, rational consumers will judge a firm to be higher quality when its 

reports are closer to the consumers’ priors” (2017, p. 218). Thus, “fake news” sites initially 

“attract demand because consumers cannot distinguish them from higher-quality outlets, and also 

because their reports are tailored to deliver psychological utility to consumers on either the left 

or right of the political spectrum” (p. 219).  

This model involving psychological priors fits in with broader research on the media 

landscape. In a study of study “of over 1.25 million stories published online between April 1, 

2015 and Election Day” 2016, Benkler, Faris, Roberts, and Zuckerman found “that a right-wing 

media network anchored around Breitbart developed as a distinct and insulated media system, 

using social media as a backbone to transmit a hyper-partisan perspective to the world” (2017, p. 
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1). The researchers do not explain why the right-wing media system was more insulated than 

media on the left: “Once a threshold of partisan-only attention is reached, the number of sites in 

the clearly partisan right increases, and indeed exceeds the number of sites in the clearly partisan 

left. By contrast, starting at The Wall Street Journal and moving left, attention is spread more 

evenly across a range of sites whose audience reflects a gradually increasing proportion of 

Clinton followers as opposed to Trump followers” (p. 4). However, the fact that these sites 

favored Trump more than left-leaning websites favored Clinton is consistent with research cited 

above by Guess, Nyhan, and Reifler (2018) that disinformation online was heavily pro-Trump 

and fits into Alcott and Gentzkow’s (2017) model that consumers “may derive psychological 

utility from seeing reports that are consistent with their priors”, or confirmation bias.  

Most studies of political psychology and information hold that prior notions are very 

important in formulating perceptions of information. For example, Kunda (1990) found that 

people are more likely to arrive at the conclusions that they want to rather than the conclusions 

that are accurate. This may be because when people are directionally-goaled, their cognitive 

processes of remembering empirical information become biased toward the conclusion they 

want. In other words, as long as individuals are able to recall information that helps them arrive 

to the desired conclusion, they will use that information to do so.  

 In a study of how Danish politicians evaluate political information, Baekgaard, 

Christensen, Dahmann, Mathiasen, and Petersen (2017) found that when evaluating information 

inconsistent with their priors, the politicians rejected the inconsistent information. However, 

when confronted with even more evidence against their priors, they rejected the information even 

more, suggesting a larger retreat into motivated reasoning and a greater effect of their prior 

opinions than before. This may be the cognitive process described by Kunda above, where the 
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politicians are reaching into their store of prior knowledge even more for evidence to help them 

arrive to their own directionally-oriented, predisposed conclusion. 

 An earlier study by Lord, Ross, and Lepper (1979) presented students with identical 

information for and against the death penalty. When evaluating this information, both the 

students for and against the death penalty were more easily accepting of the information that fit 

into their prior opinion. Additionally, both groups were dismissive of disconfirming information, 

subjecting it to greater critical analysis than the confirmatory information. Importantly, both 

groups for and against the death penalty indicated a greater change in support for their positions 

after reviewing the information, suggesting increased polarization. This is consistent with 

Baekgaard et. al.’s study where the Danish politicians increased their opposition to the 

information inconsistent with their priors in proportion to the amount of inconsistent information 

presented. It seems that the more inconsistent information to their priors an individual is 

confronted with, the more the individual rejects the information and tries to justify their desired 

conclusion with their own priors. 

This propensity to reject what is not consistent with one’s prior opinion is called 

“disconfirmation bias” (Strickland, Taber and Lodge 2011). This implies that these biases hold a 

positive and negative mechanism with regard to information that either confirms or denies one’s 

priors. Such biases may be triggered by “hot-cognition”, that is, every piece of information is 

essentially charged with a certain ideological connotation that individuals are able to cognitively 

process and evaluate whether to accept or deny information based on whether it confirms or is 

inconsistent with one’s priors (Lodge, Milton, and Taber, 2000).  

However, more recent research indicates some disagreement regarding the perception and 

evaluation of information over time against one’s priors. Pennycook, Cannon, and Rand (2017) 
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found that after a single exposure to disinformation, individuals were more likely to believe the 

disinformation after seeing it again than disinformation they had not seen before, suggesting that 

repeated exposure to disinformation may update prior beliefs. These results may be consistent 

with Kunda’s description of the directionally-motivated cognitive processes at play: the 

individuals had more time to recollect the prior knowledge needed to corroborate and confirm 

their predisposed conclusions. Thus, the repeated recollection of confirming prior knowledge is 

the main cognitive mechanism to accepting disinformation at play, not just the repeated exposure 

of disinformation. The study of Danish politicians showed that repeated and increased exposure 

to inconsistent information only resulted in greater denial of the inconsistent information 

(Baekgaard, et. al., 2017). 

In contrast, Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral (2018) found that individuals were more likely to 

accept information that was new to them. In their analysis of Twitter data, the researchers “found 

that falsehoods were 70% more likely to be retweeted than the truth” (2018, p. 1149). The 

researchers hypothesized that falsehoods were more likely to be retweeted because they were 

perceived to be more novel: 

Novelty attracts human attention, contributes to productive 

decision-making, and encourages information sharing because 

novelty updates our understanding of the world. When information 

is novel, it is not only surprising, but also more valuable, both from 

an information theoretic perspective [in that it provides the greatest 

aid to decision-making] and from a social perspective [in that it 

conveys social status on one that is “in the know” or has access to 



Nothing is True in the Chaos Dimension 21 

unique “inside” information]. (Vosoughi, Roy, & Aral, 2018, p. 

1149). 

By categorizing their database of true and false tweets into further-categorized emotion 

typologies, the researchers “found that false rumors inspired replies expressing greater surprise. . 

., corroborating the novelty hypothesis” (p. 1150). While stopping short of claiming “that novelty 

causes retweets or that novelty is the only reason why false news is retweeted more often, we do 

find that false news is more novel, and that novel information is more likely to be retweeted” (p. 

1150). 

 The most logical explanation for the contradiction is that the researchers did not account 

for the effect of prior opinions. Indeed, in addition to “false rumors [inspiring] replies expressing 

greater surprise”, they also inspired more negative emotions, such as fear and disgust, whereas 

truthful stories inspired emotions such as “anticipation, sadness, joy, and trust” [emphasis mine] 

(Vosoughi, Roy, and Aral, 2018, p. 1146 and 1150). While the researchers hypothesize that 

surprise and novelty may account for the disproportionate amount of shared disinformation, 

perhaps the sharing of disinformation is influenced just as much as fear. In the blocked quote 

above, fear may be able to stand in for novelty, in that it “attracts human attention” and “updates 

our understanding of the world . . .When information is [frightening], it is not only surprising, 

but also more valuable. . .(in that it provides the greatest aid to decision-making) . . .” (p. 1149).   

Fear, broadly speaking, is a survival mechanism, based on prior experience, and is useful 

information about the environment that helps one survive. Fear, however, is just as much of an 

evolutionary trait as it is a social construct used to assimilate the human tribe against perceived 

threats. Therefore, the researchers’ conclusion that perceived novelty (or arguably, fear), is the 

likely psychological mechanism responsible for the sharing of disinformation is necessarily 
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underpinned by the individual’s prior knowledge. Novelty itself is the self-perception of a lack of 

prior knowledge. Moreover, the inconsistencies in these studies, (i.e., individuals accepting 

disinformation they saw before more than disinformation they did not and sharing disinformation 

because it is perceived to be more novel) can be explained by the cognitive processes outlined by 

Kunda—the recollection and application of prior information to corroborate a directionally-

motivated conclusion. 

 Kahan (2016) introduces an additional theory of motivated reasoning that involves the 

addition of the interaction between social constructs and priors. Rather than limiting his 

definition of motivated reasoning to confirmation bias (used to confirm one’s priors in an effort 

to satisfy self-esteem), Kahan posits that politically-motivated reasoning is different in that it 

accounts for one’s identity within a group; it is this group identity that is more important in 

evaluating political information than one’s own biases. In fact, Kahan argues that these priors are 

influenced by the desire to conform with the group identity. In other words, you are more likely 

to accept information when your friends will also accept the same information; it is political 

utility to keep oneself assimilated within the group.  

Specifically, when measuring a change in belief or opinion after exposure to information, 

he argues that even though an individual may not change her opinion, the weight that she gives 

the evidence presented to her against her refusal to change may indicate the presence of 

politically-motivated reasoning. That is, though the individual’s opinion does not appear to have 

changed, the individual’s true belief can be measured in the weight he or she assigns to 

information that appears inconsistent with their supposedly individual prior opinions (which 

actually consist of the social constructs of the individual’s collective identity than the 
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individual’s identity itself) (2016). To borrow from more psychology, politically-motivated 

reasoning can be defined as the reasoning of the persona, not the individual. 

Based on the above evidence, an understanding of human psychology seems most 

beneficial for understanding the phenomena of online disinformation. A variety of cognitive 

processes are likely at play that make individuals more likely to accept or deny information and 

to decide to share that information. One major implication and further assumption of this 

research is that the individual’s interaction with information and disinformation is largely 

contingent on the individual’s prior knowledge. However, more research should be done to 

identify the proper psychological, cognitive processes in play, as multiple hypotheses have been 

proposed for the acceptance and proliferation of disinformation. 

Research Purpose 

 The above evidence shows that disinformation is widespread and diffuses rapidly because 

of a combination of technological capability and human psychology. However, we still need to 

know the effects of exposure to fake news and other forms of misinformation including its 

impact on people’s attitudes and beliefs (Guess et al. 2018 and Fletcher et al, 2018). This paper  

helps provide some answers by testing hypotheses about the cognitive processes in various 

information environments. Ultimately, this research tests information’s capability as a human 

tool meant to influence belief and opinion by its setting in different information environments. 

Understanding how and when disinformation affects belief is crucial for understanding how best 

to identify its use and how best to counteract it. Key questions include:  

How does the information environment affect individuals’ ability to distinguish between true and 

false? How do prior ideological opinions change after exposure to ideologically-characterized 
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environments versus random environments? Does disinformation update prior opinions? What 

characteristics make an individual more likely to accept disinformation?  

Three subsequent hypotheses attempt to answer these questions through experimentation. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: The Chaos Hypothesis 

The literature highlights that the environment is key in determining the impact of 

disinformation. H1: In a chaotic information environment where information is conflicting, 

sporadic, and confusing, the cognitive processes are inhibited. Subsequently, individuals are less 

able to recollect their own prior knowledge to compare with the new information. As a result, the 

information must be rejected because it does not match with any prior knowledge. Moreover, 

with no new information accepted, beliefs remain as they were.  

The psychological explanation for this hypothesis may be that the chaotic environment 

hinders the use of hot-cognition (Lodge, Milton, and Taber, 2000) and therefore, the ability to 

recollect prior knowledge. Second, in this environment, subsequent opinions will not change, 

since there is so much confusion and so little credibly-perceived information to update prior 

opinions with; individuals will not know what to believe. In summary, when information conflict 

is high, judgement accuracy decreases across the board, individuals will not accept much 

information, and individual beliefs will remain unchanged.  

Hypothesis 2: The Scrutinization Hypothesis 

H2: In an information environment that is completely antithetical to one’s priors, hot 

cognition is activated, leading to a greater scrutinization of the information. At the same time, the 

effects of disconfirmation bias and politically-motivated reasoning is reduced because there is no 

motivating information that agrees with one’s priors. As a result of the increased scrutinization 
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and decreased politically-motivated reasoning, individuals are able to recollect more prior 

knowledge to compare with the new information. The greater availability of prior knowledge 

contributes to a greater ability to distinguish between true and false; greater judgement accuracy. 

When individuals subsequently accept the true information, they update their beliefs, despite 

their prior motivations. 

Kahan’s theory of politically-motivated reasoning (2016) may allow individuals to more 

objectively evaluate information inconsistent with their priors without worrying about the social 

duty to reinforce them. The “hot cognition” described by Lodge, Milton, and Taber (2000) may 

account for a greater scrutinization of the information and a greater judgement accuracy. In the 

process, individuals may end up updating their prior opinions if their objective evaluation 

uncovers information that is not wholly inconsistent with their objective prior knowledge. In 

summary, when information is wholly disagreeable to an individual’s preconceived notions, they 

have greater judgement accuracy and may update their opinions to fit their accurate, empirical 

observations. 

Hypothesis 3: The Politically-Motivated Reasoning Hypothesis 

H3: In an information environment that matches individual priors, individuals are 

motivated to accept more information. At the same time, individuals are more skeptical of 

denying information, wanting to do everything to maintain one’s social identity; individuals are 

politically-motivated. As a result, individuals will accept more false information, motivated by 

prior beliefs and political considerations. More acceptance of false information requires 

individuals to reinforce their beliefs. 

Judgement accuracy decreases because the individual is more likely to accept 

disinformation that fits with their priors. This is both because they are cognitively better able to 
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recollect confirming information (Kunda, 1990), and because they are politically-motivated not 

to deviate with disbelief from their ideological identity (Kahan, 2016). Subsequently, these 

cognitive processes will reinforce or strengthen their prior opinions, consistent with the results in 

the experiment by Lord, Ross, and Lepper (1979). In summary, when information agrees with an 

individual’s preconceived notions, judgement accuracy decreases, they accept disinformation 

more, and their opinions are reinforced or strengthened.  

Research Design and Method 

The research method used for this thesis consists of a survey experimental design 

modeled after Alcott and Gentzkow’s study of disinformation (2017), though without their 

measure of exposure. In their study, the researchers asked their subjects whether they recalled 

seeing their information items in the news in order to measure the exposure of the information 

item. However, to control for false recalls, where the subject had not in fact seen the information 

item but mistakenly believed they had, the researchers introduced a selected number of placebo 

information items that were wholly fabricated by the researchers. This study does not ask 

subjects if they recalled seeing an information item because of the practical difficulty and 

inherent bias involved in fabricating a decisively pro- or anti-stronger border security 

information item. Additionally, the collected samples of information are not exhaustive; there are 

necessarily other pieces of true and false information existing that would not be measured. 

Instead, a database of fact-checked information items was collected from the fact-

checking website PolitiFact.com, consisting of information that circulated on social media, such 

as Facebook and Twitter. In addition to the individual information, the database also included the 

number of times the information was shared or interacted with on social media, the online 
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following of the accounts who posted the information, as well as the identifying qualities of the 

accounts who posted it. 

Additionally, the information collected from PolitiFact was coded as either true or false, 

otherwise known as information or disinformation. PolitiFact compiles information, usually 

about political topics, and assigns to each item a rating ranging from “True”, “Mostly True”, 

“Half True”, “Mostly False”, “False”, and “Pants on Fire!”. A collection of 12 information items 

were collated from PolitiFact’s “Immigration” category. In total, six information items were 

rated by PolitiFact as “True” or “Mostly True” and six were rated by PolitiFact as “Mostly 

False”, “False”, or “Pants on Fire!”. All information items collected were fact-checked by 

PolitiFact no more than one year ago to ensure their relevance to contemporary border and 

immigration policies.  

The information items were then coded into one of two information environment 

categories: pro-stronger border security or anti-stronger border security. The result of the 

collection and categorization of the information items was the creation of two information 

environments, the aforementioned pro- and anti-stronger border security environments, each 

consisting of three true and three false information items as fact-checked by PolitiFact.  

A third information environment was created by randomly selecting six true or false pro- 

or anti-stronger border security information items from the total list of 12 information items. The 

purpose was to create an inconsistent and chaotic information environment, in order to test 

whether consumers’ perceptions of what was true or false differed from their perceptions in a 

consistently pro- or anti-stronger border security information environment. This environment 

may reflect an unfiltered online reality, as opposed to the two filtered and biased environments. 
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To avoid subjective bias, careful attention was paid to the source of information to 

determine its coding for pro-stronger security or anti-stronger security. For example, both true 

and false pro-stronger security information items were collected from sources who were 

explicitly Trump supporters, explicitly conservative-leaning news sources, or explicitly 

conservative personalities. For the anti-stronger security information, the collection was from 

Democratic politicians against President Trump’s border policies and explicitly liberal-leaning 

news sources.  

Where there was no clear source to decisively determine the coding of information, 

attention was given to the explicit denotations contained within the information. This method 

was most commonly used with social media accounts that were not run by any popular public 

figures but are best thought of as private accounts. For example, one piece of false information 

coded for anti-stronger security asked as an aside if “Donald Trump could get anymore 

ignorant?” In another piece of false information, in addition to claiming that more Americans 

were killed by unsafe lettuce last year than illegal immigrants, the poster sarcastically stated that 

it was a “good thing we're halting food inspections over a wall that won't work.” Thus, it was 

determined that the two aforementioned posts were written against President Trump and his 

border policies. 

Once the information items were collected, coded, and sorted into their respective 

information environments (pro-stronger border security, anti-stronger border security, and the 

chaotic environment) they were employed in a survey experimental design. Qualtrics, a data 

collection company, was contracted to publish, administrate, and randomly assign the survey to 

their pool of survey audience subjects with grant money awarded by Florida State University 

under RIB approval. In all, 791 subjects were surveyed. 
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Subjects were shown and provided a copy of the official adult consent form for studies 

under Florida State University. The survey asked subjects if they agreed to participate in the 

survey, if they understood the risks and benefits involved, and if they understood they could 

withdraw at any time. Subjects were made aware that they might be shown information that was 

not true, and that they may not know whether the information is true or not. Lastly, subjects were 

made aware that the responses would be collected anonymously and their personally identifying 

information would not be collected by the researcher. Subjects who accepted the above 

information and consented to participate proceeded to the rest of the survey, while subjects who 

did not consent to participate were automatically terminated from participating in the rest of the 

survey. 

The next section of the survey asked a collection of demographic, political, and media 

consumption questions. Subjects were asked their gender, age, highest level of education, and 

yearly income. Subjects were then asked how they would describe their political leanings (from 

Very Liberal to Very Conservative, on a five-point Likert scale), the political party they most 

affiliated with (from Democratic to Republican on a five-point Likert Scale), and who they voted 

for in the 2016 U.S. presidential election (Hillary Clinton, Donald Trump, or “Other”, to be filled 

in by the subject).  

After that, subjects were asked to describe their level of trust in the press/news media 

(from Greatly Trust to Greatly Distrust on a five-point Likert scale). Then, subjects were asked 

to fill in how many minutes per day, on average, they spent reading, watching, or listening to the 

news. They were also asked to fill in how many minutes per day, on average, of those minutes 

spent reading, watching, or listening to news, they did so on social media, such as Facebook or 

Twitter, YouTube, Reddit, etc. Subjects were also asked to choose their most important source of 
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news from a list that included social media, news websites or apps, cable television news (such 

as CNN or Fox News), national evening network television news (such as ABC World News, 

CBS Evening News, or NBC Nightly News), local television news, radio news, or print 

newspapers. Then subjects were asked to select their preferred cable television news channel 

from a list that included CNN, Fox News, MSNBC, or other. Lastly, subjects were asked to rate 

their level of support for stronger border security on a five-point Likert scale from Strongly 

Support to Strongly Oppose. A copy of the survey is found in Appendix A.  

Subjects were then randomly and equally sorted into one of the three aforementioned 

information environment conditions. The pro-stronger border security environment contained 

three true and three false information items coded for pro-stronger border security arranged in a 

random order to minimize bias. The anti-stronger border security environment contained three 

true and three false information items coded for anti-stronger border security also arranged in a 

random order. The chaotic information environment contained a random selection of six 

information items from the two prior information environments. 

Subjects were informed that in the next section, they would be shown a series of 

information about border security and immigration into the United States and asked whether they 

believed this information to be true. The information items consisted of true and false statements 

(as fact-checked by PolitiFact) made about immigration and border security in the past year that 

circulated on social media. Subjects were shown the information items and were asked to 

respond yes, no, unsure to whether they believed the information to be true. After subjects 

responded to all of the items in their respective information environments, they were asked, 

assuming the previous information was true, what their level for border security would be now, 
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using the same previous five-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Support to Strongly 

Oppose. 

At the end of the survey, subjects were given a debrief, consisting of the list of 

information items along with their PolitiFact ratings and a URL link to the specific PolitiFact 

article. This debrief was made available for subjects to download. Survey responses were then 

collected, quantified, and analyzed, which will be discussed below. 

Data 

The survey questions discussed above were first operationalized for each treatment 

received. For example, because there were three separate, independent treatment conditions, 

three separate, independent variables were coded for their respected treatment condition (e.g., the 

pro-border security, anti-border security, and chaos environments each had their own 

corresponding independent variable for gender, age, education, etc.). The purpose of this was to 

allow for the test of the effects of these independent variables on the dependent variable in their 

specific environment, and more broadly to compare the information environments with each 

other. 

Categorical variables that could not be measured ordinally were operationalized into 

dummy variables for use in regression analysis. These included respondents’ votes in 2016 for 

the U.S. presidential election, their most important news source (social media, news websites, 

etc.), their preferred news channel (CNN, Fox News, etc.), and their sex (male or female). 

Categorical variables that could be measured ordinally, such as age, education, and income, were 

coded so that 0 corresponded to the lowest item in the variable, with every one-unit increase 

corresponding to an increased measure of age, education, and income. Subsequently, these 

variables were standardized to prevent multicollinearity. 
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For ease of analysis, ideology and party were coded so that 0 corresponded to “Very 

Liberal” and “Democratic”, respectively, with 4 corresponding to “Very Conservative” and 

“Republican”, respectively, operationalizing the five-point Likert scale into an ordinal variable. 

Likewise, respondents’ trust in the news media was operationalized similarly, with 0 

corresponding to “Greatly Trust” and 4 corresponding to “Greatly Distrust”. Lastly, support for 

stronger border security pre and post-treatment was operationalized with 0 corresponding to 

“Strongly Oppose” and 4 corresponding to “Strongly Support”. Again, each of these variables 

were coded as three separate independent variables corresponding to the subjects’ randomly 

selected information environment.  

For the treatment variables, i.e., the questions that asked subjects whether they believed 

the presented statements to be true or not, the responses were ordered so that 0 corresponded to 

“No”, 1 was “Unsure” and 2 was “Yes”. Once the qualitative answers were quantified, the sum 

of responses to each of the true and false questions was calculated. For example, if a subject 

answered “Yes”—they believed the information to be true— to all three true information items, 

they received a total score of 6 for the true information items. Likewise, if they answered “No”—

they did not believe the information to be true—to all three false information items, they 

received a total score of 0 for all of the false information items.  

Then, the scores for each true or false were divided by three to provide an average score 

for the acceptability of true or false information. Taking the previous examples above, the 

average score of the subjects’ true information acceptability would be 2, since six divided by 

three is two, and their average acceptability score for false information would be zero, since zero 

divided by three is zero. The resulting calculation resulted in a ratio variable of average 



Nothing is True in the Chaos Dimension 33 

acceptability scores, with 0 denoting no acceptance of the information and 2 denoting complete 

acceptance of the information. 

Analysis 

 Analysis of the data generally followed a four-part procedure for each information 

environment, with some variation for statistical tests between variables in different information 

environments: 1) Welch’s t-test was performed as a difference of means test between the 

acceptability ratios of true and false information, 2) Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test was performed 

as a difference of means test for the levels of support for stronger border security before and after 

exposure to the information environments, 3) an ordered logistic regression was performed 

measuring the effects of prior support for stronger border security and the acceptability of true 

and false information on support for stronger border security after exposure to the information 

environments, 4) an ordinary least squares regression was run on the acceptability of true and 

false information, with responses to the identifying questions in the survey used as independent 

variables.  

The purpose for each test was to 1) test whether there was a statistically significant 

difference in the mean acceptability of true and false information for each environment, 2) test 

whether there was a statistically significant difference in the level of support for border security 

before and after exposure to each information environment, 3) test whether prior support for 

border security and acceptability of true and false information were related to support for border 

security after exposure to each information environment, and 4) test whether certain personally 

identifying characteristics were related to greater acceptance of true and false information for 

each environment.  
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Below is a breakdown of the results of statistical analyses, divided into each information 

environment. The sub-subheading “The Acceptability of True and False Information” 

corresponds to test #1. “Support for Stronger Border Security Before and After Information 

Exposure” corresponds to test #2. “The Effect of Prior Opinion and Information Acceptability on 

Subsequent Opinion” corresponds to test #3. “The Effect of Prior Identifiers on Information 

Acceptability” corresponds to test #4. Tests between information environments that have not 

been explained in this overview are clearly labeled and explained. 

Results 

The Pro-Stronger Border Security Environment 

The Acceptability of True and False Information. 

First, the ratios of acceptability of true and false information were measured. In the pro-

border security environment, the mean acceptability ratio was 1.012 for true information and 

0.8859 for false information. This suggests that, on average, individuals in the pro-border 

security information environment were more accepting of true information (or, less accepting of 

false information) by a difference of 0.1267. To ensure that the difference in means was not due 

to random error, Welch’s t-test was run for two unpaired samples with unequal variances, 

outputting a p-value of 0.0139, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no statistically 

significant difference in the mean acceptability ratios for true and false information could be 

rejected at the c=0.05 level.  

Table 1 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true and false information in the pro-border 

security environment. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   
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Acceptability of 
True Information 

263 1.102 0.034 0.554 0.945 1.081  

Acceptability of 
False Information 

263 0.886 0.038 0.622 0.810 0.961  

combined 526 0.949 0.025 0.592 0.899 1.000  

diff  0.127 0.051  0.026 0.228  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Information) - mean(Acceptability of False Information)          t = 2 .467 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                               Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 517.064 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 0.993                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.014                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.007 

 

Support for Stronger Border Security Before and After Information Exposure. 

Next, the levels of support for stronger border security before and after the information 

treatment were compared. Although the levels of support were measured ordinally, the mean of 

the levels of support was used to calculate an average change in the level of support for stronger 

border security after exposure to pro-stronger border security information. Again, support was 

measured on a five-point Likert scale: 0 for “Strongly Oppose”, 1 for “Somewhat Oppose”, 2 for 

“Neither Support nor Oppose”, 3 “for Somewhat Support”, 4 for “Strongly Support”.  

The mean level of support for stronger border security before exposure to the pro-

stronger border security information was 2.643. After exposure, the mean was 2.734, 

representing an increase of 0.0913 in average support of stronger border security. To ensure the 

difference in means was not due to random error, Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test was run for the 

ordinal, dependent variables. The outputted p-value of 0.005 indicated the null hypothesis that 

there was no statistically significant difference in the median levels of support for stronger 

border security before and after exposure to the pro-border security could be rejected at the 

c=0.05 level. 

Table 2 
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Mean levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the pro-stronger 

border security environment. 

Descriptive Statistics  

 Variable  Obs  Mean  Std.Dev.  Min  Max 

Prior Support 263 2.643 1.328 0 4 
Subsequent 
Support 

263 2.734 1.301 0 4 

 
Note. Minimum value indicates “Strongly Opposed”, maximum value indicates “Strongly Support”. 
 

Table 3 

The difference in levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the 

pro-stronger border security environment. 

Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test  
Sign Obs. Sum Ranks Expected   

Positive 15 3594.5 5962.5  
Negative 35 8330.5 5962.5  
Zero 213 22791 22791  

All       263 34716 34716  
 
Unadjusted Variance      1524611.00 
Adjustment for Ties            -1246.00 
Adjustment for Zeros      -810979.75 

Adjusted Variance            712385.25 
 
Ho: Prior Support for Stronger Border Security = Subsequent Support for Stronger Border Security 
                                          z = -2.806 
                            Prob > | z | = 0.005  

 

The Effect of Prior Opinion and Information Acceptability on Subsequent Opinion. 

After establishing that there was a statistically significant increase in levels of support for 

stronger border security after exposure to the pro-border security information, the effect of the 

prior levels of support (and exposure to true and false pro-border security information) on 

subsequent post-treatment levels of support were measured by ordered logistic regression. Prior 

opinion had the most significant effect on post-treatment opinion, with a p-value of 0.000, and a 

coefficient odds ratio of 21.72. This indicates that for every one-level increase in prior support 

for stronger border security, one was 21.72 times more likely to have a higher level of support 
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for stronger border security after exposure to pro-stronger border security information. The effect 

of accepting false pro-stronger border security information was significant with a p-value of 

0.001 and coefficient odd ratio of 2.693, indicating that for every one-unit increase in 

acceptability of false pro-stronger border security information, one was 2.693 times more likely 

to have a higher level of support for stronger border security after receiving the pro-stronger 

border security treatment. The effect of accepting true pro-stronger border security information 

was not statistically significant. 

Table 4 

The effects of prior levels of support for stronger border security and the acceptability of true 

and false information on subsequent levels of support for stronger border security in the pro- 

environment. 

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -386.06017   
Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -220.14643   
Iteration 2:   log likelihood = -182.90131   
Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -180.55774   
Iteration 4:   log likelihood = -180.55134   
Iteration 5:   log likelihood = -180.55134   
Ordered logistic regression                     Number of obs     =        263 
                                                LR chi2(3)        =     411.02 
                                                Prob > chi2       =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -180.55134                     Pseudo R2         =     0.5323 
 

Post-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

 Odds Ratio  Std. Err z  P>z [95%Conf. Interval]   

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

   21.723     5.215    12.820     0.000***    13.570    34.775 

Acceptability of 
True Information 

    0.775     0.253    -0.780     0.435     0.409     1.469 

Acceptability of 
False 
Information 

    2.693     0.820     3.260     0.001**     1.483     4.891 

/cut1      1.573     0.423     0.745     2.402 
/cut2      4.491     0.492     3.526     5.456 
/cut3      7.473     0.629     6.240     8.706 
/cut4     10.863     0.857     9.184    12.542 
 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 
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The Effect of Prior Identifiers on Information Acceptability. 

Subsequently, an ordinary least squares multivariate regression was run with the 

acceptability of false pro-border security information as the dependent variable. The primary 

independent variable was the pre-treatment level of support for stronger border security. Other 

independent variables included standardized variables for age and education; variables for 

political party, political ideology, trust in the press, and average daily news consumption; as well 

as dummy variables for voting for Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election, having 

social media as one’s most important source of news, and Fox News as one’s preferred news 

channel.  

Only prior opinion, level of education, political party, and Fox News were statistically 

significant. Prior opinion, one’s political party, and one’s preference of Fox News were 

positively related to greater acceptance of false pro-border security information. Again, prior 

opinion was coded so that higher values indicated greater support for stronger border security; in 

this case, a one-unit increase in support of stronger border security indicated an average increase 

of 0.1049 in acceptance of false pro-border security information (from a constant of 0.3294). 

This may suggest the presence of motivated reasoning. The coefficient for political party (coded 

from 0 “Democratic” to 4 “Republican”) indicated a one-unit increase was positively related to 

an average of 0.0817 more false information acceptability, suggesting Republicans were willing 

to accept more of the false information. Fox News as a preferred news channel was associated 

with an average of 0.1628 more acceptance of false pro-border security information, compared to 

other news channels. Finally, the standardized coefficient for education was negatively 

associated with accepting false pro-border security information by an average of -0.1171. 

Table 5 
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The effect of prior identifiers on the acceptability of true pro-stronger border security 

information. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of True Pro- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

0.107 0.028 3.76 0.000 0.051 0.163 *** 

Age, standardized -0.064 0.033 -1.94 0.053 -0.129 0.001  
Education, 
standardized 

-0.076 0.030 -2.51 0.013 -0.136 -0.016 * 

Ideology 0.006 0.035 0.17 0.869 -0.062 0.074  
Party 0.073 0.032 2.24 0.026 0.009 0.137 * 
Trust in the Press -0.017 0.029 -0.59 0.557 -0.073 0.040  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.001 0.44 0.663 -0.001 0.001  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

0.000 0.001 -0.39 0.701 -0.002 0.002  

Trump dummy 0.111 0.090 1.24 0.217 -0.066 0.288  
Social Media 
dummy 

0.082 0.073 1.12 0.262 -0.062 0.226  

Fox News dummy 0.143 0.068 2.09 0.038 0.008 0.277 * 
 Constant 0.503 0.095 5.27 0.000 0.315 0.690 *** 

 
Mean dependent var 1.013 SD dependent var  0.554 
R-squared  0.315 Number of obs   263.000 
F-test   10.494 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 359.166 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 402.032 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

 

When running the same regression, but with the acceptability of true pro-border security 

information as the dependent variable, the same variables were significant as in the regression 

with false acceptability as the dependent variable. The effect of prior opinion on accepting the 

truth was slightly larger than on accepting false information, with a one-unit increase in prior 

support for border security positively related to a 0.1072 average increase in accepting the truth. 

The effect of political party on acceptance of the truth was slightly smaller than on acceptance of 

falsehood, with a one-unit increase in political party (toward Republican) positively related to a 
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0.0722 average increase in accepting the truth. The effect of Fox News on accepting the truth, 

compared to other preferred news channels, was also slightly smaller than accepting false 

information, with an average of 0.1452 more acceptance of true pro-border security information 

than other channels. The effect of education on accepting true pro-border security information 

was also smaller and less significant than on accepting false information, with a one-unit 

increase in standardized education level negatively related to a -0.0761 decrease in support for 

stronger border security.  

Table 6 

The effect of prior identifiers on the acceptability of false pro-stronger border security 

information. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of False Pro- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err. t-value p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

0.105 0.032 3.29 0.001 0.042 0.168 ** 

Age, standardized -0.033 0.037 -0.89 0.374 -0.106 0.040  
Education, 
standardized 

-0.117 0.034 -3.44 0.001 -0.184 -0.050 ** 

Ideology -0.018 0.039 -0.47 0.636 -0.095 0.058  
Party 0.082 0.036 2.25 0.025 0.010 0.153 * 
Trust in the Press 0.040 0.032 1.24 0.217 -0.024 0.103  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.001 -0.82 0.413 -0.002 0.001  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

0.000 0.001 -0.05 0.961 -0.002 0.002  

Trump dummy 0.103 0.101 1.02 0.308 -0.096 0.301  
Social Media 
dummy 

0.031 0.082 0.37 0.709 -0.131 0.192  

Fox News dummy 0.162 0.077 2.12 0.035 0.012 0.313 * 
 Constant 0.329 0.107 3.08 0.002 0.119 0.540 ** 

 
Mean dependent var 0.886 SD dependent var  0.622 
R-squared  0.317 Number of obs   263.000 
F-test   10.611 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 419.444 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 462.310 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
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The Anti-Stronger Border Security Environment 

The Acceptability of True and False Information. 

Consistent with the analysis of the pro-border security environment, the ratios of 

acceptability for the true and false anti-border security information were measured first. For true 

information, the mean ratio was 1.205. For false information, the mean ratio of acceptability was 

0.9911. This suggests that, on average, individuals in the pro-border security information 

environment were more accepting of true information (or, less accepting of false information) by 

a difference of 0.2142. To ensure that the difference in means was not due to random error, 

Welch’s t-test was run for two unpaired samples with unequal variances, outputting a p-value of 

0.0000, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference in the 

mean acceptability ratios for true and false information could be rejected at the c=0.05 level.  

Table 7 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true and false information in the anti-stronger 

border security environment. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Information 

263 1.205 0.030 0.488 1.146 1.264  

Acceptability of 
False Information 

263 0.991 0.031 0.500 0.930 1.052  

combined 526 1.098 0.022 0.505 1.055 1.141  

diff  0.214 0.043  0.1295 0.2988  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Information) - mean(Acceptability of False Information)           t = 4.971 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                  Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 523.72 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 1.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.000 

 

Comparing the Acceptability of Information in the Pro- and Anti- Environments. 
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Welch’s t-test was run to ensure the difference in the mean levels of acceptability of true 

and false information in the pro-and anti-stronger border security environments was not due to 

random error. For true information, the mean acceptability for pro-stronger border security 

information was 1.102 and for anti-stronger border security information was 1.205. This 

represents a difference of 0.1926, indicating that true information in the anti-stronger border 

security environment was accepted more (or denied less) than in the pro-stronger border security 

environment. The outputted p-value of 0.0000 indicates that the null hypothesis that there was no 

statistically significant difference in the mean acceptability ratios of true information between the 

pro- and anti-stronger border security environments could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 8 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true information in the pro- and anti-stronger 

border security information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Pro-
Information 

263 1.103 0.034 0.554 0.945 1.080  

Acceptability of 
True Anti- 
Information 

263 1.205 0.030 0.488 1.146 1.265  

combined 526 1.109 0.023 0.530 1.063 1.154  

diff  -0.193 0.045  -0.2821 -0.1032  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Pro- Information) - mean(Acceptability of True Anti- Information)     t = -4.231 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 515.871 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 0.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 1.000 

 

For false information, the mean acceptability of pro-stronger border security information 

was 0.8860 and for anti-stronger border security information was .9911, representing a 

difference of 0.1052 in mean acceptability. This indicates that individuals in the anti-stronger 
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border security environment were more accepting (or less denying) of false information than in 

the pro-border security environment. Welch’s t-test confirmed this with an outputted p-value of 

0.0330, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference in the 

mean ratios of acceptability of false information between the pro- and anti-stronger border 

security environment could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 9 

The difference in means in the acceptability of false information in the pro- and anti-stronger 

border security information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
False Pro-
Information 

263 0.886 0.038 0.622 0.810 0.961  

Acceptability of 
False Anti- 
Information 

263 0.938 0.031 0.500 0.930 1.052  

combined 526 0.938 0.025 0.566 0.890 0.987  

diff  -0.105 0.049  -0.202 -0.008  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of False Pro- Information) - mean(Acceptability of False Anti- Information)   t = -2.137 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 500.649 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 0.016                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.330                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.983 

 

Support for Stronger Border Security Before and After Information Exposure. 

Next, the levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to anti-

stronger border security information were measured. The mean level of support for stronger 

border security before exposure to the pro-stronger border security information was 2.741. After 

exposure, the mean was 2.578, representing a decrease of 0.1635 in average support of stronger 

border security. To ensure the difference in means was not due to random error, Wilcoxon’s 

signed-rank test was run for the ordinal, dependent variables. The outputted p-value of 0.0000 
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indicated the null hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference in the median 

levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the pro-border security 

could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 10 

Mean levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the anti-

stronger border security environment. 

Descriptive Statistics  

 Variable  Obs  Mean  Std.Dev.  Min  Max 

Prior Support 263 2.741 1.261 0 4 
Subsequent 

Support 

263 2.578 1.317 0 4 

 
Note. Minimum value indicates “Strongly Opposed”, maximum value indicates “Strongly Support”. 
 

Table 11 

The difference in levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the 

anti-stronger border security environment. 

Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test  
Sign Obs. Sum Ranks Expected   

Positive 52 11863.5 7900.5  
Negative 17 3937.5 7900.5  
Zero 194 18915 18915  

All       263 34716 34716  
 
Unadjusted Variance      1524611.00 
Adjustment for Ties            -2673.62 
Adjustment for Zeros      -613161.25 

Adjusted Variance            908776.12 
 
Ho: Prior Support for Stronger Border Security = Subsequent Support for Stronger Border Security 
                                           z = 4.157  
                            Prob > | z | = 0.000  

 

The Effect of Prior Opinion and Information Acceptability on Subsequent Opinion. 

After establishing that there was a statistically significant decrease in levels of support for 

stronger border security after exposure to the anti-stronger border security information, the 

effects of prior opinion and exposure to anti-stronger border security information on post-
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treatment opinion were measured just as they were in the pro-stronger border security 

environment. Again, prior opinion had the most significant effect on post-treatment opinion, with 

a p-value of 0.000 and a coefficient odds ratio of 11.19, indicating that for every one-level 

increase in prior support for stronger border security, one was 11.19 times more likely to have a 

higher level of support for stronger border security after exposure to the anti-stronger border 

security environment.  

In contrast to true information in the pro-border security environment, the effect of 

accepting true information was statistically significant with a p-value of 0.044 and a coefficient 

odds ratio of 0.5626. This represents that for every one-unit increase in the acceptability of true 

anti-stronger border security information, one is 0.5626 times more likely to have a higher level 

of support for stronger border security after exposure to the anti- environment. Although this 

represents a positive relationship between accepting true anti-stronger border security 

information and having a greater level of support for stronger border security after exposure to 

the anti- environment, it should be noted that the odds ratio is small compared to that of prior 

opinion and that the odds ratio is close to being statistically insignificant anyway. Perhaps more 

telling, is that in contrast to the pro-stronger border security environment, the effect of accepting 

false information was statistically insignificant.  

It should also be noted that the effect of prior opinion on subsequent support in the anti-

stronger border security environment is noticeably lower than in the pro- environment; an odds 

ratio of 11.19 in the anti- environment versus 21.72 in the pro- environment. The lower effect of 

prior opinion in the anti- environment may indicate a greater effect of the environment itself on 

subsequent opinion. For reference, the 95% confidence interval of the odds ratio for the effect of 

prior opinion in the anti- environment on subsequent opinion is 7.720 to 16.22. For the same 



Nothing is True in the Chaos Dimension 46 

variables in the pro- environment, the 95% confidence interval is 13.57 to 34.77. The minimal 

overlap between the two confidence intervals and the greater range in the pro-stronger border 

security’s confidence interval further indicates that the effect of prior opinion on subsequent 

opinion was either reduced in the anti- environment or magnified in the pro- environment. 

Table 12 

The effects of prior levels of support for stronger border security and the acceptability of true 

and false information on subsequent levels of support for stronger border security in the anti- 

environment. 

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -399.51893   
Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -263.57834   
Iteration 2:   log likelihood = -242.63302   
Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -241.98378   
Iteration 4:   log likelihood = -241.98234   
Iteration 5:   log likelihood = -241.98234   
Ordered logistic regression                     Number of obs     =        263 
                                                LR chi2(3)        =     315.07 
                                                Prob > chi2       =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -241.98234                     Pseudo R2         =     0.3943 
 

Post-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security  

 Odds Ratio  St. Err.    z     P>z  [95%Conf.  Interval]  

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security  

   11.190     2.119    12.750     0.000***     7.720    16.218 

Acceptability of 
True Information  

    0.563     0.160    -2.020     0.044*     0.322     0.984 

Acceptability of 
False 
Information  

    0.783     0.212    -0.900     0.367     0.460     1.332 

/cut1      0.276     0.633    -0.965     1.518 
/cut2      2.925     0.644     1.664     4.187 
/cut3      5.353     0.723     3.936     6.771 
/cut4      7.607     0.811     6.017     9.197 
 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 

The Effect of Prior Identifiers on Information Acceptability. 

Subsequently, an ordinary least squares multivariate regression was run with the 

acceptability of true anti-stronger border security information as the dependent variable. Besides 
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the fact that the independent variables were coded for their treatment variable, i.e., anti-stronger 

border security, the independent variables were the same. The primary independent variable was 

the pre-treatment level of support for stronger border security. Other independent variables 

included standardized variables for age and education; variables for political party, political 

ideology, trust in the press, and average daily news consumption; as well as dummy variables for 

voting for Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election, having social media as one’s 

most important source of news, and Fox News as one’s preferred news channel.  

Only prior opinion (p-value 0.045) and trust in the press (p-value 0.047) were statistically 

significant. Both were negatively related to accepting true anti-stronger border security 

information. Again, prior opinion was coded so that higher values indicated greater support for 

stronger border security; in this case, a one-unit increase in prior support of stronger border 

security indicated an average decrease of -0.0600 in acceptance of true anti-stronger border 

security information (from a constant of 1.618), all other variables held constant. Similar to the 

results in the pro-border security environment, this may indicate motivated reasoning or 

disconfirmation bias. The coefficient for trust in the press (coded from 0 “Greatly Trust” to 4 

“Greatly Distrust”) indicated a one-unit increase was negatively related to an average decrease of 

-0.0591 in accepting true anti-stronger border security information, all other variables held 

constant. This is the first evidence for the effect of trust in the press on accepting true 

information. 

Table 13 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of true anti-stronger border security 

information. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of True Anti- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment -0.060 0.030 -2.02 0.044 -0.119 -0.002 * 
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Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 
Age, standardized -0.007 0.035 -0.19 0.850 -0.075 0.062  
Education, 
standardized 

0.042 0.030 1.43 0.153 -0.016 0.101  

Ideology -0.028 0.037 -0.75 0.455 -0.101 0.046  
Party -0.034 0.032 -1.08 0.281 -0.097 0.028  
Trust in the Press -0.060 0.030 -2.02 0.045 -0.118 -0.001 * 
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.001 0.19 0.853 -0.001 0.001  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

0.000 0.001 0.32 0.749 -0.002 0.002  

Trump dummy 0.099 0.092 1.08 0.279 -0.081 0.280  
Social Media 
dummy 

-0.040 0.076 -0.53 0.600 -0.189 0.110  

Fox News dummy -0.079 0.071 -1.11 0.270 -0.220 0.062  
Constant 1.623 0.102 15.88 0.000 1.422 1.825 *** 

 
Mean dependent var 1.205 SD dependent var  0.488 
R-squared  0.124 Number of obs   263.000 
F-test   3.236 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 357.424 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 400.290 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

 

Consistent with the analysis of the pro-stronger border security information environment, 

a separate regression was run for the statistically insignificant variable in the ordered logit 

regression. The regression was run with the false anti-border security information acceptability 

as the dependent variable; the same variables were used as in the regression with true 

acceptability as the dependent variable. The only statistically significant coefficient was the 

dummy variable for social media as the most important source of news, with a p-value of 0.041. 

Compared to other sources of news, social media is positively associated with an average 0.1545 

more acceptability of false anti-stronger border security information. 

Table 14 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of false anti-stronger border security 

information. 



Nothing is True in the Chaos Dimension 49 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of False Anti- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

-0.048 0.030 -1.62 0.106 -0.107 0.010  

Age, standardized -0.044 0.035 -1.26 0.208 -0.113 0.025  
Education, 
standardized 

0.029 0.030 0.96 0.337 -0.030 0.087  

Ideology 0.008 0.037 0.21 0.834 -0.066 0.082  
Party -0.021 0.032 -0.66 0.511 -0.084 0.042  
Trust in the Press -0.055 0.030 -1.86 0.065 -0.114 0.003  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.001 -0.06 0.951 -0.001 0.001  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

-0.001 0.001 -0.84 0.399 -0.003 0.001  

Trump dummy -0.042 0.092 -0.46 0.649 -0.223 0.139  
Social Media 
dummy 

0.164 0.076 2.15 0.032 0.014 0.314 * 

Fox News dummy -0.069 0.072 -0.97 0.334 -0.211 0.072  
 Constant 1.299 0.103 12.66 0.000 1.097 1.501 *** 

 
Mean dependent var 0.991 SD dependent var  0.500 
R-squared  0.158 Number of obs   263.000 
F-test   4.281 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 359.237 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 402.103 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

 

The Chaos Environment 

The Acceptability of True and False Information. 

Consistent with the analyses of the pro- and anti-stronger border security information 

environments, the ratios of acceptability for the true and false pro- and anti-stronger border 

security information items in the chaos environment were measured. The ratios in the chaos 

environment were separated into pro- and anti- information items for more robust comparison. 

This way, if there is a statistically significant difference between the acceptability of pro-border 

security information in the pro-border security environment and the chaos environment, then a 
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strong case can be made for the influence the type of information environment has on perceiving 

information.  

Acceptability of Pro-Stronger Border Security Information in the Chaos Environment. 

Pro-stronger border security acceptability in the chaos environment was measured first. 

The mean acceptability ratios for true and false pro-border security information in the chaos 

environment were much lower than in the pro- or anti- information environments. For true 

information, the mean ratio was 0.4639. For false information, the mean ratio of acceptability 

was 0.4689. This suggests that, on average, individuals in the chaos information environment 

were slightly less accepting of true pro-border security information (or, more accepting of false 

information) by a difference of just 0.0050. However, the low acceptability ratios suggest a 

lower level of acceptability of the pro-border security information in the chaos environment 

overall, compared to the pro-border security environment.  

First though, the difference in means was analyzed to ensure the difference was not due 

to random error, Welch’s t-test was run for two unpaired samples with unequal variances, 

outputting a p-value of 0.8904, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no statistically 

significant difference in the mean acceptability ratios for true and false information could not be 

rejected at the c=0.05 level. This suggests that the difference in acceptability of true and false 

information is due to random error, which may indicate that individuals found it more difficult to 

distinguish between true and false pro-border security information in the chaotic environment, 

reflecting random guesswork. However, the low scores indicate that individuals were more likely 

to deny both the true and false information. 

Table 15 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true and false pro-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 
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Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Pro-
Information 

263 0.464 0.025 0.409 0.414 .513  

Acceptability of 
False Pro- 
Information 

263 0.469 0.027 0.434 0.416 0.522  

combined 526 0.466 0.018 0.421 0.430 0.502  

diff  -0.005 0.037  -0.077 0.067  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Information) - mean(Acceptability of False Information)           t = -0.138 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 522.229 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 0.445                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.890                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.555 

 

Comparing the Acceptability of Information in the Pro- and Chaos Environments. 

To further test this, Welch’s t-test was run for the differences in mean acceptability for 

true information in the pro- and chaos environments. Again, the mean acceptability for true 

information in the pro-border security environment was 1.012 and in the chaos environment was 

0.4639. This represents a difference of 0.5488, indicating that the true pro-border security 

information was accepted more (or denied less) in the pro-border security environment than the 

chaos environment. With an outputted p-value of 0.000, the null hypothesis that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the mean acceptability ratios of true information in the 

pro-border security and chaos environments could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 16 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true information in the pro- and chaos 

information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Pro-
Information (Pro- 
Environment) 

263 1.103 0.034 0.554 0.945 1.080  
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Acceptability of 
True Pro- 
Information (Chaos 
Environment) 

263 0.464 0.025 0.409 0.414 0.513  

combined 526 0.738 0.024 0.557 0.690 0.786  

diff  0.549 0.042  0.465 0.632  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Pro- Info. in Pro- Env.) - mean(Acceptability of True Pro- Info. in Chaos Env.)  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….t = 12.924 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 482.268 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 1.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.000 

 

The same test was run for the false pro-border security information acceptability in each 

environment. The mean acceptability for false information in the pro-border security 

environment was 0.8859 and in the chaos environment was 0.4689, representing a difference of 

0.4170. This also indicated that the false information in the pro-border security environment was 

accepted more (or denied less) than in the chaos environment. The outputted p-value of 0.000 

indicated the null hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference between the 

mean acceptability ratios of false information in the pro-border security and chaos environments 

could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 17 

The difference in means in the acceptability of false information in the pro- and chaos 

information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
False Pro-
Information (Pro- 
Environment) 

263 0.886 0.038 0.622 0.810 0.961  

Acceptability of 
False Pro- 
Information (Chaos 
Environment) 

263 0.469 0.027 0.434 0.416 0.522  

combined 526 0.677 0.025 0.575 0.628 0.727  

diff  0.417 0.047  0.325 0.509  
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diff = mean(Acceptability of False Pro- Info. in Pro- Env.) - mean(Acceptability of False Pro- Info. in Chaos 
Env.)  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….t = 8.915 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 467.906 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 1.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.000 
 
 

 

Acceptability of Anti-Stronger Border Security Information in the Chaos Environment. 

The same procedure was run for the anti-stronger border security information. For the 

true anti-stronger border security information environment, the mean acceptability was 0.5995, 

and for the false information the mean acceptability was 0.5070. This represents a difference of 

0.0925, indicating that individuals accepted true anti-stronger border security information more 

(or denied the true information less) in the chaos environment than false information. Welch’s t-

test outputted a p-value of 0.237, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no difference 

between the mean acceptability ratios of true and false anti-stronger border security information 

in the chaos environment could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. This indicates that individuals 

were better able to distinguish between the true and false anti-stronger border security 

information than pro-stronger border security information in the chaos environment, consistent 

with results in the anti-stronger border security environment.  

Table 18 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true and false anti-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Anti-
Information 

263 0.599 0.030 0.490 0.540 0.659  

Acceptability of 
False Anti- 
Information 

263 0.507 0.027 0.444 0.453 0.561  

combined 526 0.553 0.020 0.470 0.513 0.593  
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diff  0.092 0.041  0.012 0.173  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Information) - mean(Acceptability of False Information)           t = 2.268 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 519.059 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 0.988                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.024                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.012 

 

Comparing the Acceptability of Information in the Anti- and Chaos Environments. 

For true anti-stronger border security information, the same test was run comparing the 

means in the anti- and chaos environments. The mean acceptability ratio for true information in 

the anti-stronger border security environment was 1.205 and the mean acceptability for true 

information in the chaos environment was 0.5995. This represents a difference of 0.6058 in the 

mean acceptability of true information between the anti- and chaos environments, indicating that 

individuals accepted true anti-stronger border security more (or denied the truth less) in the anti- 

environment than they did in the chaos environment. Welch’s t-test confirmed that the difference 

in means was not due to random error, outputting a p-value of 0.0000, indicating the null 

hypothesis that there was no difference in the mean acceptability of true information in the anti- 

and chaos environments could be rejected with high statistical significance at the at the c=0.05 

level. 

Table 19 

The difference in means in the acceptability of true information in the anti- and chaos 

information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
True Anti-
Information (Anti- 
Environment) 

263 1.205 0.030 0.488 1.146 1.265  

Acceptability of 
True Anti- 
Information (Chaos 
Environment) 

263 0.599 0.030 0.490 0.540 0.659  
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combined 526 0.902 0.025 0.575 0.853 0.952  

diff  0.606 0.043  0.522 0.690  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of True Anti- Info. in Anti- Env.) - mean(Acceptability of True Anti- Info. in Chaos 
Env.)  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….t = 14.202 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 523.993 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 1.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.000 
 

 

Again, the same analysis was performed on false anti-stronger border security 

information in the anti- and chaos environments. The mean acceptability for false information in 

the anti- environment was 0.9911 and in the chaos environment was 0.5070, representing a 

difference of 0.4841 in the mean acceptability for false information between the anti- and chaos 

environments. This indicates, consistent with the difference in average acceptability of true anti-

border security information in the anti- and chaos environments, that individuals accepted false 

information more in the anti- environment (or denied false information less) than they did in the 

chaos environment. Welch’s t-test confirmed the difference in mean acceptability of false 

information between the anti- and chaos environments was not due to random error, outputting a 

p-value of 0.0000, indicating the null hypothesis that there was no statistically significant 

difference in the mean acceptability could be rejected at the c=0.05 level. 

Table 20 

The difference in means in the acceptability of false information in the anti- and chaos 

information environments. 

Welch’s t-test  
Variable Obs. Mean Std. 

Err. 
Std. 

Dev. 
 [95% Conf  Interval]   

Acceptability of 
False Anti-
Information (Anti- 
Environment) 

263 0.991 0.031 0.450 0.930 1.051  

Acceptability of 
False Anti- 

263 0.507 0.027 0.444 0.453 0.561  
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Information (Chaos 
Environment) 

combined 526 0.902 0.025 0.531 0.703 0.794  

diff  0.484 0.041  0.403 0.565  

 
diff = mean(Acceptability of False Anti- Info. in Anti- Env.) - mean(Acceptability of False Anti- Info. in Chaos 
Env.)  
……………………………………………………………………………………………………….t = 11.741 
Ho: diff = 0                                                                                 Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 516.946 
 
     Ha: diff < 0                                                  Ha: diff != 0                                                        Ha: diff > 0 
Pr( T < t ) = 1.000                                     Pr( | T | > | t | ) = 0.000                                        Pr( T > t ) = 0.000 
 

 

Support for Stronger Border Security Before and After Information Exposure. 

Next, the mean levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to 

the chaos environment were compared. Before exposure, the mean level of support for border 

security was 2.729. After exposure, the mean level of support for stronger border security was 

2.679, representing a difference between pre- and post-support for stronger border security in the 

chaos environment of 0.0496, indicating a small decrease in support. To ensure the difference in 

means was not due to random error, Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test was run. The outputted p-value 

of 0.3485 indicated the null hypothesis that the treatment had no statistically significant effect on 

the difference in means could not be rejected, being far above the c=0.05 level. This indicates 

that, despite the observed decrease in support for stronger border security after exposure to the 

chaos environment, statistically, the levels of support remained the same; in other words, 

exposure to the chaos environment had no effect on subsequent opinion.  

Table 21 

Mean levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the chaos 

environment. 

Descriptive Statistics  

 Variable  Obs  Mean  Std.Dev.  Min  Max 

Prior Support 262 2.729 1.283 0 4 
Subsequent 262 2.679 1.326 0 4 
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Support 
 

Note. Minimum value indicates “Strongly Opposed”, maximum value indicates “Strongly Support”. 
 

Table 22 

The difference in levels of support for stronger border security before and after exposure to the 

chaos environment. 

Wilcoxon’s signed-rank test  
Sign Obs. Sum Ranks Expected   

Positive 35 8137.5 7276.5  
Negative 28 6415.5 7276.5  
Zero 199 19900 19900  

All       262 34453 34453  
 
Unadjusted Variance      1507318.75 
Adjustment for Ties            -2339.25 
Adjustment for Zeros      -661675.25 

Adjusted Variance            843304.50 
 
Ho: Prior Support for Stronger Border Security = Subsequent Support for Stronger Border Security 
                                           z = 0.938  
                            Prob > | z | = 0.348  
 

The Effect of Prior Opinion and Information Acceptability on Subsequent Opinion. 

To further test the non-effect of exposure to information in the chaos environment on the 

subsequently unchanged level of support for stronger border security, an ordered logistic 

regression was run. The level of support for stronger border security after exposure to 

information in the chaos environment was the dependent variable. The independent variables 

included prior level of support and the acceptability of true and false pro- and anti- stronger 

border security information in the chaos environment. Only the prior level of support for stronger 

border security had a statistically significant effect on the odds of being in a higher level of 

support for stronger border security, with a p-value of 0.0000. The odds ratio coefficient for the 

prior level of support indicated that with every one-level of increased prior support for stronger 

border security, one was 12.07 times more likely to share that level of support after exposure to 

information in the chaos environment, all other variables held constant. This is consistent with 
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the previous signed-rank test, which showed that there was no statistically significant difference 

in the mean levels of support before and after exposure to information in the chaos environment, 

indicating that the information had no effect on subsequent opinion. 

Table 23 

The effects of prior levels of support for stronger border security and the acceptability of true 

and false information on subsequent levels of support for stronger border security in the chaos 

environment. 

Iteration 0:   log likelihood = -388.37851   
Iteration 1:   log likelihood = -244.19604   
Iteration 2:   log likelihood = -219.26113   
Iteration 3:   log likelihood = -218.02109   
Iteration 4:   log likelihood =  -218.0197   
Iteration 5:   log likelihood =  -218.0197   
Ordered logistic regression                     Number of obs     =        262 
                                                LR chi2(5)        =     340.72 
                                                Prob > chi2       =     0.0000 
Log likelihood =  -218.0197                     Pseudo R2         =     0.4386 
 

Post-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security  

 Odds Ratio  St. Err.  z  P>z [95%Conf.  Interval]  

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security  

   12.708     2.516    12.840     0.000***     8.622    18.732 

Acceptability of 
True Pro-
Stronger Border 
Security 
Information 

    1.467     0.536     1.050     0.294     0.717     3.003 

Acceptability of 
False Pro-
Stronger Border 
Security 
Information 

    1.513     0.537     1.170     0.243     0.754     3.036 

Acceptability of 
True Anti-
Stronger Border 
Security 
Information 

    0.879     0.244    -0.470     0.641     0.510     1.513 

Acceptability of 
False Anti-
Stronger Border 
Security 
Information  

    0.811     0.252    -0.680     0.499     0.441     1.490 

/cut1      1.329     0.496     0.357     2.302 
/cut2      3.834     0.532     2.791     4.877 
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Note. 

*p < 

.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

The Effect of Prior Identifiers on Information Acceptability. 

The Effects of Priors on Pro-Stronger Border Security Information Acceptability. 

An ordinary least squares regression was run with the acceptability of true pro-stronger 

border security information in the chaos environment as the dependent variable. Again, the 

independent variables were coded for the chaos environment in which the subjects from which 

the variables collected were randomly assigned. The primary independent variable was the pre-

treatment level of support for stronger border security. Other independent variables included 

standardized variables for age and education; variables for political party, political ideology, trust 

in the press, and average daily news consumption; as well as dummy variables for voting for 

Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election, having social media as one’s most 

important source of news, and Fox News as one’s preferred news channel.  

Out of all of the variables, only the level of support for stronger border security before 

the treatment and the standardized variable for age were significant, with p-values of 0.000 and 

0.001, respectively. With every one-level unit increase in prior-support for border security, the 

acceptability of true pro-border security information in the chaos environment increased by an 

average of 0.0924 from a constant of 0.1098, all other variables held constant. With every one-

unit increase in standardized age, the acceptability of true border security information in the 

chaos environment decreased by an average of -0.0860, all other variables held constant.  

Table 24 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of true pro-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 

Linear regression  

/cut3      6.433     0.626     5.206     7.661 
/cut4      8.751     0.754     7.272    10.229 
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The Acceptability 
of True Pro- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

0.092 0.023 4.02 0.000 0.047 0.138 *** 

Age, standardized -0.086 0.027 -3.23 0.001 -0.138 -0.033 ** 
Education, 
standardized 

-0.010 0.025 -0.39 0.698 -0.058 0.039  

Ideology 0.017 0.027 0.62 0.534 -0.037 0.071  
Party 0.016 0.023 0.68 0.500 -0.030 0.061  
Trust in the Press -0.004 0.024 -0.15 0.877 -0.050 0.043  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.000 1.17 0.243 0.000 0.001  

 Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

0.000 0.001 -0.66 0.512 -0.001 0.001  

Trump dummy 0.011 0.056 0.20 0.843 -0.100 0.122  
Social Media 
dummy 

0.028 0.059 0.47 0.640 -0.089 0.144  

Fox News dummy 0.047 0.059 0.80 0.425 -0.069 0.163  
Constant 0.110 0.081 1.36 0.175 -0.049 0.269  

 
Mean dependent var 0.466 SD dependent var  0.409 
R-squared  0.130 Number of obs   262.000 
F-test   3.398 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 261.389 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 304.209 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

The same regression was performed for false pro-stronger border security information 

acceptability in the chaos environment. This time, prior level of support for stronger border 

security (p-value 0.000), trust in the press (p-value 0.016), average daily news consumption (p-

value 0.018), and the dummy variable for social media as one’s most important source of news 

(p-value 0.005) were significant. The coefficients for prior opinion and trust in the press were the 

strongest. For every one-level increase in prior support for stronger border security, the 

acceptability of false pro-stronger border security information in the chaos environment 

increased by an average of 0.1092 from a constant of 0.0213, all other variables held constant. 

For every one-level increase in trust in the press (with higher levels representing decreased trust 
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in the press), the acceptability of false pro-stronger border security information in the chaos 

environment increased by an average of 0.1092, all other variables held constant.  

The effects of the remaining statistically significant coefficients are small compared to 

the previous two, but were statistically significant nonetheless. For every one-unit (minute) 

increase in average daily news consumption, the acceptability of false pro-stronger border 

security information in the chaos environment decreased by an average of -0.0009, all other 

variables held constant. Though the coefficient value is small, it does suggest that individuals 

who are more informed, as a measure of average daily news consumption, are less accepting of 

randomly presented false pro-stronger border security information. However, this does not 

extend to randomly presented true pro-stronger border security information. Finally, the 

coefficient for social media as one’s most important source of news, compared to other most 

important sources of news, indicated that it was associated with 0.0014 more acceptability of 

false pro-border security information, all other variables held constant. 

Table 25 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of false pro-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of False Pro- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

0.109 0.023 4.69 0.000 0.063 0.155 *** 

Age, standardized -0.020 0.027 -0.76 0.449 -0.074 0.033  
Education, 
standardized 

-0.009 0.025 -0.37 0.711 -0.058 0.040  

Ideology 0.038 0.028 1.39 0.165 -0.016 0.093  
Party -0.005 0.023 -0.21 0.837 -0.051 0.041  
Trust in the Press 0.058 0.024 2.44 0.016 0.011 0.105 * 
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

-0.001 0.000 -2.39 0.018 -0.002 0.000 * 

Average Daily 
News 

0.001 0.001 2.81 0.005 0.000 0.002 ** 
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Consumption on 
Social Media 
Trump dummy -0.090 0.057 -1.58 0.115 -0.203 0.022  
Social Media 
dummy 

-0.029 0.060 -0.48 0.629 -0.147 0.089  

Fox News dummy 0.050 0.060 0.83 0.406 -0.068 0.167  
Constant 0.021 0.082 0.26 0.794 -0.140 0.182  

 
Mean dependent var 0.471 SD dependent var  0.434 
R-squared  0.207 Number of obs   262.000 
F-test   5.934 Prob > F  0.000 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 267.783 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 310.603 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

The Effects of Priors on Anti-Stronger Border Security Information Acceptability. 

The same regressions were performed on the anti-stronger border security information in 

the chaos environment. For true information, only the standardized variable for education was 

statistically significant with a p-value of 0.037. The coefficient indicated that for every one-unit 

increase in standardized education, the acceptability of true anti-stronger order security 

information increased by an average of 0.0632, from a constant of 0.8454, all other variables 

held constant. For false information, only ideology was significant, with a p-value of 0.018. The 

coefficient indicated that for every one-level increase in ideology (from “Very Liberal” to “Very 

Conservative”), the acceptability of false anti-stronger border security in the chaos environment 

decreased by an average of -0.0716, from a constant of 0.7526, all other variables held constant. 

Table 26 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of true anti-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of True Anti- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

-0.019 0.028 -0.67 0.503 -0.075 0.037  

Age, standardized -0.028 0.033 -0.85 0.395 -0.093 0.037  
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Education, 
standardized 

0.063 0.030 2.09 0.037 0.004 0.123 * 

Ideology -0.045 0.034 -1.33 0.184 -0.111 0.021  
Party -0.013 0.028 -0.45 0.654 -0.069 0.043  
Trust in the Press -0.016 0.029 -0.56 0.574 -0.073 0.041  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

0.000 0.000 0.23 0.818 -0.001 0.001  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

0.000 0.001 0.78 0.439 -0.001 0.002  

Trump dummy -0.096 0.070 -1.37 0.171 -0.233 0.042  
Social Media 
dummy 

-0.065 0.073 -0.88 0.378 -0.208 0.079  

Fox News dummy -0.003 0.073 -0.04 0.965 -0.146 0.140  
Constant 0.845 0.100 8.49 0.000 0.649 1.041 *** 

 
Mean dependent var 0.602 SD dependent var  0.490 
R-squared  0.077 Number of obs   262.000 
F-test   1.892 Prob > F  0.041 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 371.351 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 414.171 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

Table 27 

The effects of prior identifiers on the acceptability of false anti-stronger border security 

information in the chaos environment. 

Linear regression  
The Acceptability 
of False Anti- 
Information 

 Coef.  St. Err.  t-
value 

 p-value  [95% Conf  Interval]  Sig 

Pre-Treatment 
Support for 
Stronger Border 
Security 

0.031 0.025 1.21 0.228 -0.019 0.080  

Age, standardized -0.045 0.029 -1.54 0.124 -0.103 0.012  
Education, 
standardized 

0.022 0.027 0.82 0.410 -0.031 0.075  

Ideology -0.072 0.030 -2.39 0.018 -0.131 -0.013 * 
Party -0.012 0.025 -0.48 0.630 -0.062 0.038  
Trust in the Press -0.042 0.026 -1.63 0.105 -0.093 0.009  
Average Daily 
News 
Consumption 

-0.001 0.000 -1.36 0.175 -0.001 0.000  

Average Daily 
News 
Consumption on 
Social Media 

-0.001 0.001 -0.91 0.363 -0.002 0.001  

Trump dummy 0.074 0.062 1.20 0.233 -0.048 0.197  
Social Media 
dummy 

-0.038 0.065 -0.58 0.560 -0.166 0.090  
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Fox News dummy -0.104 0.065 -1.60 0.110 -0.231 0.024  
Constant 0.753 0.089 8.48 0.000 0.578 0.927 *** 

 
Mean dependent var 0.509 SD dependent var  0.444 
R-squared  0.107 Number of obs   262.000 
F-test   2.737 Prob > F  0.002 
Akaike crit. (AIC) 311.414 Bayesian crit. (BIC) 354.234 

 
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

Discussion 

Hypothesis 1 

 The results show that individuals in the ideologically consistent environments were better 

able to distinguish between true and false information (see Tables 1, 7, 15 and 18) and thus had 

better judgement accuracy (as a function of the differences between the acceptability ratios) than 

individuals in the chaos environment. Additionally, individuals were more likely to deny both 

the true and false information presented to them. In fact, Table 15 shows no statistically 

significant difference in the mean acceptability ratios of true and false pro-border security 

information, which trend toward unacceptance. While Table 18 does show a statistically 

significant difference in the mean acceptability ratios of true and false anti-stronger border 

security information, the difference is minimal compared to the differences in mean acceptability 

ratios of true and false information in the pro- and anti- environments. Still, multiple t-tests 

confirmed with high levels of statistical significance that individuals in the chaos environment 

were much less likely to accept any information compared to the pro- and anti- environments 

(see Tables 16, 17, 19, and 20).  

 The above results confirm part of the first, central hypothesis: that individuals in the 

chaos environment would have lower levels of both judgement accuracy and general information 

acceptability compared to individuals in the pro- and anti- environments. This may be explained 

by the random, chaotic mix of information acting as an inhibitor to individuals’ “hot cognition” 
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processes, reducing their ability to cognitively recall prior knowledge and scrutinize information. 

Individuals might then take a cognitive shortcut, judging the information incapable of helping 

them reach their directionally-motivated goals, as the information is unable to be evaluated; the 

shortcut is to assume the information is incompatible and to therefore reject it. Of course, this 

explanation is only theoretical. Moreover, regardless of the theoretical explanation, the data 

show that individuals in the chaos environment were equally likely to reject true and false, pro- 

and anti- information more than individuals in the pro- and anti- environments. 

 Continuing then, the data also show that, consistent with the hypothesis, there was no 

statistically significant change in average level of support for stronger border security after 

exposure to information in the chaos environment (see Tables 21 and 22). Compare these results 

with change in opinion in the pro- and anti- environments (see Tables 2, 3, 10, and 11). This is 

consistent with the individuals’ universal rejection of information in the chaos environment. 

Furthermore, Table 23 shows that none of the information had a statistically significant effect on 

opinion after exposure to the information; only prior opinion had a statistically significant effect, 

and as Table 22 shows, opinion did not change. Lastly, the effect of prior identifiers on the 

acceptability of true and false information in the chaos environment—even the statistically 

significant ones—were minimal (see Tables 24, 25, 26, and 27). This difference in this evidence 

with that from other information environments (as discussed below) suggests that the 

environment and presentation of information and disinformation affect individuals’ perceptions 

and beliefs more than just the information itself. 

Hypothesis 2 

 The data show that levels of support for stronger border security after exposure to the 

pro- and anti-stronger border security environments changed in the expected direction. In other 
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words, the average level of support for stronger border security increased with statistical 

significance after exposure to pro-stronger border security information (see Tables 2 and 3). In 

the anti-stronger border security environment, the average level of support for stronger border 

security decreased with statistical significance after exposure to anti-stronger border security 

information (see Tables 10 and 11). This suggests that the information or the environment itself 

influenced prior opinion in some way, though this information does not make it immediately 

clear whether prior opinion was simply reinforced (as the second hypothesis postulates) or 

whether prior opinion was substantively updated (as the third hypothesis postulates). 

 It turns out that the data indicates parts of both hypotheses. Table 8 shows with statistical 

significance that individuals in the anti- environment accepted the truth more, on average, than 

individuals in the pro- environment by a difference of 0.193. Table 9, meanwhile, shows that 

there was no statistically significant difference in the average acceptability of false information 

between the pro- and anti- environments This suggests that the acceptability of false information 

was about equal, and that the acceptability of true information (and therefore, judgement 

accuracy) matters more when analyzing information’s effect on post-treatment opinion.   

 While true information was accepted more than false information in both environments, 

Tables 1 and 7 show that there was a greater difference in acceptability of true and false 

information in the anti- environment than the pro- environment, indicating that individuals in the 

anti- environment were better able to distinguish between true and false information and thus had 

better average judgement accuracy. Subsequently, Table 12 shows that the acceptability of false 

anti-stronger border security information did not have a statistically significant effect on post-

treatment support for stronger border security. Instead, prior support and the acceptability of true 
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information were statistically significant. This further suggests that greater ability to distinguish 

between true and false information necessarily reduces the effects of disinformation.  

 Again, as Tables 10 and 11 show, levels of support for stronger border security after 

exposure to the anti-stronger border security environment decreased with statistical significance. 

Notably, the odds ratio for the acceptability of true information in Table 12 is very small 

compared to the odds ratio for prior level of support (which is smaller itself than the odds ratio 

for prior level of support in the pro-stronger border security environment—see Table 4). This 

indicates that with every one-unit increase in the acceptability of true anti-stronger border 

security information, an individual in the anti- environment was only 0.563 times more likely to 

have a higher level of support for stronger border security, compared with a one-level increase in 

prior support having 11.19 times more likelihood of having a higher level of subsequent support.  

The statistical insignificance of false information’s effect on subsequent level of support 

may indicate a lack of motivated reasoning. In other words, if the data showed individuals in the 

anti- environment lesser judgement accuracy between true and false, and if the acceptability of 

false information had a statistically significant effect on subsequent opinion, while at the same 

time the greater acceptability of the anti-stronger border security information resulted in a mean 

decreased level of support for stronger border security, then one might come to the conclusion 

that individuals were motivated to decrease their support for border security. Because the 

evidence shows the opposite—that individuals in this environment were better able to distinguish 

between true and false information, that true information and not false information had a 

statistically significant effect on subsequent opinion, and that the odds ratio effect of prior 

opinion on subsequent opinion was much smaller than in the pro-stronger border security 

environment (compare Tables 4 and 12)—a strong argument can be made that individuals in this 
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environment were able to break away from the cognitive stronghold of motivated reasoning and 

update their prior opinions, all while separating fact from fiction.  

While this confirms many aspects of the third hypothesis, it cannot confirm the 

psychological mechanisms hypothesized as causal mechanisms as they remain theories. As said 

before, it could be that individuals’ hot cognition is better able to scrutinize information when the 

information environment is against their priors. It could also be possible that individuals do not 

feel the need to reinforce their priors by denying true information consistent with their prior 

knowledge. More psychological study is needed to understand the cognitive processes at play. 

 Additionally, the evidence for prior identifiers effecting the acceptability of true and false 

anti-stronger border security is rather sparse (see Tables 13 and 14). Only prior support and trust 

in the press (with higher levels indicating less trust) were statistically significant, negatively 

related to the acceptability of true information, and minimally at that. Interestingly, the use of 

social media as one’s most important source of news was positively related to accepting false 

anti-stronger border security information, compared to the other sources of news. 

Hypothesis 3 

If the evidence from the anti-stronger border security environment indicates a stark lack 

of motivated reasoning, then the evidence from the pro-border security environment indicates its 

presence. Before outlining the evidence in favor for this argument, attention must be brought to 

the distributions of level of support for stronger border security pre-treatment. Figures 1 and 2 

clearly indicate that the pre-treatment levels of support for stronger border security trended 

toward “Strongly Support”. This may explain why, when confronted with the pro-border security 

information environment, individuals employed motivated reasoning, whereas motivated 
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reasoning was notably absent (based on the evidence) in the anti-stronger border security 

environment. 

 That said, the first indication that motivated reasoning is present in the pro-stronger 

border security environment is that the resulting change in level of support for border security 

(Table 2) follows the trend in Figure 2, whereas the change in level of support in the anti- 

environment departs from the trend, so that in a way, the graph in Figure 1 becomes slightly 

more “normal”.   

Second, in comparing the odds ratio of the effect of prior opinion on subsequent opinion, 

prior opinion’s odds ratio in the pro- environment is over twice that (21.723 to 11.19; see Tables 

4 and 12) of the odds ratio in the anti- environment; the effect of prior opinion was much 

stronger in the pro-stronger border security environment. Also, in contrast to the anti- 

environment, the effect of true information was no longer statistically significant—but false 

information was. Again, the individuals in the pro- environment had lower judgement accuracy 

than in the anti- environment (with mean acceptability ratio differences of 0.127 and 0.214, 

respectively; see Tables 1 and 7). In fact, with every one-unit increase in the acceptability of 

false pro-stronger border security information, one is 2.693 times more likely of having a higher 

subsequent level of support for stronger border security (see Table 4). The evidence so far points 

to the presence of motivated reasoning as a process of reinforcing one’s prior opinion, rather than 

updating it. (Continued on p. 72). 
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Figure 1 

Pre- and post-treatment levels of support for stronger border security in the anti-stronger border security environment. 
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Figure 2 

Pre- and post-treatment levels of support for stronger border security in the pro-stronger border security environment. 
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 This time, the effect of prior identifiers on the acceptability of true and false information 

reveals more. For true information, prior levels of support for stronger border security were 

positively related to the acceptability of true information by 0.107, along with one’s political 

party (from Democratic to Republican) by 0.73 and having Fox News as one’s preferred news 

channel (compared to others) by 0.143. Interestingly, one’s level of education was negatively 

related to accepting the information by -0.076 (see Table 5). Consistent with the acceptability of 

true pro-stronger border security information, the acceptability of false information was affected 

by the same statistically significant variables: prior support by 0.105, political party by 0.082, 

Fox News as one’s most preferred news channel (compared to others) by 0.162. Again, a one-

unit increase in education level was related to -0.117 less acceptability of false information (see 

Table 6). The influence of prior opinion, political party, and one’s preference for Fox News 

(compared to others), further suggests that individuals could not resist the strains of motivated 

reasoning. 

Constraints 

 Although the data indicate substantial findings with regard to the hypotheses, repeated 

experiment is needed to see if the effect is generalizable to other topics beside stronger border 

security. Additionally, the distributions of levels of support for border security before treatment 

are not normal. Although it did allow each of the three hypotheses to be observed—disbelief and 

non-opinion change in the chaos environment, motivated reasoning and opinion reinforcement in 

the pro- environment, and greater judgement accuracy and updated opinion in the anti- 

environment—it is unclear what the same tests would indicate in a population with normally 

distributed opinions on a different topic.  
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 Second, the selection of true and false statements in the research design may have been 

biased. PolitiFact.com may itself be biased in its choice of information should be fact-checked. 

Indeed, in collecting the database of true and false information, it was more difficult to find fact-

checked information that could be coded into the anti- environment. This may reflect the 

website’s bias in selection, or it could indicate that there is more true and false information in 

support of stronger border security circulating on social media—it is unclear which.  

 Also, the true and false statements were not individually coded for their difficulty in 

distinguishing whether they were true or false. Therefore, one environment may have received 

information that was easier to distinguish between than the others due to sample bias, but this is 

not immediately clear. 

 Finally, this research has no way to confirm or directly test the psychological/cognitive 

theories proposed in the review of relevant literature. This research can only comment on results 

consistent with those theories, but the nature of the theories themselves makes them unprovable 

if falsifiable. That said, future research should look to connect the psychological theories to 

neurological research, in order to identify neurological data that may correlate with the testing of 

the psychological theories. 

Implications 

 While other studies have found that individuals reinforce their prior opinions when 

confronted with information inconsistent with their priors (Baekgaard, et. al., 2017) in a 

cognitive process called “disconfirmation bias” (Strickland, Taber, and  Lodge, 2011), the data 

here indicate that if the information is presented in such a way that individuals are able to 

distinguish within the information environment between true and false, then individuals may 

accept the true information, even though it is against their priors. Then, individuals may use the 
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newly accepted information to update their beliefs. Whether the cause is—letting one’s guard 

down and thinking politically-motivated reasoning is not needed to protect one’s social identity, 

or extra scrutinization because of enhanced hot cognition—the findings are important for 

information disseminators and political communicators who wish to change opinion. It would 

seem the formula is to disseminate information against a population’s priors, but to include true 

and false information that can be distinguished by the population, leading to a more gradual 

acceptance of the ideologically antithetical information.  

 Conversely, if one’s goal as a communicator is to reinforce opinion and to polarize the 

population into belief and disbelief, the formula appears to exploit motivated reasoning. One 

would play to the prior opinions of the population, feeding the priors with both true and false 

information. Because of individuals’ propensity for motivated reasoning, their acceptance of the 

false information would serve to reinforce the prior opinion, further polarizing the population 

against the neutral ground. 

 Finally, if one’s goal is to instill a sense of universal disbelief, to hold opinions in stasis 

to remain unchanged, one should disseminate a chaotic mix of true and false information, both 

for and against the topic at hand. In this environment, the difference between the truth and 

falsehood becomes irrelevant because the mind cannot make up its mind as to what to believe. In 

effect, nothing is true in this chaos environment, and subsequently, every possibility becomes 

just as impossible.  

Conclusion 

 The key takeaway from this research is that information, disinformation, and its 

environment should be thought of more as a tool to influence opinion and belief than simply a 

collection of words that exist in written form. Just like any resource or tool, by themselves, they 
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are useless, but with the right combination, information and environment can be used to update, 

reinforce, or hinder the collection of human knowledge. Human psycho-cognitive processes can 

be exploited to accept falsities or to deny the truth. The quotes from Hannah Arendt and 1984 at 

the epigraph immediately come to mind as an exploitation of a chaotic information environment. 

However, the human mind has equally allowed human civilization to flourish across the world, 

overcoming the tendency to accept lies or to deny the truth. Through continued experimentation, 

falsehoods once thought true have been disproven, and humans have eventually updated their 

beliefs, if not without some struggle.  

What is important at the present is to continue researching perceptions of information, 

disinformation, and information environments, and to use the greater understanding to positive 

effect in the wider society. In the chaotic dimension of technological innovation and socio-

political change that is the 21st Century, it is all too easy to accept the cynical conclusion that 

nothing is wholly true anymore, that there is no distinction between the truth and another 

falsehood. By rejecting this conclusion, individuals in society should continue to reach for a 

higher truth as an attainable goal, provided individuals are willing to push the boulder up the hill 

to reach it. If recent events in Paris can be related in any way to the findings in this paper, it is 

that chaos can be rejected, and the truth can be reconstructed. 
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Appendix: Survey 

-----Consent----- 

1. I agree to participate in the research study. I understand the purpose and nature of this 

study and I am participating voluntarily. I understand that all of my responses will be 

collected anonymously and cannot be used to identify me. I understand that I may be 

shown information that is not true and that I may not know whether this information is 

true or not. I understand the risks and benefits and that I can withdraw from the study at 

any time, without any penalty or consequences. Yes/No 

-----“No” Responses Terminated, “Yes” Responses Begin----- 

2. What is your gender? Male/Female 

3. What is your age? 18-24/25-34/35-44/45-54/55-64/65-74/75-84/85 or older 

4. What is your highest level of education? Less than high school/High school 

graduate/Some college/2-year degree/4-year degree/Professional degree/Doctorate 

5. What is your yearly income? Less than $10,000/$10,000-$19,999/$20,000-

$29,999/$30,000-$39,999/$40,000-$49,999/$50,000-$59,999/$60,000-$69,999/$70,000-

$79,999/$80,000-$89,999/$90,000-$99,999/$100,000-$149,999/More than $150,000 

6. How would you describe your political leanings? Very Liberal/ Somewhat Liberal/ 

Moderate/ Somewhat Conservative/ Very Conservative 

7. What political party do you most affiliate with? Democratic/Lean Democratic/ 

Independent/ Lean Republican/ Republican 

8. Who did you vote for in the 2016 election for President of the United States? Hillary 

Clinton/ Donald Trump/ other (fill in) 
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9. How would you describe your level of trust in the press/news media? Greatly trust/Tend 

to Trust/Neither Trust nor Distrust/Tend to Distrust/Greatly Distrust  

10. On average, how many minutes per day would you say you spend watching, reading, or 

listening to the news? Enter value 

11. Of those minutes, on average, how many are spent reading, watching, or listening to the 

news on social media (such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, Reddit, etc.)? Enter value 

12. Which of these is your most important source of news (choose one)? Social Media (such 

as Facebook, Twitter, etc.)/ Websites or apps, including news websites or apps (such as 

NYTimes.com, CNN.com, or FoxNews.com), excluding social media/ Cable television 

news (such as CNN, the Fox News cable channel, or MSNBC)/ National evening 

network television news (such as ABC World News, CBS Evening News, or NBC 

Nightly News)/Local Television News/Radio News/Print Newspapers 

13. What is your preferred television news channel? Fox News/ CNN/ MSNBC/Other 

14. What is your level of support for stronger border security? Strongly Support/Somewhat 

Support/Neither Support nor Oppose/Somewhat Oppose/Strongly Oppose 

-----End of Independent Variables Measure----- 

In the next section, you will be shown a series of information about border security and 

immigration into the United States. You will be asked whether you believe this information to be 

true. Pay attention to this information as you will be asked about it after this section. Please do 

your best to answer these questions truthfully to your best ability. There are no wrong answers. 

-----Start Conditional Blocks (Randomized Selection)----- 

Pro-Stronger Border Security Condition (True/false statements presented in random order). 

False 
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1. 18 million illegal immigrants received their checks during the federal government 

shutdown while federal workers did not receive pay. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

2. Congress set aside $50 billion for the Secure Fence Act of 2006, but President Obama did 

not use it and the money disappeared. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

3. Senior citizens have to pay for Medicare while illegal immigrants get it for free. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

Pro-Stronger Border Security Condition 

True 

4. A migrant caravan to the United States requested to be let in or to receive $50,000 from 

the U.S. government to go back home.  

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

5. In 2014, Hillary Clinton said that migrant children should be sent back to the countries 

they came from. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

6. There are more immigrants in the United States today than at any other time in history. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

Anti-Stronger Border Security Condition (True/false statements presented in random order). 

False 

1. Last year, more Americans were killed by unsafe lettuce than illegal immigrants. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 
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2. The Trump administration has only spent 6% of the funds passed in the 2017/2018 

budgets for border upgrades. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

3. In 2019, Donald Trump said that illegal immigration has been a problem in America for 

‘thousands of years’. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

Anti-Stronger Border Security Condition 

True 

4. Border patrol agents were caught on film destroying supplies left to help migrants. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

5. The Trump administration transferred $10 million from the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency to Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

6. The cost of two National Guard border arrests would give a homeless veteran permanent 

housing for a year. 

a. Do you believe this information to be true? Yes/Unsure/No 

Chaos Condition (Consisting of 6 questions pooled randomly for each respondent from the above 

conditions) 

------End of Conditional Blocks----- 

1. Based on the previous information, assuming the statements were true, what is your level 

of support for stronger border security now? 

a. Strongly Support/Somewhat Support/Neither Support Nor Oppose/Somewhat 

Oppose/Strongly Oppose 



Nothing is True in the Chaos Dimension 83 

-----End of Survey----- 
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Appendix B: Survey Debrief 

 The following list is a pool of statements that were fact-checked by the fact-checking 

Website PolitiFact.com. Statements from this pool were sampled to make up the preceding 

survey. We feel it is in your best interest to know after-the-fact which statements were actually 

true or false. This list includes the statement, its rating by PolitiFact.com, and the source of the 

rating. We are not affiliated with PolitiFact.com but felt that they would be a reputable third 

party from which to draw a pool of both true and false statements. Thank you for your 

participation in this survey. If you would like to save this list, a copy is available here: copy [a 

copy was available to download via hyperlink]. 

 

1. "18 million illegal immigrants received their checks during the federal government 

shutdown while federal workers did not receive pay." 

a. Rated as “Pants on Fire!” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-

checks/statements/2019/jan/24/facebook-posts/no-18-million-illegal-immigrants-

did-not-get-gover/ 

2. "Senior citizens have to pay for Medicare while illegal immigrants get it for free." 

a. Rated as “False” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-

checks/statements/2019/feb/27/facebook-posts/no-undocumented-immigrants-

dont-get-medicare-free/ 

3. "Congress set aside $50 billion for the Secure Fence Act in 2006, but President Obama 

did not use it and the money disappeared." 

https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/24/facebook-posts/no-18-million-illegal-immigrants-did-not-get-gover/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/24/facebook-posts/no-18-million-illegal-immigrants-did-not-get-gover/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/24/facebook-posts/no-18-million-illegal-immigrants-did-not-get-gover/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/feb/27/facebook-posts/no-undocumented-immigrants-dont-get-medicare-free/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/feb/27/facebook-posts/no-undocumented-immigrants-dont-get-medicare-free/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/feb/27/facebook-posts/no-undocumented-immigrants-dont-get-medicare-free/
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a. Rated as “False” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-

checks/statements/2019/jan/22/facebook-posts/no-congress-did-not-approve-50-

billion-border-fenc/ 

4. "Last year, more Americans were killed by unsafe lettuce than illegal immigrants." 

a. Rated as “False” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/15/viral-

image/did-lettuce-kill-more-americans-undocumented-immig/ 

5. "The Trump administration has only spent 6% of the funds passed in the 2017/2018 

budgets for border upgrades." 

a. Rated as “Mostly False” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2019/jan/04/chris-

murphy/has-trump-administration-spent-only-6-percent-bord/ 

6. "In 2019, Donald Trump claimed that illegal immigration has been a problem in America 

'for thousands of years.'" 

a. Rated as “False” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-

checks/statements/2019/jan/18/facebook-posts/no-trump-didnt-say-illegal-

immigration-has-been-pr/ 

7. "The cost of two National Guard border arrests would give a homeless veteran permanent 

housing for a year." 

a. Rated as “Mostly True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/22/facebook-posts/no-congress-did-not-approve-50-billion-border-fenc/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/22/facebook-posts/no-congress-did-not-approve-50-billion-border-fenc/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/22/facebook-posts/no-congress-did-not-approve-50-billion-border-fenc/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/15/viral-image/did-lettuce-kill-more-americans-undocumented-immig/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/15/viral-image/did-lettuce-kill-more-americans-undocumented-immig/
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2019/jan/04/chris-murphy/has-trump-administration-spent-only-6-percent-bord/
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2019/jan/04/chris-murphy/has-trump-administration-spent-only-6-percent-bord/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/18/facebook-posts/no-trump-didnt-say-illegal-immigration-has-been-pr/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/18/facebook-posts/no-trump-didnt-say-illegal-immigration-has-been-pr/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/18/facebook-posts/no-trump-didnt-say-illegal-immigration-has-been-pr/
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b. https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/apr/05/ruben-

gallego/arizona-rep-cost-2-national-guard-border-arrests-w/ 

8. "Border patrol agents were caught on film destroying supplies left to help migrants." 

a. Rated as “Mostly True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/11/blog-

posting/it-true-years-old-video-shows-border-patrol-agents/ 

9. "The Trump administration transferred $10 million from the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency to Immigration and Customs Enforcement." 

a. Rated as “True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/sep/13/jeff-

merkley/yes-10-million-were-transferred-fema-ice/ 

10. "A migrant caravan to the United States requested to be let in or to receive $50,000 from 

the U.S. government to go back home." 

a. Rated as “Mostly True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. Source: https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-

checks/statements/2018/dec/13/blog-posting/did-migrant-caravan-demand-united-

states-50000-eac/ 

11. "In 2014, Hillary Clinton said that migrant children should be sent back to the countries 

they came from." 

a. Rated as “Mostly True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

b. https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/02/blog-

posting/did-hillary-clinton-say-migrant-children-should-be/ 

12. "There are more immigrants in the United States today than at any other time in history." 

https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/apr/05/ruben-gallego/arizona-rep-cost-2-national-guard-border-arrests-w/
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/apr/05/ruben-gallego/arizona-rep-cost-2-national-guard-border-arrests-w/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/11/blog-posting/it-true-years-old-video-shows-border-patrol-agents/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/11/blog-posting/it-true-years-old-video-shows-border-patrol-agents/
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/sep/13/jeff-merkley/yes-10-million-were-transferred-fema-ice/
https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2018/sep/13/jeff-merkley/yes-10-million-were-transferred-fema-ice/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/13/blog-posting/did-migrant-caravan-demand-united-states-50000-eac/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/13/blog-posting/did-migrant-caravan-demand-united-states-50000-eac/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2018/dec/13/blog-posting/did-migrant-caravan-demand-united-states-50000-eac/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/02/blog-posting/did-hillary-clinton-say-migrant-children-should-be/
https://www.politifact.com/facebook-fact-checks/statements/2019/jan/02/blog-posting/did-hillary-clinton-say-migrant-children-should-be/
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a. Rated as “Mostly True” by the fact-checking Website PolitiFact.com. 

https://www.politifact.com/punditfact/statements/2018/feb/13/tucker-carlson/tucker-carlsons-

claims-more-immigrants-now-united-/ 
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Appendix C: IRB Approval 

Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Institutional Review Board 
Human Subjects Office 
humansubjects@fsu.edu/850-644-8673 
 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 1/11/2019 
 
To: Conner Kabrich [clk15@my.fsu.edu]  

 
Address: 2191 Timberwood Circle South [Redacted]    
 
Department: POLITICAL SCIENCE 
 

From: Florida State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
 
Disinformation and the Florida Electorate1 
 

The application that you submitted to this office regarding the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above has been reviewed by the Florida State University Institutional 
Review Board. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been 
approved by an expedited review process. 
 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals that may be 
required. 
 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 1/10/2020 you must request a renewal of approval for 

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 

                                                 
1 The title on this application refers to an earlier version of the research design for this thesis. However, all changes 

in research design were subsequently approved by the IRB, though the project’s title and subject is different.  
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the IRB prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the IRB. In addition, federal 
regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any unanticipated 

problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to ensure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protections. The 
Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 

Cc: Carol Weissert, Advisor 
HSC No. 2018.26290 
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Appendix D: IRB Change in Protocol Approval 

Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Institutional Review Board 
Human Subjects Office 
humansubjects@fsu.edu/850-644-8673 
 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM (for change in research protocol) 

 

Date: 2/4/2019 
 
To: Conner Kabrich [clk15@my.fsu.edu]  

 
Address: 2191 Timberwood Circle South [Redacted]    
 
Department: POLITICAL SCIENCE 
 

From: Florida State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research (Approval for Change in Protocol) 
Project entitled: Disinformation and the Florida Electorate 
 
The form that you submitted to this office in regard to the requested change/amendment to your 

research protocol for the above-referenced project has been reviewed and approved. 
 
Please be reminded that if the project has not been completed by 1/10/2020, you must request 
renewed approval for continuation of the project. 
 

By copy of this memorandum, the chairman of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Carol Weissert, Advisor [cweissert@fsu.edu] 
HSC No. 2019.26922 

 

 

 


