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Abstract

With the widespread popularity of social media, the spread of fake news has become a global social
issue. This paper aims to systematically sort out the psychological mechanisms of fake news sharing
and effective intervention strategies. Adopting the methods of literature review and theoretical
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integration, the study is conducted from the perspective of cognitive psychology. The results show
that fake news sharing is influenced by insufficient accuracy discernment, accuracy inattention in-
duced by social media, and motivated reasoning driven by news valence; the key to memory updat-
ing lies in integrative encoding and recollection-based retrieval processes, with the correction ef-
fect modulated by factors such as information credibility and individual cognitive resources; inter-
vention needs to construct a system consisting of reactive correction, proactive inoculation, and
technical empowerment. The conclusion points out that future research should focus on construct-
ing integrated intervention models, further explore the dissemination rules of fake news in the Chi-
nese cultural context, so as to provide more solid theoretical and practical support for building a
clean and upright cyberspace.
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1. 5|8

B BN AR K R S a0 8 Re 4 ) AT &, AR QIR A E B T AARKE B3REUT
NG AERER a9 B BEM S SO0 8uE o, IRE M R R, W20 2Ry
AR S 54 2 B R T R . SR, X — AR FEA AR I T MRk B B R, 09 R A R )
WA ST AR ME TIRIR . (BB [l (Fake News), 18 % #0€ LONARLE g 7 0GR BRE G R a1 MU FIE I 78
FE 30 A7 08T TR BEAAR(E N 25 5 2 B (B S B (Lazer et al., 2018). SESEF AHLL, BOBT I B A F5R1
Pore AR G 1, A3 REAE RIS B] PN 51 A R AR (1) B XA 4

Y, ABGHT N2 M O A BRI B IR B, HE R RO B A AR B ERATIR Y o BT
FUE X HERF(Twitter) R ECE BB 70 I, BCHT ) FE AL FRRE . URFEANT B 35 35 o U s ), HLaxf
LRI AR L ZEBLEE NI, 2R T ASEH AT A EF(Vosoughi et al., 2018), {HIZAF T LT
Pt B, SRS R NSRRI & 1 E R, H AR T B AR
PR o ABHT 8 1 f B AMNAE TR FACNAL, BT HX 2 EEE A 1R H(van der Linden et al., 2020).
DRI, R FUARHT [ % 3 (R IR JZ LR 5 ok AORVA BRER AT, TN A R R A 2 B U0

JEEHARZ T I R RN L SEAZ A 2 i FABORT ) 1 S 22T B, HLO B2 A I A AR T 2L
AMEZ BRI R R E . NNRLO B FERE, RO E A& R ISR R 2 A = iR, B
INFIIN TR ZE VIAH IS . Pennycook & Rand (2021) 32 H () “AERAIE 2R fBRida i, LSS BAR IS TR
A2 B P R D), A HAE S 245 B 058 2 B A A8 I s 8L YRR MRS B ek, i
Ui A B BRI SRR, HR Y2 NSRS E, SESEZy s P 2 uaii A EE R, &
BUEAFRHRF. Mo, MEREE— B MRt NdiZ 24, BMEMEES THIEGE, EAW
HRICIZAT P] RERFEERZ M NATTRHERE 5 R, X P “RRLEZMI RS (Continued Influence Effect, CIE)A
FEVE AR R T B KA FNBE /1 (Lewandowsky et al., 2012).

PIA SCHR, BARTE 5 2= FHE RO B AU AR R T KRS AL, (BVIEE R R R Bk,
REAE A 70 22 S8 A6 T 100 7 B BOE TEABCRT 181, 1o v [ SO St Rz IR A s RAE R R TR AR SBR[ 1Y
KFEANE . BRI, ANFESCATE 52T 152 AE TN BT ]I 7] Ge R 30t AN [5] ) S L 455 1 48 S 8
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o1l b 6] ) BRAE 73 247 9 i AT g S B2 BT IE1 8 5 1T SCAR RS2 e (W i, 2024) iRk, R TR T4 1F
AL A AE S ARG, Feale kT “EIRHE” B2 FE “ BN KN (Familiarity
Backfire Effect) B2 (R &4, = MARIARRIEIH(Kemp et al., 2022). BAh, AW F 2 K A WA
FWE, MU SR A RS A E KIS R, B AR AR — e, SR AR
AR

BT, ACBARET N OHEZEATA, RSB E 7 F 1B A T TR . PRI 5
Wi 7y = BB O R ER, 2B e PE R ) Bk S S LPEHE R S BAR . IR AT ICAZ SR e 2 IR AR
B AR T B LR, R EAR S ph IRAS I PR A s PP ELA T TS b, inFH e IR, FURRUF
S HERR VRSN A R 5 1 %A . AR FC B S I B S A B 5 SRR, VT A AR T REE
WX 2 iz AR 15 2 TR BRAR R PR LR 2K

2. {R¥FE S F 8 OIEYLH

BRI 53 AT 1) R ) € T HURM (AT 5. B AT F EAR AR RE Bk . TR I/ IC A
LUk = A7 T

2.1. TR N SERE R

HERf 1% #%71) 77 (Accuracy Discernment) e M TE 5 4% (1) N 2645 235 A [X 43 30 558 [ 55 R T 190 1 i
CNFIRE 1. & ML BEEE 18 (Classical Reasoning Account)iA N, AAT1Z B CA& o 808 ), 3222 2 R Ay ik
Z R HTIEHERERE /), RIRIN “INRIZ 7 (Cognitive Miser), A [ 4t B 177 1 % R 24 R R
A ERAE E(Bago etal., 2020). BRI, AT ELAE R 555 (AN A S 58 Mk ke IR AECHT 18] 12 AR, 24

=432 — B P R TGV A O ) P AR B S R R A R T S AT A& # (Pennycook & Rand,
2021), (HZBS TR iAAMAINENRE ST 4axt 22 57, B T ISR R HERAT ARSI, B
FOR I BN RIBE I MMATER € 15 5 T HIBA R, RRe A ERIR. tbah, HE ARG S
2FE “RBL) A" (lusory Truth Effect), RIS B 2R FE Mk N et et m TR (5 5, Al
HAMAIE T B AR 2 HAE 3G T V% S (Fazioetal., 2015), AN, %N 50 25 HRA, PR ES
FRZ T, DA WTIT AR WA A AN [F) 2 AL BOH 8 Hh i

SR, AV PR T B8 J1AS & FF A e 58 2 MR AT Vi 2 B B mn W BN RE 0 I AR AT 2 43 88T [ o
Pennycook A1 Rand #&H I “HERPEZ AL (Inattention Account) AL AiX — I G 24 T 84 IR . 1%
HigfR, ERZHEIEN T, MPHEAEARRS, WIFERZ P E MG T, T2 2 B3 ik
WEWIH T, 22 F G@ s im i Pud e, 15K B MR R, . R, XMIHIRSES
PR B = BHIR L e e e 4128 B AR AR dEma 1 B A5 . SRR 7R, R P 4 T BRI
AR AN, LR AR 1 T 5 0 R TR PR R O 3 A T — LIS R i S o F P )
MAEFRET XFHERE I, A ATTDHEHT ] 5 5 A 2 KR TR, HX 4R £E AN 5] 1)
A 35 B @ P (Pennycook etal., 2021). Xk —HIESE, FFAEAREH A, TR EHN, & FEECH
2 MG ) OSBAE 4, (AT R, ALK AR 78 7 R N AT 7 F P AE RS2 AEI M PR R R T 2 70 )
BriE, HXTRER IR e BT SR R R R AN .

2.2. TR SFEMMN

KR TINRIRE /) STE R I BC BRI A, SIHLEE 2R AE 7 S ok S vh v S N Rk s R i M €. 3L
3 (Motivated Reasoning) i8I\ N, ANKMIE BN Tid e e 2 F WA r ), mMERZEAES. &
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BrNEFIIG AR A (3R B . fEIX—HEZL R, 7R EAFUGRLREE, B —FEmESHER
(Brady etal.,2020), I BEEARREES 70 0 FAT NI E ML, (LA 0L 2 AH G B, 3 LARA SZ B L
5O ZATRZ BRI R, BXAFESIHN X 55T EE R 1L

FEP 7 FHORBRFE R, AR SL I 0 ) A5 S SR EOR 191 7 R R, AN A T AR A
H & BRI 109 B.(Brady et al., 2020). {HIXRHFFE 22T Rt 2B, HaekUERERT
HE S, SR, BRI SE T A [ SO S Fi s TR R R ShL R . fE A, S I R A S 3 0K
BN AR 55, BT B2 37 I R i 7 AT N RS AR . BRI, T E M RAEEATEN R
EHR, ROV QB R AT ERR . R, W IERERMAN A SRS, AR T
Iy ERRAN PR (VR b, 2024) AT, B FURE ARG TR I R A4, o E R AR B B L i
WA, HARBEAFT & 10375 2 5503 800 i g2 .

T A AR L o FRATL ) A A e T ) P A PRSI e X TN — 2% P 25 AR A B SE VA7
SERVRT IS, ANMATTRE AR — PR IEAEVE RS, A X RS S N OB R A BB IE S, AEAE
SyiERf, (R B R AR, HE A (Effron & Miller, 2011). AHJ, TR BB 5T ) A543 5
RAEESANE, BRI TT BE IR G (i 0 T4 i, (BAE A TSR b, P S T A DB G IR A R
M2 AR5, SR, DUA R FORE B VE Rl s (il & 2 R F B Rt vk, mrRefeE s Bt mz, H
X AN R 8 BRI B8 [ )3 A W 22 e s Z IR N T o DRI, FER AL NGB8 T, AER MR
ST R SR 1R B R S AL 3 H, XM ENHLS DA 85 ELAE R R R T AR A 9 O BEATL
il

3. 4IEESicizasiA Ll

AEH R BRI BACIZ)n, afTEd A R ERNC LR DN R R . X R
FRERACAZ M 5 B S5 B IR, 38 52 BN R BT A5 BN TR B A SR B R R 1) 22 H
FR O TP JEAE T Il P iR 5 B H0E 5 A 15 B ILE AR R .

3.1. BEBEFEANSES WD

TEAMIEBGRTEIR, 25 MNIZEREE N IRGEE —BEAES . BN AR K48 (Familiarity
Backfire Effect) Wl s\ N, S HE KARGHT 8] 2> 3G I LR B, T R BEAT AT AR A R A st ——Je Y
AL T N0 BT B o BRI TORAS B, X R EGR M S R S T I, A IS5 A IE R (Lazer et al.,
2018) il i P A R B VR A S AT I REE N, T N IR R BRI 2 A 5 IS AR (Yang et al., 2022),
{HX — 20N ) SEUF RS FF A —3, S AR BE B R IR 2N, H IR AR SR v R B e, fEEH
PR N

SR, BHRF IR T “ B A %% (Integrative Encoding) Wl i, A& BRAR M AR SR AL T HS
Y. Kempetal. (2022)FSE5 R I, 24 AMARLE B S22 1B 45 B BENE B Th [R1 486 2w A BCHT 40, R4S
DUE P 2 2 8] ) b SR, 3% Rk (RIS B B A B S BS54RGB RO BEERAE, HEmife it ic iz 3.
EARE RIS, G 1 BRAAAEANE 22 7, B B 7 SRR 0T (AR B i i e S Aar M s B2 B
TR 0136 N 35 U B 5 52 3R 55 3 K N B Ml (Johnson et al., 2023). {EIZHF 7T S2B0A kL 2 b S
XTI R R Z R [, G gD AR R SRR RAL A TR IAE,  HIHXT Y IEE B 2IU6F . 2
IS MR SR AR T A 2

3.2. EZEARRRVIREVER
TCAZ R RO B THE RO R, X — ML) 7 37 22 521 28 (Continued Influence Effect, CIE)
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FRVRIE 55 P 45 31 78 43 30T o R S50 0 R4 N FR B RS B 1B S5, A0 4R B2 52 M A A HE TR BT (K 30 B (Eckeer et all,
2020), FHAZCBRTE TS BN T2 5 A SRR AR AR AT PO SR G, B S B E R
fELAeloE, BT SHE BRI S T s (AU 5 22k T [51 48 (Recollection) I HE HUS 72, BJ
IR %5 B O IE” RIS A ERIE TG B R KRS el 2B R, A H R
= BT A im R % B AL B S AE B CAZ IR 28 (Vosoughi et al., 2018). HUA BF 78 X6} S5 M %507 (ML R
2B TR ENE, MIESERE SR 2 UEE BTN RSN AR Z O, BN AN R AR R A
RS JE 72 SRR AN AL o

A R 2 TE SR AN L[] R A RS R, T LA U RE A R v S AT W AR RS2 I RO BLAR o e 2 TR A 2
IR R R B B SHE B R A SR AL eI IS UE R SRR, BOE R ) 5] F 2 A E BRI A I
i 5i(Chan etal., 2017) M6Ak, HREUZR BN REHG 52 IR AZ AR M, ARG Mt Lk 32 AR (B2 2 TEAF B
MR OEE R, PR PR T B B AE S5 SEHE FRAE 55 h I B IO #e 42 (Carpenter, 2020).

3.3. YERMMOBETHRER

AIEE B2 B G RO IF AR IR E S R, B2 B Z HRRK T, RERFRILFERE T
A ERBE I SEER M A . WS BRHERE, MIEARR TSR REA: BV R B 7 BEA)
KA IEE R, HRFETEESEIEMEAR RATEM L, SER RS I 8D (Yang et al.,
2022); RN, I MREIE Y IERE, Rl g KPR R, HIF5A ERCR (Lee et
al.,2021), BUABFFON “BUBRIR” 158 BB, A R BORIE KN AR ZE 7, B2 1B
SEWTTTEA L, M LRSS S

MAINFNRFIE RS, TR AR SRS S RBiAT A E. TIEOIZARR A, BEReFR
BOF RS B 5 A B B 52 b 28 48 & (Johnson et al., 2023); 1 FL A& AR AR 2 A%, Al S CA
FR X 28 B0 E 2 TEAS S A B, el oot BRI R AR (Ecker et al., 2020) . {HIX P AT 5T 1) R FH 4F
R N, X RREREE AR BT SR AL, AR BB R T RS T4,
(R R WA 2 BR(E B mig 5 2 5 B 2P [H ARG, 2B, HERERS
T BURS B] FR) A I AZ, B A TEAR A ME DUAY)ECTH Rk FL s, 55 22 22 IR AT RE 14 21 1F LAk F0 S B i)idiz
FAE (Carpenter, 2020).

4. BRFERT TR
FET R ORI, 2 L 10 (57 170 T 90 55 W 10T 40 S IS 44 (R eactive) BRI 1 (Proactive) B 3 .
4.1. RREMTFFH: BERYUESESESEZE

B A R PR A S AT BT R, RN R 2 T B S AL T
TE GBI, DA S S R NS, (HEIE SRS R RS, B E AL R
FEREAZ AT SO, H [ =N S8 IE A A DU % 0 32 AR (Allcott & Gentzkow, 2017). H
AT F H SR B, A ARIEAMARIER T, 52 A00T Be BRI 2R 4B 4a 4% 52 21 1E (Lewandowsky etal., 2012).
DA FL A 2 AT B T BOSRUE, U2 BRI BRI A A B = G RO, AR AR
LRI AZ N LA ENE.

PRI LR TG = DUFE I — RAUBCRIE T 15, BUFBER B 5 WA S AT I P 5 T I AR
$25Z J% (van der Linden et al., 2020); 23R HE B HEMRE, @ 85 R 5 B A 4 WA & 2 B REZR,
Hl 55 47 22 5% 2% B (Lewandowsky et al., 2012); =2 MRAEIIER, KA “LRER” MFHLN, BIH
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Vit TR P 2 TR 4 B A R AT (Ecker et al., 2020)
4.2. HIEMT: LEEMSTARRK

BT HFAIERRRME, OEEF (Inoculation Theory) 2 2 E M . HISLL AW R, LMETG
P fub i 55 A0 BT IR G R B g, 51 IR R IR, WO AP, SHFAIEME, Hizo
RIABRBT BT R, BEREIRE BN EBasol et al., 2020),

ARTI T E R EahliEwk (Bad News) ibIuFEIMERE R, 221000 815, iff
B R BE S 32T 20% 6L B, BURFFS:ZE D 3 4~ H (Roozenbeek & Van der Linden, 2020); &1 X {ERESS
BT ) G SR ARSI, PO RLFaE AR, B BRK 72 A R 285 B {5 FBE(Van der Linden et
al., 2021), (HIX KT TR Z AR, WS ERA KRS D5 EAEA L, BHARTHEZ
SRR &, S KIEREREE . TR, BRSO 2 SO SRS, A B A ARV SRR
B, 7 SR TR, RIS A s R T E (R BT, 2024).

4.3. EHMERRSITHER

TSR R BT TURES, B AE =AM E 2 LSRG ” SR, BUE R
TR, BRI S B1E B E S E(Pennycook & Rand, 2021). ZS5EMSIERRHITE. S, X
FESy EHEN SR IR, BT EE0T  2 5 R IR AR 15%~20%,  HLEEAR E A T R4 & B % (Pennycook et
al,, 2021).

A AFFE 45 B AR A AT NS (FBM), $&t “BhL - B8 ) - ik ” 107 (Wi, 2024): —23hl
T, I ME RN TEAEA R SR, B SR AR 1 1) N AR 1B SR (Brady etal., 2020); —/ERE/JIG R,
TFRENRFRAE, 22T RAHEIE, R BRI AR (Kemp etal., 2022); =2 filR Z0AL,
FEAR R . WA S5 & AU 20T, # e B PR . SEIREERE R, BT R BT ISR LT
AR, AIRRERER T E A 71 4 LA (Roozenbeek & Van der Linden, 2020), {HiZ /7 RRISLIERIE S
/NIRRT, R 2 RARHE T 5 R VPAY,  HOS AN R R4 1 77 & P v TR AN AL

4.4. FRBEESBHRHETR

HARFBE R AEER, ARREMNEN, FET HRES REANLEEY 2T, 1] 3 kT E 1 2
PEIRNE . P HEE DTSR RRE, SR SRS T2 (Roozenbeek & Van der Linden, 2020); A&4EBHWIET, T 5@
Tk B R B AR PTE BEAE BAEEAE, 7 KBS BAdIAYE I, 4TAE “[M#% % ” (Van der Linden et al.,
2021)0 4N, TR “ ARG EhR G DiRe, Z5a P 2SO EE R, 0 BEABLRE IO e 2R AT B R R
ol FEREELZELR.

WURF 8B R VAR, AT 6 904 EAARSRAL “SPT TN BR ST, 257 ™ 4% B A% A2 (Johnson et al., 2023);
HERENZFMIANEREE, HRTOEMAERYE(Kemp etal., 2022); MEFRR “HeZsL. FHs”
S ZF LM RIRRN AN URAR, I R EATR . SeEaES), BRI T E D BT I AR
HiF1(Yang et al., 2022).

4.5. FRHRAIFESHL

TIRSCR T MBI RS RFERON . 2 RO = e VTAL (R il 2024). B—FTAAAE AR : #ERAMTE
SR BN 0 2 2 AH S S ik, O BRI R e R BB BRSO R B Z A, BN R IR E IR A
{HRE RS (Kemp etal., 2022). TR RIGEHE: RRKALFA PRI HERIEIR R, DU IE R
R, RS O R, AR IR ECE KIS E (van der Linden et al., 2020).
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L

TIFERCA A S MAZESR:, S i E IEVERMECRT R, FomfbiEERsz s, WIn A AR ANSE
TREERES MEFENAREE ACFRAR, RAEAIN. EO2E SRS R, 8% 2R (Roozenbeek
& Van der Linden, 2020).

5. &t

AT ) (40 A 49 0 e A B 5 AR 5 A TR ) A BR AL S UG, SR BB AT O (55 2 2R
(15 AR )5 A0 o ARSCEE T IR B AL A, RGEFER 1 BOHT ] 7 S A% Lo BN 5 22 T8 T TSk
g5 E SO SR R R TT AT, A5 DU AL AR

FEC PN Z T, BRI 70 S IF AR — AR RS, MR AER LA Ty sk ok HERR 1 2L S LI HE
B=H ARG R Jor, v E ) AN L 2 v R 58 BT e A% 1 ) B B A, T AR S AR
B T HHERPE AL — 2B UK T AR IR 55 78 5 A OB FU 58 A AR AR L3 AN R, o [ R BRE) 23
AT N SEH AN A, NSRRI R Bk R e R LA T R 2 S BV
Ao ECIZHIENLE] L, gm0 e N & BALPE R B30t TR dlm, ST AR R B E 5 R
AL A SEELA AL B A B, M0 A IR ROR B2 A5 2 AT B S A PR BE Y 5 1) ] el ) 22 115

FET- AN Z T, B FBOE LSEBL K BGA B, T “ RNE - BTHEYE - HORIKAE” T Tk &
F)g M 1L NBIEAUR T A5 B AR SR AL = R0, 8 A28 T KON s Lo BB A A THE
T G R E AR RS R TR DRI “ARPUA” Bt AEVE IR R SRR AT VR R A S I R
Jigs, WAL, RES, MOAPFEER, RRBLH BRI T HCR, Hrh TR F IR A N BT 1 o
Jit, FARRME R Z T B AifiR . FORRAES I3 50 RIS T AR 4t 7 IS, 2207 Rl T
TG EEE 7.

AHEFERIAZ B AE T8 75 1 b B SO 5 N BT AL R AR U, DA AR B At T 2R K
a5 SEER it (AR RIR: R7870 8 i A RIS RUBOHT [ (LR 2257, T TSRS R T ER B AT 7T
AR KRR RE=RTj1A: — RS IET IR, SCOAFR KK R G, 2%
BARCH I 5 AR E T E, JFREARE. K0T IRCR AL =R e f0s H 5B i E TR, JF
JEEE AR KB T PR VAL o S8 I FraR AL 7T 5 0 T TSR, AT ey 77 B R 45 22 1)
AL S E R AR T BRI R S
B O

AR SCINRTE e, BANTT AL [T 53R M A SCHRF A JEALTE B, ML S5 DA A i 22 ) 4
B EAE, WEMIMTIMBAR S F OS5 B0 . BRI TR A, 3T e DL Y
FARIGE PN B R FIN, B E 5O R B & AR, i SRR BE 1185k
HIEAR 5 UERE A SIS S (A T L S A0 kA ], EAF RS, ik T S SRR K R AR
Bl. e, BOHRMFANSIA, MATRERE. SR S5 A2 RAEY L5 BERAM SN L REE. &
B, [ETA S W AT [R5 2R AR AR e A !

SE
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