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Abstract

Social media is an ever evolving door of receiving and sharing information.
Whether it be real or fake news, the receiver responds in two emotional ways:
anger or fear (Lu and Huang, 2018). Depending on which emotional response
affects the cognitive abilities and the behavior outcome of the receiver of
information. Do they “like” or “share” the information into becoming
secondary crisis communication? Or do they spiral into silence thinking they
are the minority? An and Gower (2009) states that when reporting on a crisis,
the news media tend to attribute the information to an organization or
individual. The media tend to put light on a specific character to attribute the
story to someone or something. When that happens the receiver shifts to
emotional behaviors and cognitive behaviors, if they re-share the information,
and their own bias on the news story, the online news starts again to become a
revolving door of information (Lu and Huang, 2018). McLuhan (1964) states
that the method of the medium in which you use is actually the message you
are portraying to the audience. The “medium (media) is the message” (1964,
p.7). Currently, the most use form of media to obtain news is social media. The
Pew Research Center found that 68% of adults in the United States say they
occasionally get their news from social media. However, more than half, 57%,
says that they expect the news to be inaccurate (Shearer & Matsa, 2018).
However, even when there are inaccuracies, “liking” and “sharing” still
happen, even with the belief of inaccuracies. This paper proposes to shed light
on how people receive information and respond during secondary crisis
communication situations.

Methodology

The SCC responds on emotional-to-cognitive behavior. Lu and Huang (2018)
describe two main emotions the receiver deals with in a crisis communication
online setting. Those two emotions are anger and fear. Depending on which
the receiver of the information feels, their process to re-share information
online changes. If the receiver of the information experiences anger, they will
follow heuristic information processing and they will more than likely rely on
information from credible sources, leaders, and professional media. They will
research on their own, consider the source, and dive into more information on
the subject. However, the exact opposite is true for the receivers who
experience fear. The fear driven receivers will base their information and make
judgements on information with very little or no credible source. They will not
check sources or research for themselves. What they see based on fear, must
be true, and therefore compelled to re-share online (p. 104).
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Figure 1A. Which emotional response the receiver chooses, determines if the share storm of
accuracy or inaccurate news flows freely into the social media platforms. Starbird believes that
during the current COVID-19 pandemic that an “infodemic” of “vast and complicated mix of
information, misinformation, and disinformation” will only get more challenging leading up to the
next election (2020 pp.1).
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Conclusion

Technology changes and the way we communicate with each other changes daily. Social media is a
means of receiving and sharing information, especially during the unprecedented times of lockdown
that we currently face. The way we interpret emotionally and cognitively understand the information
we see, and hear online determines whether we hit “like,
information. Online news sharing has two main emotional responses: anger or fear (Lu and Huang,
2018). Secondary crisis communication in an online social media setting, we will respond most
likely with a emotional-to-behavoir response (Lu & Huang, 2018, Appendix 1A). Which emotional
response the receiver chooses, determines if the share storm of accuracy or inaccurate news flows
freely into the social media platforms. Starbird believes that during the current COVID-19 pandemic
that an “infodemic” of “vast and complicated mix of information, misinformation, and
disinformation” will only get more challenging leading up to the next election (2020 pp.1). Fish
(2020) proposes more fact checking in a world of misinformation, deep fakes, and propaganda. With
more than half Americans getting their news source from online social media platforms, the receiver
should assess their emotions and think thoughtfully before reshaping information and re-sharing
(Shearer & Matsa, 2018). In an unprecedented time such as COVID-19, emotional response, human
behavior, instant gratification, and biases all play a huge role in the secondary crisis communication
of online news information.
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Future Work

1. Determine the election results and compare to social media responses
from both parties.

2. Determining if emotional responses were an influence in posting to
social media, specifically Facebook.

3. Distinguish the direct targets in sharing false information via social
media platforms.

4. Find the mediums which the the “medium (media) is message” and see
if that had any biased on demographics it might have targeted (McLuhan,
1964).

5. Work with social media platforms such as Twitter to see if the results are
similar to that of Facebook with misinformation regarding news
information.

References

An,SK., & Gower, K. K. (2009) How do the news media frame crises? A content cmal,\xis of crisis news coverage. Public Relations
Review, Vol. 35:2. p. 107-112.

Botha, E. (2014). A Means To An End: Using Political Satire To Go Viral. Public Relations Review. Vol. 40: 2. p. 363-374. https://doi.org/
01016/ pubrev2013.11 023

Fish, R, (2020, June 6). Saual networks are broken. Here’s the secret to rebuilding trust. Fast Company Mdg,dzme hﬂ.pbﬂ
com/90513504/social-networks-are-brok heres-th 12
ium=feed&utm_¢ i Af:

secret-to

partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm 1 &utm_cc —rss?cid=sea

Hanson, R. E. (2019). Mass Communication: Living In A Media World. Los Angeles, CA: Sage Publications.

Harkaway, B. (2019, November 26). Social Media: Instant Gratification But At What Cost? Rampage. https://idrampage.org/sacial-
ia-instant-gratification-but-at-what-

Hocker, J. L., & Wilmot, W. W. (2018). Interpersonal conflict. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Education.

Shearer, E., & Masta, E. K (7018 Seplember l()) News Use Across _Sncml Me dm P/alfo/ms 2018. Pew Research Center. https://
la 5 /

Starbird, K. (2020, June 27). Why it’s so hard to discern between conspiracies and intentional disinformation. Fast Company Magazine.

https://ww v.com/90532423/why-its-so-hard-to-discern-between- ies-and-intentional-

disinformation?

partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm &utm i -+ &utm_cc =rss’cid=sea
Lu, Y., & Huang, C. Y. (2018). Getting emotional: An emotion-cognition dual-factor model of crisis communication. Public Relations

Review. Vol. 44:1. p. 98-107. h i.0rg/10.1016/j. rev.2017.09.00°

McLuhan, M. (1964). Understanding The Media: The Extensions Of Man. New York, NY: Mc-Graw-Hill.

Zheng, B., Hefu, L., & Davison, R M. (2018, March). Exploring the relationship between corporate reputation and the public’s crisis
communication on social media. Public Relations Review. Vol. 44:1. p. 56-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-pubrev.2017.12.006



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2009.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.11.023
https://www.fastcompany.com/90513504/social-networks-are-broken-heres-the-secret-to-rebuilding-trust?partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=rss+fastcompany&utm_content=rss?cid=search
https://www.fastcompany.com/90513504/social-networks-are-broken-heres-the-secret-to-rebuilding-trust?partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=rss+fastcompany&utm_content=rss?cid=search
https://www.fastcompany.com/90513504/social-networks-are-broken-heres-the-secret-to-rebuilding-trust?partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=rss+fastcompany&utm_content=rss?cid=search
https://jdrampage.org/social-media-instant-gratification-but-at-what-cost/
https://jdrampage.org/social-media-instant-gratification-but-at-what-cost/
https://www.journalism.org/2018/09/10/news-use-across-social-media-platforms-2018/
https://www.journalism.org/2018/09/10/news-use-across-social-media-platforms-2018/
https://www.fastcompany.com/90532423/why-its-so-hard-to-discern-between-conspiracies-and-intentional-disinformation?partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=rss+fastcompany&utm_content=rss?cid=search
https://www.fastcompany.com/90532423/why-its-so-hard-to-discern-between-conspiracies-and-intentional-disinformation?partner=rss&utm_source=rss&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=rss+fastcompany&utm_content=rss?cid=search
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.12.006

