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Facebook is a social media platform whereby users connect with friends, watch short videos, share interesting information through links, post and comment on contents. According to researchers in Silicon Valley, many people have migrated to social media in order to oscillate with the new technological frequency and to remain informed. Facebook was launched in 2004 by Mark Zuckerberg while he was in Harvard. Facebook has grown exponential over the years. Facebook owns WhatsApp and Instagram thus dominating social media platforms. However, Facebook rudeness has been a prevalent issue that is mainly castigated by; fake news, online hate through comments and political polarization.
Social media platforms have been the main channels of circulating fake news. This was notably evident during the 2016 presidential elections in United States of America. The fake news  favored Donald Trump more than his counterpart Hillary Clinton. In this study, the goal is to evaluate effective strategies that can be deployed by Facebook to mitigate fake news risk. Fake news promotes ill perceptions among the citizen and is a great threat to the people’s sovereignty and democracy. False claims were flouting the media during the aftermath of Hurricane Hurvey that “Black Lives Matter” supporters were blocking the road hence delaying emergency rescue team (Clayton et al., 2020).  According to Mosseri, Facebook began using “disputed” tags  to news feed stories that had raised a disclaimer. This strategy went on for one year after which they started providing fact checkers where “related articles” were published alongside the suspected stories. Facebook also provided tips to identify fake news from 2017 to 2018 at the top of news feed. Researchers suggest that combating false information is cumbersome but using “Disputed” is a successful and modest way of controlling misinformation.

Another study that was conducted was an online experiment to analyze the influence of opinion environment on making an opinion on news controversy. Five users were given the same online document to read and express their opinions influenced by five different opinion environments.  The experiment was accomplished by using the lens of both corrective action hypothesis and spiral of silence hypothesis. The goal was to identify how these two theories are able to operate in an online environment. In the experiment, we accessed how the audience comments below the posts and news stories are related to the opinion climate.  The results were fascinating  as they alluded that audiences were agreeing to the comments of those who had previously commented and thus exhibiting a very hostile media effect (Duncan et al., 2020).
In the user comment section, hateful language and incivility is a major concern amongst the general public, scholars and even politicians. Such comments accelerate fear of decreased social cohesion and reduction in prosocial behavior amongst the people. By analyzing implicit and explicit attitudes, we survey if hate and civil negativity in the user comments alone have an impact on prosocial behavior. The experiment was conducted in an online experiment where 253 users read randomly hateful, neutral and civil negative user comments about refugees. They were then given five euros each to either contribute towards the initiative or keep the money for themselves. From the results, we discovered that those who had been confronted with hateful insights contributed less while the rest donated more. We therefore conclude that negative and hateful user comments have an impact on the other users.



Lastly, we looked at political polarization.  Political Polarization is a major concern in multiple countries thus drawing scholar’s attention in discovering the factors that come in handy (Kim et al., 2019).  The study was accomplished by using a 2 (civility vs. incivility) × 2 (evidence vs. no evidence) approach. This is a factorial design that involved reading dissimilar viewpoints in Facebook comments. Results alluded that exposure to low level of conflicting comments compared to high level of disagreements led to lower willingness to read more comments , higher level of negative emotions and high polarization. In contrast, presence of supporting comments had no significant effect on the outcome. Finding suggests that information civility or incivility influences if exposure to different perspectives mitigates or reinforces attitude polarization. The hypothesis of current study is to see if the way a person admits his/her fake news influences how other people feel about this person and the fake news. Specifically, participants who read about a social media user who rudely disagreed with feedback that a news story the user shared was “fake” would rate the user less polite than those who read about a social media user who either politely disagreed or politely agreed. In addition, participants who read a rude comment would be less likely to engage in a conversation with the rude user than participants who read polite comments.
In conclusion Facebook rudeness is a conflict that can be controlled. Fake news  mitigation is not consistent thus future researchers must devise better ways to control misinformation. Besides, the researchers should come up with good user comment policy that will influence civil and uncivil comments on attitude polarization. Public opinion can easily inhibit or enhance freedom of expression in the social media platforms (Tenenboim, 2019).


Method
Participants
There were 198 participants. Of these, 101 were male (51%) and 87 were female (43.9%), with 10 participants not providing their gender (5.1%). The age of the sample ranged from 16 to 59 (M = 25.22, SD = 8.91). This included 28.3% Caucasian (N = 56), 44.9% Hispanic (N = 89), 1.5% Native American (N = 3), 15.7% African American (N = 31), 4% Asian (N = 8), and 5.6% of participants reporting “Other” (N = 11).
Materials and Procedure
By following the standard informed consent protocol, the participants were made aware of the risks and benefits that came with them taking part in the Facebook Rudeness Survey. The participants were guaranteed that the survey had no risks involved and it will be beneficial to the researcher in terms of completing the study. Upon verbal agreement, the participant was assigned the questionnaire which consisted of four different parts. In the initial part, the participants were requested to view a Facebook post by an individual named Corey which said that “CNN was forced by FCC to change its accreditation from “news” to “entertainment””. On the comment section of the post, two individuals reacted to the post, terming it as “fake”. In response to this, Corey responded to the two individuals. The participants were required to give their opinion on Corey response using three alternate conditions (Politely Agreed, Politely Disagreed and Rudely Disagreed). 
In the “rude disagree” condition, Corey responded to the two individuals in a rude manner, disagreeing with their comments that the post was fake. In the “polite disagree” condition, Corey responded to the two individuals in a polite manner though disagreeing with their comment that the post was fake. In the “polite agree” condition, Corey responded to the two individuals in a polite manner and agreed with their remarks that the post was fake. After fully answering this part, the participants moved to the second part. This required the participants to give their impression concerning Corey. There were two statements that needed the participant to rate in a scale of 1 to 6 whereby “1 = strongly disagree” while “strongly agree”, the first statement was that “Corey seems like a rude person” while the second one was that “Corey’s post made me angry”. 
In the third part of the questionnaire, the participants were required to answer for their demographic information such as age, gender (male or female) and their ethnicities. If they were not comfortable answering for this, they were at will to leave it blank. The final part tested for the attentiveness of the participant to the study. This required the participant to state what they recalled on Corey’s response to the comments (either “Corey politely disagreed”, “Corey rudely disagreed” or “politely agreed”). After completion, the respondents were debriefed about the study and its main hypothesis.
The condition question in the first part, was used as the independent variable (its conditions represented as “1= PA”, “2 = PD” and “3 = RD”). The statement, “Corey seems like a polite person” and “Corey’s post made me angry” (scaled from 1 = strongly disagree” to 6 = “strongly agree”) and “attentive check” were used as the dependent variables in the study.
Results
Using Corey’s post condition (Politely Agree vs. Politely Disagree vs. Rudely Disagree) as the independent variable and the “attention check” variable (which required the participant to recall the type of Corey’s post) as the dependent variable, a significant effect was observed, X2(4) = 162.11, p < .001. Majority of the participants in the “rude disagree” and “polite disagree” condition recalled a rude disagreement post by Corey (69.7% and 28.8% respectively) while few of the participants in the “polite agree” condition recalled a polite disagreement post by Corey (13.6%). Cramer’s V value (0.64) showed a large size significant effect, p < 0.01.
One-Way ANOVA was used, with condition as the IV (RD v PD v PA) and agreement with the statement “Corey seems like a rude person” as the DV, which was significant, F (2, 195) = 11.12, p < .001. A Tukey post hoc test showed that participants agreed with the statement less in the polite agree condition (M = 2.58, SD = 0.79) as compared to both rude disagree (M = 3.38, SD = 1.19) and polite disagree (M = 2.98, SD = 0.92) conditions, with the rude disagree and polite disagree conditions not having significant differences.
Another One-Way ANOVA was run with condition as an IV (RD v PD v PA) and agreement with the statement “Corey’s post made me angry” as our DV, which was significant, F (2, 195) = 16.99, p < .001. A Tukey post hoc test showed that participants agreed with the statement more in the rudely disagree condition (M = 3.09, SD = 1.16) than in both the polite disagree (M = 2.23, SD = 0.76) and polite agree (M = 2.41, SD = 0.70) conditions, with the polite agree and polite disagree conditions not having significant differences. 
Discussion 
The research predicted that the participants would rudely disagree with Corey’s post and the response he or she gave concerning the authenticity of the post by the two individuals who termed it as fake. The results from this study were partially in agreement with the predictions. From the results, it was observed that the participants paid attention to the study as most of them correctly rudely disagreed and politely disagreed with the Corey’s post. The results also showed that the participants strongly disagreed with Corey’s response and termed it as rude. However, there was no significant difference between respondents in the politely disagreed and politely agreed conditions towards Corey’s response. This quests the question: what if the respondents were required to think deeper? This is the emphasis of the next study.


Appendices
Appendix A: Tables for age, gender, and ethnicity 
Table 1: Demographic information
	
	Gender (1 =M, 2 = F)
	Age
	Race

	Mean
	1.46
	25.22
	2.39

	Median
	1.00
	22.50
	2.00

	Mode
	1
	21a
	2

	Std. Deviation
	.500
	8.905
	1.427

	Variance
	.250
	79.308
	2.036

	Minimum
	1
	16
	1

	Maximum
	2
	59
	6



	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid percent
	Cumulative Percent

	 Male
	101
	51.0
	 53.7
	53.7

	Female
	87
	43.9
	46.3
	100.0

	Total
	188
	94.9 
	100.0
	

	Missing System 
	10 
	5.1
	
	

	 Total
	198
	100.0
	
	




Race
	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Caucasian
	56         
	28.3                
	28.3                 
	28.3

	Hispanic                           
	89          
	44.9                
	44.9                 
	73.2

	Native Indian                     
	3            
	1.5                  
	1.5                 
	74.7

	African American                        
	31          
	15.7                
	15.7                 
	90.4

	Asian American                 
	8            
	4.0                  
	4.0                 
	94.4

	Other                                
	11            
	5.6                  
	5.6               
	100.0

	Total                               
	198        
	100.0              
	100.0
	






Appendix B: Include your tables for your chi square and the crosstabs 
Chi-Square Tests
	
	Value
	df
	Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square          
	162.105a                         
	4                 
	.000

	Likelihood Ratio                
	166.911               
	4                 
	.000

	Linear-by-Linear Association                        
	109.599               
	1                 
	.000

	N of Valid Cases                       
	198
	
	


0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 19.33.
Symmetric Measures
	
	
	Value
	Approx. Sig.

	Nominal by Nominal
          
	Phi
	.905
	.000

	
	Cramer's V
	.640              
	.000

	 N of Valid Cases
	
	198
	



ANOVA
Corey seems like a polite person
	Condition (1 = RD, 2 = PD, 3 = PA)
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1
	2

	Rude Disagree (RD)                  
	66           
	3.23
	

	Polite Disagree (PD)                  
	66                              
	
	3.74

	Polite Agree (PA)                       
	66                              
	
	3.98

	Sig.                                                           
	1.000           
	1.000
	.228


Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 66.000.

ANOVA
Corey's post made me angry
	
	Sums of Squares        
	df
	Mean Square                    
	F
	Sig.

	Between
	27.364               
	2            
	13.682      
	16.993          
	.000

	Within Groups             
	157.000           
	195                
	.805
	
	

	Total                             
	184.364           
	197
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