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Online Information and Fake News
Overview

Digital technologies such as Internet search
engines and social media platforms are an
increasingly popular way of accessing news
and information. This note considers how
people access news online, how algorithms
(sequences of instructions) and social
networks influence the content that users see,
and options for mitigating any negative impact.

Background
In 2017, the proportion of UK adults consuming news online
exceeded those who watched news on TV (74% versus
69%).1 Meanwhile, a smaller proportion read news in print
(41%), compared to in 2013 (59%).1,2 Social media
platforms (PN460) and Internet search engines can help
users to find the items that they consider most interesting or
useful by filtering content. Some suggest that filtering could
lead to users seeing only content that conforms to their preexisting opinions.3-6 Others argue that users still see more
diverse views than, for example, via print, TV or radio.3,7
Internationally, politicians, journalists and others have raised
concerns about false information online, and the effect that it
may have on political events such as elections.8,9 This
POSTnote explores:
 how people in the UK access and share news online
 the effects of filtering
 the factors driving fake news and its effects
 approaches to addressing the challenges.

Accessing and Sharing News Online
People can either access online news directly – via websites
or applications (apps) – or through intermediaries such as
social media platforms, Internet search engines and news
aggregators (that select and present news from multiple
sources). Content is created not only by traditional news
providers, but also by other organisations and individuals.

 Social media platforms and Internet search
engines have made it easier to produce,
distribute and access information online.
 These technologies, combined with user
behaviour, filter the content that users see.
Some studies suggest that this limits users’
exposure to attitude-challenging information,
while others argue that users still see a
wider range of information than offline.
 Online fake news has the potential to
confuse and deceive users, and is often
financially or politically motivated.
 UK efforts to address these issues are
largely led by industry and focus on fake
news. They include better identification,
fact-checking and user education.
The Reuters Institute and Ofcom found that the websites or
apps of TV and radio companies are the most popular
source of online news in the UK.1,10 For instance, 47% of UK
adults who accessed news online (surveyed in 2017) said
that they had used BBC News online in the past week.1
People are increasingly using social media to access news
in the UK;1,11 41% of adults asked in 2017 reported using it
as a source for news in the past week, up from 20% in
2013.1,2 Search engines are also key for finding news; 36%
of adults who accessed news online in 2016 did so via a
search engine, up from 16% in 2013.10,12 Children’s online
news consumption may differ from adults’, however the
available data is limited.13

Social Media Platforms
Facebook (39 million UK users) and Twitter (22 million UK
users)14,15 are the most popular social media sources of
news in the UK (Table 1). They have two main features that
provide content:
 a personalised list containing material from the user’s
connections (e.g. friends, followers or ‘liked’ pages)
 a list of popular (trending) topics from the site (Box 1).

Internet Search Engines
Globally, Google, Bing and Yahoo are the most-used search
engines, with estimated monthly visitors of 1.6bn, 400m and
300m respectively.16 Users typically type a query into a
computer (or ask a question via a voice-activated platform
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Box 1. Accessing News on Facebook and Twitter
Facebook
Users connect to other users, and publish and share content (posts).
Content is selected and displayed via:
 News Feed: a stream of posts selected by algorithms (Box 2), on
the basis of a user’s online activity and connections (friends). Posts
with many comments and reactions (e.g. ‘likes’), and posts by the
friends that a user interacts with most, appear higher in the list.17
Users can also pay for posts (e.g. adverts) to be displayed in the
News Feed.18
 Trending: a list of topics and headlines that have recently become
popular. They are determined by the number of publishers posting
articles about the same topic and the engagement (e.g. likes and
shares) around that group of articles.19 Topics are not personalised
to the user, but to all users in a particular geographic area.
Twitter
Users can broadcast and read 140 character-long ‘tweets’. Content is
selected and presented to users via:
 Timeline: a list of tweets from other Twitter accounts that the user
has chosen to follow, shown in reverse-chronological order. It also
includes tweets that have been selected by algorithms if, for
example, many other users have already engaged with them, they
come from accounts that users interact with most, or they have
been paid-for (e.g. adverts).20
 Trends: a list of popular topics, determined by an algorithm based
on factors including the volume of tweets on a subject and the rate
at which a conversation grows. The list is tailored to the user by
default, based on their interests, location and other factors.21

Page 2

Box 2. Algorithms in Social Media and Search Engines
Social media and search engines use algorithms for a number of
purposes including to: find or personalise content, target groups of
users with adverts, and identify and block abusive or illegal content
(e.g. hate speech). This note focuses on algorithms that find or
personalise content. These select content based on many factors,
such as a user’s past online activity, social connections, location, and
if content has had a large number of user interactions. Detailed
information about these algorithms is not publicly available, due to
their commercial sensitivity. They are also changed regularly (e.g.
Facebook made nine major updates to their News Feed algorithms in
2016).25,26 Some use machine-learning, enabling them to learn from
past experience (PN534).27 This can make it difficult (some argue
impossible) to understand fully how they make decisions, presenting
transparency and accountability challenges.28-30
exposure to attitude-challenging opinions or
information.5,7,31-33 They are thought to form in two ways:
when users choose only to connect with those they
agree with, and when users block content or
unfriend/unfollow those that they disagree with. 7,34-36
 Filter bubbles – postulated to occur when algorithms
used by search engines, social media sites and news
aggregators automatically recommend content that an
individual is likely to agree with, based on the previous
behaviour of both the user and others.3,6,7,37

Evidence for the Effects of Filtering
Table 1. Most used social media for finding, consuming
and discussing news in the UK (weekly) in 2017.1
Platform
Facebook
Twitter
YouTube

All Adults
29%
12%
7%

18 - 35 Yrs
35%
17%
9%

Over 35 Yrs
27%
10%
7%

such as Google Assistant, Amazon Alexa, or Apple’s Siri)
which algorithms then process to find webpages that are
likely to be most relevant (Box 2). Google Search results are
determined using over 200 factors, including: previous
searches (by the user and others); user location; and
‘PageRank’, which rates the importance of a webpage
based on the number of other pages that link to it.22

The Effects of Filtering
The aim of filtering with algorithms is to allow people to find
information that is relevant to them (Box 2). User behaviour
(e.g. selecting who to follow or pages to like) also enables
users to tailor their social network to their interests. The role
of algorithms and extent of user choice vary between
services. Filtering is personalised, unlike traditional news
sources where readers experience the same bias (e.g. the
editorial line of certain newspapers). Users may be unaware
of this tailoring. One study found that 63% of participants
were not aware that Facebook’s News Feed is curated by
an algorithm.23 These technologies can be open to
exploitation (Box 3). Further, some suggest filtering could
unintentionally limit the range of information that users see.
Two phenomena have been proposed:
 Echo-chambers – suggested to occur both online and
offline,24 when people form social networks with those
who largely reflect their own views, limiting their

Research in this area is limited. It faces challenges such as
restricted access to data about people’s online behaviour
(PN460), lack of transparency about the algorithms (Box 2),
and difficulties in identifying how online content influences
behaviour.38 Studies indicate that echo-chambers and filter
bubbles can form, but their effects on users are uncertain.
Narrowing of Viewpoints
Studies have found that algorithms can limit the amount of
attitude-challenging information a user sees, indicative of
filter bubbles.39,40 However, a growing body of research
suggests that this does not fully eliminate exposure to
attitude-challenging information on social media, for
example, because users typically have a diverse network
spanning multiple geographic regions.3,34,35,41-45 Users’
perceptions of their exposure varies. For example, in a 2016
US survey, 53% of Facebook users said that the people in
their network held a variety of political views, 23% said they
held similar views to their own and 5% said they held
different views (19% were unsure).41
Scale of the Effects
A 2016 study reviewed the evidence for filter bubbles. It
concluded that although some websites do automatically
personalise content, and people do select content to fit their
own ideas, there is currently no empirical evidence to justify
strong concerns that this is harming democracy (e.g. by
cocooning people in rigid positions that hinder consensus
building). However, this may change as the technology and
its use changes.46 Academics trying to measure filter
bubbles on Google Search found that, on average, search
results varied by 12% between users.47 Personalisation was
greatest for queries about politics, news and local firms.
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Box 3. Manipulation of Social Media and Search Engines
There have been reports of deliberate manipulation of social media
sites and search engines for financial or political gain.
Automated Social Media Accounts (Bots)
Social media ‘bots’ are computer controlled accounts that
automatically interact with other users.48,49 An estimated 23m active
Twitter accounts are bots.50 Although many can be useful, for example
providing live information about earthquakes,51 some are created for
political purposes.48,49,52 For instance, bots can automatically post
content, increase follower numbers, support political campaigns,
spread fake news (Box 4) or attack political opponents.48,53,54
Manipulation of Search Engines
Many organisations use ‘search engine optimisation’ to increase the
visibility of their websites on search engines and so boost the number
of visitors.55 However, some groups have been found to deliberately
exploit this.56,57 There have been instances of extremist and fake news
sites creating a network of links to each other and to genuine sites,
manipulating Google’s PageRank algorithm, so that their webpages
have dominated certain search results on topics such as women.58,59
Researchers at Facebook found that the actions of users
filtering the content they see, has a bigger role in reducing
the diversity of information seen than algorithmic filtering. 7
However, some academics have criticised this study, saying
that it looked at a small subset of users (with stated political
affiliation) who do not represent the average user.60-62
Political Polarisation
Studies have found that many users form their online social
networks on an ideological basis, creating online echochambers.63,64 Some researchers suggest that this may
exacerbate political polarisation.46 A 2017 study concluded
that echo-chambers are more likely to form on social media
for people who are more ideologically extreme, but that
communication still occurs between people with different
ideologies.4,7 The effects of filtering may also be
exacerbated by cognitive biases (PN512). For example,
confirmation bias can lead people to seek, weigh or interpret
information in a way that conforms to their pre-existing
beliefs or assumptions.65

Page 3

Box 4. Different Types of Misinformation and Disinformation
Fake news has been used by some to describe content published by
established news providers that they dislike or disagree with,75-77 but
is more widely applied to various types of false information. 78 A
spectrum of false information has been proposed, including:
 Fabricated content – completely false content
 Manipulated content – distortion of genuine information or
imagery, e.g. a headline that is made more sensationalist
 Imposter content – impersonation of genuine sources, e.g. by
using the branding of an established news agency
 Misleading content – misleading use of information, e.g. by
presenting comment as fact
 False context or connection – factually accurate content that is
shared with false contextual information, e.g. when the headline of
an article does not reflect the content
 Satire and parody – presenting humorous but false stories as if
they are true. Although not usually categorised as fake news, this
may unintentionally fool readers.
wholly fabricated or may mix fact and fiction. It may also
include unreliable information or bias. Social media content
can be shared among users without verification or editorial
judgement.79,80 Research also suggests that social media
users often share webpage links without reading them.81-83

Drivers of Fake News
Although fake news may be created for a range of reasons,
it is often financially or politically motivated.75,84
Financially Motivated Fake News
Academics and others argue that fake news is amplified by
social media and search engines because of their business
models.85,86 For instance, when a user views an article, the
hosting website displays adverts with it to generate revenue.
This could encourage the hosting of sensational fake news
that garners many clicks (clickbait) and is more likely to be
picked up by algorithms.87 During the 2016 US Presidential
Election campaign, the media reported that at least 140
websites with sensationalist or false news (many with proDonald Trump content) were set up from Macedonia.88,89

The Council of Europe has voiced concerns that the ranking
of results on Internet search engines limits the information
that people see.66 A public dialogue by the Royal Society
identified potential benefits and risks of using machine
learning algorithms (Box 2), including concerns that they
could filter out challenging opinions.67 A 2016 Reuters
Institute survey found that 31% of UK adults were happy for
news to be selected by algorithms based on what they had
read before (39% were unhappy), compared to selection by
editors or journalists (20% were happy, 41% were unhappy),
or based on what friends had consumed (13% were happy,
58% were unhappy).68

Politically Motivated Fake News
Commentators have suggested that fake news stories may
have influenced political events (Box 5). Academics have
also found that bots (Box 3) have been used extensively, for
instance during both the US and French Presidential
Election campaigns,49,90 and the UK General Election.91
Governments and security services have voiced concerns
about foreign interference in domestic politics through the
spread of disinformation on social media. The US Senate
Intelligence Committee heard claims that Russia ran a
disinformation campaign on social media to damage Hilary
Clinton’s Presidential campaign.92,93 Russia’s President
denies this.94 The EU has set up a task force to address the
issue of disinformation coming from Russia.95

Fake News

Negative Effects of Fake News

There is no agreed definition for fake news (Box 4). It is not
a new concept and how it differs from propaganda is
unclear.69-74 Generally, it is defined as content intended to
misinform or influence the reader (often called
disinformation). It may also be applied to content that
unintentionally misleads (misinformation). Content can be

In a 2016 US survey, 64% of people believed that fake news
causes a great deal of confusion about current issues and
events,96 and 39% said they were very confident that they
could recognise fake news. However, a 2017 survey
commissioned by Channel 4 found that only 4% of people
correctly identified true and false stories.97 Other research

Attitudes to Filtering
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Box 5. Political Fake News on Social Media
The Oxford Internet Institute examined content shared on Twitter
during the 2017 UK General Election, 2017 French Presidential
Election and 2016 US Presidential Election. They reported that UK
users shared a higher proportion of information from professional
news outlets (54%) compared to US users (34%), but a lower
proportion than users in France (57%, before Round 1 of voting).91
BuzzFeed News found that in the final three months before the 2016
US Presidential Election, Facebook users’ interactions with fake news
stories overtook interactions with mainstream news.98 However, in the
UK they found that, on social media during 2016, the most popular
shared stories containing misinformation came from established news
outlets (e.g. newspaper websites). These tended to contain some
truth, but were generally distorted or exaggerated. Overtly false stories
spread less.99
shows that people are more likely to believe a false claim if
it is repeated, even if it contradicts their prior
knowledge.100-102

Addressing the Challenges
The UK Government has no specific policies for addressing
fake news, filter bubbles or echo-chambers. Attempts to
address these issues have mainly focused on fake news.
They are largely industry-led (Box 6), although other
approaches include regulation and user education.

Regulation and Legislation
Some communications (e.g. TV, radio and on-demand video
services) are regulated by Ofcom,103 but others are not,
such as printed news, social media and online written
content.104 Most newspapers, magazines and associated
websites have agreed, backed by legally enforceable
contracts, to follow standards set by the Independent Press
Standards Organisation or the Independent Monitor for the
Press.105,106 Larger online media outlets (e.g. BuzzFeed
News and Huffington Post) are not members of either.
News organisations have legal liability for the content they
publish, but social media platforms and search engines do
not.107 Concerns about fake news have led other countries
to consider regulatory approaches (Box 7). Social media
companies like Facebook, state that they are technology
(rather than media) companies, as they do not generate or
alter content and “do not want to be the arbiters of truth”.108
The UN Special Rapporteur on Freedom of Opinion and
Expression has warned that efforts to counter fake news
could lead to censorship.109 Under the EU Charter of
Fundamental Rights, preventing the publication of a fake
news story would need to meet several criteria, including
being necessary, proportionate and lawful.110

Education
Commentators suggest that improving users’ digital media
literacy and ability to appraise information critically, could
reduce some negative effects of filtering and fake
news.111,112 Ofcom reports that 21% of adults think that if a
website has been listed by a search engine, it will provide
accurate, unbiased information;113 while 27% of 12-15 yr
olds assume that they can trust a website returned by
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Box 6. Industry-based Approaches in the UK
Several initiatives aim to reduce the effects of fake news, for example:
 Removing economic incentives – by making it more difficult for
fake news publishers to advertise on Facebook.114
 Easier reporting – Facebook has an option that allows users to
report posts as false.114
 Fact-checking – the number of fact-checking bodies has
increased,115,116 although the effects of fact-checking on users are
not well understood.117 The majority are independent or civil
society organisations, although many are linked to established
news institutions such as Channel 4 News or the BBC.115
 Labelling – Google has introduced a ‘Fact Check’ label which can
be displayed next to search results for articles produced by
registered news publishers or fact-checking organisations.118,119
 Automated identification – Google has given £44,000 to the UK
based charity, Full Fact, to develop an automated fact-checking
tool for journalists.120 Similarly, the EU-funded Pheme project has
created tools for checking the veracity of stories on social media.121
 Demotion – fake news that has been identified on Facebook and
Google now ranks lower in the News Feed and search
results.114,122
 Removing fake accounts – Facebook says it removed tens of
thousands of fake accounts (including bots or accounts generating
fake news, Box 3) in both the UK and France during the 2017
General and Presidential Election campaigns, respectively.123,124
Box 7. Approaches to Fake News in Other Countries
Other governments are addressing fake news. Examples include:
 Germany: a bill has been passed that allows fines of up to €50m
for social media firms that do not remove hate speech and
defamatory fake news quickly (from within 24 hrs to 7 days,
depending on content).125
 Italy: the President of Italy’s competition authority has called for
EU Member States to set up independent bodies to remove fake
news and impose fines.126
 Czech Republic: a government unit has been set up to target
foreign disinformation campaigns.111,127
Google Search.128 Attempts are being made to address this
among general users and in schools.
User-targeted Education
Several projects aim to improve digital media literacy.
Facebook and First Draft News (a non-profit organisation)
have promoted advice on how to identify fake news, on
users’ News Feeds and in the press, in the run up to the
2017 General Election.114,129,130 Technology and news
organisations are also collaborating on projects such as the
News Integrity Initiative, to increase online news literacy and
trust in journalism.131-133 Some research suggests that it
may be possible to “inoculate” against misinformation, for
instance by pre-emptively warning people about politically
motivated attempts to spread misinformation.134
In Schools
England’s National Curriculum requires 7-11 yr olds (Key
Stage 2) to be taught how search engines select results,
and how to be discerning when evaluating digital content.135
A 2017 House of Lords Committee recommended that
digital literacy should be a fourth pillar of education
alongside reading, writing and mathematics.136

POSTnote 559 July 2017 Online Information and Fake News

Endnotes
1 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Digital news report 2017, 2017
2 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Digital news report 2013, 2013
3 Flaxman et al., Filter bubbles, echo chambers, and online news consumption,
Public Opinion Quarterly, 2016
4 Bright, Explaining the emergence of echo chambers on social media: the role of
ideology and extremism, 2017
5 Sunstein, Echo chambers, Princeton Digital Books, 2001
6 Pariser, The filter bubble: what the internet is hiding from you, The Penguin
Press, 2011
7 Bakshy et al., Exposure to ideologically diverse news and opinion on Facebook,
Science, 2015
8 BBC News, Holograms, mistrust and ‘fake news’ in France’s election, 27/02/2017
9 FT, Berlin looks at fines for Facebook with fake news law, 16/12/2016
10 Ofcom, News consumption in the UK: 2016, Figure 5.1, 29/06/2017
11 Ofcom, News consumption in the UK: 2016, Figure 5.2, 29/06/2017
12 Ofcom, News consumption in the UK: 2013, 2013
13 Ofcom, Children and parents: media use and attitudes report, 2016
14 Personal correspondence with Facebook, 14/06/2017
15 Buron Marsteller, Battleground barometer, accessed on 03/07/2017
16 Search Engine Watch, What are the top 10 most popular search engines?,
08/08/2016
17 Facebook, How does News Feed decide which stories to show?, accessed on
30/05/2017
18 Facebook, Create and boost Facebook posts, accessed on 07/07/2017
19 Facebook, Continuing our updates to trending, 25/01/2017
20 Twitter, About your Twitter timeline, accessed on 30/05/2017
21 Twitter, FAQs about trends on Twitter, accessed on 30/05/2017
22 Google, How Google Search works, accessed on 30/05/2017
23 Eslami et al., “I always assumed that I wasn’t really that close to [her]”:
reasoning about invisible algorithms in news feeds, 2015
24 Gentzkow et al., Ideological segregation online and offline, 2010
25 Facebook, Announcing News Feed FYI: a series of blogs on News Feed
ranking, 06/08/2013
26 Facebook, News Feed FYI, accessed on 30/05/2017
27 Government Office for Science, Artificial intelligence: opportunities and
implications for the future of decision making, 2016
28 Burrell, How the machine ‘thinks’: understanding opacity in machine learning
algorithms’, Big Data & Society, 2016
29 House of Commons Science and Technology Select Committee, Robotics and
artificial intelligence, 2016
30 Committee of experts on Internet intermediaries, Council of Europe, Draft report
on the human rights dimensions of algorithms, 2016
31 Sunstein, Republic.com 2.0, Princeton University Press, 2009
32 Sunstein, #Republic: divided democracy in the age of social media, Princeton
University Press, 2017
33 Jacobson et al., Open media or echo chamber: the use of links in audience
discussions on the Facebook Pages of partisan news organisations,
Information, Communication & Society, 2015
34 Yang et al., The politics of “unfriending”: user filtration in response to political
disagreement on social media, Computers in Human Behavior, 2017
35 Seargeant and Tagg, The filter bubble isn’t just Facebook’s fault – it’s yours, The
Conversation, 05/12/2016
36 New York Times, Casting early presidential vote through Facebook by clicking
‘unfollow’, 28/04/2015
37 Bobok, Selective exposure, filter bubbles and echo chambers on Facebook,
2016
38 Althoff et al., Online actions with offline impact: how online social networks
influence online and offline user behavior, Proceedings of tenth ACM
International Conference on Web Search and Data Mining, 2017
39 Nguyen et al., Exploring the filter bubble: the effect of using recommender
systems on content diversity, World Wide Web Committee, 2014
40 Dillahunt et al., Detecting and visualising filter bubbles in Google and Bing, ACM,
2015
41 Barbera, How social media reduces mass political polarisation. Evidence from
Germany, Spain, and the U.S., APSA Conference, 2015
42 PEW Research Center, Political content on social media, 25/10/2016
43 Barnidge, The role of news in promoting political disagreement on social media,
Computers in Human Behavior, 2015
44 An et al., Media landscape in Twitter: a world of new conventions and political
diversity, 2011
45 Dutton et al., Social Shaping of the Politics of Internet Search and Networking:
Moving Beyond Filter Bubbles, Echo Chambers, and Fake NewsA crossnational survey of search and politics, Quello Center Working Paper No.
2944191, 2017

Page 5

Zuiderveen Borgesius et al., Should we worry about filter bubbles?, Journal on
Internet Regulation, 2016
47 Hannak et al., Measuring personalization of Web search, World Wide Web
Conference, 2013
48 Woolley et al., Political communication, computational propaganda, and
autonomous agents, International Journal of Communication, 2016
49 Kollanyi et al., Bots and automation over Twitter during the U.S. election,
Comprop Data Memo, 2016
50 Motti, Twitter acknowledges 23 million active users are actually bots, 2014
51 100 best earthquake Twitter bots, accessed on 12/07/2017
52 Marechal, When bots tweet: toward a normative framework for bots on social
networking sites, International Journal of Communication, 2016
53 Keone, HoC Digital Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake
news inquiry, 19/04/2017
54 Howard et al., Bots, #Strongerin, and #Brexit: computational propaganda during
the UK-EU referendum, 2016
55 Steps to a Google-friendly site, accessed on 12/07/2017
56 Guardian, Google is not ‘just’ a platform. It frames, shapes and distorts how we
see the world, 11/12/2016
57 BBC News, Google responds on skewed Holocaust Search results, 20/12/2016
58 Guardian, Google must review its search rankings because of rightwing
manipulation, 05/12/2016
59 Guardian, Google, democracy and the truth about internet search, 04/12/2016
60 Tufekci, How Facebook’s algorithms suppresses content diversity (modestly)
and how the News Feed rules your clicks, 2015
61 Sanvig, The Facebook “it’s not our fault” study, 2015
62 Hargittai, Why doesn’t Science publish important methods info prominently, 2015
63 Conover et al., Partisan asymmetries in online political activity, EPJ Data
Science, 2012
64 Colleoni et al., Echo chamber or public sphere? Predicting political orientation
and measuring political homophily in Twitter using big data, The Journal of
Communication, 2014
65 Nickerson, Confirmation bias: a ubiquitous phenomenon in many guises, 1998
66 Council of Europe, Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers to Member
States on the protection of human rights with regard to search engines, 2012
67 The Royal Society, Machine learning: the power and promise of computers that
learn by example, 2017
68 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Digital news report 2016, 2016 and
personal communication with the report authors
69 McGillen, Techniques of 19th-century fake news reporter teach us why we fall
for it today, The Conversation, accessed 03/07/2017
70 Rodny-Gumede, Fake news: the internet has turned an age old problem into a
new threat, The Conversation, accessed 02/02/2017
71 Howard et al., Junk news and bots during the U.S. election: what were Michigan
voters sharing over Twitter, Comprop Data Memo, 2017
72 Wardle, Fake news. It’s complicated, First Draft News 2017
73 News Media Association, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee,
written evidence, Fake news inquiry, 19/04/2017
74 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, Digital news report 2017, 2017
75 BBC, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake
news inquiry, 18/04/2017
76 Nimmo, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence,
Fake news inquiry, 19/04/2017
77 Full Fact, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence,
Fake news inquiry, 19/04/2017
78 First Draft News, Fake news. It’s complicated, 2016
79 Allcott and Gentzkow, Social media and fake news in the 2016 election, 2017
80 High Level Group on Media Freedom and Pluralism, A free and pluralistic media
to sustain European Democracy, 2013
81 Gabielkov et al., Social clicks: what and who gets read on Twitter?, ACM, 2016
82 Washington Post, 6 in 10 of you will share this link without reading it, a new,
depressing study says, 16/06/2016
83 Chartbeat, Do people actually read what they share on social channels?,
11/04/2017
84 ITV, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake
news inquiry, 18/04/2017
85 Web Foundation, Three challenges for the web, according to its inventor,
12/03/2017
86 Bangor University, HoC Digital, Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written
evidence, Fake news inquiry, 19/04/2017
87 Menczer, Misinformation on social media: can technology save us?, 28/11/2016
88 BuzzFeed News, How teens in the Balkans are duping Trump supporters with
fake news, 03/11/2016
89 BBC News, The city getting rich from fake news, 05/12/2016
46

POST is an office of both Houses of Parliament, charged with providing independent and balanced analysis of policy issues that have a basis in science and technology.
POST is grateful to Katie Raymer for researching this briefing, to the Science and Technology Facilities Council for funding her parliamentary fellowship, and to all
contributors and reviewers. For further information on this subject, please contact the co-author, Dr Lydia Harriss. Parliamentary Copyright 2017.

POSTnote 559 July 2017 Online Information and Fake News

Page 6

Dutton, Fake news, echo chambers and filter bubbles: under-researched and
overhyped, The Conversation, 05/05/2017
113 Ofcom, Adults’ media use and attitudes, Figure 107, 2017
114 Facebook, Working to stop misinformation and false news, 2017
115 Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism, The rise of fact-checking sites in
Europe, 2016
116 Reporter’s Lab, International fact-checking gains ground, Duke census finds,
28/02/2017
117 Nyhan et al., Estimating fact-checking’s effects, 2015
118 Google, Fact Check now available in Google Search and News around the
world, 07/04/2017
119 Full Fact, Factchecks are now featured in Google Search, 07/04/2017
120 Guardian, Fake news clampdown: Google gives €150,000 to fact-checking
projects, 17/11/2017
121 Pheme project, Computing veracity, the fourth challenge of big data, accessed
on 13/06/2017
122 Telegraph, Google overhauls search algorithm in bid to fight fake news,
25/04/2017
123 Facebook, Information operations and facebook, 27/04/2017
124 New York Times, Facebook aims to tackle fake news ahead of UK election,
08/05/2017
125 Guardian, Germany approves plans to fine social media firms up to €50m,
30/06/2017
126 Goodman, How has media policy responded to fake news, 07/02/2017
127 Centre Against Terrorism and Hybrid Threats, accessed on 30/05/2017
128 Ofcom, Children and parents: media use and attitudes report, Figure 51, 2016
129 Facebook, A new educational tool against misinformation, 2017
130 BBC News, Facebook publishes fake news ads in UK papers, 08/05/2017
131 Facebook, Facebook Journalism Project, 2017
132 NiemanLab, The News Integrity Initiative is taking a cross industry approach to
fixing the news trust problem, 03/04/2017
133 The Digital News Initiative, accessed on 30/05/2017
134 Van der Linden et al., Inoculating the public against misinformation about
climate change, Global Challenges Volume 1 Issue 2, 2017
135 DfE, Computing programmes of study: key stages 1 and 2, 2013
State maintained schools are required to teach the National Curriculum, Free
Schools and Academies may use it as a benchmark.
136 HoL Select Committee on Communications, Growing up with the internet,
21/03/2017
112

Desigaud et al., Junk news and bots during the French Presidential Election:
what are French voters sharing over Twitter in Round Two?, Comprop Data
Memo, 2017
91 Kaminska et al., Social media and news sources during the 2017 UK General
Election, Comprop Data Memo, 2017
92 BBC News, Russia ‘tried to hijack US election’, says US senator, 31/03/2017
93 Rumer, Russian active measures and influence campaigns, 30/03/2017
94 Guardian, “Read my lips – no”: Putin denies Russian meddling in US
Presidential Election, 30/03/2017
95 Questions and answers about the East StratCom Task Force, accessed on
30/05/2017
96 PEW Research Center, Many Americans believe fake news is sowing confusion,
15/12/2016
97 Channel 4, C4 study reveals only 4% surveyed can identify true or fake news,
06/02/2017
98 BuzzFeed News, This analysis shows how viral fake election news stories
outperformed real news on Facebook, 16/11/2017
99 BuzzFeed News, Britain has no fake news industry because our partisan
newspapers already do that job, 24/01/2017
100 Fazio et al., Knowledge does not protect against illusory truth, Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 2015
101 Knapp, A psychology of rumour, Public Opinion Quarterly, 1944
102 Hasher et al., Frequency and the conference of referential validity, Journal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 1977
103 Ofcom, What is Ofcom?, accessed on 30/05/2017
104 Ofcom, HoC Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake news
inquiry, 18/04/2017
105 IPSO, Editors’ code of practice, accessed on 30/05/2017
106 IMPRESS, accessed 12/07/2017
107 Guardian, HoC Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake
news inquiry, 19/04/2017
108 Facebook, HoC Culture, Media and Sport Committee, written evidence, Fake
news inquiry, 19/04/2017
109 UN Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner, Freedom of expression
monitors issue joint declaration on ‘fake news’, disinformation and propaganda,
03/03/2017
110 Council of the European Union, Outcome of proceedings, 12/05/2014
111 Goodman, How has media policy responded to fake news, LSE, 07/02/2017
90

