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Impacts of Civility on the Perceptions of People Sharing Fake News
One of the major issues affecting the contemporary society is the presence of technology and the increased use of fake news. Different researches have been conducted addressing fake news and the development of negative prosocial behaviors. In a research conducted by Clayton et al (2019), it was identified that the use of social media has affected the lifestyles of people in different societies because of how news is delivered. The presence of social media platforms, including Twitter Facebook, Flirck, YouTube, and Instagram have changed the way people access and interpret news. Clayton et al (2019) analyzes the vulnerability of the contemporary society due to new technologies. Delivery of fake news determines how people will respond to issues, either by commending in a favorable or less favorable manner. 
According to Chukwuere and Chukwuere (2017), the presence of fake news in the modern society has affected how people think, interact, and develop relationships with others. In the context of students, technological advancements have made communication easier, allowing people to consume information without even screening it for certainty. These practices have affected people’s lifestyles collectively. Students in a disagreement, for example will comment less favorably in rude disagreements compared to students in a polite agreement. 
Fake news has also been used as a platform to spread hatred and contempt among populations. In a research conducted by Weber et al (2019), it was identified that fake news spread through social media promotes the development of hatred among people, which determines their ability to respond to issues. Besides, the platforms have become a place where people can express themselves, become empathetic and show concern about others. In a research conducted by Eisenberg and Sadovsky (2004), it was identified that social media platforms help in the development of relationships between people, which, in turn leads to a conducive and growing society. In this context, the hypothesis is supported because fake news hastens the rate at which poor relationships between people are established. Poor relationships will prompt people to respond to issues in a rude way as opposed to those in a good relationship. In the case of lack of fake news, research shows that the probability of responding rudely is decreased. 
Another research showing the effects of fake news on contemporary society is by Siddiqui and Singh (2016) and it was identified that social media has promoted communication between young people, particularly in colleges. These relationships have helped in the development of social connections, sharing of culture, and knowledge, which has enhanced development and progress. In such an environment, individuals are engaged in a polite agreements or discussions, which improves how they comment to each other’s posts. Lazer (2018), offers a detailed view of how fake news has affected students’ responses to each other, which, in turn, determines the type of connections they establish between them.
These researches indicate that fake news has had both positive and negative effects on modern lifestyles. 
Method Study One
Participants
In this study one hundred and seventy-two random participants were selected by students from a Psychology class in Florida International University. In this group, 57% (n = 98) were male subjects and 43% (n = 74) were female. There were different ages that ranged from a minimum of 16 and a maximum of 59 years old with an average of 25.34 years (SD = 9.18). Another important aspect that we measured was race, having a sample consisted of 24.4% Caucasians (n = 42), 49.4% Hispanic (n = 85), 1.7% Native Americans (n = 3), 16.3% African Americans (n = 28), 4.7% Asian Americans (n = 8), and other 3.5% who did not give enough information about their ethnicity (n = 6).
Materials and Procedure
To be able to conduct this study, each student from a Psychology class was oriented to play the role of a researcher in order to collect data from three different and randomly picked members that were not from the same class, one per category (Rude Disagree, Polite Disagree, Polite Agree). They could be friends, family members, or even not related to the researchers at all, to be combined at the end and obtain the total of 172 participants. The difference across the three surveys is how Corey responds to his friends regarding the authenticity of the story. In the Rude Disagree condition, Corey insults the two men, which is a complete lack of civility and disrespect of others, which is the main focus of the study, how the civility of Corey’s last comment affects how participants view Corey and the information he is sharing. In the Polite Disagree condition, Corey responds with good manners to Riley and Peyton and encourage them to investigate more about the story to support his argument, also saying that they could not say it was fake news just because they do not think the same way. Lastly, in the Polite Agree condition, Corey read more about the topic on Google and actually found out the post he shared was fake and agreed with the tow other people that commented.
During the first phase, the students would orally ask participants for their consent to participate in the study, to then proceed to the second phase where the joiners had to complete a five-part survey. All this could be conducted using as materials: papers with the studies printed, pen, pencil, or electronic devices like computers, cellphones or tablets. 
In Part One, participants read a screenshot taken from a Facebook page under the name of Corey McMillan, where the character recently shared an article named “FCC Forces CNN to change its accreditation from ‘news’ to ‘entertainment’”, as well as a few comments from various users (Peyton and Riley) with reference to the efficacy and effectiveness of the story. Also, in the study, the gender of Corey is never specified to avoid discrimination, discrepancies or favoritism. In Part Two, participants will rate their impressions of Corey as polite, open-minded person and other characteristics, specifically as a reasonable person, which is the main analysis of this part. In Part Three, the three participants will evaluate the comments of both Corey McMillan and the two other subjects interacting in the Facebook post, depending on how angry the comment of Corey made the participants feel; if she/he suspected or believed (before and after reading the comments) that the story was fake, and some other questions, basing our analysis mostly on the before section for this part. Both Part Two and Three were grated on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). In Part Four, the researcher would collect demographic data from the participant, like age, gender, political affiliation, race, language, and if the person was an FIU student or not. To finish, Part Five, was made to test the perspective of the participants about how they think Corey responded to Peyton and Riley in the last comment of the post (rudely disagreeing, politely disagreeing or politely agreeing). 
Results Study One
We ran a Chi-Square test in order to check the attention of our participants to our manipulation, using survey condition (Rude Disagree, Polite Disagree and Polite Agree) as our independent variable and the Part Five recalled scenario question as our dependent variable, which was significant χ2(4) = 134.23 p < .05. Most “Rude Disagree” participants recalled seeing Corey rudely disagree the story was fake (72.9%). Most “Polite Disagree” participants recalled seeing Corey politely disagreeing the story was fake (62.1%). Finally, most “Polite Agree” participants recalled seeing Corey politely agree the story was fake (80%). Cramer’s V, which is appropriate for this 3 X 3 test, was very strong. These findings indicate that participants saw our study manipulation as we intended. See Appendix A.
For our main analysis we ran a One-Way ANOVA with condition (Rude Disagree, Polite Disagree and Polite Agree) as our independent variable and agreement with the statement “Corey seems like a reasonable person” as our dependent variable, which was significant, F(2, 169) = 8.82, p < 0.05. A Tukey post hoc test showed that participants agreed with the statement more in the polite agree condition (M = 4.13, SD = 0.72) than in both the polite disagree (M = 4.07, SD = 0.59) and rude disagree (M = 3.56, SD = 1.02) conditions, with the polite disagree and polite agree conditions not differing from each other. See Appendix B.
We were also interested on running a One-Way ANOVA with condition (Rude Disagree, Polite Disagree and Polite Agree) as our independent variable and agreement with the statement “Before reading the comments, I suspected the story of CNN losing its news license was fake” as our dependent variable, which was not significant, F(2, 169) = 1.45, p = 0.237. Participants did not differ in their agreement ratings between the rude disagree (M = 2.98, SD = 0.71), the polite disagree (M = 3.12, SD = 0.59) and the polite agree (M = 3.18, SD = 0.61) conditions.” See Appendix C.
Discussion Study One
After concluding our study, we were able to compare our results on the analysis and tests conducted with our initial hypothesis, in which we predicted that those in the Rude Disagree condition would view Corey as less favorable than those in the Polite Agree and Polite Disagree conditions, with those in the Polite conditions not differing from each other. In the first ANOVA test we performed, evaluating Corey as a reasonable person, our results supported the hypothesis, being the Polite Agree condition more favorable to our audience or participants, followed by Polite Disagree and lastly Rude Disagree. The more polite and agreeable Corey was, the more reasonable participants found him. For the second ANOVA conducted, the hypothesis was not supported, since all three groups were originally neutral to whether the story was fake, and therefore how reasonable they thought Corey is was based on his civility. Therefore, supporting your hypothesis that the civility in which we speak on the internet impacts how we view people and information.
Study Two
Now that we have looked at civility and how that impacts how we view Corey, or people in general, in the information or post that was presented; we are going to introduce a new factor to see if it changes or modifies the result of our study only focusing on disagreement, either rude or polite and depending on gender, female or male. The civility or incivility of the people around us can be examined in a deeper way depending on the social settings (Anderson and Pearson 1999), and these could be the workplace, family, home, and also where learning and leisure activities take place; and not necessary can be judged by race, gender or religion, as some other studies have been examining altruism, sympathy and similar moral characteristics (Kropotkin 1955; Sorokin 1950; Wispe 1958). Living in this century has showed us some changes. Maybe learned from generation to generation, or because we have watched old movies from the 90s, or because we have been able to live in two different eras. For example, gentlemen do not longer remove their hats when presenting themselves to women or open the doors of their cars. Times have changed, and feminism is more herd now than 50 years ago. Women are no longer slaves of their homes, we have created a more equalitarian system for both sexes that roles influenced by gender, social position, or class affect the canons of adequate behavior and hence the lifestyle that defines civility. And based on the fact that times change, we can assume that we measure civility in different ways and aspects. On the other hand, education, age and health provide a more predictable image of civility. 
One of the cruelest acts of incivility can me the violence against women and girls in all the ways possible. This puts the incivility balance way down for males, who have a very high percentage of abuse reported against the opposite gender. We all should work together on finding a solution to this problem, and that is “calling women the fragile sex” since gender equality has not yet achieved. In terms of caring for others, women are more vulnerable and careful when directing a message to someone, taking care of not hurting feelings and use a better tone and words to express themselves, but not in all cases, because on many levels society has failed in achieving the goal of a civil society. In fact, many of the problems that now adays the world faces in relation to gender matters could be part of what Carter (1998, p. 352) means as “incivility crisis” that intimidates the society. Social media is one of the basic and most fundamental platforms on the internet, and the way it objectifies women, the corrupt lyrics of the songs, the incorrect language used toward them, and the exploitation of the female characters on pornography and prostitution are all examples of lack of civility and respect for an individual.
All the “not equal signs” that women carry over their shoulders are an example of limited or low civility, and some of these are the inequality in health care delivery and political and economic decision-making, inequality in pay for women, the rise of poverty among children and their mothers, violence against women in all forms and the portrayal of women in the media and so many others. All of these are a sequence of violations of rights that females have to live with and that make men to appear as the one with the minimum level of civility.
When speaking of disagreement, acts of civility may also be graded according to the degree of affect involved in it, and in this case, we are analyzing rude or polite. People despite of the gender, tend to be more condescending and open to a good or constructive critic than when they are aggressively attacked, and that is also viewed as an act of civility. 
In this, our second study, for our first dependent variable, “Corey is a reasonable person”, we predict that males upon a rude response will generate a higher level of incivility.
For our second dependent variable, “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”, we predicted a main effect on condition females being the ones that disagree in a rude way than males. 
Method Study Two
Participants
           For this Second Study there were 581 participants selected by the students of a Psychology class and they could be part of the Florida International University community or not. From this group 40.3% (n = 234) were male and 59.7% (n = 347) were female, with a minimum of 18 years old and a maximum of 71 years old when speaking about age, having an average of 26.62 years (SD = 9.59). Race was another important aspect that was asked in the study, counting with a sample of 14.3% of Caucasian participants (n = 83), 57.5% Hispanic (n = 334), 1.0% Native Americans (n = 6), 24.8% African Americans (n = 144), and a 2.4% Asian Americans (n = 14).
Materials and Procedure
           In order to conduct this study, students from a Psychology class at Florida International University were oriented to select five or more candidates (they only received credit for up to 10 participants each), they could be friends, volunteers or family members but not people from their same class, like in the first study. But this time, participants were given a similar and random paper to read and ask a few questions. First, they may agree to participate in the study before starting the reading and questionaries, all the notice was easily explained with their benefits and risks in order to proceed. We used the same priming manipulation as in Study One, but here we included only the two levels, Polite Disagree and Rude Disagree. Study Two looks at the Polite Disagree and the Rude Disagree conditions as two levels of one IV. However, we also looked at gender, whether Female versus Male as our second IV. This involves four cells: 1) Polite Disagree in Females, 2) Rude Disagree in Females, 3) Polite Disagree in males, and 4) Rude Disagree in Males. 
           After the participant’s consent to collaborate with the second study, they had to read a screenshot of Facebook page that was under the name of Corey, just as in the first study, but this time there was an additional text at the bottom page that reflected whether Corey apologized or not to the people that commented the Facebook post (however, this is not the focus of our second study). In the next part, the participant was asked to rate the same dispositional statements as in Study One on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), like for example “Corey is a reasonable person” and “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”, that were, as in Part One, used as dependent variables. 
After that session, participants were asked some demographic questions like gender, ethnicity, age, political affiliation, language and if the participant was an FIU student or not.
           In order to complete the study, a link was sent by the Psychology students to the participants, and they were able to open it on a computer, cellphone, tablet or any other electronic device. That link could only be used anymore by the same person once the study was totally finished, so we would not get the same people answering the survey. At the end, all the data base was put together for the students to conduct the second and final study. 
Results Study Two
           We conducted a Chi-Square test using correctness of attention check on whether the participants said that Corey Politely Disagree and Rudely Disagree as our independent variable. The test was significant χ 2 (1) = 95.38, p < 0.05, meaning that there is a notable difference between the participants that correctly said that Corey Politely Disagree and the participants that correctly said that Corey Rudely Disagree to his colleges, being these last the ones that had a better attention check. Phi showed a medium effect size (0.41). (See Appendix D)
           To examine our first dependent variable, we ran a 2 X 2 factorial ANOVA with gender (Female vs Male) and scenario condition (Polite Disagree vs Rude Disagree) as our independent variables and “Corey seems like a reasonable person” as our dependent variable. First main effect was based on condition Rude or Polite, F(1, 577) = 64.31, p < 0.05 meaning that there is a significant difference between how Rude and Polite responded to “Corey seems like a reasonable person” with Polite Disagree being the group that agreed more with the statement (M = 3.49, SD = 1.34) and Rude Disagree the least (M = 2.58, SD = 1.28). However, there was no significant difference between gender and agreeing with the fact that “Corey seems like a reasonable person” F(1, 577) = 0.21, p = 0.65, with Females (M = 3.03, SD = 1.35) showed almost the same scores as Males (M = 3.04, SD = 1.44). Unfortunately, there was not significant interaction of the four conditions responded to the statement F(1, 577) =0.78, p = 0.38. There is no statistical difference between how those in the Rude Disagree and Males (M = 2.67, SD = 1.34), Rude Disagree and Females (M = 2.52, SD = 1.25), Polite Disagree and Males (M = 3.46, SD = 1.44) and Polite Disagree and Females (M = 3.51, SD = 1.27) responded to “Corey seems like a reasonable person”.
           To test our second dependent variable, we ran another 2 X 2 factorial ANOVA with gender (Female vs Male) and scenario condition (Polite Disagree vs Rude Disagree) as our independent variables and “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake” as our dependent variable. Our first main effect was based on condition Rude or Polite F(1, 577) = 0.58, p = 0.45 meaning that there was no significant difference on how Rude or Polite Disagreed with the fact that “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”, there was no difference in the number of counterfactual thoughts generated between the Rude Disagree group (M = 4.15, SD = 1.48) and Polite Disagree (M = 4.06, SD = 1.51). There was significance either between gender agreeing to the statement that “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”, F(1, 577) = 0.40, p = 0.53, with Males (M = 4.15, SD = 1.51) and Females (M = 4.07, SD = 1.49). We also had no significant interaction effect between the gender and the Rude or Polite Disagreement, There is no statistical difference between how those in the Rude Disagree and Males (M = 4.21, SD = 1.53), Rude Disagree and Females (M = 4.11, SD = 1.44), Polite Disagree and Males (M = 4.09, SD = 1.48) and Polite Disagree and Females (M = 4.03, SD = 1.54) responded to “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”.
Discussion Study Two
           Now that we finished our study, we can conclude that our hypothesis was not satisfied by the results on this Second Study, we predicted that women were going to obtain a higher likelihood of civility compared to men, but our study showed us something different. For both dependent variables, gender had no impact or main effect on the conditions Rude and Polite Disagree. However, in our first ANOVA conducted, there was a significant effect when we tested the Rude Disagree and Polite Disagree conditions when finding Corey as a reasonable person, which means that these conditions have an important role when researching about civility and the impact that it caused to our participants.
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Appendix A
Table 1.
Percentages (counts) of attention check.
	Scenarios
	Rude Disagree
	Polite Disagree
	Polite Agree
	n

	Rude Disagree
	72.9% (43)
	25.4% (15)
	1.7% (1)
	100% (59)

	Polite Disagree
	32.8% (19)
	62.1% (36)
	5.2% (3)
	100% (58)

	Polite Agree
	5.5% (3)
	14.5% (8)
	80% (44)
	100% (55)

	Total
	37.8% (65)
	34.3% (59)
	27.9% (48)
	100% (172)






Appendix B
Table 2.
Mean and Standard Deviation of Agreement with “Corey is a reasonable person”
	Condition
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	n

	Rude Disagree
	3.56
	1.02
	59

	Polite Disagree
	4.07
	0.58
	58

	Polite Agree
	4.13
	0.72
	55







Appendix C
Table 3.
Mean and Standard Deviation for “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”.
	Condition
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	n

	Rude Disagree
	2.98
	0.71
	59

	Polite Disagree
	3.12
	0.60
	58

	Polite Agree
	3.18
	0.61
	55






Appendix D
Table 4.
Percentages (counts) of condition recalls.
	Conditions
	Rudely Disagree
	Politely Disagree
	Total

	Rude Disagree
	81.4% (237)
	18.6% (54)
	100% (291)

	Polite Disagree
	42.1% (122)
	57.9% (168)
	100% (290)

	Total
	61.8% (359)
	38.2% (222)
	100% (581)







Appendix E
Table 5.
Means (standard deviations) of “Corey seems like a reasonable person”.
	Conditions
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Rude Disagree
	2.67 (1.34)
	2.52 (1.25)
	2.58 (1.29)

	Polite Disagree
	3.46 (1.44)
	3.51 (1.28)
	3.49 (1.34)

	Total
	3.04 (1.44)
	3.03 (1.35)
	3.04 (1.39)





Appendix F
Table 6.
Means (standard deviations) of “Before reading the comments, suspected the news was fake”.
	Conditions
	Male
	Female
	Total

	Rude Disagree
	4.21 (1.54)
	4.11 (1.44)
	4.15 (1.48)

	Polite Disagree
	4.09 (1.48)
	4.03 (1.54)
	4.06 (1.51)

	Total
	4.15 (1.51)
	4.07 (1.49)
	4.10 (1.50)



