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1. Media Literacy

< Question (fold —)

A social media post about a new
movie shows only five-star
reviews. What important
information might be missing?

A television commercial for a
toy shows it flying through the
air with laser beams, but tiny
text at the bottom says 'Toy
does not actually fly.' Why
would the commercial show the
toy doing something it cannot
actually do?

You read two different blog
posts about the same video
game. One says it is amazing
and the other says it is terrible.
How should you use both posts
to form your own opinion?

A classmate says that
information on the internet is
always true because 'they
would not let people publish
lies." What is the biggest flaw in
this reasoning?

Your school newspaper wants
to write a story about the new
cafeteria menu. How would you
decide which people to
interview to get a balanced
story?

Answer

Negative reviews and criticisms that would give a more complete picture of
the movie — Showing only five-star reviews is an example of selective
presentation, where the creator cherry-picks the most positive information while
hiding negative feedback. Very few products or movies receive only positive
reviews, so the absence of any criticism suggests important information is being
withheld. Five-star reviews do not guarantee perfection; they may be curated.
Actor names and ticket prices are supplementary details but not the critical
missing perspective.

To grab attention and make the toy seem more exciting than it really is,
which is a common advertising technique — This is a deliberate advertising
strategy: the dramatic visuals grab attention and create excitement, while the tiny
disclaimer technically prevents false advertising claims. Advertisers know most
viewers will remember the exciting visuals but not notice or remember the small
text. Future product plans are irrelevant to the current ad's strategy. There is no
requirement to show impossible things. While the disclaimer may satisfy legal
requirements, the exaggeration still creates unrealistic expectations that
influence purchasing decisions.

Read both carefully, look at the specific reasons each gives, and consider
which reasons are supported by evidence — When sources disagree, the best
approach is to read both carefully and evaluate the quality of their reasoning.
Look for specific evidence, examples, and logical arguments rather than just
accepting the positive or negative review automatically. Neither positive nor
negative reviews are automatically more trustworthy. Blog posts can vary in
quality, but dismissing them entirely means losing potentially useful perspectives;
instead, evaluate each one critically.

Anyone can publish content online without fact-checking or approval, so
there is no guarantee of accuracy — The fundamental flaw is the assumption
that someone gatekeeps internet content for accuracy. Unlike traditional
publishing, which involves editors and fact-checkers, anyone can publish almost
anything online with no verification process. Internet service providers do not
review content for truthfulness. Inaccurate information exists across all time
periods, not just old content. Misinformation appears on all types of websites and
platforms, not just social media. This is why media literacy skills are essential for
everyone navigating the internet.

Interview multiple perspectives: students, cafeteria staff, the principal, and
a nutrition expert — A balanced news story includes multiple perspectives to
give readers the fullest picture. Students share their experience eating the food,
cafeteria staff explain preparation challenges, the principal discusses the reasons
for the change, and a nutrition expert provides health context. Interviewing only
one group would give a one-sided story that misses important perspectives and
reasons behind the decision.

Each channel makes choices about what details to include and how to
present them based on their perspective — Different channels make different
editorial choices about which details to include, which sources to interview, and



Why do different TV channels
sometimes report the same
event in very different ways?

A website about healthy eating
is sponsored by a soda
company. Should this
sponsorship affect how much
you trust the nutrition advice on
the website?

A friend shares a video that
uses sad music, crying children,
and dramatic narration to argue
that a local park should not be
replaced by a parking lot. The
video makes a strong emotional
case, but it does not include any
facts about how many people
use the park. Is the video a
reliable basis for forming an
opinion?

A classmate shares a funny
meme that makes fun of a
politician. They say it is just a
joke and does not count as
media. How would you apply
what you know about media to
respond?

A cereal commercial shows kids
having fun and laughing while
eating breakfast. What is the
main purpose of showing the
kids having fun?

How does the message in a
magazine advertisement for
running shoes differ from a
consumer review of the same

how to frame the story. These choices are influenced by each organization's
perspective, audience, and priorities. It is not that one channel has the truth and
others are guessing; all channels are selecting from the same facts but presenting
them differently. There is no law requiring different coverage, and the event itself
happened one way.

Yes, because the soda company has a financial interest in the site not
criticizing sugary drinks, which could bias the nutrition advice — When a
soda company sponsors a nutrition website, there is a clear conflict of interest.
The website is unlikely to strongly advise against sugary drinks because that
would upset their sponsor. This does not mean every piece of advice is wrong,
but the financial relationship creates bias that should make readers more
cautious. Companies rarely separate business interests from sponsored content.
Sponsorship involves ongoing financial relationships that can influence all
content, not just the design. The bias can affect the overall framing of nutrition
advice, not just mentions of specific products.

The video uses powerful emotions but lacks factual evidence, so you should
look for additional sources with data before forming a strong opinion —
While the video may represent genuine concerns, strong emotions alone do not
substitute for factual evidence. A well-supported argument would include data
like park usage statistics, community surveys, or environmental impact studies
alongside the emotional appeal. Emotions can make an argument feel convincing
without actually proving anything. However, using emotional techniques does not
automatically make something propaganda; the issue is the lack of supporting
facts. The medium (video vs. text) does not determine reliability; the quality of
evidence does.

Explain that memes are a form of media because they communicate
messages to an audience and can influence how people think — Memes are
absolutely a form of media because they communicate messages to audiences,
even when disguised as humor. Political memes can shape opinions and
influence how people think about public figures. The humorous format does not
remove their power as media messages. Media includes all communication
channels, not just serious or traditional ones. Defining media as only news
websites or printed materials ignores the vast digital landscape where most
people now consume information.

To make viewers associate the cereal with happiness so they want to buy it
— Advertisers use emotional appeal by showing happy, laughing children to
create a positive association between the cereal and good feelings. Viewers
subconsciously think the product will bring them happiness too, making them
more likely to buy it. The commercial is not an instructional video about eating.
The cereal is not restricted to children. Commercials use actors and scripts, so the
reactions shown may not reflect the actual taste experience.

The ad only shows positives to sell the shoes, while the review tries to give
an honest assessment including both strengths and weaknesses — An
advertisement is created by the shoe company to sell products, so it only
highlights positive features and uses persuasive techniques. A consumer review
aims to inform other buyers honestly, including both good and bad aspects.
Companies know their products well but have a financial reason to only show the



shoes?

Your teacher asks you to create
a short video about your
school's recycling program. You
want to be honest and fair.
What approach would best
demonstrate good media
literacy in your creation?

Why is it important to know
who created a piece of media
before you trust its message?

A social media influencer posts
a photo of themselves using a
new water bottle with the
caption 'l love this bottle!" In tiny
text it says '#ad.' What does this
reveal about the relationship
between the influencer and the
water bottle company?

A news article about a local
park uses bright photos of
children playing and quotes
from happy families. Why might
the author have chosen to
include these specific details?

Two news websites report on a
new school lunch policy.
Website A's headline says
'Students Celebrate Healthier
Lunch Options' while Website B
says 'Students Lose Favorite
Foods in Cafeteria Overhaul.'
Both are reporting on the same
event. What does this
difference reveal?

positive side. Reviewers can be knowledgeable consumers who test products
carefully. The two sources present very different perspectives because they have
different purposes.

Show both the successes and the challenges of the program, interview
people with different viewpoints, and clearly identify yourself as the
creator — Good media literacy means applying the same standards to media you
create that you expect from media you consume. Showing both successes and
challenges provides a balanced view. Including multiple viewpoints through
interviews gives the audience a fuller picture. Identifying yourself as the creator
builds transparency and trust. Showing only positives would be the same
selective presentation that media-literate people learn to recognize and question.
Copying others' work is plagiarism. A single-perspective video lacks the balance
that responsible media creation requires.

Because the creator's goals and perspective influence what information is
included or left out — Every media creator has goals, perspectives, and
potential biases that influence their work. A company promoting its product will
highlight positive features and downplay negatives. Knowing the creator helps
you understand these possible influences. Fame does not determine
trustworthiness; unknown experts can be very reliable. While the creator's name
is useful, the reason is about bias, not interest. Distrusting all media is
impractical; instead, think critically about each source.

The company paid the influencer to promote the product, so the positive
opinion may not be entirely genuine — The #ad tag indicates the influencer
was paid by the water bottle company to promote the product. This is called
sponsored content, and it means the positive review may not be entirely genuine
since the influencer has a financial incentive to say positive things. The #ad tag is
required by law to inform viewers about the paid relationship. Not all product
posts are ads, only those involving payment or free products. The #ad tag is a
disclosure, not a warning against buying.

To make readers feel positive about the park and connect emotionally with
the story — Authors deliberately select photos, quotes, and details to create a
specific emotional response in readers. Bright, happy images of children make
readers feel positive about the park. Authors rarely use content just because
nothing else was available; every choice shapes the message. There is no rule
requiring photos of children. Filling empty space would not require specifically
happy content.

Each website chose different words and angles to present the same facts,
revealing that word choice shapes how readers feel about a story — Both
headlines may be factually accurate but use different framing to emphasize
different aspects of the same event. Website A focuses on the positive (healthier
options) while Website B focuses on the negative (losing favorites). This is called
framing, and it reveals how word choice powerfully shapes reader perception
without changing the underlying facts. Neither website is necessarily lying; they
are selecting which angle to highlight. Headlines significantly influence reader
understanding, as many people do form opinions from headlines.

The ability to access, analyze, evaluate, and create media in various forms
— Media literacy is the complete set of skills needed to thoughtfully engage with



What is 'media literacy"?

A wildlife documentary uses
dramatic music when showing a
predator hunting and gentle
music when showing baby
animals. How does the music
choice affect how viewers
understand the animals?

A news app sends you a
notification with a shocking
headline, but when you tap to
read the full article, the story is
much less dramatic than the
headline suggested. What is this
technique called, and why do
apps use it?

Alocal bakery posts on social
media that their cupcakes are
'the best in the entire state.' No
survey or taste test was done.
How would you evaluate this
claim?

Which of the following is an
example of print media?

What is the term for any way
that information or messages
are communicated to people,
such as TV, radio, newspapers,
or websites?

Your class is making a poster
about recycling. How would you
choose an image that fairly

media: accessing it, analyzing what it says, evaluating whether it is trustworthy,
and creating your own media messages. Just reading newspapers quickly is only
one narrow skill. Computer skills are digital literacy, a related but different
concept. Memorizing facts from TV does not involve critical thinking about the
media itself.

The music creates emotional associations that make viewers see predators
as scary and babies as cute, which is an editorial choice, not a fact about the
animals — Music is a powerful editorial tool that shapes emotional responses.
Dramatic music makes predators seem frightening, while gentle music makes
baby animals seem adorable. These are creative choices made by filmmakers, not
objective facts about the animals. Research shows that music significantly affects
how viewers interpret visual content. Animals do not have soundtracks in real life,
so every musical choice reflects the filmmaker's desired narrative.
Documentaries, while informative, still involve editorial decisions that shape the
viewer's experience.

This is called clickbait, and apps use it to get more people to tap on the
notification and visit the article, which earns the app more advertising
money — Clickbait is the practice of using exaggerated, misleading, or
sensational headlines to attract clicks. Apps and websites use this technique
because each click generates advertising revenue. The more people who tap the
headline, the more money the platform earns. This is not fact-checking, which
involves verifying information accuracy. It is not a news update or balanced
reporting. Clickbait deliberately creates a gap between the headline's promise
and the article's content, exploiting curiosity to drive traffic and revenue.

Recognize it as a subjective marketing claim that cannot be proven without
objective evidence like taste competitions or surveys — This is a subjective
marketing claim presented as if it were an objective fact. Without taste
competitions, blind tests, or surveys comparing all bakeries in the state, there is
no way to prove cupcakes are 'the best.' The bakery has a financial motivation to
promote itself. However, businesses do not always lie; many provide accurate
information alongside promotional language. Social media platforms do not fact-
check marketing claims. The key skill is recognizing when claims need evidence to
be taken seriously.

A newspaper — A newspaper is print media because it is physically printed on
paper and distributed to readers. A podcast is audio media delivered through the
internet. A YouTube video is digital video media viewed online. A television show
is broadcast media transmitted through airwaves or cable signals, not printed on

paper.

Media — Media refers to all the different channels and tools used to
communicate information to people. Technology is the broader tools we use
(computers, phones) but does not specifically mean communication channels.
Entertainment is one purpose of media but not the term for the channels
themselves. Advertising is a specific type of message sent through media, not the
channels themselves.

Use a photo that accurately shows the recycling process — Responsible
media creators choose images that accurately represent reality without
exaggerating or minimizing the truth. Using a dramatic but exaggerated photo
would mislead viewers, similar to the techniques used in dishonest media.
Copying staged corporate images may present an unrealistically positive view.



represents the topic without
being misleading?

What does the term 'audience’
mean when talking about
media?

You see a website claiming that
a popular snack gives you
superpowers. What is the first
step you should take to check if
this claim is real?

While photographs can have perspective, cartoons are not automatically more
neutral than photos; the creator's choices matter regardless of format. Including
both easy and challenging parts.

The people who receive and consume a media message — The audience is the
group of people who watch, read, listen to, or otherwise consume media
messages. The people who create media are called producers, creators, or
authors. Advertisers are businesses that pay to promote products through media.
Technology refers to the tools and devices used to deliver media, not the people
receiving it.

Look for who created the website and whether they have a reason to make
this claim — The first step in evaluating any online claim is checking the source:
who made this website and what is their motivation? If the snack company
created the website, they have a financial reason to exaggerate. Not everything
published online is true, so believing it immediately is risky. Sharing unverified
claims spreads misinformation. Testing the claim physically would not work for
an obviously exaggerated claim about superpowers.



2. Source Evaluation

< Question (fold —)

You need to research
the water cycle for
science class. Create a
plan for finding three
different types of
reliable sources. What
three types would you
choose and why?

A health website has
impressive graphics
and a professional
design, but its 'About
Us' page does not list
any medical
professionals on its
team. Should the
professional
appearance influence
how much you trust
the health
information?

Two encyclopedia
articles about ancient
Egypt were written in
1985 and 2022. Both
are from reputable
publishers. For which
specific aspect of
ancient Egypt would
the publication date
matter MOST?

You are writing a
report about current
space exploration. You
find a great article, but
it was published in
2010. How should you
handle this source?

Your group project
requires at least three

Answer

A science textbook for established facts, a recent science journal article for current
research, and a government agency website like NOAA for expert data and visuals —
A strong research plan uses diverse source types that complement each other. A science
textbook provides well-established foundational knowledge reviewed by experts. A recent
journal article offers current research and discoveries that may not be in textbooks yet. A
government agency like NOAA provides expert data, satellite imagery, and current weather
science. Three Wikipedia pages represent a single platform with the same editorial
process. Social media clips vary wildly in accuracy and lack peer review. Friends' memories
are unreliable recollections, not verified sources. Combining different reliable source types
gives the fullest, most accurate understanding.

No, because professional design does not indicate content accuracy. Authority
comes from the qualifications of the people creating the content, not the website's
appearance — Website appearance should never be used as a proxy for content accuracy.
Modern website-building tools allow anyone to create professional-looking sites
inexpensively, regardless of their qualifications. A health website without medical
professionals may contain dangerous misinformation despite looking polished.
Professional design does not indicate organizational quality or budget; it merely indicates
design skill. Caring about appearance does not correlate with content accuracy. Health
websites absolutely should have qualified medical professionals involved in creating or
reviewing content to ensure safety and accuracy.

Recent archaeological discoveries and DNA analysis techniques that have changed
our understanding of ancient Egyptian society — Publication date matters most for
areas where new research has changed understanding. Since 1985, modern DNA analysis,
satellite imaging, and new excavations have dramatically changed what we know about
ancient Egyptian society, migration patterns, and daily life. Basic facts like pharaoh dates,
Egypt's location, and pyramid construction have been well-established for over a century,
so the 1985 source would be equally accurate for those topics. This demonstrates that
currency matters more for some aspects of a topic than others.

Use it for historical background but find more recent sources for current
information, since space technology has advanced significantly since 2010 — A 2010
article can still provide valuable historical context about earlier space missions and
technology, but space exploration has changed dramatically since then with new missions,
reusable rockets, and private space companies. Using it as a main source would miss over
a decade of developments. However, rejecting older sources entirely is wasteful since they
contain useful historical context. The best approach is combining older background
sources with current ones. Changing your topic avoids learning the important skill of
evaluating source currency.

Using only one website means you are getting information from a single perspective,
and if that source contains errors, all your information could be wrong — Three
pages from one website represent a single source's perspective, biases, and potential



sources. A classmate
suggests using three
different pages from
the same website. Why
might this be a
problem?

You are researching
the effects of climate
change on polar bears
for a school project.
Which source would
be most appropriate
to use?

A news article cites 'a
recent study' but does
not name the study,
the researchers, or
where it was
published. Another
article on the same
topic links directly to
the published research
paper. Which article
demonstrates better
sourcing practices?

Why is it important to
check when a source
was published before
using it for a research
project?

How do reference lists
or bibliographies at
the end of an article
help you evaluate the
source's reliability?

An article about
nutrition is written by
'Dr. Smith." Upon
investigation, you
discover Dr. Smith has
a doctorate in
literature, not

errors. If that website contains inaccuracies or has a particular slant, all three pages will
share those problems. Using diverse sources from different organizations cross-checks
information and provides multiple perspectives. Three pages from one site do not count as
truly independent sources because they share the same editorial control. The presence of
ads is not the core issue. Websites can contain as much or more information than books;
the problem is diversity of perspective, not format.

A recent peer-reviewed study from a university research team published in a science
journal — A recent peer-reviewed university study is the strongest choice because it
combines authority (expert researchers), currency (recent data), and reliability (other
scientists verified the work). A celebrity's zoo visit does not provide scientific expertise on
climate impacts. A blog from someone who watched a documentary lacks direct research
or expertise. A 30-year-old encyclopedia entry is severely outdated for a rapidly changing
topic like climate change, where new data emerges annually.

The second article demonstrates better sourcing because linking to the actual study
allows readers to verify the claims and evaluate the research themselves — The
second article demonstrates superior sourcing because direct links to the original research
enable readers to verify claims, check methodology, and assess the study's quality
independently. Vaguely referencing 'a recent study' without identification prevents any
verification, which is a red flag. Simply mentioning research is not sufficient; credible
journalism identifies sources specifically. The two approaches are not equal because one
enables verification while the other does not. News articles absolutely should reference
scientific studies to support factual claims; the issue is how specifically they do so.

Because information can become outdated as new discoveries are made, and older
sources may contain facts that have since been corrected — Publication date matters
because human knowledge evolves constantly. Scientific understanding changes as new
research is conducted, medical recommendations are updated, and historical
interpretations shift as new evidence emerges. Older sources are not always completely
wrong; many contain enduring truths, especially in history and literature. Teachers do not
universally require current-year sources; appropriate dates depend on the topic. The value
of currency is about accuracy, not entertainment value; a recent source with errors is
worse than an older accurate one.

They show where the author got their information, allowing you to verify the facts
and assess the quality of the supporting evidence — Bibliographies and reference lists
are transparency tools that show readers where the author obtained their information.
You can follow these references to verify claims and assess whether the supporting
sources are themselves reliable. This accountability makes the article more trustworthy.
While references do add length, their purpose is verification, not appearance. There is no
law requiring bibliographies on websites. Using sources and citing them properly is good
academic practice, not copying; plagiarism means using sources without crediting them.

The article has weaker authority on nutrition because Dr. Smith's expertise is in
literature, not health sciences, even though the title 'Doctor' sounds impressive —
Authority depends on the match between the creator's expertise and the topic. Dr. Smith
earned a doctorate in literature, which demonstrates academic rigor but does not provide
training in nutrition science. The 'Dr." title can be misleading because readers may assume
medical expertise. A doctorate does not make someone an expert in all fields. However,
the article is not automatically wrong; a literature professor could present accurate



medicine or nutrition.
How does this affect
the article's authority?

What does 'authority’
mean when evaluating
whether a source is
reliable?

Your teacher asks you
to find a primary
source about life
during the Great
Depression. Which of
these would you
select?

What is a primary
source?

Which of the following
is an example of a
secondary source?

A news article about a
local weather event
quotes the National
Weather Service. Why
does quoting the
National Weather
Service make the
article more credible?

You find two articles
about the health
benefits of a new
vitamin supplement.
Article Ais from a
medical journal with
research data. Article
B is from the

nutrition information. The issue is reduced authority, meaning readers should verify the
claims with nutrition experts. Having a doctorate does not mean the article was peer-
reviewed by other specialists.

The expertise, credentials, or qualifications of the person or organization that
created the source — Authority in source evaluation refers to the expertise, education,
and qualifications of the creator. A doctor writing about health has more authority on
medical topics than someone without medical training. Confidence or volume of speech
does not indicate expertise. Social media sharing does not verify quality or accuracy; viral
content is often misleading. Website age indicates longevity but not necessarily expertise;
an old website can still contain inaccurate information from unqualified authors.

A photograph taken in 1935 showing a family outside their home — A photograph
from 1935 is a primary source because it was created during the Great Depression and
captures a real moment from that era. The Wikipedia article is a secondary source that
compiles information from other sources. The 2020 textbook is a secondary source written
decades later. The 2015 movie is a fictional dramatization, not a historical record, even
though it depicts the era. Primary sources come from the time period being studied.

An original, firsthand account or record of an event created by someone who was
there — A primary source is an original, firsthand document or record created by
someone who directly witnessed or participated in an event. Examples include diaries,
photographs, letters, and interviews. A historian's summary written later is a secondary
source because it interprets primary sources. Search engine ranking has nothing to do
with source classification. A teacher might recommend any type of source, primary or
secondary, so teacher approval does not define the category.

A textbook chapter about the American Revolution — A textbook chapter is a
secondary source because it was written by an author who researched and summarized
events that happened long before they were born. The author interpreted primary sources
to create the textbook. A soldier's letter is a primary source because the soldier
experienced the war firsthand. A 1963 photograph is a primary source captured in the
moment. A pioneer's diary is a primary source written by someone living through the
experience.

The National Weather Service is a government science agency with trained
meteorologists, giving it expertise and authority on weather topics — The National
Weather Service employs trained meteorologists who use scientific instruments and data
to study weather, giving them strong expertise and authority on weather topics. This
makes their information more credible than a random person's weather prediction.
However, even expert organizations can make errors, so they are not infallible. The NWS
does not pay for coverage; they provide public data freely. A name containing 'National'
does not automatically confer trustworthiness; the expertise of the staff and the quality of
their methods determine credibility.

Give more weight to Article A because the medical journal has no financial stake in
the product, while the company has a motive to present biased positive information
— The medical journal article is more trustworthy because it comes from an independent
source with peer review and no financial motive to promote the product. The supplement
company has a direct financial interest in making their product appear beneficial, creating
a conflict of interest that can bias their reporting. While the company may have product



supplement
company's own
website. How should
you weigh these two
sources?

You find a personal
blog where a parent
shares their
experience with their
child's food allergy.
The blog is not written
by a doctor. Is this
source completely
useless for a research
project about food
allergies?

A website promoting
organic food says
'Scientists agree that
organic food is
healthier.' The site
does not name any
scientists or link to
specific studies. What
pattern does this
represent?

A website about
animal care has no
author name, no
organization listed,
and no date of
publication. What
should this tell you
about the source?

Why might a website
ending in ".edu’
generally be
considered more

reliable than a random

personal blog?

A classmate argues
that a source must be

unreliable because it is

five years old. Is this

knowledge, their financial motivation compromises objectivity. Sources about the same
topic should not be trusted equally without evaluating their biases. Vitamin research is a
legitimate scientific field studied by medical researchers.

No, it is a valuable primary source for understanding the lived experience of families
dealing with food allergies, even though it should not replace medical expertise — A
parent's blog about food allergy experiences is a valuable primary source that provides
firsthand perspective on the daily challenges, emotional impact, and practical realities of
managing food allergies. This experiential knowledge complements but does not replace
medical research. Different sources serve different purposes in research. Non-doctors can
provide important perspectives on health topics through lived experience. Personal blogs
can be appropriate sources when used correctly and for the right purpose. However,
personal experiences should not be treated as more reliable than controlled medical
studies for scientific claims.

An appeal to unnamed authority, where vague references to 'scientists' or ‘experts’
are used to sound credible without providing verifiable evidence — This is an appeal
to unnamed authority, a common persuasion technique where vague references to
experts are used to make claims sound scientific without providing verifiable evidence.
Legitimate scientific claims cite specific researchers, institutions, and published studies
that readers can check. Simply mentioning 'scientists' without names or citations does not
constitute scientific evidence. The website is a secondary or promotional source, not a
primary source. A truly balanced argument would cite specific studies and also
acknowledge any conflicting research.

The lack of identifying information makes it difficult to verify the source's authority
and currency, so it should be treated with extra caution — Missing author,
organization, and date information are significant red flags because they prevent you from
evaluating authority and currency. Without knowing who wrote the content, you cannot
assess their expertise. Without a date, you cannot determine if the information is current.
Reliable sources typically provide this information transparently. The information is not
classified; legitimate classified materials are not posted on public websites. Incomplete
websites usually show placeholder content, not full articles. While the information could
coincidentally be correct, you have no way to verify it, making it unreliable for research.

The .edu domain is reserved for accredited educational institutions, which typically
have academic standards and review processes — The .edu domain is restricted to
accredited educational institutions like universities and colleges, which typically have
academic standards, peer review processes, and expert faculty. This provides a baseline
level of credibility. However, .edu sites are not unhackable; they can be compromised like
any website. Not everything on a .edu site is guaranteed accurate; student pages and
opinion pieces exist on university sites too. The .edu domain is actually one of the oldest
domain types, predating .com, so it is not new technology.

No, because the importance of currency depends on the topic. Five-year-old sources
on historical events or established science may still be perfectly reliable — Currency
requirements vary by topic. A five-year-old source about the American Civil War,
Shakespearean literature, or basic mathematics is likely still perfectly accurate because
these subjects change slowly. However, a five-year-old source about artificial intelligence,
medical treatments, or social media platforms may be significantly outdated due to rapid



always a valid reason
to reject a source?

Your science teacher
asks for sources that
disagree with each
otherona
controversial topic.
Why might using
conflicting sources
actually make your
research project
stronger?

What does 'currency’
mean when evaluating
a source's reliability?

A friend tells you that
a Wikipedia article is a
great primary source
for a history report.
What is wrong with
this reasoning?

You read an article
claiming that a
popular fruit juice
‘cures all diseases.'
The articleison a
website that also sells
the juice. What steps
would you take to
verify this
extraordinary claim?

changes in these fields. Rejecting all sources based solely on age is an overly rigid
approach that ignores context. Information does not automatically become false with time.
Older sources are not inherently more or less reliable than newer ones; the topic
determines how much currency matters.

Conflicting sources force you to evaluate evidence on both sides, leading to a more
thorough understanding of the topic and a stronger, more balanced argument —
Using conflicting sources strengthens research because it forces critical evaluation of
evidence, reveals the complexity of real-world issues, and produces more nuanced
understanding. When you examine opposing arguments, you learn to weigh evidence
quality, identify stronger reasoning, and develop well-supported conclusions. Conflicting
sources do not confuse readers when properly analyzed; they demonstrate sophisticated
thinking. This skill is valuable in all research, not just when required. Disagreement among
sources does not mean no answer exists; it means the topic requires careful analysis to
determine which evidence and reasoning are strongest.

How recent or up-to-date the information in the source is — In source evaluation,
currency refers to how recent the information is. Up-to-date sources are important
because knowledge evolves, especially in fields like science, technology, and medicine. A
medical article from 30 years ago may contain outdated advice. Currency has nothing to
do with money or cost of access in this context. Popularity does not indicate how current
information is; a viral post could contain very old or outdated information.

Wikipedia is a secondary source because its articles summarize and interpret
information from other sources rather than being firsthand accounts — Wikipedia
articles are secondary sources because they are written by editors who compile,
summarize, and interpret information gathered from other sources. The editors were not
firsthand witnesses to the events they describe. Wikipedia can be a useful starting point
for research, but it is not a primary source. While Wikipedia has accuracy controls, it is not
always correct since anyone can edit it. Wikipedia covers all topics, not just science. Being
published online does not make something a primary source; the distinction depends on
whether the creator witnessed the event firsthand.

Search for independent medical studies about the juice, check if health
organizations like the FDA have reviewed the claim, and look for the author's
medical credentials — Verifying extraordinary health claims requires checking
independent, authoritative sources. Medical studies from independent researchers have
no financial motive to promote the product. Health organizations like the FDA evaluate and
regulate health claims. Checking the author's medical credentials reveals whether they
have the expertise to make such claims. Self-testing is dangerous and unscientific for
medical claims. Customer testimonials can be fabricated or represent coincidences, not
proof. Websites selling products can and do make exaggerated claims; regulatory
enforcement is imperfect, so false claims can persist online before being caught.



3. Fact vs. Opinion

< Question (fold —)

Your friend posts on
social media: 'Just read
that chocolate is
healthy! Time to eat as
much as | want!' The
original article said that
dark chocolate in small
amounts may have
some antioxidant
benefits. How has your
friend distorted the
fact?

Two newspaper articles
cover a school board
meeting. Article A
reports only the facts of
what was said and
decided. Article B
includes the reporter's
judgment that the
school board 'made the
wrong decision.' What
category does each
article fall into?

What are 'signal words'
that often indicate a
statementis an
opinion?

You hear two people
arguing. Person A says,
'Dogs are better pets
than cats.' Person B
says, 'Cats are better
pets than dogs.' Can
either person win this
argument with facts
alone?

Design a classroom
exercise that would
help younger students
practice distinguishing

Answer

Your friend removed the qualifiers (‘dark,' 'small amounts,' 'may have some') and
turned a limited finding into an absolute claim that all chocolate is healthy in any
amount — Your friend stripped away critical qualifiers: the original specified dark
chocolate (not all chocolate), small amounts (not unlimited), and 'may have some' benefits
(not definitive). Removing these qualifiers transformed a cautious scientific finding into an
absolute claim that distorts the evidence. This is a common way facts get distorted when
shared informally. The summary is not accurate because it omits key conditions. Nuanced
findings cannot be reduced to simple yes/no categories. Social media posts can contain
accurate information; the issue is how this specific post distorted the source material.

Article A is straight news reporting that separates facts from opinion, while Article
B is news analysis or editorial that mixes factual reporting with the reporter's
personal judgment — Article A represents straight news reporting, which aims to
present facts without editorial judgment, allowing readers to form their own opinions.
Article B crosses into analysis or editorial territory by including the reporter's personal
assessment that the decision was 'wrong.' Both types have legitimate roles in journalism,
but readers should recognize when they are reading factual reporting versus opinion-
infused analysis. Engaging writing is not less accurate; presenting facts clearly is a skill.
Good journalism informs rather than tells readers what to think. Covering the same event
does not make articles equally objective if one adds personal judgments.

Words like 'best,’ 'worst,' 'should,’ 'beautiful,’ 'believe,' and 'think' — Words like
'best,' 'worst,' 'should,' 'beautiful,’ 'believe,' and 'think' signal opinions because they
express subjective judgments, preferences, or personal beliefs that cannot be objectively
verified. 'According to' and 'research shows' signal evidence-based claims, which lean
toward factual reporting. Question words like 'who' and 'what' are neutral and do not
indicate opinion. While absolutes like 'always' and 'never' can signal overstatement, they
are sometimes used in factual statements ('the sun always rises in the east').

No, because 'better pet' is a value judgment based on personal preferences that
cannot be objectively measured, though each person could cite facts to support
their preference — The debate cannot be settled by facts alone because 'better pet'is a
value judgment that depends on what each person values — loyalty, independence,
exercise needs, space requirements, and so on. Both sides can cite true facts (dogs need
walks, cats are self-grooming) but these facts support different preferences, not an
objective answer. No scientific study can prove one species is objectively a 'better pet.'
Popularity does not define quality. More facts do not resolve value-based disagreements;
they can inform preferences but not prove which preference is correct.

Create cards with mixed statements about familiar topics like school and pets.
Students sort cards into 'Fact' and 'Opinion’ piles, then discuss borderline cases as a
group to practice identifying signal words and testable claims — A card-sorting
exercise engages students actively in applying the skill rather than passively memorizing.
Using familiar topics (school lunch, pets, weather) keeps the content accessible. Sorting



facts from opinions.
Describe what
materials you would
use and how the
exercise would work.

An editorial in a
newspaper states, 'The
city should invest more
money in public parks.'
What type of evidence
would make this
opinion more
convincing?

An article about a
controversial new law
presents only
arguments in favor of
the law and calls
opponents
'uninformed.' Evaluate
the quality of this
article as a source for
understanding the
issue.

A website claims, 'Our
tutoring program is the
most effective in the
country.' They provide
data showing their
students' test scores
improved by 25%. Is
this data sufficient to
support the claim?

A news anchor says,
"The mayor's new traffic
plan is brilliant and will
definitely solve all
congestion problems.’
Why is this statement
an opinion rather than
a fact?

What is the key
difference between a
fact and an opinion?

cards requires analyzing each statement for testability and signal words. Group discussion
of borderline cases builds deeper understanding as students explain their reasoning to
each other. Memorization tests recall, not application of critical thinking. Textbooks
contain both facts and opinions, and non-textbook sources can contain facts. Simply
agreeing or disagreeing with an article practices forming opinions, not distinguishing
between facts and opinions.

Data showing health benefits of park access, statistics on current park usage, and
surveys of resident preferences — An opinion becomes more persuasive when
supported by relevant, measurable evidence. Health studies provide scientific backing for
park benefits. Usage statistics demonstrate demand. Resident surveys show public
support. These forms of evidence are directly relevant and verifiable. Personal memories
are anecdotal and not representative of the broader community's needs. Photos of other
parks are visually appealing but do not prove investment would benefit this specific city.
Listing other priorities dilutes the argument rather than strengthening it.

The article is one-sided and dismissive of opposing views, making it a poor source
for understanding the full issue. Calling opponents 'uninformed' is an opinion that
substitutes name-calling for genuine engagement with counterarguments — A
credible analysis of a controversial topic should engage with opposing arguments
substantively rather than dismissing them with labels. Calling opponents 'uninformed' is
an ad hominem attack that avoids addressing the actual counterarguments, which
weakens the article's credibility. Presenting only one side prevents readers from making
their own informed judgment. Taking a clear position is not inherently bad, but ignoring
counterarguments is. Assuming opponents are uninformed without evidence is itself an
uninformed opinion. While all perspectives have some bias, well-written articles about
controversial topics can present multiple viewpoints fairly.

No, because 'most effective in the country' requires comparing their results to
every other tutoring program, and a 25% improvement alone does not prove they
are better than all competitors — The claim 'most effective in the country' is a
superlative that requires comparative data against every competing program. A 25%
improvement shows the program has positive results but says nothing about how it
compares to others. Another program might achieve 40% improvement. The data
supports a weaker claim (‘our program improves test scores') but not the strongest
possible claim ('we are the best'). Impressive results do not automatically support
superlative claims. Websites can provide reliable data; the issue is whether the data
matches the scope of the claim. Effectiveness does not equal 'most effective' without
comparison.

Because 'brilliant' is a value judgment and 'definitely solve all' is an unprovable
prediction, neither of which can be verified with evidence — 'Brilliant' is a subjective
value judgment that different people could reasonably disagree about. 'Definitely solve all
congestion problems' is a prediction about the future that cannot be verified until it
happens, and absolute claims like 'all' are rarely accurate. News anchors can and do state
facts; the issue is not the speaker's role but the nature of the words used. Mayor approval
is irrelevant to whether a statement is fact or opinion. Written and spoken statements can
both be facts or opinions; the medium does not determine the category.

A fact can be proven true or false with evidence, while an opinion expresses a
personal belief or judgment — The defining difference is verifiability: facts can be
proven true or false through evidence, observation, or measurement, while opinions
reflect personal beliefs, values, or judgments that cannot be objectively proven.
Agreement does not define facts; many people can agree on an incorrect statement. The



A documentary about
ocean pollution states
that '8 million tons of
plastic enter the ocean
each year' and then
says 'the ocean is the
most important
ecosystem on Earth.'
Analyze the different
types of claims in this
documentary.

A food company claims
their cereal is 'part of a
balanced breakfast'
and shows it next to
fruit, milk, and toast.
Analyze what this claim
actually tells you about
the cereal's nutritional
value.

A product review
states: 'This phone has
a 6.5-inch screen,
128GB of storage, and
is the most beautiful
phone ever designed.'
Analyze which claims in
this review can be
independently verified
and which cannot.

You are reading a
science article that
says, 'The experiment
showed a 15% increase
in plant growth, proving
that classical music
helps plants grow.' Is
this conclusion a fact or
an opinion, and why?

A student says, 'Global
warming is just an

opinion because some
people do not believe

medium (textbook vs. speech) does not determine whether something is fact or opinion.
Neither facts nor opinions are inherently positive or negative; both can be either.

The 8 million tons figure is a factual claim based on research that can be traced to
scientific studies, while 'most important ecosystem' is a value judgment because
importance depends on what criteria you prioritize — The 8 million tons statistic
comes from scientific research (originally a 2015 Jambeck et al. study) and represents a
factual estimate based on measurable data. While the exact number involves estimation,
it is grounded in evidence-based methodology. 'Most important ecosystem' is a value
judgment because 'importance' depends on which criteria you prioritize — biodiversity,
human food supply, carbon absorption, or other factors. Documentaries can contain both
facts and opinions, regardless of their perspective. Having an agenda does not make all
claims false. Scientific estimates with acknowledged uncertainty are still factual claims, not
opinions.

The claim is technically true but misleading because almost any food is 'part of' a
balanced breakfast when surrounded by healthy foods. It reveals nothing about the
cereal's nutritional value on its own — This is a classic example of a technically true but
misleading claim. The phrase 'part of' means the cereal is merely included alongside other
foods. Any food, including nutritionally empty foods, could be described this way when
surrounded by healthy options. The claim carefully avoids stating the cereal itself is
healthy or nutritious. The healthy-looking display creates an association between the
cereal and nutritious food without making a provable health claim about the cereal alone.
The cereal may or may not be nutritious; the point is the claim tells you nothing about it.
The display teaches nothing about nutrition; it is designed to sell the product.

The screen size and storage capacity can be measured and verified independently,
but 'most beautiful phone ever designed' is a subjective aesthetic judgment that
cannot be objectively tested — Screen size (6.5 inches) and storage capacity (128GB) are
technical specifications that can be independently measured with standard tools. Beauty,
however, is inherently subjective — different people find different designs attractive, and
there is no objective measurement for aesthetic beauty. These represent fundamentally
different types of claims within the same review. Describing the phone does not make all
descriptions equally verifiable. Reviews mix facts and opinions; the skill is separating
them. Surveying people about beauty would measure popular opinion, not establish an
objective fact, because beauty standards vary across cultures and individuals.

The 15% increase is a fact, but 'proving' the music caused it is an opinion because
the experiment may not have controlled for other factors — The 15% increase in
plant growth is a measurable, verifiable fact from the experiment's data. However,
claiming this 'proves' classical music causes growth is an interpretation that goes beyond
the data. The experiment may not have controlled for variables like sunlight, water,
temperature, or vibration (versus specifically music). Jumping from observed data to a
causal conclusion requires ruling out alternative explanations. Science articles can contain
both data (facts) and interpretations (informed opinions). Experiments absolutely can
provide evidence, but single experiments rarely constitute absolute proof. Specific
numbers are not opinions; they are measurements.

Whether people believe something does not determine if it is a fact. Global
warming is supported by measurable scientific evidence regardless of individual
beliefs — Facts are determined by evidence, not by consensus or belief. Scientific
measurements showing rising global temperatures exist regardless of whether individuals
accept them. Disagreement does not transform facts into opinions; people can disagree
about well-established facts. This is a common logical error called the 'controversy fallacy,'



init." What is wrong
with this reasoning?

A headline reads:
'Study Shows Students
Who Eat Breakfast
Score Higher on Tests.'
The actual study found
a correlation between
breakfast eating and
test scores but did not
prove breakfast caused
the higher scores. How
would you rewrite the
headline to be more
accurate?

Why do advertisers
sometimes present
opinions as if they were
facts?

A classmate writes in a
school report:
'Abraham Lincoln was
born in 1809. He was
the greatest president
in American history.'
Their teacher asks
them to properly label
the fact and opinion in
this report. What
should they write?

A food review says,
'This restaurant uses
organic ingredients and
is the best place to eat
in town." Which part of
this sentence is a fact
and which partis an
opinion?

A book review says,
"This novel, which won
three literary awards, is
poorly written and

where the existence of disagreement is used to suggest equal validity of both sides. Not
everyone agrees about global warming, but the scientific evidence is measured and
documented. Anyone can discuss scientific topics; expertise determines credibility, not
permission.

'Study Finds Correlation Between Eating Breakfast and Higher Test Scores' — The
original headline implies breakfast causes higher scores, but the study only found a
correlation — the two things occur together without proving one causes the other.
Students who eat breakfast may also have factors like more sleep, stable homes, or better
overall health that contribute to higher scores. Using 'correlation' or 'association'
language is more accurate than implying causation. The original headline is not equivalent
because it implies a direct cause-and-effect relationship. Guaranteeing results would be
even more misleading. Correlations are not meaningless; they identify patterns worth
investigating further.

Because factual-sounding claims are more persuasive and make consumers more
likely to trust the product and make a purchase — Advertisers deliberately frame
opinions as facts because factual-sounding claims carry more authority and persuasive
power. '‘America's favorite cereal' sounds like a measured fact even if it is based on a
narrow, self-selected survey. Advertisers are professionals who understand the distinction
between facts and opinions; they use this knowledge strategically. Advertising law actually
allows many opinion-based claims (called 'puffery'). While opinions can be interesting, the
primary reason for disguising them is to increase trust and drive purchases.

Label 'born in 1809' as a historical fact verified by birth records, and 'greatest
president' as a personal opinion since presidential greatness involves subjective
criteria that historians debate — Lincoln's 1809 birth is a historical fact documented in
birth records, census data, and contemporary accounts that can be independently
verified. However, calling him the 'greatest president' is a value judgment because
'greatness' depends on subjective criteria: wartime leadership, economic policy, civil rights
advancement, or other factors that different people weigh differently. While many people
hold this opinion, it remains a debatable judgment, not a verifiable fact. Real people can
be the subjects of both facts and opinions. Historical facts exist independently of living
witnesses because we have documentary evidence. Facts do not require eyewitness
testimony to be verified.

'Uses organic ingredients’ is a fact that can be verified, while 'best place to eat in
town' is an opinion based on personal taste — This sentence contains both a fact and
an opinion. Whether a restaurant uses organic ingredients can be verified by checking
suppliers, certifications, and menus. However, 'best place to eat' is a subjective judgment
based on personal taste preferences that varies from person to person. Publication in a
review does not make everything in it factual. Food topics can include both facts
(nutritional content, ingredients) and opinions (taste, quality). Having visited a restaurant
gives experience but does not make taste preferences into facts.

Winning three literary awards is a verifiable fact; 'poorly written and boring' is an
opinion based on personal judgment — Whether a book won three literary awards is a
verifiable fact that can be confirmed through award records. However, 'poorly written and
boring' are subjective judgments that reflect the reviewer's personal taste and standards.
Another reader might find the same book brilliant and engaging. Book reviews typically



boring.' Identify the fact
and the opinion in this
statement.

A politician says, 'Crime
has increased 20% this
year, which proves my
opponent's policies
have failed.' The 20%
statistic is accurate. Is
the politician's full
statement a fact?

A classmate says, 'Facts
are always more
important than
opinions.' Evaluate this
claim. Are there
situations where
opinions might be
more valuable than
facts?

How can a factual
statistic be used in a
misleading way to
support an opinion?

What is an 'informed
opinion"?

Which of the following
is a statement of fact?

contain both facts (sales figures, awards, publication dates) and opinions (quality
assessments). Awards do not objectively prove quality; they reflect the opinions of award
committees. Both 'poorly written' and 'boring' are equally subjective assessments that
different readers would evaluate differently.

The 20% statistic is a fact, but 'proves my opponent's policies failed' is an opinion
because the crime increase could have many causes unrelated to those policies —
This statement cleverly combines a verifiable fact (the 20% increase) with an opinion (that
it proves policy failure). The statistic is accurate, but attributing the cause to a specific
person's policies is an interpretation. Crime rates are influenced by many factors:
economic conditions, population changes, policing methods, reporting practices, and
national trends. Jumping from a statistic to a specific causal claim is an opinion disguised
by factual packaging. Politicians can cite accurate statistics, but the interpretations they
attach are opinions. Cause and effect in complex social issues is rarely simple or obvious.

While facts provide the foundation for knowledge, informed expert opinions are
essential for interpreting facts, making decisions, and addressing questions that
facts alone cannot answer — Facts and opinions serve different but complementary
roles. Facts provide the evidence base, but many important decisions require
interpretation, judgment, and values that go beyond pure facts. A doctor's diagnosis uses
facts (test results) but treatment recommendations involve expert opinions about the
best course of action. Policy decisions, ethical questions, and creative endeavors all
depend heavily on well-informed opinions. Neither facts nor opinions are universally
more important; their value depends on the context. Facts and opinions interact
constantly in real-world thinking and decision-making.

By presenting real numbers out of context — Real statistics can be highly misleading
when presented without proper context. Sample size, survey methodology, who was
surveyed, and what question was asked all affect interpretation. Saying '9 out of 10
dentists recommend' sounds impressive but could mean just 10 dentists in one office
were asked. Statistics are not inherently objective because humans choose which
numbers to present and how to frame them. Fabricating larger numbers would be fraud,
not misleading use of real data. Graphs are a neutral presentation tool; the issue is
context and framing, not the format.

An opinion that is supported by evidence, research, or expert knowledge, even
though it still reflects personal judgment — An informed opinion is one supported by
evidence, research, or expertise. For example, a doctor's opinion about treatment options
is informed by years of medical training and research. It is still an opinion because it
involves judgment, but it carries more weight than an unsupported opinion. Being an
adult does not automatically make opinions informed. Publication in a newspaper does
not guarantee an opinion is evidence-based. Popularity does not determine whether an
opinion is informed; widely held beliefs can be uninformed.

Water boils at 100 degrees Celsius at sea level — Water boiling at 100 degrees Celsius
at sea level is a scientific fact that can be verified with a thermometer and repeated
experimentation. 'Most refreshing' is a subjective judgment that varies by person.
'Everyone should' is a recommendation based on opinion, as hydration needs vary.
'Tastes better' is a personal preference that cannot be objectively measured, since taste is
subjective.



4. Digital Citizenship

< Question
(fold —)

A website asks
you to create an
account and
requests your
home address,
phone number,
and date of birth.
The website is a
free online
game. What is
the most privacy-
conscious
approach?

Your friend
wants to meet in
person with
someone they
have been
chatting with
online. This
person claims to
be a 13-year-old
student from a
nearby school.
What advice
should you give
your friend?

You receive an
email that says
your favorite
gaming account
has been hacked
and you need to
click a link
immediately to
change your
password. What
should you do
first?

What does it
mean to be a
responsible

Answer

Question why a free game needs this personal information, provide only what is truly
required, and consider whether you can use the game without creating an account — The
privacy-conscious approach is to critically evaluate what information is actually necessary for the
service. A free game does not need your home address or phone number to function. Providing
unnecessary personal data increases your risk if the website is breached. Only share
information essential for the service, and look for ways to use the game without an account if
possible. Providing all information blindly exposes you to unnecessary risk. Making up fake
information may violate terms of service and can cause problems if you ever need account
recovery. Avoiding all online games is unnecessarily extreme; the goal is informed, cautious
participation.

Advise them to never meet online strangers alone, tell a trusted adult about the
situation, and explain that online identities cannot be verified — the person may not be
who they claim — Meeting online strangers in person is dangerous because online identities
are easily faked. Adults posing as children is a well-documented predatory tactic. The safest
approach is to involve a trusted adult (parent, teacher, school counselor) who can help assess
the situation and provide appropriate supervision. A public place does not eliminate the danger;
predators can operate in public spaces. Video chats can be deceiving because appearances do
not verify intentions, and someone can appear young while having harmful motives. Staying
silent when a friend may be in danger is not respecting their autonomy; it is failing to look out
for their safety.

Do not click the link. Instead, go directly to the gaming website by typing the address
yourself and check your account from there — The safest response to suspicious emails is to
never click embedded links. Instead, navigate directly to the website by typing the known
address into your browser. This bypasses any fake links that could lead to phishing sites
designed to steal your login credentials. Clicking the link is exactly what the scammer wants you
to do. Forwarding the email spreads the phishing attempt to your friends, putting them at risk.
Replying to phishing emails confirms your email address is active and may expose you to further
attacks. Legitimate companies will never require you to click an email link as the only way to
secure your account.

Using technology and the internet in a safe, ethical, and respectful way, including
protecting your privacy, respecting others' rights, and thinking critically about online
content — Digital citizenship encompasses the responsible use of technology including:
protecting personal privacy, treating others with respect online, thinking critically about
information, understanding your rights and responsibilities, and using technology to positively
contribute to communities. Time spent online does not define good digital citizenship; quality of



'digital citizen'?

An app offers to
show you which
of your photos
would go viral if
posted online. To
use this feature,
you must give
the app access to
all your photos.
Analyze the risks
and decide what
you would do.

What is the
difference
between an
active digital
footprintand a
passive digital
footprint?

Why is it risky to
use the same
password for
multiple
websites and

apps?

A new app asks
for permission to
access your
contacts,
camera,
microphone, and
location. The app
is a simple
calculator. How
should you
respond to these
permission
requests?

Some people
argue that social
media

engagement matters more than quantity. There is no literal digital country requiring citizenship
papers. Responsible digital use involves making good choices across all platforms and websites,
not restricting yourself to only certain approved sites.

Decline the access because granting full photo library access to an unknown app exposes
all your personal photos to potential misuse, data harvesting, or unauthorized
distribution, and no app can genuinely predict virality — This scenario presents a clear data
harvesting attempt disguised as entertainment. Your photo library contains deeply personal
content: images of your face, family, home, school, and daily activities. Granting access exposes
all of this to an unknown entity. No technology can genuinely predict virality since it depends on
unpredictable social factors. The real purpose is likely to harvest photos for training Al models,
building facial recognition databases, or selling to data brokers. Good app reviews can be
fabricated and do not verify data safety. Photos are among the most personal forms of
information, containing biometric data, location metadata, and images of your private life.

An active footprint is data you deliberately share (like posting a photo), while a passive
footprint is data collected about you without your direct action (like a website tracking
your visits) — Active digital footprints result from your deliberate online actions: posting on
social media, sending emails, filling out forms, or writing comments. Passive digital footprints
are created without your direct action: websites tracking your browsing with cookies, apps
collecting location data, or search engines recording your queries. The distinction is about
intentionality, not the device used. Both types can be public or private depending on the
platform settings. Both types can persist indefinitely; passive footprints do not automatically
disappear.

If one website is hacked and your password is stolen, criminals can use it to access all
your other accounts that share the same password — Password reuse creates a domino
effect: when hackers breach one website, they try stolen passwords on other popular sites, a
technique called credential stuffing. If you use the same password everywhere, one breach
compromises all your accounts. Websites do not coordinate to check for duplicate passwords
across platforms. Password reuse has no effect on internet speed. There is no law against
reusing passwords, though cybersecurity experts strongly advise against it. Using unique
passwords for each account ensures that a breach on one site does not compromise your
security everywhere else.

Deny the unnecessary permissions because a calculator does not need access to contacts,
camera, microphone, or location to perform its function — Apps should only need
permissions related to their core function. A calculator needs none of the listed permissions
because math calculations do not require contacts, camera, microphone, or location data.
Requesting unnecessary permissions is a red flag that the app may be collecting data for
advertising or malicious purposes. Most apps can function without all requested permissions;
denying unneeded ones protects your privacy. App store reviews check for malware but do not
verify that every permission request is necessary. The solution is not to avoid all apps but to
evaluate each permission request critically and deny unnecessary ones.

Users deserve control over their personal data, including complete deletion upon request,



companies
should be
required to
delete all data
when a user
closes their
account. Others
argue this would
be too expensive
and disruptive.
Evaluate both
sides.

What is 'personal
information' in
the context of
online safety?

Why should you
read the privacy
policy or terms
of service before
creating an
accounton a
new app?

You notice a
younger sibling is
about to share
their school
name and
teacher's name
in an online
game chat. What
would you say to
explain why this
could be risky?

A social media
platform
changes its
privacy policy to
allow sharing
user data with
third-party
advertisers. The
change is
announced in a
long, difficult-to-

but this must be balanced with legitimate needs like legal compliance, fraud prevention,
and technical challenges. The right to deletion should be the default with limited
exceptions — This is a genuine tension in digital rights. Users have a strong argument for data
control: it is their personal information, they contributed it voluntarily, and they should be able
to withdraw that contribution. Companies raise valid practical concerns: data may be entangled
with other users' content, legal requirements may mandate retention, and complete deletion
from backup systems is technically complex. Laws like GDPR establish the principle that deletion
should be the default right with limited exceptions. Creating the platform does not transfer
ownership of users' personal data to the company. Interaction with other users complicates but
does not eliminate the right to deletion. Millions of people do delete social media accounts,
making this a significant real-world issue.

Any data that could be used to identify you specifically — Personal information includes any
data that could identify a specific individual: full name, home address, phone number, school
name, birthday, email address, photos, and location data. This is broader than just government
IDs. Favorite colors and music preferences are general interests that do not typically identify a
specific person. The term refers to the nature of the information, not where it is stored; personal
information shared on any platform remains personal regardless of the device it is stored on.

Because these documents explain what personal data the app collects, how it uses that
data, who it shares it with, and what rights you have over your information — Privacy
policies and terms of service are legal documents that disclose the app's data practices: what
information they collect (location, contacts, browsing history), how they use it (advertising,
selling to third parties, product improvement), who they share it with, and what control you have
over your data. While not illegal to skip them, not reading them means blindly agreeing to data
practices you might object to. There are no hidden games or discounts in privacy policies.
Understanding these documents empowers you to make informed decisions about which apps
deserve access to your personal information.

Explain that combining school name and teacher name with their username could help a
stranger figure out exactly who they are and where they go to school, which is dangerous
personal information to share with unknown people online — School name and teacher
name, combined with a username and any other shared details, can narrow down a child's
identity to a small group or even a specific person. A stranger with this information could
potentially locate the child physically. The explanation should be age-appropriate and
educational, not fear-based. Not everyone shares school information online responsibly, and
normalizing the practice does not make it safe. Taking away the device without explanation
misses a teaching opportunity and does not build lasting awareness. Threatening with fictional
consequences teaches fear rather than understanding of genuine risks.

The complex legal language and length make it unlikely that most users will read or
understand the changes, which means they unknowingly consent to having their data
shared in new ways — This practice is problematic because informed consent requires
understanding what you are agreeing to. When privacy changes are communicated through
dense legal language, most users (including adults) cannot meaningfully understand the
implications. This creates a consent gap where users technically agree but do not truly
understand. Privacy policies are not inherently fair; they are written to protect the company's
interests. Shorter documents help but clarity matters more than length. Original terms do not
grant blanket permission for future changes; significant changes to data practices should



read legal
document.
Analyze why this
approach might
be problematic
for users.

What does the
acronym COPPA
stand for, and
what does it
protect?

A popular app
offers a 'free'
personality quiz
that asks for
your name, age,
email, and
school, then
requests access
to your social
media contacts.
Analyze what the
app might
actually be doing
with all this
information.

Why do many
free apps and
websites collect
your personal
data even
though you do
not pay them
money?

What is a 'digital
footprint'?

Many websites
use 'cookies' to
track your
browsing

require renewed, informed consent. This is a recognized problem in digital ethics and privacy
law.

Children's Online Privacy Protection Act — a law that protects the online privacy of
children under 13 by requiring parental consent before websites can collect their
personal information — COPPA stands for Children's Online Privacy Protection Act, a U.S.
federal law that requires websites and online services to obtain verifiable parental consent
before collecting personal information from children under 13. This is why many social media
platforms require users to be at least 13 years old. It is not related to passwords, playground
safety, or a government monitoring agency. COPPA specifically addresses the collection, use,
and disclosure of children's personal information by commercial websites and online services.

The app is likely building a detailed profile of you and your social network that can be
sold to data brokers or advertisers, making the quiz a tool for data harvesting disguised
as entertainment — This is a common data harvesting technique where entertainment is used
as bait to collect valuable personal information. A personality quiz does not genuinely need
school names, email addresses, or social media contacts to generate results. The collected data
creates a detailed profile that can be sold to data brokers, used for targeted advertising, or
potentially exploited in data breaches. The Cambridge Analytica scandal revealed exactly this
pattern, where a quiz app harvested data from millions of Facebook users. Account security
does not require school names or contact access. Most data harvesting apps retain data
permanently because that data is their product.

Because they sell your data to advertisers or use it to show you targeted ads, which is
how they make money instead of charging users directly — Free apps and websites operate
on a data-driven business model: they collect user data to build profiles that allow advertisers to
target specific audiences. Your browsing habits, preferences, location, and demographics are
valuable to companies wanting to reach people like you with ads. This is why the service is 'free'
— your data is the payment. There is no law requiring data collection; laws like COPPA actually
restrict it. While improving user experience is a stated reason, the primary motivation is revenue
through advertising. Data storage has costs, but the advertising revenue generated from that
data far exceeds those costs.

The trail of data and information you leave behind when you use the internet, including
posts, searches, and website visits — A digital footprint is the collection of all data traces left
by your online activities: website visits, social media posts, search queries, online purchases,
emails, and more. Like physical footprints in sand, these traces show where you have been
online. A digital footprint is not a virus; it is a natural consequence of using the internet. The
physical smudge on a touchscreen is not a digital footprint. Passwords are authentication tools,
not records of your online activity.

Necessary cookies (like keeping you logged in) serve your interests, while tracking cookies



behavior. Some
cookies are
necessary for the
website to
function, while
others track you
across multiple
sites for
advertising.
Analyze why this
distinction
matters for your
privacy.

A friend shares a
photo of you
online without
asking your
permission first.
Why could this
be a problem?

Two students
have a
disagreement in
a group chat.
Student A posts
a screenshot of
Student B's
private messages
to embarrass
them publicly.
Analyze the
digital citizenship
issues in Student
A's actions.

A classmate
argues that
privacy does not
matter because 'l
have nothing to
hide.' Evaluate
the strength of
this argument.

across multiple sites build detailed profiles of your behavior to sell to advertisers, which
primarily serves the company's interests, not yours — The distinction between necessary
and tracking cookies is crucial for informed privacy decisions. Necessary cookies (session
cookies, login persistence, shopping cart memory) directly serve the user's experience and the
website cannot function properly without them. Third-party tracking cookies, however, follow
users across multiple websites to build detailed behavioral profiles used for targeted
advertising. This primarily benefits advertisers and data companies, not the user. Not all cookies
are equal in their privacy implications, so blocking all cookies would break many websites.
Cookies are not physical objects; they are small text files stored in your browser that do not
affect hardware.

The photo becomes part of your digital footprint without your consent, could be seen by
people you did not intend, and may be difficult or impossible to fully remove — Sharing
someone's photo without permission raises several concerns: the image becomes part of their
digital footprint without consent, it may reveal personal information (location, activities,
appearance), it could be seen by unintended audiences, and once shared online, images can be
downloaded, screenshotted, and reshared, making complete removal nearly impossible. Photo
quality is irrelevant; even flattering photos can be problematic if shared without consent.
Friendship does not automatically grant permission to share personal images. A photo can
identify someone even without their name through facial recognition, background details, or
tags from other users.

Student A violated digital citizenship principles by sharing private communications
without consent, using technology to harm someone, and creating a permanent public
record of private content that could damage Student B's reputation — Student A's actions
violate multiple digital citizenship principles: sharing private communications without consent
breaches trust and privacy; the intent to embarrass constitutes a form of cyberbullying; creating
a public record of private messages could have lasting reputation damage; and using technology
to harm others violates the ethical foundations of digital citizenship. The fact that messages
were digital does not make sharing them acceptable; digital privacy deserves the same respect
as physical privacy. Simply asking first does not fix the problem if the intent is to cause harm.
The severity of harm is not determined by audience size; sharing with even one person can be
damaging and wrong.

This argument is weak because privacy protects everyone, not just people with secrets.
Privacy prevents identity theft, protects against discrimination, preserves personal
autonomy, and is a fundamental right regardless of whether you have 'something to hide’
— The 'nothing to hide' argument fundamentally misunderstands privacy. Privacy is not about
concealing wrongdoing; it is about maintaining control over personal information, preventing
identity theft, protecting against profiling and discrimination, and preserving personal
autonomy. Everyone has information they rightfully want to control: medical records, financial
data, personal communications, and daily movements. Even innocent data can be misused,
taken out of context, or combined to create detailed profiles. Honest people need privacy
protections just as much as anyone. Privacy is a universal right, not limited to celebrities. The
internet has made privacy more important, not less, because of the unprecedented scale of data
collection possible today.



Design a set of
rules that your
family could
follow to protect
everyone's digital
privacy at home.
Include at least
three specific
practices.

What is 'phishing'
and how does it
typically work?

A school wants
to use facial
recognition
technology to
take attendance
instead of a roll
call. Evaluate the
privacy
implications of
this decision for
students.

You posted an
embarrassing
comment on
social media last
year and deleted
it. Is the
comment
completely gone
from the
internet?

Rules could include: use unique strong passwords with a password manager for each
account, review app permissions regularly and deny unnecessary access, discuss any
requests from online strangers with a parent, keep software updated for security
patches, and think before posting personal information online — Effective family privacy
rules should be practical, specific, and address multiple threat areas. Unique passwords prevent
credential stuffing attacks across accounts. Regular permission reviews catch apps that collect
unnecessary data. Discussing online stranger contacts prevents social engineering. Software
updates close known security vulnerabilities. Thinking before posting prevents accidental
exposure of personal information. Avoiding the internet entirely is impractical and unnecessary
with proper precautions. Shared passwords increase vulnerability since one breach
compromises all accounts. Effective digital citizenship requires everyone in the family, including
children, to understand and participate in privacy practices.

Phishing is a deceptive practice where scammers send fake messages that appear to be
from trusted sources, trying to trick you into revealing personal information like
passwords or credit card numbers — Phishing is a social engineering attack where criminals
send emails, text messages, or create fake websites that mimic legitimate organizations (banks,
schools, social media platforms) to trick victims into entering sensitive information. The name
comes from 'fishing' because attackers cast bait (fake messages) hoping someone takes it.
Phishing is not a game, a network test, or a content filter. Common phishing signs include urgent
language ('"Your account will be closed!"), suspicious sender addresses, generic greetings, and
links that do not match the claimed organization's actual website.

While efficient, facial recognition in schools raises serious concerns: biometric data is
permanent and cannot be changed like passwords, children cannot meaningfully consent,
data breaches would expose irreplaceable identity information, and it normalizes
surveillance of minors — Facial recognition in schools raises profound privacy concerns unique
to biometric data. Unlike passwords or ID cards, biometric data cannot be changed if
compromised — a student's facial geometry is permanent. Data breaches would expose
irreplaceable identity information. Children and teens cannot meaningfully consent to biometric
collection. The practice normalizes surveillance of minors during formative years. Knowing what
students look like is different from storing algorithmic representations of their faces in a
database. Technical accuracy is one concern, but the fundamental privacy issues exist even with
perfect technology. Permission forms provide legal cover but do not address the fundamental
concern that biometric data is uniquely sensitive and permanent.

Not necessarily. Screenshots, cached versions, web archives, and server backups may still
contain the content even after you delete your original post — Deleting a post removes it
from your profile but does not guarantee it is gone from the internet. Others may have taken
screenshots, search engines may have cached the page, web archives may have saved a copy,
and the platform's servers may retain backup copies. Some platforms even state in their terms
of service that they retain deleted data for a period of time. There is no guaranteed time window
for complete removal. While some privacy laws give users the 'right to be forgotten,’
enforcement is imperfect and does not affect copies already made by third parties. This is why
careful consideration before posting is so important.



5. Misinformation

< Question (fold —)

During election
season, you notice
that many accounts
on social media are
posting identical or
very similar
messages supporting
a particular
candidate. All the
accounts were
created recently and
have very few
followers. What
pattern does this
suggest?

What is the
difference between
misinformation and
disinformation?

What is a 'deepfake'?

Your uncle shares a
video on social media
showing a famous
person making a
controversial
statement. How
would you determine
if the video might be
a deepfake?

A classmate sends
you a chain message
that says 'Forward
this to 10 people or

Answer

This pattern suggests a coordinated inauthentic campaign using bot accounts or paid
trolls to artificially amplify a message and create the illusion of widespread public
support — a form of astroturfing — The pattern — recent account creation, low follower
counts, and identical messaging — is a hallmark of coordinated inauthentic behavior, often
involving bot networks or paid troll farms. These operations aim to create a false impression
of widespread support through sheer volume of identical messages. Genuine public support
comes from established accounts with personal histories, diverse language, and organic
interaction patterns. The volume of identical posts from new accounts indicates
manufactured, not organic, support. Recent accounts with no history are less trustworthy,
not more, because they lack the track record of genuine users. Identical wording across
dozens of accounts created around the same time is statistically improbable as coincidence.

Misinformation is false information shared without intent to deceive, while
disinformation is false information deliberately created and spread to mislead people
— The critical distinction is intent. Misinformation is false information spread by people who
believe it to be true and have no intention to deceive — like sharing an outdated health
claim. Disinformation is deliberately fabricated or manipulated content designed to deceive,
such as foreign propaganda operations or intentionally misleading political ads. The terms
are not interchangeable because understanding the source's intent matters for determining
appropriate responses. Both can appear in any medium, and both can cover any topic.

Artificially generated or manipulated video, audio, or images that use Al to make it
appear that someone said or did something they never actually said or did —
Deepfakes use artificial intelligence, specifically deep learning neural networks, to create or
manipulate video, audio, or images so convincingly that the fabrication is difficult to detect.
They can make it appear that real people said or did things that never happened. Movie
costumes are physical props, not Al manipulations. Cropped photos remove context but do
not fabricate new content using Al. Spelling errors and poor grammar are red flags for
unreliable content but represent carelessness, not Al-powered fabrication.

Look for visual inconsistencies like unnatural blinking, mismatched lip movements,
odd skin texture, check if reputable news sources reported the statement, and search
for the original unedited source — Detecting deepfakes involves both visual analysis and
external verification. Look for unnatural blinking patterns, lips that do not perfectly sync
with audio, skin that appears too smooth or has odd textures, strange lighting on the face,
and blurry areas around the jaw and hairline. Beyond visual clues, check whether reputable
news organizations reported the statement and search for the original source. Social media
platforms do not verify all video content; most is posted without review. Clothing is easily
replicated in deepfakes. Deepfake technology has become accessible through free software,
making creation possible for almost anyone, not just well-funded organizations.

Recognize it as a hoax that uses fear to manipulate behavior, explain to your
classmate that no messaging app deletes accounts for not forwarding messages, and
do not forward it — This is a classic online hoax that uses emotional manipulation (fear of
losing your account) to spread. No legitimate platform or app deletes accounts for not



your account will be
deleted.' How should
you use your
knowledge of
misinformation to
respond?

During a natural
disaster, conflicting
information appears
on social media:
some posts say the
event is much worse
than reported, while
others say it is being
exaggerated. How
should you navigate
this information
environment?

You see a shocking
news headline
shared by a friend on
social media. Before
sharing it yourself,
what three steps
should you take to
verify the story?

A conspiracy theory
claims that a major
world event was
secretly planned by a
small group of
powerful people.
Believers say that the
lack of evidence
actually proves the
conspiracy, because
the powerful group is
hiding the evidence.
Analyze the logical
problem with this
reasoning.

You discover that a
news story you
shared last week
turned out to be
false. Some of your

forwarding messages. Forwarding the hoax, even with a disclaimer, spreads the
misinformation to more people and keeps the chain alive. The appropriate response is to
stop the chain and inform the sender. Forwarding 'just in case' is exactly the fear-driven
response the hoax is designed to produce. Adding a disclaimer still spreads the message.
Blocking your classmate is an overreaction for sharing a common hoax; education is more
appropriate than punishment.

Rely on official sources like government emergency agencies, established news
organizations with reporters on the ground, and first responders, rather than
unverified social media posts from unknown accounts — During crises, official sources
provide the most reliable information because government agencies have direct access to
data and established news organizations deploy reporters to verify conditions firsthand.
Social media during disasters is flooded with misinformation: old photos presented as
current, exaggerated claims, and coordinated disinformation campaigns. The crowd is not
always right; viral social media posts during disasters are often wildly inaccurate.
Overreacting based on worst-case misinformation can cause panic, prevent effective
response, and spread fear. Ignoring all information is dangerous since timely accurate
information can be life-saving during emergencies.

Check the original source to see if it is a reputable news organization, search for the
story on other reliable news sites to see if they confirm it, and examine the article
itself for evidence, quotes, and named sources — Effective verification involves multiple
steps: checking the original source's reputation reveals whether the publisher has editorial
standards; cross-referencing with other reputable outlets confirms whether the story is
corroborated by independent reporting; and examining the article for specific evidence,
quotes, and named sources reveals whether the claims are substantiated. Exclamation
points in headlines are actually a red flag suggesting clickbait, not importance. Popularity
(likes and shares) does not indicate accuracy; misinformation often goes more viral than
truth. Comment sections can contain misinformation, speculation, and biased opinions that
may further mislead rather than clarify.

This is a logical fallacy called unfalsifiability: if lack of evidence is treated as proof of
the conspiracy, then no possible evidence could ever disprove it, making the belief
immune to rational evaluation and impossible to test — The core logical problem is
unfalsifiability: when any possible outcome (evidence found or not found) is interpreted as
supporting the conspiracy, the theory becomes untestable and therefore cannot be
rationally evaluated. In legitimate reasoning, claims must be falsifiable — there must be
some possible evidence that could prove them wrong. While it is true that powerful groups
could theoretically hide evidence, using the absence of evidence as proof creates circular
logic. More thorough searching is not the solution because the framework reinterprets all
findings as confirmation. While some conspiracy theories have historically proved partly
true, the logical fallacy of unfalsifiability is problematic regardless of whether the specific
claim happens to be true.

Post a correction acknowledging that the original story was false, share the accurate
information, and directly notify friends who reshared it so they can correct the record
too — Responsible digital citizenship means correcting misinformation you have helped
spread, not hiding from it. Posting a visible correction reaches people who saw the original
post. Directly notifying friends who reshared it helps contain the spread. Modeling
correction behavior encourages others to do the same, creating a healthier information



friends have already
reshared it. What is
the most responsible
course of action?

Why can
manipulated images
be more convincing
than text-based
misinformation?

What is 'confirmation
bias' and how does it
relate to the spread
of misinformation?

A photo on social
media shows what
appears to be a
shark swimming in a
flooded street during
a hurricane. Reverse
image searching
reveals the shark
image was taken
from a nature
documentary and
digitally added to the
flood photo. What
specific term
describes this type of
manipulated image?

A satirical news
website publishes a
humorous article
about a ridiculous
fake law. People
share it on social
media as if it were
real news. The
website says it is

ecosystem. Quietly deleting the post leaves the misinformation alive in friends' shares
without correction. Avoiding correction out of embarrassment prioritizes ego over truth.
Honest mistakes do not eliminate the responsibility to correct them; the false information
continues to spread regardless of your intent.

Because humans naturally trust visual evidence more than written claims, and the
saying 'seeing is believing' means people often accept images as proof without
questioning whether they have been altered — Humans have a strong evolutionary
tendency to trust visual information — what we see feels like direct evidence. This 'seeing is
believing' bias makes manipulated images particularly dangerous because viewers often
accept them as proof without questioning authenticity. Modern image editing tools make
manipulation easy, from simple cropping that removes context to sophisticated Al-
generated composite images. Images on the internet are frequently edited, cropped, or
taken out of context. Both text and images can be verified through fact-checking, reverse
image searches, and metadata analysis. Manipulated images are not always illegal, and
millions exist online.

Confirmation bias is the tendency to believe and share information that supports
what you already think, which makes people more likely to spread misinformation
that aligns with their existing views — Confirmation bias is a well-documented
psychological tendency to favor information that supports existing beliefs while dismissing
contradictory evidence. This makes people more susceptible to misinformation that aligns
with their worldview because they are less likely to critically evaluate it before accepting and
sharing it. It is not a verification requirement, a computer virus, or a legal term.
Confirmation bias affects everyone regardless of education or intelligence, and
understanding it is the first step toward counteracting its effects on critical thinking.

A composite image or photoshopped image, where elements from different photos
are combined to create a new, fabricated scene that never actually occurred — This is
a composite image (also called a photoshopped image), created by combining elements
from separate photographs into a single fabricated scene. The shark from a documentary
was digitally inserted into a real flood photograph. This is a well-documented example that
resurfaces during every major hurricane. Deepfakes specifically refer to Al-generated
manipulations of video or audio, not photo compositing. While memes combine images and
text, this was presented as evidence of a real event, not as humor. A screenshot is simply a
capture of what is on screen; it describes the sharing method, not the manipulation
technique.

Responsibility is shared: the satire site should make its humorous intent clearer
beyond a buried 'About' page, and sharers should verify stories before spreading
them, especially ones that seem outrageous or too absurd to be true — Responsibility
for satire becoming misinformation is shared. Satire sites have a responsibility to clearly
label their content as humorous, ideally within the article itself rather than buried on a
separate page. When articles are shared on social media, the 'About' page context is lost.
However, consumers also have a responsibility to verify outrageous-sounding stories before
sharing. Placing all blame on the creator ignores the sharer's critical thinking responsibility.
Placing all blame on the sharer ignores design choices that make satire easily mistaken for



satire on its 'About’
page. Who bears
responsibility for the
misunderstanding?

A health
misinformation post
claims that a
common vaccine
contains a dangerous
ingredient. The post
uses real scientific
terminology and cites
a study that, upon
investigation, was
retracted
(withdrawn) by the
journal that
published it. Analyze
why this type of
misinformation is
particularly
dangerous.

What is 'clickbait' and
why is it often
associated with
misinformation?

Researchers found
that people who get
their news primarily
from social media
are more likely to
believe
misinformation than
those who use a mix
of sources. Analyze
why relying on a
single type of news
source creates this
vulnerability.

Why do false stories
often spread faster

news. While satire is legally protected speech, that does not eliminate ethical responsibility
for foreseeable misuse when satirical articles are indistinguishable from real news to casual
readers.

It is dangerous because the scientific language and retracted study citation create a
false appearance of credibility, most readers will not check whether the cited study
was retracted, and health misinformation can lead to real-world harm when people
make medical decisions based on false claims — This type of misinformation is especially
dangerous for multiple reasons: scientific jargon and study citations create an illusion of
rigor that most people lack the expertise to evaluate; very few readers will investigate
whether a cited study was retracted; and health misinformation directly influences medical
decisions, potentially causing people to avoid beneficial treatments. Studies are retracted
for serious reasons: fabricated data, methodology errors, or ethical violations. Most people,
including educated adults, do not routinely check study retraction status. The potential for
harm exists regardless of how widely the post is shared. While science does evolve,
retracted studies were specifically withdrawn due to identified problems, not because
science changed its mind.

Clickbait is sensational or misleading headlines designed to attract clicks, and it is
linked to misinformation because it prioritizes attention over accuracy, often
exaggerating or distorting the actual content — Clickbait uses sensational, exaggerated,
or deliberately misleading headlines to maximize clicks and page views, which generate
advertising revenue. The connection to misinformation is direct: prioritizing attention over
accuracy leads to headlines that distort or exaggerate the truth. Readers who only see the
headline (which is common) walk away with a misleading impression. Clickbait is not
malware, a gaming mechanic, or a fact-checking tool. It is a content strategy that trades
accuracy for engagement, and the misinformation it spreads through misleading headlines
can be as harmful as intentionally fabricated stories.

Social media algorithms create filter bubbles that show content matching existing
beliefs, lack editorial oversight found in traditional journalism, and prioritize
engagement over accuracy, while a diverse media diet provides cross-checking
opportunities — Social media's vulnerability to misinformation stems from structural
features: algorithms create filter bubbles that reinforce existing beliefs, content is not vetted
by professional editors or fact-checkers, and the system prioritizes engagement (likes,
shares, comments) over accuracy. A diverse media diet (newspapers, TV, radio, magazines,
reputable online sources) provides built-in cross-checking — if a story appears in only one
source, that raises a flag. Intelligence is not the determining factor; even highly educated
people fall for misinformation when their information diet lacks diversity. Traditional news
sources do have errors and biases but also have editorial processes designed to minimize
them. Having more information does not mean having more accurate information.

Because false stories tend to be more surprising, emotional, and novel, triggering
stronger reactions that make people share them without verifying, and algorithms
amplify content that generates high engagement — Research from MIT (Vosoughi et al.,
2018) confirmed that false news stories spread faster and further than true stories on social
media. False stories exploit psychological triggers: they are often more novel, surprising,



on social media than
accurate news
stories?

A social media post
shows a photograph
of a crowded protest
with the caption
claiming it happened
yesterday in your
city. Through
investigation, you
discover the photo
was actually taken
three years agoin a
different country.
Analyze the different
types of
manipulation at work
here.

How does 'emotional
manipulation' work
in misinformation,
and why is it
effective?

What is 'astroturfing'
in the context of
online
misinformation?

Some people argue
that social media
companies have a
responsibility to
remove all
misinformation from
their platforms.
Others argue this
would give

and emotionally charged, provoking stronger reactions like fear, outrage, or excitement.
Social media algorithms amplify high-engagement content regardless of accuracy, creating a
feedback loop. Platforms do not intentionally promote falsehoods but their engagement-
driven algorithms inadvertently do. Accurate reporting can be compelling and well-written.
Story length is not the determining factor; emotional impact and novelty are.

This combines real but decontextualized media (the photo is real but mislabeled) with
false attribution (wrong location and date), creating a misleading narrative while
using a genuine image as false evidence — This represents one of the most common
forms of visual misinformation: decontextualization. The image is genuine, which makes it
harder to debunk, but the false caption creates an entirely misleading narrative. Multiple
manipulation layers work together: temporal decontextualization (wrong date), geographic
decontextualization (wrong location), and false narrative framing (implying current local
unrest). A real photo with a false caption is absolutely misinformation because the
combination creates a false impression. The harm occurs regardless of the sharer's intent;
both misinformation and disinformation spread this way. Most people cannot detect old
photos by visual inspection alone, especially when image quality is similar across years.

It uses content designed to trigger strong emotions like fear, anger, or outrage, which
bypasses critical thinking because people in emotional states are less likely to verify
information before reacting and sharing — Emotional manipulation in misinformation
exploits a known psychological principle: strong emotions like fear, anger, and outrage
reduce critical thinking and increase impulsive sharing. When content makes you feel
intensely emotional, your brain prioritizes reaction over analysis, making you less likely to
fact-check before sharing. This is not about subliminal messages or mind control; it is about
well-understood human psychology. Adults and people of all ages are susceptible to
emotional manipulation, not just children. Creating emotionally manipulative content
requires only an understanding of psychology, not advanced technology.

Creating the false impression of widespread grassroots support by using fake
accounts, bots, or coordinated groups to make a viewpoint appear more popular than
it actually is — Astroturfing gets its name from AstroTurf (fake grass) as a play on
'grassroots' movements. It involves creating fake accounts, using bots, or coordinating paid
actors to simulate widespread public support for an idea, product, or political position. The
goal is to make a minority viewpoint appear to be the popular consensus, influencing real
people through perceived social proof. It is not about physical artificial turf, account
verification, or green technology. Astroturfing exploits the human tendency to follow what
appears to be popular opinion, making it a particularly deceptive form of manipulation.

Both sides raise valid points: unmoderated platforms allow harmful misinformation
to spread and cause real damage, but giving private companies sole authority to
determine truth risks censoring legitimate speech and creates a dangerous
concentration of power over public discourse — This is a genuine and complex tension in
democratic societies. Unmoderated platforms have enabled health misinformation that
costs lives, election interference, and conspiracy theories that incite violence —
demonstrating real harm. However, granting private companies the power to determine
truth concentrates enormous influence, risks politically biased enforcement, and can
suppress legitimate but unpopular viewpoints. Removing everything reported as false would



companies too much
power to decide
what is true. Evaluate
both arguments.

Design a quick
checklist that
someone could use
to evaluate whether
an online news story
is likely to be reliable
before sharing it.
Include at least four
specific things to
check.

A website looks
exactly like a well-
known news
organization's site,
but the URL is slightly
different — for
example,
'ABCnews.com.co'
instead of
'ABCnews.go.com.’
What misinformation
technique does this
represent?

An Al chatbot
generates a
convincing but
completely
fabricated historical
event, including
realistic-sounding
dates, names, and
details. A student
includes this in their
history report
without checking.
Evaluate the
responsibilities in
this situation.

A website publishes a
story about a
scientific discovery
with the headline
'Scientists Discover
Miracle Cure!' The

weaponize the reporting system, as people would report content they simply disagree with.
Complete absence of moderation ignores documented real-world harms. Misinformation
has caused measurable damage including vaccine hesitancy, mob violence, and election
manipulation, making the claim that it causes no harm demonstrably false.

Check: (1) Is the source a recognized news organization with editorial standards? (2)
Does the article name specific authors, sources, and evidence? (3) Can you find the
same story reported by other reputable outlets? (4) Does the headline match the
actual content of the article? (5) Is the article dated and current? — An effective
verification checklist addresses multiple vulnerability points: source recognition checks
whether the publisher has editorial standards and accountability; authorship and evidence
verification ensures claims are substantiated; cross-referencing with other outlets catches
single-source fabrications; headline-content comparison catches clickbait where articles do
not support their sensational headlines; and date checking prevents sharing outdated
information presented as current. Likes and shares measure popularity, not accuracy.
Professional website appearance can be faked cheaply. Relying on emotional reactions to
headlines is exactly how misinformation succeeds — it triggers sharing before analysis.

This is a spoofed or impersonation website that mimics a legitimate news
organization's design to trick readers into believing fabricated stories come from a
trusted source — Website impersonation (spoofing) is a deliberate misinformation
technique where bad actors create websites that closely mimic trusted news organizations
in design, layout, and branding, but use slightly different URLs to host fabricated content.
Readers who do not carefully check the URL assume the content is from the legitimate
organization, lending false credibility to the misinformation. These are not legitimate mirror
sites, which are authorized copies on the same domain infrastructure. While .co is
Colombia's domain, in this context it is being used to mimic a .com address. Legitimate
news organizations do not use unauthorized alternative domains for overflow traffic.

The student has a responsibility to verify Al-generated content against reliable
sources before using it, Al companies have a responsibility to clearly communicate
limitations, and educators should teach students that Al can generate plausible-
sounding but false information — This scenario involves shared responsibility across
multiple parties. Students must understand that Al chatbots can 'hallucinate’ — generating
convincing but fabricated information — and must verify Al-generated content against
reliable sources. Al companies must clearly communicate their tools' limitations, including
the potential for fabrication. Educators must teach critical evaluation of Al outputs as a new
media literacy skill. Preventing all false Al outputs is currently technically impossible given
how language models work. Students bear responsibility for verifying the information they
include in academic work, regardless of the source. Al limitations are well-documented and
accessible, even though the technology is relatively new.

The article shows multiple red flags for misinformation: no attribution, no date, no
evidence links, sensational language, and surrounding ads that suggest a financial
motive to attract health-product buyers — This article displays at least five major red
flags for misinformation. No author means no accountability for accuracy. No date means



article has no author you cannot assess currency. No links to actual research means the scientific claim is

name, no date, no unverifiable. 'Miracle cure' is sensational language rarely used by legitimate science

links to the actual reporting. Health supplement ads surrounding the article suggest the page exists to drive
research, and is traffic and sell products, not to inform. Simply mentioning scientists does not validate claims
surrounded by ads without verifiable references. Advertising context absolutely affects credibility assessment
for health because it reveals the page's business model. Legitimate classified information is not
supplements. What published on ad-supported websites.

should you conclude?



6. Media Bias

< Question (fold

-)

What is an 'echo
chamber'in the

context of media
consumption?

You notice that a
news website
always uses
unflattering photos
of politicians from
one party and
flattering photos of
politicians from the
other party. How
should you interpret
this pattern?

What is the
difference between
bias by placement
and bias by
headline?

A technology
company funds a
research study
about the effects of
screen time on
children. The study
finds no harmful
effects. A university-
funded study on the
same topic finds
several concerns.
How should the
funding source

Answer

An environment where a person encounters only information and opinions that
reinforce their existing beliefs, because algorithms or community choices filter out
opposing viewpoints — An echo chamber is an information environment where exposure to
opposing viewpoints is minimized, either through algorithmic filtering (social media showing
content similar to what you already engage with) or community self-selection (choosing to
follow only like-minded sources). Inside an echo chamber, beliefs are reinforced and rarely
challenged, leading to increasingly polarized views. It is not a physical recording space, a
debate format, or a fact-checking tool. Echo chambers are particularly concerning because
people inside them often do not realize their information diet is limited, making them more
susceptible to confirmation bias.

This is a form of visual bias called photo bias, where systematic photo selection reveals
the outlet's political leaning by making one side look more appealing or competent
than the other — Photo bias is a subtle but powerful form of media bias where editorial
choices about which images to use systematically favor one side. Photographers take
hundreds of frames, and editors choose which to publish. Consistently selecting unflattering
images (mid-blink, awkward expressions) for one group while choosing composed, dignified
images for another shapes audience perception below conscious awareness. Everyone has
both types of photos available, so consistent patterns reveal editorial choices, not photogenic
differences. Photo selection is a deliberate editorial decision, not random. Visual content
carries as much or more bias potential as text because images create immediate emotional
impressions before any critical analysis occurs.

Bias by placement is where stories appear (front page vs. buried inside), signaling their
importance, while bias by headline is using words that frame the story in a particular
way before readers even read the article — Bias by placement and bias by headline are
two distinct mechanisms for influencing audience perception. Placement bias uses story
positioning to signal importance: front page, top of website, or above the fold gets more
attention and implies greater significance. Headline bias uses word choice and framing to
shape interpretation before readers engage with the full article. While both involve editorial
decisions, they operate through different mechanisms and have different effects. Digital
media absolutely uses placement bias through prominent versus buried positioning and
notification choices. Headline bias appears across all types of publications, from prestigious
outlets to tabloids.

Funding creates potential conflict of interest: the technology company benefits from
positive screen time findings, creating incentive to design studies that produce
favorable results. The university study has less financial motivation for a particular
outcome, though all funding sources should be examined — Funding sources create
potential conflicts of interest that should inform evaluation. The technology company has a
direct financial motivation for positive screen time findings, which could influence research
design (measuring only certain outcomes), methodology (short study duration), participant
selection, or interpretation of ambiguous results. Research consistently shows that industry-
funded studies are more likely to produce results favorable to the funder. Funding does not
automatically invalidate research, but it is a critical factor in evaluation. Science aspires to
objectivity, but funding can influence which questions are asked and how. Neither study
should be automatically accepted or rejected based on funding alone; evaluate methodology



affect your
evaluation of these
studies?

A documentary
about factory
farming shows
graphic footage of
animal suffering. A
critic says the
documentary is
biased because it
only shows the
worst examples.
The filmmaker says
they are showing
the truth. Analyze
both positions.

Social media often
shows you content
from people who
are similar to you —
same age, location,
interests, and
viewpoints. Analyze
how this creates a
form of bias in your
understanding of
what 'most people'
think.

A news outlet
publishes stories
about crime
committed by
immigrants at a
much higher rate
than stories about
crime committed by
other groups, even
though statistics
show immigrants
commit crimes at
lower rates than the
general population.
What types of bias
are at work here?

How does word
choice reveal bias in
news reporting?
Give an example of

and peer review status. Personal experience is anecdotal and cannot substitute for
systematic research.

Both have valid points: the footage may be authentic and represent real conditions,
but selecting only the worst examples without showing the range of conditions creates
a potentially skewed impression. The key question is whether the examples shown are
representative of typical practices or extreme outliers — This scenario illustrates how
authenticity and bias can coexist. Real footage is genuine but becomes potentially biased
when selectively presented. If the graphic footage represents common industry practices,
showing it is necessary journalism. If it represents extreme outliers presented as typical, it is
misleading through selection bias. The critical analytical question is representativeness: do
the examples accurately reflect widespread conditions, or are they cherry-picked exceptions?
Making audiences feel uncomfortable does not automatically indicate bias; difficult truths
can be uncomfortable. Real footage can absolutely be biased through selection and context
choices. Documentaries, like all media, can range from deeply biased to rigorously balanced.

Algorithmic curation creates a distorted sample where your feed represents your
community, not the broader population, leading to a false consensus effect where you
overestimate how many people share your views because most of what you see agrees
with you — Social media algorithms create personalized information environments that
overrepresent viewpoints similar to your own, producing what psychologists call the 'false
consensus effect": the mistaken belief that your views are more widely shared than they
actually are. Your feed is a curated sample biased toward your existing network and
engagement patterns, not a representative cross-section of society. Seeing agreement in
your feed reflects algorithmic selection, not actual consensus. Following more accounts may
slightly broaden your exposure but algorithms still prioritize similar content. Despite billions
of users, each individual sees a tiny, curated fraction heavily weighted toward their existing
preferences.

Selection bias (disproportionately choosing immigrant crime stories), framing bias
(creating an association between immigration and crime), and omission bias (leaving
out statistics that contradict the narrative) — Multiple forms of bias work together here:
selection bias in disproportionately covering immigrant crime creates an inflated perception
of its frequency; framing bias creates an association between immigration and criminality in
readers' minds; and omission bias excludes statistical context that would reveal immigrants
commit crimes at lower rates. Individual factual stories can collectively create a deeply
misleading narrative when systematically overrepresented. Bias does not require explicit
false statements; patterns of coverage create implicit associations. Statistical data provides
essential context that individual anecdotes cannot; dismissing statistics to favor individual
stories is itself a form of analytical bias.

Word choice carries emotional weight: describing protesters as 'freedom fighters'
versus 'rioters' presents the same people in fundamentally different lights, revealing
the reporter's or outlet's perspective through language — Word choice is one of the most
powerful and subtle forms of media bias because words carry emotional connotations
beyond their literal meanings. Calling someone a 'freedom fighter' evokes heroism, while



how the same event
can be described
with different
connotations.

Alocal news station
runs a story with the
headline 'Are Our
Schools Failing Our
Children?' The
report does not
present evidence of
school failure but
instead asks parents
leading questions
that prompt
negative responses.
What bias technique
is being used?

What is 'media
bias'?

What is 'omission
bias' in media, and
why is it considered
a form of bias even
though no false
information is
published?

Some news outlets
clearly label their
opinion pieces while
others blend
opinion content
with news reporting.
Evaluate why the
distinction between
news and opinion
sections matters for

'rioter' evokes criminality — for the same person doing the same thing. Similarly, 'tax relief’
versus 'tax cuts' frames the same policy differently. Word choice profoundly affects reader
perception even when basic facts are the same. Nouns and verbs can be equally biased:
'claimed' versus 'stated,' 'regime' versus 'government.' Biased word choice appears
throughout all types of journalism, not just labeled opinion pieces.

The station is using a loaded question in the headline (presupposing failure) combined
with leading questions in interviews to manufacture a negative narrative without
actually presenting evidence of the stated problem — This report uses multiple bias
techniques: the headline contains a loaded question that presupposes school failure
(planting the assumption before evidence is presented), and leading interview questions
steer responses toward a predetermined narrative. This is sometimes called 'begging the
question' — the conclusion is embedded in the premise. Asking questions can absolutely be
biased when the questions are loaded with assumptions or designed to elicit particular
responses. The question mark format (sometimes called 'Betteridge's headline') does not
neutralize bias; it allows outlets to suggest damaging claims while maintaining plausible
deniability. True investigative journalism presents evidence first, then draws conclusions,
rather than starting with a conclusion and seeking confirming responses.

A tendency in news reporting or media content to favor one perspective, viewpoint, or
interpretation over others in a way that is not balanced or objective — Media bias
refers to a systematic tendency to present information in a way that favors particular
viewpoints, perspectives, or outcomes. It can manifest through story selection, word choice,
framing, source selection, and what information is included or omitted. Honest mistakes are
errors, not bias; bias implies a consistent pattern or direction. Publishing in different
languages is localization, not bias. Covering audience interests is audience targeting, which
may overlap with bias but is a different concept focused on topic selection rather than
perspective favoritism.

Omission bias occurs when important facts, perspectives, or context are deliberately
left out of a story, creating a misleading picture through what is NOT said, even though
everything that IS said may be accurate — Omission bias is one of the most effective
forms of bias because it is harder to detect — you cannot easily notice what is missing from a
story. A report can be entirely factually accurate yet deeply misleading by selectively
excluding important context, counterarguments, or inconvenient facts. This makes every
published statement technically true while creating a false overall impression. Reporter
anonymity is an authorship issue, not omission bias. Bias absolutely can occur through
selective truth-telling, not just through falsehoods. Publication frequency is an operational
issue unrelated to the content of what is published.

Clear labeling helps readers calibrate their critical thinking: news sections should
present verified facts with balanced perspectives, while opinion sections explicitly
represent particular viewpoints. Blending them misleads readers into accepting
opinions as established facts — The news/opinion distinction is a critical framework for
reader comprehension. News sections aim to present verified facts and balanced reporting,
while opinion sections explicitly advocate particular viewpoints. When readers know they are
reading opinion, they apply appropriate critical evaluation. When opinion is blended with or
disguised as news, readers may accept viewpoint-driven interpretations as established facts.
Not all journalism is opinion; investigative reporting that uncovers facts through evidence-
based methodology is fundamentally different from editorial commentary. Both news and
opinion sections provide valuable content when properly understood. News sections aspire
to objectivity but are not guaranteed to achieve it; the label indicates intent and standards,



readers.

Why does
confirmation bias
make people more
vulnerable to media
bias?

A classmate says
media bias is not a
problem because
'smart people can
see through it.'
Evaluate the
accuracy of this
claim based on what
you know about
cognitive biases.

What is 'selection
bias' in media?

How do social
media algorithms
contribute to filter
bubbles, and why is
this a concern for
media bias?

not perfection.

Because people naturally seek out and believe information that confirms what they
already think, they are more likely to accept biased reporting that aligns with their
views without questioning it — Confirmation bias and media bias create a reinforcing
cycle: media outlets may produce content with a particular slant, and audiences with
matching views accept that content uncritically because it confirms their existing beliefs.
People apply stricter scrutiny to information that challenges their views than to information
that confirms them. Confirmation bias increases vulnerability to media bias rather than
protecting against it. It affects everyone regardless of how frequently they consume news.
The two concepts are deeply interconnected: media bias exploits confirmation bias, and
confirmation bias amplifies the impact of media bias.

This claim is inaccurate because cognitive biases like confirmation bias affect everyone
regardless of intelligence. In fact, highly intelligent people can be more skilled at
constructing rationalizations for their biased views, making them harder to correct —
Research in cognitive psychology consistently demonstrates that intelligence does not
protect against cognitive biases, including the 'bias blind spot' — the tendency to see bias in
others but not in yourself. Highly intelligent people can actually be more susceptible to
certain biases because they are better at constructing sophisticated rationalizations for their
existing beliefs. This phenomenon, sometimes called 'motivated reasoning,' means
intelligence can serve bias rather than overcoming it. Education and intelligence are not
shields against manipulation; awareness of specific bias mechanisms and deliberate counter-
strategies are more effective. Media bias exists as a well-documented phenomenon studied
by communication researchers worldwide.

When media outlets consistently choose to cover certain stories while ignoring others,
creating a skewed picture of reality based on what they decide is or is not newsworthy
— Selection bias occurs when media outlets make systematic choices about which stories to
cover and which to ignore. These choices shape the audience's understanding of what is
happening in the world. A news outlet that heavily covers crime but rarely covers community
achievements creates a more negative perception of an area than reality warrants. Reader
choices about what to read are consumption patterns, not media selection bias. Quote
selection within a story is a different type of editorial choice called quotation bias. Advertiser
media placement decisions are about marketing strategy, not news content selection.

Algorithms show you more content similar to what you have previously engaged with,
gradually filtering out diverse perspectives and creating an increasingly narrow
information environment that reinforces existing biases — Social media algorithms track
engagement (likes, shares, comments, time spent) and use this data to show users more
content similar to what they have previously engaged with. Over time, this creates filter
bubbles where users see an increasingly narrow range of perspectives that align with their
existing views. This amplifies media bias because users within filter bubbles receive a
distorted picture of public opinion and rarely encounter challenging viewpoints. Algorithms
personalize content differently for each user based on their behavior. Filter bubbles occur
across multiple platforms that use algorithmic content delivery. Algorithms optimize for
engagement, not political influence, though the effect can inadvertently reinforce political
leanings.

The way a story is presented, including which details are emphasized, which words are
chosen, and which context is provided, that shapes how the audience interprets the
information — Media framing determines how audiences understand events by controlling
which aspects are highlighted, which words are used, and what context is provided. Like a



What is 'framing' in
media?

Create a strategy for
consuming news in
a way that
minimizes the
impact of media
bias on your
understanding of
current events.

You read a news
article about your
school's basketball
team that says
'Despite a strong
season, the team
suffered a
devastating loss in
the championship.'
You were at the
game and know the
team lost by just 2
points in overtime
after a close,
exciting game. What
does this reveal
about media
framing?

Two media outlets
report on the same
immigration policy.
Outlet A focuses on
economic impacts
and job statistics.
Outlet B focuses on
personal stories of
families affected.
Neither is wrong,
but they create very
different
impressions. How
should a reader

picture frame, the media frame determines what is inside the view (emphasized) and what is
outside (excluded). The same facts can tell very different stories depending on the frame.
This is not about physical frames or technical formatting. There is no universal legal
requirement to present both sides of every story, though ethical journalism standards
encourage balanced coverage. Framing is one of the most powerful and subtle forms of
media influence.

Consume news from multiple outlets with different known perspectives, actively seek
out viewpoints you disagree with, check the source and author of articles, be aware of
your own confirmation bias, and focus on evidence and facts rather than emotional
framing — A healthy media diet requires active effort: consuming diverse sources exposes
you to different perspectives and biases that can balance each other; seeking opposing
viewpoints challenges your thinking and reduces echo chamber effects; checking sources and
authors reveals potential conflicts of interest; acknowledging your own confirmation bias
helps you evaluate information more objectively; and focusing on evidence over emotional
framing reduces susceptibility to manipulation. Relying on a single source, no matter how
trusted, leaves you vulnerable to that source's specific biases. Disengaging entirely leaves you
uninformed and more susceptible to misinformation. Positive feelings about news are not
indicators of accuracy; uncomfortable truths are still truths.

The word 'devastating' frames a close, competitive game as a terrible defeat,
dramatically changing the emotional tone. Your firsthand knowledge reveals how
framing can misrepresent the character of an event even while accurately reporting
the outcome — This scenario perfectly illustrates how framing through word choice shapes
perception. A 2-point overtime loss in a competitive championship game could be framed as
'heartbreaking,' 'valiant,' 'close," 'exciting,' or 'devastating' — each creating very different
impressions. 'Devastating' implies a crushing, one-sided defeat, which misrepresents the
competitive nature of the game. The article is not technically lying (the team did lose), but the
framing dramatically distorts the character of the experience. Readers without firsthand
knowledge would picture a very different game. Your personal experience is valid direct
evidence of what the game was actually like. The framing profoundly changes the story's
meaning even though the factual outcome (a loss) remains the same.

Read both to get a more complete picture, recognizing that each outlet's framing
highlights real but different aspects of the same issue, and that your understanding is
more complete when you consider multiple frames — Different framings of the same
issue highlight different but real aspects of complex topics. Economic data provides
measurable context about large-scale effects, while personal stories provide human context
about individual impacts. Both are legitimate and informative perspectives. Consuming
multiple frames builds a more complete understanding than any single frame alone.
Choosing the frame that matches your opinion is confirmation bias in action. Statistics can be
presented with bias through selective inclusion, misleading scales, or omitted context.
Ignoring all coverage of controversial topics leaves you uninformed and vulnerable to
manipulation by those who do consume and share biased information.



approach these
different framings?

A friend shares an
article and says,
'This is unbiased
because it just
presents the facts.'
The article reports
that a company's
stock price rose 15%
but does not
mention that it
followed a 40%
decline the previous
month. Is the article
truly unbiased?

Media literacy
experts recommend
consuming news
from sources across
the political
spectrum. A student
argues thisis a
waste of time
because 'biased
sources from the
other side will just
misinform me.’
Evaluate this
argument.

A news outlet
covers a scientific
study about climate
change. The article
gives equal time to
the study's authors
(who represent 97%
of climate scientists)
and one skeptic
(representing 3%).
How might this
'balanced' approach
actually be a form of
bias?

A newspaper uses
the headline
'Government
Spending Soars to
Record Levels' while
another paper

No, the article demonstrates omission bias by presenting a true fact without essential
context. The 15% rise looks positive in isolation but is still a significant net loss when
the preceding 40% decline is included — This is a textbook example of omission bias: the
15% stock increase is factually accurate but deeply misleading without the context of the
preceding 40% decline. Mathematically, a stock that drops 40% and then rises 15% is still
down approximately 31% from its original price. The article creates a positive impression
from what is actually a significantly negative situation. While the 15% figure is verifiable,
presenting it without context is misleading. While readers should seek context, professional
journalism has an ethical obligation to provide essential context. It is true that articles cannot
include everything, but omitting a major recent decline directly relevant to the story's central
claim crosses from space limitation into bias.

The argument is flawed because understanding how different groups frame issues
builds critical thinking skills, helps you identify bias in all sources including your
preferred ones, and reveals aspects of stories your usual sources may not cover — The
student's argument confuses the purpose of diverse media consumption. Reading sources
across the spectrum is not about finding truth in every outlet but about developing critical
thinking skills, understanding how the same events are framed differently, discovering
important stories your usual sources may not cover, and learning to identify bias patterns —
including in your own preferred sources. Every source has blind spots, and exposure to
different perspectives reveals them. Opposing sources are not always wrong; they may
highlight different valid aspects of the same issue. Reading only agreeable sources creates
echo chambers that weaken critical thinking. The political spectrum in media is well-
documented by organizations that track editorial positions and coverage patterns.

This false balance creates the misleading impression that scientific opinion is evenly
split when the overwhelming consensus supports one side, distorting the audience's
understanding of where scientific agreement actually lies — False balance (also called
'bothsidesism') is a form of bias where equal coverage is given to positions with vastly
unequal scientific support, creating the misleading impression that expert opinion is evenly
divided. When 97% of scientists agree on a finding, presenting one skeptic as an equal
counterpoint dramatically distorts the audience's perception of scientific consensus. Equal
time is not always the fairest approach; proportional representation of evidence is more
accurate and honest. While the skeptic's funding is relevant to their credibility, false balance
is problematic regardless of the skeptic's motivations. The 97% consensus figure on climate
change is well-established by multiple independent studies of peer-reviewed literature.

'Soars' and 'spending' suggest recklessness and excess, while 'invests' and 'public
services' suggest purposeful benefit to citizens. The first frames the budget negatively
as waste; the second frames it positively as beneficial investment, though neither



reports the same
data with
'Government
Invests Historic
Amount in Public
Services.' Both are
reporting the same
budget numbers.
Analyze the
different
implications of each
headline.

A news article
covers a new school
policy. It quotes
three parents who
love the policy and
one parent who
dislikes it. Analyze
whether this
represents balanced
reporting.

changes the underlying numbers — These headlines demonstrate how framing through
word choice dramatically shapes interpretation without changing facts. 'Soars' implies out-of-
control escalation, while 'invests' implies deliberate planning. 'Spending' connotes money
going out without return, while 'public services' specifies a beneficial purpose. 'Record levels'
emphasizes unprecedented size (alarming), while 'historic amount' emphasizes significance
(noteworthy). Both headlines can be technically accurate descriptions of the same numbers.
Research consistently shows that even small wording differences in headlines significantly
influence reader attitudes. Studies show that a majority of social media users share articles
based solely on headlines without reading the full content.

This may not represent balanced reporting if parent opinion is actually evenly split,
because the 3-to-1 quote ratio creates the impression of overwhelming support.
Balanced reporting reflects the actual distribution of perspectives, not an arbitrary
selection of voices — Quote selection significantly shapes reader perception of public
opinion. A 3-to-1 ratio implies 75% support, which may not reflect actual community
sentiment. If parents are evenly divided, this ratio creates a false impression of
overwhelming agreement. Truly balanced reporting aims to represent the actual distribution
of views, not simply include a token opposing voice. Including one dissenting voice does not
guarantee balance if it is vastly outnumbered. The total number of interviews is irrelevant if
the selection is disproportionate. Quote order matters (last quotes often carry more weight),
but the fundamental issue is the ratio, not the placement.



7. Online Content Evaluation

< Question (fold

-)

Compare fact-
checking by a
human using
lateral reading
and the CRAAP
test with
automated fact-
checking tools
that use artificial
intelligence. What

is a key advantage

that human

evaluation has
over Al-based
fact-checking?

Why is lateral
reading
considered more
effective than
vertical reading
when evaluating
unfamiliar online
sources?

What does the
'Authority’
criterion in the
CRAAP test ask
you to consider?

You find a health
article claiming a
new supplement
cures allergies.
The article links to
a study, but when
you search for the
study
independently,

Answer

Humans can understand context, nuance, satire, cultural references, and the intent
behind claims in ways that current Al systems often struggle with, allowing for more
accurate judgments about complex or ambiguous information — Human evaluators excel
at understanding context, nuance, satire, irony, cultural references, and the complex intent
behind claims. A satirical article might be literally false but not misinformation — humans can
recognize this distinction while Al systems often struggle with it. Humans can also apply ethical
judgment and consider the broader social context of claims. Al actually processes information
much faster than humans — speed is Al's advantage, not humans'. Common sense is
insufficient for evaluating all claims — domain knowledge, training in evaluation methods, and
awareness of cognitive biases are all necessary. Humans are not inherently more objective —
they are subject to confirmation bias, emotional reasoning, and many other cognitive biases
that can impair evaluation. Al has its own biases (training data bias) but neither system is
inherently more objective.

Because it uses independent sources to verify claims and credibility rather than relying
on what the source says about itself, which could be misleading — Lateral reading is more
effective because misleading sources can present themselves convincingly — with professional
designs, impressive credentials, and plausible-sounding claims. By checking what independent,
reputable sources say about the website, author, or claims, readers can identify issues that
would be invisible from within the original source alone. Stanford's research showed that
professional fact-checkers spent less time per source than students but reached more accurate
conclusions by using lateral reading. The efficiency benefit is real but secondary to the accuracy
advantage — the core reason is independent verification. Not all professional-looking websites
are trustworthy, and not all trustworthy sources look polished. Eye strain is a physical comfort
issue unrelated to evaluation methodology.

Who created the content, what their credentials or expertise are, and whether they are
qualified to write about the topic — The 'Authority' criterion asks evaluators to examine the
source's creator — their credentials, qualifications, organizational affiliations, and expertise
related to the topic. A medical article written by a board-certified doctor carries more authority
than one by an anonymous blogger. Government approval is not required for content
publication in most countries, and government approval does not automatically make content
accurate. Professional-looking design can be purchased by anyone and says nothing about the
accuracy of information — many misleading websites have polished appearances. Citation
count can indicate influence but is a separate metric; a heavily cited source could still have
authority issues if the original author lacked relevant expertise.

The funding source creates a significant conflict of interest, and the lack of independent
replication means the claims are not well-supported by the broader scientific
community — When a study is funded by a company that directly profits from favorable
results, there is a significant conflict of interest that should make readers more cautious about



you discover it
was funded
entirely by the
supplement
manufacturer and
has not been
replicated by
other researchers.
What should this
information tell
you about the
article's reliability?

What is 'circular
reporting' and
why does it create
a false sense of
credibility?

Evaluate the
strengths and
limitations of
using the CRAAP
test as your sole
method for
evaluating online
information.

What is the
primary function
of fact-checking
organizations like
Snopes, PolitiFact,
or FactCheck.org?

the findings. Additionally, scientific consensus requires replication — one study, especially one
with a conflict of interest, does not establish a claim as fact. The article is not automatically
trustworthy just because it links to a study; the study's funding source and lack of replication
weaken its credibility. Saying funding source never matters ignores well-documented research
bias — industry-funded studies are more likely to produce results favorable to the funder.
However, company-funded research is not automatically false — it simply requires more
scrutiny and independent confirmation before being accepted.

When multiple news sources appear to independently confirm a claim but actually all
trace back to a single original source, creating the illusion that the claim has been
verified by multiple independent investigations — Circular reporting occurs when what
appears to be independent confirmation from multiple sources actually traces back to a single
original source. Source A publishes a claim, Source B reports on it citing Source A, Source C
cites Source B, and eventually someone cites Source C — creating the illusion that multiple
independent investigations support the claim when really there was only one original source.
This is dangerous because the number of sources citing a claim is often used as a credibility
indicator. Circular patterns of corrections describe editorial processes, not the sourcing
problem of circular reporting. Reporters interviewing each other is a form of media insularity
but is different from the tracing-back-to-one-source phenomenon. Covering the same story
from the same press release is simultaneous reporting — it lacks independence but does not
create the same false chain of verification.

The CRAAP test provides a useful structured framework for systematic evaluation, but it
has limitations including potential bias in subjective assessments, difficulty applying it
to rapidly shared social media content, and the assumption that evaluators have enough
background knowledge to judge accuracy and authority — The CRAAP test is a valuable
structured framework that systematically addresses key credibility factors, making it accessible
for students and researchers. However, it has genuine limitations: assessing 'Accuracy' requires
background knowledge that evaluators may lack; 'Authority' can be difficult to judge in
unfamiliar fields; the framework was designed for relatively static sources and can be
challenging to apply to rapidly shared social media content; and subjective interpretation
means two evaluators might rate the same source differently. No single evaluation method is
comprehensive — the CRAAP test works best when combined with lateral reading, source
triangulation, and other strategies. Claiming it is perfect ignores documented limitations.
Calling it outdated and useless dismisses a framework that remains widely taught and useful,
even if it needs supplementation. Restricting it to academic sources ignores its applicability to
websites, news, and many other source types.

To independently investigate specific claims, statements, or viral stories and rate their
accuracy based on available evidence — Fact-checking organizations independently
investigate specific claims — whether from politicians, viral social media posts, news stories, or
other sources — and assess their accuracy using available evidence. They publish their findings
with detailed explanations of their methodology and sources. They do not decide what news
gets published — that is an editorial function of news organizations. They do not pre-approve
articles before publication — fact-checks are reactive, examining claims after they have been
made. They do not automatically delete content from social media — while some platforms use
fact-checker ratings to label content, the fact-checkers themselves are research organizations,
not content moderators.



What role do
browser
extensions and
tools like
NewsGuard play
in helping people
evaluate online
information?

When using a fact-
checking website,
what should you
look for to verify
that the fact-check
itself is reliable?

You are
researching
climate change for
a school project.
You find two
sources: one from
2008 and one
from 2023, both
from reputable
science
organizations.
How should the
CRAAP test's
Currency criterion
guide your
decision?

You are writing a
research paper
and find a
Wikipedia article
on your topic.
How should
Wikipedia best be
used in your
research process?

A classmate

They provide credibility ratings, transparency labels, and background information about
news websites based on journalistic standards like whether the site regularly corrects
errors and discloses ownership — Tools like NewsGuard rate websites based on specific
journalistic criteria — whether the site regularly publishes corrections, identifies content
creators, discloses ownership and financing, avoids deceptive headlines, and distinguishes
news from opinion. They provide information and ratings to help users make informed
decisions, not automated censorship. They do not block websites — they inform users, who
retain the choice to visit any site. They do not rewrite content — they evaluate the source that
produces it. They are not government tools — NewsGuard is an independent organization.
These tools are supplements to critical thinking skills, not replacements for them.

Transparent methodology showing what evidence was examined, what sources were
consulted, and how the accuracy rating was determined — Reliable fact-checks provide
transparent methodology — they show their work by explaining what evidence they found,
which sources they consulted, what experts they spoke with, and how they arrived at their
accuracy rating. This transparency allows readers to evaluate the fact-check's reasoning and
verify the sources independently. Heavy advertising indicates revenue strategy, not reliability —
some misleading sites are heavily ad-supported while reputable organizations may have
minimal advertising. Agreement with your existing beliefs is confirmation bias, not a reliability
indicator — good fact-checks sometimes challenge what you already believe. Simple verdicts
without explanation are actually a red flag — they ask you to trust the rating without evidence,
which contradicts the critical thinking that fact-checking is supposed to promote.

For a rapidly evolving scientific topic like climate change, the 2023 source is likely more
valuable because it reflects the most current data, research methods, and scientific
understanding — Climate science has advanced significantly between 2008 and 2023, with
improved data collection, better climate models, and new research findings. For rapidly
evolving scientific topics, currency is particularly important because older sources may contain
outdated data, superseded conclusions, or lack awareness of recent developments. While the
2008 source is not useless — it could provide historical context — the 2023 source better
reflects current scientific understanding. Reputation alone does not compensate for outdated
information in a fast-moving field. Having more time for review does not help if the underlying
data and models have been superseded. Saying no source can be trusted because science
evolves is an overcorrection — current sources from reputable organizations represent the
best available understanding at that time.

As a starting point to understand the topic and find primary sources by following the
citations and references listed at the bottom of the article, rather than citing Wikipedia
itself as a definitive source — Wikipedia is most valuable as a research starting point — it
provides accessible overviews of topics and, crucially, lists references and citations that can
lead researchers to authoritative primary and secondary sources. Following these citations is
an effective research strategy because the references have been vetted by Wikipedia's editorial
community. However, Wikipedia itself should not be cited as a definitive source because its
content can change and it is a tertiary source synthesizing other works. Wikipedia is not
reviewed by subject-matter experts in the way academic journals are — it is edited by
volunteers with varying expertise. Completely avoiding it throws away a useful research tool;
the key is using it appropriately. The first paragraph is not protected from editing — all sections
of most Wikipedia articles can be edited by registered users.

Search for information about the website and its authors on independent sites to learn
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about their credentials, reputation, and any known biases — Searching independently for
information about the website and its authors directly evaluates authority — you learn about
their credentials, track record, expertise, and any documented biases or controversies. This
combines the CRAAP authority criterion with the lateral reading strategy. Checking design
quality evaluates appearance, not authority — well-funded propaganda sites can look highly
professional while reliable independent journalists may have simple websites. Social media
share counts measure virality, not credibility — misinformation often spreads faster than
accurate reporting. Reading the article carefully evaluates writing quality and content but tells
you nothing about who created it or their qualifications — a skilled writer can produce
convincing but inaccurate content.

How recently the information was published or updated and whether timeliness matters
for the topic being researched — In the CRAAP test, 'Currency' refers to the timeliness of
information — when it was published, posted, or last updated, and whether that timeframe is
appropriate for the research topic. A medical article from 2005 might be outdated, while a
history essay about ancient Rome could still be relevant decades after publication. The
evaluation depends on the topic's nature. Currency does not refer to financial topics or money
— that is a different definition of the word. Social media popularity measures virality, not
timeliness or quality. Availability across countries relates to accessibility and distribution, not to
when the content was created or updated.

The source fails multiple CRAAP criteria — it lacks Authority (no author), Currency (no
date), and Accuracy (no sources), making it an unreliable source that should not be used
without significant additional verification — This source fails multiple CRAAP criteria
simultaneously: no author (Authority), no date (Currency), and no references (Accuracy). This
pattern of missing information is a significant red flag. While any single missing element might
have an explanation, the combination of all three suggests the source does not meet basic
standards for credible information, especially on a controversial health topic where evidence
and expertise are critical. While anonymous publication exists for legitimate reasons
(whistleblowing, safety concerns), the combined absence of author, date, sources, and
organizational information goes well beyond anonymity. The CRAAP test can absolutely be
applied — the absence of information is itself informative. No single CRAAP criterion is more
important than others; they work together as a comprehensive evaluation framework.

Treat the claim with skepticism because vague attributions prevent verification — Vague
attributions like 'studies show' are a red flag because they prevent readers from verifying the
claim independently. Without knowing which study, who conducted it, when it was published,
and where, readers cannot assess the research's methodology, sample size, funding sources,
or whether the findings actually support the claim being made. A critical reader should search
for the specific evidence. Assuming journalists always verify is naive — vague attributions
sometimes mask weak or nonexistent evidence, and deadline pressure can lead to shortcuts.
Completely ignoring the claim is an overreaction — the underlying claim might be true even if
the attribution is lazy, which is why searching for the actual evidence is the appropriate
response. Good writing quality in other parts of an article does not validate a specific unverified
claim.

Why the information was created — whether it was meant to inform, persuade, sell,
entertain, or promote a particular viewpoint — The 'Purpose’ criterion examines the
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creator's intent — why the information exists. Content created to inform typically aims for
balance and evidence. Content created to persuade may emphasize certain facts while
downplaying others. Content created to sell may exaggerate benefits and minimize drawbacks.
Content created to entertain may prioritize engagement over accuracy. Recognizing purpose
helps readers calibrate how much to trust the information. Having a clear thesis relates to the
source's structure, not its underlying motivation. Writing quality relates to readability and craft,
not why the content was produced. Usefulness for a school assignment relates to relevance
(the 'R"in CRAAP), not purpose.

The claim is poorly supported because it relies on a single outdated study that
contradicts the current scientific consensus from multiple major health organizations,
and the influencer's large following does not increase the claim's credibility — This
scenario fails multiple evaluation criteria. The claim relies on a single 1998 study — outdated
(fails Currency) and unsupported by the broader scientific community (fails Accuracy). Multiple
major health organizations have conducted more recent, comprehensive reviews and found no
evidence supporting the claim. Scientific consensus carries more weight than a single older
study. The influencer's follower count reflects popularity and marketing reach, not scientific
expertise or credibility on health topics. Influencers frequently share health misinformation —
their reputation is built on engagement, not accuracy. Characterizing this as 'evidence on both
sides' creates a false equivalence between one outdated study and the combined findings of
multiple major organizations. Framing scientific progress as a 'cover-up' is a conspiracy theory
pattern that rejects the self-correcting nature of science.

Uploading or pasting an image into a search engine to find where else it has appeared
online, which can reveal if an image has been used out of context, is old, or originates
from a different story — Reverse image searching allows you to upload an image (or paste its
URL) into tools like Google Images, TinEye, or Yandex to discover where else that image
appears online. This technique is powerful for verification because it can reveal that a 'breaking
news' photo was actually taken years ago, that an image has been cropped or recontextualized
to support a false narrative, or that a photo attributed to one event actually depicts something
entirely different. Flipping an image horizontally is a technique sometimes used to evade
detection but is not reverse image searching. Searching for a photographer's name is a
traditional research method but does not use the image itself as a search query. Removing
color or filtering does not reveal hidden content in the way described — digital forensics uses
different techniques.

A primary source provides firsthand, original evidence such as raw data, official
documents, direct testimony, or original research, which allows fact-checkers to verify
claims against the original information rather than someone else's interpretation —
Primary sources are original, firsthand materials — the actual data, documents, recordings, or
testimony closest to the event or topic being examined. In fact-checking, primary sources are
invaluable because they allow you to evaluate the original evidence directly, bypassing any
interpretation, simplification, or distortion that may occur when information passes through
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secondary sources. The first search result is determined by algorithms optimizing for relevance
and popularity, not source type or accuracy. Teacher and librarian recommendations may
include both primary and secondary sources — the recommendation does not change the
source's fundamental type. News articles from major outlets are typically secondary sources
that report on events and analyze information, even when the outlet is reputable.

Opening new browser tabs to search for information about the source, author, or claims
from independent websites rather than staying on the original page — Lateral reading is a
fact-checking strategy used by professional researchers and journalists. Instead of spending
time evaluating a source by reading deeply within it (vertical reading), lateral readers quickly
leave the page to search for independent information about the source's credibility, the
author's qualifications, and whether other reliable sources confirm or contradict the claims.
Stanford researchers found that professional fact-checkers use this approach far more
effectively than students or professors. Reading left to right is a physical reading direction, not
an evaluation strategy. Scrolling through the entire page is vertical reading — the opposite of
lateral reading. Reading multiple articles from the same website keeps you within one source's
perspective and does not provide independent verification.

Step 1: Use lateral reading to search for the claim on independent fact-checking sites.
Step 2: Apply CRAAP Authority by identifying the original source and checking if it is a
legitimate news outlet or government source. Step 3: Check primary sources by
searching official government legislative databases for the actual proposed law. Step 4:
Use source triangulation by checking at least three independent news organizations for
coverage. Step 5: Evaluate currency by checking when the claim first appeared and
whether it references current legislative sessions. — An effective verification plan combines
multiple evaluation strategies that work together to build confidence in a conclusion. Lateral
reading quickly identifies whether fact-checkers have already investigated the claim. Checking
authority identifies whether the original source is credible. Consulting primary sources
(government legislative databases) provides definitive evidence of whether the law exists.
Source triangulation ensures multiple independent outlets confirm the information. Evaluating
currency ensures the claim is about current, not past, legislative activity. The first distractor
relies entirely on social proof (likes, comments, peer opinions) rather than evidence-based
verification. The second uses a single search result, which is insufficient and vulnerable to SEO
manipulation. The third relies on verification by absence (‘cannot find anyone saying it is false'),
which is a logical fallacy — absence of debunking does not confirm truth, especially for obscure
or newly circulating claims.

Use reverse image search to check if the photo appeared online before today, examine
the image metadata for date and location information, and check local news sources for
reports of the tornado — Effective image verification uses multiple complementary
techniques: reverse image search reveals if the photo predates the claimed event; image
metadata (EXIF data) can contain the original date, time, and GPS coordinates; and checking
independent local news sources confirms whether the described event actually occurred.
Together, these methods verify both the image's authenticity and the accuracy of its caption.
Like and share counts reflect virality, not authenticity — false and misleading content often
goes viral precisely because it is dramatic. Comment sections may contain corrections but also
contain speculation, jokes, and additional misinformation that is difficult to verify. Follower
count indicates popularity or influence, not trustworthiness — large accounts can share
misleading content accidentally or intentionally.
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Domain authority refers to the credibility and trustworthiness associated with a
website's domain name, where domains like .gov and .edu often indicate government
and educational institutions with established accountability standards — In the context
of evaluating information, domain authority relates to the credibility signals associated with
different domain types. Domains like .gov are restricted to government agencies, and .edu is
restricted to accredited educational institutions in the US — both have institutional
accountability that adds a baseline of credibility (though not infallibility). Domains like .com and
.org are open to anyone. While SEO tools use a numeric 'domain authority' score, that metric
measures search ranking potential, not content accuracy — high-ranking sites can contain
misinformation. Domain registration length reflects business investment, not information
quality. There is no internet governing body that certifies websites before they can publish —
the internet is largely open, which is why evaluation skills are essential.

The practice of verifying a claim by checking at least three independent sources with
different perspectives or methods, which increases confidence that the information is
accurate because it has been confirmed through multiple independent channels —
Source triangulation borrows from the geometric concept of using multiple reference points to
determine a precise location. In information verification, it means checking a claim against at
least three independent sources — ideally sources that use different methods, come from
different organizations, or approach the topic from different angles. When multiple
independent sources confirm the same information, confidence in its accuracy increases
significantly because it is unlikely that all sources would make the same error independently.
GPS triangulation is a real concept but relates to physical positioning, not information
verification. The three-source bibliography requirement is a simplified academic guideline, not
a verification methodology. Three-editor approval describes an editorial workflow, not a
research verification strategy.

Currency, Relevance, Authority, Accuracy, and Purpose — The CRAAP test is a widely-used
framework developed by librarians at California State University, Chico, for evaluating
information sources. Currency asks whether the information is up to date; Relevance asks
whether it connects to your research question; Authority examines who created the content
and their qualifications; Accuracy checks whether the claims are supported by evidence; and
Purpose considers why the information was created (to inform, persuade, sell, or entertain).
'Credibility, Reliability, Authenticity, Accuracy, and Precision' sounds plausible but is not the
actual acronym. 'Content, Research, Authority, Analysis, and Publication' mixes real concepts
but is not the CRAAP framework. 'Citation, Reference, Author, Audience, and Presentation’
confuses bibliography terms with the evaluation framework.
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Answer

This argument commits multiple fallacies: a sweeping generalization that all mainstream
media is uniformly controlled, a false dilemma suggesting only two categories of
trustworthy and untrustworthy media exist, and an unsupported assumption that
independence automatically equals accuracy — independent sources can also be biased,
inaccurate, or deliberately misleading — This argument contains multiple logical problems.
First, it makes a sweeping generalization that all mainstream media is uniformly controlled,
ignoring that major outlets have different owners, editorial boards, and track records — and that
many employ journalists who report against corporate interests. Second, it presents a false
dilemma with only two categories when media exists on a spectrum including nonprofit
journalism, academic publications, wire services, and government agencies. Third, it assumes
independence automatically confers accuracy, when independent bloggers and social media
accounts have no editorial oversight, fact-checking processes, or accountability mechanisms —
they can be just as biased or more so than mainstream sources. While corporate ownership can
create legitimate conflicts of interest (this is a valid concern), the leap to 'therefore nothing they
publish can be trusted' is unsupported. Media trust is not purely subjective — evaluation criteria
like evidence quality and factual accuracy provide objective measures.

News reporting aims to present verified facts and multiple perspectives as objectively as
possible, while opinion content expresses the writer's personal interpretation and
viewpoint — confusing the two can lead people to mistake subjective commentary for
established fact — The distinction between news and opinion is fundamental to media literacy.
News reporting follows journalistic standards of verification, balance, and factual accuracy —
reporters investigate, interview multiple sources, and present findings. Opinion content,
including editorials and columns, explicitly presents the writer's interpretation, argument, or
viewpoint. Both can be valuable, but they serve different purposes and should be evaluated
differently. Claiming all journalists inject personal opinions dismisses the genuine effort and
institutional structures designed to minimize bias in news reporting. Opinion content can
absolutely be supported by evidence — well-crafted opinion pieces build arguments on factual
foundations. The distinction matters for every media consumer because confusing opinion for
news leads to treating subjective interpretations as established facts, undermining informed
decision-making.

An appeal to the audience's emotions — such as fear, compassion, anger, pride, or sadness
— designed to create an emotional response that makes the audience more receptive to
the speaker's message — Pathos is a rhetorical appeal to the audience's emotions. It uses
storytelling, vivid imagery, emotionally charged language, and relatable scenarios to create
feelings that make the audience more receptive to the speaker's message. A charity
advertisement showing images of hungry children with sad music is a classic pathos appeal.
Importantly, pathos is not inherently dishonest — emotions are a legitimate part of human
decision-making. The key is whether emotional appeals supplement evidence or replace it.
Personal suffering could be part of a pathos appeal but is not the definition — pathos targets the
audience's emotions, not just the speaker's experiences. Statistical evidence describes logos, a
different rhetorical appeal. While excessive emotional manipulation can be a fallacy (appeal to
emotion), pathos itself is a legitimate rhetorical mode, not automatically a fallacy — it depends
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on whether it replaces or complements evidence.

The slippery slope fallacy — it assumes that one action will inevitably lead to a chain of
increasingly extreme consequences without providing evidence that each step in the
chain will actually occur — This is a classic slippery slope fallacy — it presents an unbroken
chain of increasingly dire consequences from a single moderate action, without demonstrating
that each link in the chain is probable or inevitable. Using calculators does not necessarily
prevent learning math, failing math does not mean failing all classes, and failing classes does not
guarantee dropping out or becoming unemployable. Each step requires independent evidence
that it would actually follow from the previous one. The bandwagon fallacy involves appealing to
majority behavior, which is not present here. The ad hominem fallacy attacks the person making
an argument rather than the argument itself, but this editorial attacks the policy, not specific
people. The false dilemma presents only two options when more exist — this argument presents
a chain of consequences, not a binary choice.

The blending of previously separate media forms — such as print newspapers, television,
radio, and online platforms — into integrated digital platforms where the same story may
appear as text, video, podcast, and social media post, changing how information is
produced, distributed, and consumed — Media convergence describes the merging of
previously distinct media technologies and platforms into unified digital environments. A news
organization that once published only a newspaper now produces articles, videos, podcasts,
social media content, and interactive graphics — all accessible from a single device. This
convergence affects information consumption by increasing speed (real-time updates),
accessibility (global reach), and format diversity, but also creates challenges including
information overload, shortened attention spans, and difficulty distinguishing between
professionally produced and amateur content. Total corporate merger into one entity describes
monopoly, not convergence — convergence refers to platform and format integration.
Coordinated coverage describes news coordination or pack journalism. Convergence does not
mean old formats disappear — many traditional media formats continue to operate alongside
digital platforms, often integrating with them rather than being replaced.

Media may not tell people what to think, but it strongly influences what people think
about — Agenda setting theory, developed by McCombs and Shaw in 1972, proposes that while
media may not dictate public opinion on issues, it powerfully influences which issues the public
pays attention to. When media devotes extensive coverage to immigration, crime, or healthcare,
those issues rise on the public's mental priority list. Issues that receive minimal coverage seem
less important even if they are equally significant. This is a documented media effect, not a
conspiracy theory. Agenda setting does not require secret coordination — it emerges from
editorial decisions about newsworthiness. While audience clicks do influence coverage (a
feedback loop), the theory specifically addresses how media coverage shapes public priorities,
not just reflects them. Agenda setting is distinct from intentional distortion — it is about selection
and emphasis of topics, which can occur without any individual facts being inaccurate.

Connecting a person, product, or idea with something that already carries positive (or
negative) associations — such as patriotic symbols, respected institutions, or admired
figures — to transfer those feelings to the subject being promoted — The transfer technique
works by creating a psychological association between the promoted subject and something that
already evokes strong emotions — either positive (patriotic symbols, religious imagery, respected
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institutions) or negative (enemy imagery, fear symbols). When a political advertisement shows a
candidate surrounded by flags, bald eagles, and family imagery, it transfers feelings of patriotism
and family values to the candidate without providing substantive policy evidence. Moving stories
between outlets describes content distribution, not a persuasion technique. Reassigning
journalists describes editorial management, not propaganda. Converting articles to video
describes format adaptation, a legitimate media practice.

By presenting a person, idea, or product as being connected to ordinary, everyday people
to suggest that it represents the interests and values of common citizens rather than
elites — The 'plain folks' technique involves presenting a person or cause as being aligned with
ordinary citizens' values and experiences. A wealthy politician might be photographed eating at a
local diner, rolling up sleeves at a factory, or playing with the family dog — creating the
impression that they understand and share common people's concerns. The persuasive power
comes from the audience feeling a personal connection and trust. Using simple language is
about communication clarity, not about creating a false impression of being ordinary. Targeting
rural communities specifically describes audience segmentation, not a propaganda technique.
Removing design elements describes a visual style choice — while an intentionally 'unpolished'
look can be part of plain folks branding, the technique is primarily about personal image and
identity positioning, not design aesthetics.

Publishing corrections demonstrates accountability and a commitment to accuracy —
Publishing corrections is a hallmark of ethical journalism and demonstrates accountability — one
of the core principles of media ethics. All news organizations occasionally make errors; the
ethical distinction lies in how they handle those errors. Transparent corrections show that the
organization prioritizes accuracy over pride and trusts its audience enough to acknowledge
mistakes openly. Claiming that reliable outlets never make errors sets an impossible standard —
even the most rigorous publications issue corrections because journalism involves rapid
deadlines and complex information. Assuming external pressure motivated the correction
without evidence is unfounded speculation. Outlets that never publish corrections may simply be
hiding their errors rather than being more accurate — in fact, fact-checking organizations
consider a robust correction policy to be a positive credibility indicator. — ethical journalism
requires acknowledging and fixing errors publicly rather than quietly changing content or
ignoring mistakes.

An appeal to logic and reason that uses evidence, facts, statistics, expert testimony, and
structured arguments to persuade the audience that a conclusion follows logically from
the presented evidence — Logos is the rhetorical appeal to logic and reason. It persuades
through evidence, factual data, statistical analysis, expert testimony, logical deduction, and
structured argumentation. When a researcher presents data showing that a medication reduced
symptoms in 85% of patients in a double-blind trial, they are using logos. The strength of a logos
appeal depends on the quality of evidence, the soundness of reasoning, and the logical
connection between premises and conclusion. Company logos are visual brand symbols — the
coincidental word similarity is misleading since they derive from different meanings of the Greek
word 'logos.' Relying on reputation describes ethos, not logos. Using words that sound logical but
rely on emotional response describes pseudo-logos or disguised pathos — true logos requires
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actual evidence and valid reasoning, not just logical-sounding language.

Information that is deliberately designed to influence people's opinions, emotions, or
actions, often by presenting only one side of an issue or using manipulative techniques —
Propaganda is the deliberate, systematic use of information, images, or messaging to shape
public opinion, influence emotions, or promote a particular viewpoint. It often employs specific
techniques — such as emotional appeals, selective presentation of facts, loaded language, and
repetition — to bypass critical thinking. Factual errors in news can be honest mistakes, which
differ from the intentional manipulation that defines propaganda. Commercial advertising
promotes products and may use persuasive techniques similar to propaganda, but the term
'propaganda’ is typically reserved for efforts to influence political, social, or ideological beliefs.
Campaign speeches are a specific format of political communication that may or may not use
propaganda techniques — the speech format itself is not propaganda.

An appeal to the speaker's or writer's credibility, character, expertise, or trustworthiness,
designed to make the audience more likely to accept their argument because they
perceive the source as reliable — Ethos is one of Aristotle's three modes of persuasion,
focusing on the speaker's credibility and character. When a doctor says 'As a physician with 20
years of experience, | recommend...' they are using ethos — their credentials make the audience
more receptive to the message. Ethos can be established through expertise, professional
credentials, reputation, demonstrated fairness, or shared values with the audience. Appeals to
logical reasoning with evidence describe logos, a different rhetorical appeal. Appeals to emotions
describe pathos, the third rhetorical appeal. While ethos relates to the word 'ethics," it is not a set
of professional rules — it is a persuasive strategy based on perceived character and credibility.

The music creates an emotional bias that subtly tells viewers which side to sympathize
with — sad music evokes pity and frames one group as victims, while upbeat music frames
the other group as confident and correct, influencing the audience's emotional response
independent of the arguments being made — Audio framing through music is one of the most
powerful and least consciously noticed forms of media manipulation. Music directly influences
emotional responses — research shows that identical visual content paired with different music
produces significantly different audience reactions. Sad, minor-key music evokes sympathy and
frames subjects as sympathetic figures or victims, while confident, major-key music frames
subjects as strong and credible. This creates an emotional bias that supplements or even
overrides the logical content of what is being said. Claiming music has no effect contradicts
extensive media psychology research showing that audiences are strongly influenced by audio
cues, often without conscious awareness. Music in documentaries is not a passive recording of
natural sounds — it is selected, composed, or licensed by filmmakers making deliberate creative
choices. Using different music for different groups goes beyond 'distinction' — it actively shapes
which group the audience empathizes with.
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This is an example of card stacking combined with misleading attribution — the study
showed breakfast helps, not that this specific cereal helps, but the advertisement
attributes the general finding to its specific product while omitting this crucial distinction
— The advertisement uses card stacking — selectively presenting a research finding while
omitting the crucial context that the study measured breakfast in general, not this specific cereal.
The company attributes a general benefit (eating breakfast) to its specific product, a common
misleading marketing practice. The omitted information — that any breakfast would produce
similar results — completely changes the claim's significance. This is not the bandwagon
technique because no claim is made about how many people use the product. It is not the plain
folks technique because mentioning children in school describes the study population, not an
attempt to appear relatable. While a study is cited, this is not simply a testimonial — the core
manipulation is the selective omission and misattribution of the study's findings, not the use of a
scientific source for credibility.

An attack on the person making an argument rather than on the argument itself, which is
a fallacy because the character or personal qualities of the speaker do not determine
whether their argument is logically valid or their evidence is accurate — An ad hominem
argument attacks the person making a claim rather than engaging with the claim itself. If a
student presents evidence that the school cafeteria should offer healthier options, and someone
responds 'You eat candy every day, so your opinion does not matter,' they have committed an ad
hominem fallacy — the student's personal eating habits do not invalidate the evidence about
cafeteria nutrition. The fallacy lies in substituting personal attacks for logical rebuttal. Addressing
a general audience versus a specific individual describes audience targeting, not a logical fallacy.
Using personal experience as evidence is anecdotal reasoning, a different type of weak
argument. Introducing a speaker's credentials before their argument is establishing ethos
(credibility), which is a legitimate rhetorical technique and the opposite of an ad hominem attack.

Using vague, emotionally appealing words like 'freedom,’ 'justice,' 'progress,' or 'family
values' to promote something without providing specific evidence or clear definitions of
what those terms mean in context — Glittering generalities are emotionally charged,
universally appealing words or phrases that create positive feelings without conveying specific,
actionable meaning. When a candidate promises to 'fight for freedom and protect family values,’'
the audience fills in their own definitions — each listener imagines the version of 'freedom' and
'family values' they personally support, even though the speaker has made no concrete
commitment. The technique works because it is nearly impossible to oppose these terms while
being almost equally impossible to hold the speaker accountable for specific actions. Visual
sparkle effects describe graphic design choices, not rhetorical techniques. Making stereotypical
generalizations describes prejudicial reasoning, a different concept. Using scientific vocabulary to
sound credible is the 'appeal to authority' or 'scientific-sounding language' technique, which
targets perceived expertise rather than emotions.

Selectively presenting only the facts, statistics, and evidence that support one side of an
argument while deliberately omitting information that contradicts or weakens it — Card
stacking involves deliberately selecting facts that support one position while suppressing facts
that contradict it. The technique is particularly effective because the individual facts presented
may be completely true — the manipulation lies in what is omitted, not what is stated. A
pharmaceutical advertisement might highlight a drug's benefits while minimizing side effects —



'card stacking'
involve?

A political
campaign
advertisement
shows grainy,
unflattering
photos of the
opposing
candidate in
black and white,
while showing
the preferred
candidate in
bright, warm-
toned color
photos smiling
with families.
What rhetorical
technique does
this visual
contrast
represent?

What is
'whataboutism'
and how is it
used to deflect
criticism in
media and
political
discourse?

What does
'media ethics'
refer to in
journalism?

each stated fact may be accurate, but the overall picture is misleading. Stacking advertisements
in print describes physical layout, not a persuasion technique. Organizing by importance
describes editorial judgment (news values), which is a standard journalistic practice, not
propaganda. Creating fake accounts to amplify messages describes astroturfing, a different
manipulation technique focused on fake grassroots support.

This is the transfer technique using visual framing — the negative visual treatment
transfers feelings of suspicion and unease to the opponent, while warm, positive imagery
transfers feelings of trust and warmth to the preferred candidate — This is a visual
application of the transfer technique. The deliberate use of unflattering, grainy, desaturated
imagery for the opponent transfers feelings of distrust, suspicion, and negativity, while bright,
warm-toned family imagery transfers positive feelings of warmth, trustworthiness, and
relatability to the preferred candidate. Every visual choice — color grading, photo selection,
framing, and composition — is a persuasive decision. While families appear in the ad, the core
technique is not bandwagon (which requires claiming widespread support) but transfer
(associating the candidate with positive emotional imagery). The claim that photo selection is
random or preference-based ignores that campaign advertisements are professionally produced
with every element intentionally chosen. Glittering generalities specifically refer to vague
emotional language, not visual techniques — though the visual approach achieves a similar goal
of creating positive feelings without substantive content.

A rhetorical tactic that responds to criticism or accusation by redirecting attention to a
different issue, typically something the critic or their side has done wrong, to avoid
addressing the original point — 'What about when you did X?' — Whataboutism is a
deflection tactic that responds to criticism by pointing to a perceived fault of the critic or their
side, rather than addressing the substance of the original criticism. If someone says 'Country A
violated human rights' and the response is 'What about when Country B did the same thing?' —
the response has not defended Country A's actions or addressed the evidence. Both things can
be true simultaneously, and the wrongdoing of one party does not excuse the wrongdoing of
another. The term has historical roots in Soviet propaganda (tu quoque). Exploring alternative
explanations is a legitimate analytical practice, not deflection. Journalistic follow-up questions
address the same topic from different angles rather than changing the subject. Systematic
examination of an issue is structured debate, which addresses all aspects rather than avoiding
specific criticisms.

The principles and standards that guide responsible journalism, including accuracy,
fairness, independence from conflicts of interest, accountability for errors, and minimizing
harm while serving the public interest — Media ethics encompasses the moral principles
guiding journalistic practice — truthful reporting, fairness in presenting multiple perspectives,
editorial independence from advertisers and political influences, transparency about methods
and corrections, and careful consideration of the potential harm information may cause to
individuals or communities. Major journalism organizations publish ethics codes (SPJ, NYT, BBC)
that articulate these principles. Government control of publication describes censorship and
media law, which are legal frameworks, not ethical principles — in fact, independence from
government control is an ethical principle of journalism. Revenue strategies describe business
operations, not ethical standards — ethical concerns sometimes conflict with business interests.



Create a media
literacy
framework that
a student could
use when
encountering
any new piece
of media —
whether a news
article, social
media post,
advertisement,
or video. Your
framework
should combine
at least three
different
analysis
strategies into a
practical, step-
by-step
approach.

What is 'false
equivalence'in
media coverage
and why is it
problematic?

What is a 'straw
man' argument?

Technical production quality describes craft standards, not moral principles about information
responsibility.

Step 1 — Source Check (Authority): Identify who created the content and research their
credibility using lateral reading. Step 2 — Purpose Analysis: Determine whether the
content aims to inform, persuade, sell, or entertain, and how that purpose might shape its
presentation. Step 3 — Evidence Evaluation (Accuracy): Examine what evidence supports
the claims and whether sources are cited; use source triangulation to verify key claims.
Step 4 — Technique Identification: Look for rhetorical appeals (ethos, pathos, logos),
propaganda techniques (bandwagon, transfer, card stacking), and logical fallacies. Step 5
— Context and Currency: Check when it was published, what was happening at the time,
and whether more recent information updates or contradicts it. — An effective media
literacy framework integrates multiple analysis approaches into a practical workflow. The correct
answer combines source evaluation (CRAAP Authority + lateral reading), purpose analysis (CRAAP
Purpose), evidence evaluation (CRAAP Accuracy + source triangulation), technique identification
(rhetorical and propaganda analysis), and contextual assessment (CRAAP Currency) into a
comprehensive but usable five-step process. Each step addresses a different dimension of media
analysis, and together they provide thorough evaluation. The first distractor relies entirely on
social proof, which measures popularity, not accuracy. The second describes confirmation bias —
evaluating media based on whether it matches existing beliefs, which is the opposite of critical
thinking. The third evaluates only surface-level characteristics — professional appearance and
good grammar can be achieved by any content creator regardless of the accuracy or intent of
their message.

When media gives equal weight and coverage to two opposing positions as if they are
equally valid, even when the evidence overwhelmingly supports one side — this misleads
audiences into thinking the issue is more debatable than the evidence suggests — False
equivalence occurs when media presents two positions as equally credible when the evidence
strongly favors one over the other. If 97% of climate scientists agree that human activity drives
climate change, giving equal time to the 3% who disagree creates the false impression that the
science is evenly split. This 'both-sides' approach, while well-intentioned, misleads audiences
about the state of knowledge by inflating the perceived legitimacy of a minority position. Identical
headlines with different content describes editorial similarity, not false equivalence. Comparing
unrelated topics describes a non sequitur or category error, a different problem. Presenting both
sides is not automatically balanced journalism — true balance reflects the proportional strength
of evidence, not just the existence of opposing viewpoints.

Misrepresenting or oversimplifying someone's actual position to create a weaker version
that is easier to attack and defeat, rather than addressing the real argument they made —
A straw man argument involves distorting, exaggerating, or oversimplifying an opponent's
position, then attacking the distorted version as if it were the actual argument. For example, if
Person A says 'We should reduce military spending by 5%' and Person B responds 'Person A
wants to leave our country defenseless,' Person B has created a straw man — the real argument
was a modest reduction, not elimination. The straw man is easier to defeat, making it seem like
the original position was refuted when it was never actually addressed. Using made-up evidence
describes fabrication, a different form of deception. Deliberately presenting a weak argument
describes a 'bad faith' debate tactic, not a straw man. Using real people as examples is anecdotal
reasoning, a different rhetorical approach entirely.

Encouraging people to believe or do something by claiming that 'everyone else' is already
doing it, appealing to the desire to belong and conform to the majority — The bandwagon
technique pressures people to adopt a belief or behavior by suggesting that large numbers of



What is the
'bandwagon’
propaganda
technique?

Analyze the
following
headline:
'SHOCKING:
What They Do
Not Want You to
Know About
Your Drinking
Water.' Identify
at least two
manipulation
techniques
present in this
headline.

people already support it, exploiting the human desire to belong and fear of being left out.
Phrases like 'Join the millions who already...' or 'Everyone knows that..." are classic bandwagon
appeals. Using celebrities is the 'testimonial' or 'transfer' technique, which relies on borrowed
credibility rather than social conformity pressure. Repetition to create belief is the 'repetition’ or
'ad nauseam' technique, which works through familiarity rather than peer pressure. Associating
with patriotic symbols is the 'transfer' technique, which connects positive emotions from symbols
to the promoted cause.

The headline uses emotional language ('SHOCKING') to trigger fear and urgency, vague
conspiracy framing (‘'They do not want you to know') to create distrust without identifying
who 'they' are, and clickbait structure to drive engagement through curiosity rather than
informing the reader — This headline layers multiple manipulation techniques. 'SHOCKING' in
capitals uses emotional language to trigger alarm before any information is presented — priming
the reader for fear. 'They do not want you to know' employs conspiracy framing, implying a
deliberate cover-up without identifying the supposed conspirators, which creates an us-versus-
them mentality and bypasses critical evaluation. The overall structure is classic clickbait — it
promises hidden knowledge to exploit the 'information gap' curiosity effect without delivering
substance in the headline itself. The bandwagon technique is not present because the headline
does not claim widespread agreement. 'SHOCKING' is not a glittering generality — glittering
generalities use positive, aspirational words like 'freedom' and 'justice,' while 'SHOCKING' triggers
alarm and fear. Claiming no manipulation ignores the deliberately provocative word choices and
conspiracy framing that characterize this headline format.



9. Critical Thinking & Media Literacy

< Question (fold —)

Create your own example of a
'slippery slope' fallacy about a
school rule, and then explain
why it is fallacious.

A classmate says, 'Everyone is
getting the new phone, so it
must be the best one." Which
fallacy is this?

Identify the fallacy: 'We should
not listen to Jamie's opinion on
healthy eating because Jamie
ate pizza for lunch yesterday.'

A friend shares an article titled
'Scientists Warn: Eating Ice
Cream at Night Causes
Nightmares.' Using your
knowledge of logical fallacies,
evaluate whether you should
accept this claim.

During a class debate about
homework, a student says,
'Well, my opponent also
watches too much TV, so their
argument about reducing
homework is invalid.' What
should the student do instead?

Why is the statement 'My
grandpa smoked his whole life
and lived to 95, so smoking is
not dangerous' an example of
a logical fallacy?

A student argues: 'We should
ban all phones in school
because one student used
their phone to cheat on a test.'
Analyze the reasoning
problems in this argument.

Answer

Example: 'If we allow hats in school, students will start wearing costumes,
then pajamas, and eventually no one will follow any rules at all.' This is
fallacious because each step is not inevitable — allowing hats does not
logically lead to abandoning all rules. — A good slippery slope example starts
with a minor change and predicts extreme consequences without evidence
connecting each step. The fallacy lies in assuming each escalation is inevitable. In
reality, each step would require its own decision, and allowing one small change
does not automatically lead to the extreme outcome.

Bandwagon — This is the bandwagon fallacy because the classmate's only reason
for claiming the phone is the best is that many people are buying it. Popularity
does not equal quality. It is not ad hominem (no personal attack), straw man (no
misrepresentation), or false dilemma (no either/or setup).

Ad hominem — attacking Jamie's personal behavior instead of the argument
— This is an ad hominem fallacy because the speaker dismisses Jamie's opinion by
attacking Jamie's personal eating habits rather than engaging with the actual
argument about healthy eating. A person's occasional food choices do not
invalidate their knowledge about nutrition.

Question the claim: check if it confuses correlation with causation, who
funded the study, and whether the sample size was large enough — Critical
evaluation requires asking: Does correlation equal causation? (Maybe people who
eat late also sleep poorly.) Who funded the study? Was the sample large and
diverse? Was it peer-reviewed? Accepting because 'scientists said it' is appeal to
authority. Rejecting because ice cream is tasty is emotional reasoning. Being
published does not guarantee accuracy.

Address the actual reasons given for reducing homework — The student
should focus on the substance of the homework argument rather than attacking
their opponent's TV habits, which is an ad hominem fallacy. Good critical thinking
requires engaging with ideas, not deflecting to personal characteristics.

It draws a broad conclusion from a single example — This is a hasty
generalization because it uses one person's experience to make a sweeping claim
about smoking for everyone. Scientific evidence from millions of cases shows that
smoking is dangerous, even though some individuals may not be harmed. One
example cannot override large-scale evidence.

It is a hasty generalization and may also be a slippery slope if banning all
phones is disproportionate — This argument has multiple issues. It is a hasty
generalization — one case of cheating does not justify a universal ban. The
response may also be disproportionate, as there are less extreme solutions
(phone storage during tests). Mentioning phones is not a red herring since phones
are actually the topic of discussion.

The doctors may not have been given other options, or the sample may be



A commercial says, 'Nine out
of ten doctors recommend
Brand X toothpaste.' How
could this be misleading even
though it cites doctors?

What does 'appeal to
authority' mean as a logical
fallacy?

What is a 'straw man' fallacy?

Compare these two arguments
and identify which contains a
fallacy: A) 'We should eat more
vegetables because research
shows they provide essential
nutrients.' B) 'We should eat
more vegetables because my
favorite celebrity eats
vegetables.'

Analyze this argument: 'Video
games cause violence because
violent people play video
games.' What is the core
logical error?

Rewrite this fallacious
argument to make it logical:
'School uniforms are good
because they are beneficial for
students.’

What makes a 'red herring'
fallacy different from a 'straw
man' fallacy?

A website claims, 'This vitamin
cures all diseases because
millions of people use it.'
Which TWO fallacies are
present?

very small — This could be misleading because the survey might have been
designed to get a certain result. The doctors might have chosen Brand X from a list
that did not include popular alternatives, the sample size could be tiny, or the
doctors could have financial ties to the company. Commercials are not always
accurate, and not all advertising claims are government-verified.

Claiming something is true just because an authority figure said it — Appeal
to authority becomes a fallacy when someone argues a claim is true solely
because a famous or powerful person said it, without any supporting evidence, or
when the 'authority' has no expertise in the relevant topic. Asking teachers for
help, citing research, and listening to parents are not fallacies when the advice is
well-reasoned.

Misrepresenting someone's argument to make it easier to attack — A straw
man fallacy distorts or exaggerates someone's position so it is easier to argue
against. It has nothing to do with literal straw. Making emotional arguments is an
appeal to emotion. Repeating your conclusion as evidence is circular reasoning.

Argument B contains an appeal to authority fallacy; Argument A uses
evidence-based reasoning — Argument A is logically sound — it cites research
about nutritional content, which is relevant evidence. Argument B commits an
appeal to authority fallacy because a celebrity's eating habits, without any
nutritional expertise or evidence, do not constitute a logical reason to change your
diet.

It confuses correlation with causation — The core error is confusing correlation
(two things happening together) with causation (one thing causing the other). The
fact that some violent people play video games does not mean the games caused
the violence. Many non-violent people also play the same games. This is also
somewhat circular — it assumes what it is trying to prove.

School uniforms reduce bullying about clothing and help students focus on
learning — The original argument is circular reasoning — 'good' and 'beneficial'
mean the same thing, so no actual evidence is provided. A logical version provides
a specific, testable reason (reducing clothing-related bullying and improving focus).
The other options remain fallacious: bandwagon, appeal to authority, and circular
reasoning respectively.

A red herring changes the subject entirely, while a straw man distorts the
original argument — A red herring diverts attention to an entirely different
subject to avoid the original issue, while a straw man stays on the same topic but
misrepresents the opponent's actual position. They are distinct fallacies. Neither
has anything to do with literal food or farming.

Bandwagon and hasty generalization — Two fallacies are at work: the
bandwagon fallacy (millions of people use it, so it must work) and hasty
generalization (jumping from 'many people use it' to 'it cures ALL diseases'). There
is no ad hominem, straw man, false dilemma, red herring, or circular reasoning
present.

Using your conclusion as the reason for your argument — Circular reasoning



What is 'circular reasoning'?

You read an online post that
says, 'lf you do not agree with
me, you are part of the
problem.' Evaluate the quality
of this reasoning and explain
your judgment.

A news article headline reads:
'Study Shows Chocolate Makes
You Smarter.' The study
actually found that countries
with higher chocolate
consumption have more Nobel
Prize winners. What logical
problems can you identify?

Evaluate which response best
addresses the argument 'We
should cancel recess because
some students misbehave
during recess.' Pick the
strongest counter-argument.

Someone says, 'You can't trust
Alex's argument about
recycling because Alex failed
math class.' Which fallacy is
this?

What is the name for attacking
the person making an
argument instead of
addressing their actual point?

Your friend says, 'If we allow
students to choose their own
seats, next they will want to
choose their own teachers,
and then they will run the
whole school!" Which fallacy is
this?

What is the 'bandwagon
fallacy'?

A politician says, 'Either you
support my plan completely,

(also called begging the question) occurs when the conclusion is restated as the
premise. The argument just goes in a loop without providing new evidence. Using
multiple pieces of evidence is good reasoning, not a fallacy.

This is a false dilemma — it forces an either/or choice when many positions
are possible — This statement uses a false dilemma by presenting only two
options: agree or be 'part of the problem." In reality, someone might partially
agree, want more information, or have a different solution to the same problem.
Being direct or motivating does not make an argument logically valid.

Correlation is presented as causation, and the comparison is between
countries, not individuals — The headline commits two errors: first, it presents a
correlation between two national-level statistics as individual causation. Second,
the ecological fallacy — conclusions about countries are applied to individuals.
Wealthier countries may both consume more chocolate and have more research
institutions, without one causing the other.

Most students benefit from recess, so punishing everyone for some students’
behavior is unfair and unsupported — The strongest counter-argument
challenges the logic directly: the evidence (some misbehave) does not support the
conclusion (cancel for everyone). 'Recess is fun' is an emotional appeal, not a
logical counter. Calling the person mean is ad hominem. Extending to lunch is a
slippery slope or reductio ad absurdum attempt that does not address the core
reasoning.

Ad hominem — This is ad hominem because the speaker attacks Alex's character
(failing math) instead of addressing the actual argument about recycling. Alex's
math performance is irrelevant to the recycling discussion. It is not a red herring
(the attack is directed at the person, not a different topic), slippery slope, or appeal
to authority.

Ad hominem — An ad hominem fallacy occurs when someone attacks the person
rather than the argument itself. A straw man misrepresents the argument. A red
herring introduces an unrelated topic. A bandwagon appeals to popularity.

Slippery slope — This is a slippery slope fallacy because it assumes that one small
change (choosing seats) will inevitably lead to extreme outcomes (running the
school) without providing evidence for each step. In reality, allowing seat choice
does not automatically lead to students choosing teachers or running the school.

Arguing that something is true because many people believe it — The
bandwagon fallacy assumes that because many people believe something, it must
be true. Popularity does not determine truth. Appealing to an expert is appeal to
authority. Attacking the person is ad hominem. Changing the subject is a red
herring.

False dilemma — This is a false dilemma (also called false dichotomy) because it
presents only two extreme choices when many other options exist. Someone



or you want our town to fail.'
Which fallacy is this?

What is a logical fallacy?

could partially support the plan, suggest modifications, or have an entirely
different proposal. It is not a bandwagon (no appeal to popularity), circular
reasoning (no restated conclusion), or hasty generalization.

An error in reasoning that weakens an argument — A logical fallacy is a flaw in
reasoning that makes an argument unsound, even if the conclusion might seem
convincing at first. It is not the same as a fact that disproves something, nor is it
related to scientific experiments. Strong evidence is the opposite of a fallacy.



10. Critical Thinking & Media Literacy

< Question (fold —)

What does it mean when
we say a source is
'credible'?

Evaluate this student's
research process: 'l
Googled my topic, clicked
the first result, copied the
information, and turned in
my report.' What could be
improved?

Why is the publication date
of a source important
when doing research?

What is a secondary
source?

What is a primary source?

A website about nutrition
has no author listed, no
sources cited, and many
pop-up ads. Apply the
CRAAP test — what can
you conclude?

Create a checklist of five
questions you would ask
to evaluate whether an
online article is a reliable
source for a school
project.

Answer

It is trustworthy and reliable based on evidence and expertise — A credible
source is one that is trustworthy because it is based on evidence, written by
knowledgeable authors, and has been reviewed for accuracy. Being published online,
being popular on social media, or being written by a famous person does not
automatically make a source credible. Credibility requires verifiable evidence and
relevant expertise.

The student should evaluate the source's credibility, cross-reference with other
sources, and synthesize information in their own words — Multiple improvements
are needed: the student should evaluate the source using the CRAAP test, check
multiple independent sources, and write the report in their own words (copying is
plagiarism). The first Google result is not automatically the best — search ranking
reflects popularity and SEO, not accuracy. Using only physical books is unnecessarily
restrictive; many excellent sources are digital.

Information can become outdated as new discoveries are made and
circumstances change — Publication date matters because knowledge evolves.
Medical advice from 30 years ago may be outdated. However, older sources are not
always less reliable — for historical research, older primary sources can be more
valuable. The key is whether the information has been superseded by newer findings.
Date importance varies by topic: technology information changes quickly, but literary
analysis may remain relevant for decades.

A source that analyzes, interprets, or summarizes primary sources — A secondary
source analyzes, interprets, or discusses primary sources. Examples include textbooks,
biographies, documentary films, and encyclopedia articles. A diary, photograph, or
original letter are all primary sources because they were created during or at the time
of the event by participants or witnesses.

An original, first-hand account or document from the time of an event — A
primary source is an original document, artifact, or account created at the time of an
event by someone who experienced it directly. Textbooks, summaries, and lecture
notes that interpret or compile information from primary sources are considered
secondary sources.

The source has poor authority and accuracy, and the ads suggest a commercial
purpose that may bias the content — Applying the CRAAP test reveals multiple red
flags: no listed author (poor Authority), no cited sources (poor Accuracy), and heavy
advertising (Purpose may be commercial rather than informational). The topic being
real does not make the source reliable. Pop-up ads suggest the site may prioritize
revenue over accurate information.

1) Who wrote it and what are their qualifications? 2) When was it published or
last updated? 3) Does it cite evidence or sources? 4) What is the purpose — to
inform, persuade, or sell? 5) Can the claims be verified in other reliable sources?
— A strong evaluation checklist covers multiple dimensions: author credentials
(Authority), publication date (Currency), evidence and citations (Accuracy), purpose or
motivation (Purpose), and cross-referencing ability. A professional-looking website can
still contain misinformation. Google ranking reflects popularity, not accuracy. Friend
recommendations are not a systematic evaluation method.



A classmate says, 'l only
trust sources that agree
with what | already
believe.' Evaluate this
approach to source
evaluation.

Your teacher asks you to
find TWO sources that
support a claim about
exercise and health. Which
pair of sources would best
support each other?

A student is researching
the American Civil War.
Which of these would be a
primary source?

You are writing a report
about climate change.
Which source would be
most credible?

You are evaluating a
website that ends in .org.
Can you automatically
trust it? Why or why not?

Analyze why Wikipedia is
considered a secondary
source and not always
accepted in academic
research. What are its
strengths and
weaknesses?

Why might a .com website
require more careful
evaluation than a .edu
website?

You find an article that
claims 'studies show' a
certain food is unhealthy,
but it does not link to or

This approach demonstrates confirmation bias and leads to a distorted
understanding because it ignores potentially valid contradicting evidence — Only
trusting confirming sources is confirmation bias — a major obstacle to critical thinking.
It creates an echo chamber where incorrect beliefs are never challenged. Good
research actively seeks out opposing viewpoints and evidence that might disprove
your hypothesis. Trusting instincts is not a substitute for evidence evaluation. This
applies to everyday life decisions, not just science.

A study from a medical journal and a report from the World Health Organization
— A medical journal study and a WHO report are independent, credible sources that
can genuinely cross-reference each other. Two influencers may share the same
unverified claims. A company ad and its sponsored athlete are not independent
sources. Opening Wikipedia twice is still one source.

A letter written by a soldier during the Civil War — A soldier's letter from during
the Civil War is a primary source because it was created by someone who directly
experienced the events. The textbook, documentary, and Wikipedia article were all
created long after the events by people who interpreted and compiled information —
making them secondary sources.

A peer-reviewed study published in a scientific journal — A peer-reviewed
scientific journal article is the most credible because it has been evaluated by other
climate scientists for methodology, accuracy, and validity. Social media posts, blogs,
and comment sections lack this expert review process and may contain unverified
claims, personal opinions, or misinformation.

No, because anyone can register a .org domain — you must still evaluate the
organization's credentials and content — A .org domain does not guarantee
reliability. While many reputable nonprofits use .org, anyone can register one. Some
.org sites promote biased agendas. Nonprofits are not always unbiased — they may
have strong advocacy positions. .org sites are not government-regulated for content
accuracy. Always apply the full CRAAP test regardless of domain.

Wikipedia compiles and summarizes primary sources; its strength is breadth and
citations, but its weakness is that anyone can edit it and errors may persist —
Wikipedia is a secondary source because it compiles and interprets information from
other sources. Its strengths include comprehensive coverage, cited references (useful
as a starting point to find primary sources), and rapid updates. Its weaknesses include
open editing (anyone can add errors), potential for vandalism, and inconsistent quality
across articles. Being free does not make it unreliable, and being first on Google does
not make it primary.

A .com site may be trying to sell something, while a .edu site is from an
educational institution — A .com website is commercial and may have financial
motives that influence its content, so extra scrutiny is needed. However, .com sites are
not always unreliable (many quality news organizations use .com), and .edu sites can
still contain bias or errors. Domain ending is one factor among many in source
evaluation — it provides context but is not definitive.

Search for the actual studies being referenced and evaluate them directly —
When an article vaguely references 'studies' without citations, the responsible
approach is to search for the actual research. The claim may be true, but without
verifiable sources, you cannot confirm it. Blindly trusting vague references or



name any studies. What
should you do?

Explain why checking the
author's credentials
matters when evaluating a
source.

What is 'peer review' in the
context of source
evaluation?

A news article and an
opinion editorial (op-ed)
both discuss the same
event. Analyze the key
differences in how they
should be evaluated as
sources.

You find two websites
about vaccines: one is
from the Centers for
Disease Control (CDC) and
one is from an anonymous
blog that claims vaccines
are dangerous. Evaluate
which is more credible and
explain your reasoning.

Two sources disagree
about whether a historical
figure was a hero or a
villain. Analyze what could
explain this disagreement.

Which website domain
ending usually indicates an
educational institution?

For a history project about
ancient Egypt, rank these
sources from most to least
reliable: 1) Encyclopedia
Britannica, 2) A random
blog post, 3) A university

completely dismissing the article are both overreactions. Sharing unverified claims on
social media could spread misinformation.

An author with relevant expertise is more likely to provide accurate, well-
informed content — Checking credentials helps determine whether the author has
relevant knowledge and experience. A marine biologist writing about ocean
ecosystems is likely more reliable than someone with no science background.
However, a PhD is not required for reliability — experienced journalists and
practitioners can also be credible. The key is whether the author has relevant expertise
for the specific topic.

A process where other experts in the field evaluate a work before it is published
— Peer review is a formal process where qualified experts in a field critically evaluate
research before publication in academic journals. It checks methodology, accuracy,
and conclusions. While classmate feedback shares the concept, peer review specifically
refers to expert evaluation. User reviews and social media shares are not peer review.

A news article aims to report facts objectively, while an op-ed expresses the
author's opinion — both can be valuable but serve different purposes — News
articles aim to report facts with objectivity (though complete objectivity is difficult to
achieve). Op-eds explicitly present the author's perspective and argument. Both are
valuable: news articles for facts and op-eds for understanding different viewpoints.
However, you should not treat opinions as facts. Being in the same newspaper does
not make them equivalent. News articles may still contain subtle bias despite aiming
for objectivity.

The CDC is more credible because it is a government health agency staffed by
experts and its claims are based on extensive peer-reviewed research — The CDC
is far more credible: it employs thousands of medical experts, bases its
recommendations on extensive peer-reviewed research, and is accountable to the
public. The anonymous blog has no identifiable author, likely no peer review, and no
accountability. Challenging mainstream views is not inherently credible — it requires
stronger evidence, not weaker. Personal experience alone cannot evaluate complex
medical questions.

The sources may have been written from different cultural perspectives, time
periods, or with access to different evidence — Disagreements between historical
sources often reflect differences in perspective, cultural context, available evidence,
and the time period in which each source was written. A figure seen as a hero in one
culture may be viewed as an oppressor in another. Neither source is necessarily lying
— they may emphasize different facts or interpret the same events through different
lenses. This is why examining multiple sources is essential.

.edu — The ".edu’ domain is reserved for accredited educational institutions in the
United States. '.com' is for commercial businesses, '.org' is for organizations (often
nonprofits but not always), and '.gov' is for government agencies. While domain alone
does not guarantee reliability, it provides an initial clue about the source type.

University Egyptologist's book, Encyclopedia Britannica, then the random blog
post — The Egyptologist's published book is most reliable because it represents deep
expertise and has likely been peer-reviewed. Encyclopedia Britannica is reliable and
well-edited but provides less depth than a specialist. A random blog post has the least
accountability and may not have been reviewed at all. Recency alone does not



Egyptologist's published
book.

What does the 'C' stand for
in the CRAAP test for
evaluating sources?

Analyze this scenario: A
pharmaceutical company
publishes a study showing
their new medicine is
effective. An independent
university study finds
mixed results. How should
you weigh these sources?

What does 'cross-
referencing' mean when
evaluating information?

determine reliability.

Currency — how recent the information is — In the CRAAP test (a framework for
evaluating sources), 'C' stands for Currency — how recently the information was
published or updated. For rapidly changing topics like science or technology, currency
is especially important. The other CRAAP criteria are Relevance, Authority, Accuracy,
and Purpose.

Give more weight to the independent study because the company has a financial
conflict of interest — The pharmaceutical company has a financial incentive for
positive results, creating a conflict of interest. While company-funded research is not
automatically wrong, independent studies carry more weight because the researchers
have no financial stake in the outcome. Personal experience is anecdotal and cannot
replace controlled studies. Simply averaging results ignores the critical factor of
research independence.

Checking whether the same information appears in multiple independent,
reliable sources — Cross-referencing means verifying information by checking
multiple independent sources. If several credible sources confirm the same claim, you
can be more confident it is accurate. This is a fundamental research skill. It does not
mean copying between sources or only reading sources that confirm what you already
believe (which would be confirmation bias).



11. Critical Thinking & Media Literacy

< Question (fold —)

Design a simple
experiment to test
whether the color of
a room affects how
well students
concentrate. Identify
the hypothesis,
independent
variable, dependent
variable, control
variables, and how
you would collect
data.

You read a news
headline: 'New Study
Proves Coffee Cures
Depression.' The
study actually
surveyed 30 people
who already drink
coffee. Apply
scientific reasoning
to evaluate this
claim.

A student grows two
plants: one with
fertilizer and one
without. The plant
with fertilizer grows
taller. Can the
student conclude
that fertilizer causes
plants to grow taller?
Why or why not?

In an experiment,
what is the 'control
group'?

A website sells a
'memory-boosting
bracelet' and claims
itis 'scientifically
proven.' The only
evidence is customer

Answer

Hypothesis: Students concentrate better in blue rooms than red rooms. IV: Room
color. DV: Concentration (measured by task completion accuracy). Controls: Room
size, lighting, temperature, task difficulty, time of day. Data: Give identical tasks in
differently colored rooms and compare error rates. — A well-designed experiment
clearly identifies: the hypothesis (predicted relationship between color and concentration),
independent variable (room color), dependent variable (measurable concentration
indicator), controlled variables (everything else held constant), and data collection method
(standardized tasks). Concentration can be measured through task accuracy, completion
time, or error rates. Simply 'seeing what happens' lacks scientific rigor, and color
preferences are opinions, not concentration data.

The sample is too small, the study is observational (not experimental), and the
headline overstates the findings — correlation is not causation — Multiple issues: the
sample size (30) is very small for medical claims. The study is observational, not
experimental — it surveyed existing coffee drinkers rather than randomly assigning people
to drink or not drink coffee. People who drink coffee may differ from non-drinkers in other
ways that affect depression. The headline uses 'proves' and 'cures,' which far overstate
observational findings. News mention does not validate a study.

Not definitively — other variables like sunlight, water, and soil type need to be
controlled to isolate the effect of fertilizer — While the results suggest fertilizer may help
growth, the student cannot definitively conclude causation without controlling other
variables (sunlight, water amount, soil type, pot size, temperature). The taller growth might
be coincidence or due to an uncontrolled factor. Anyone can make conclusions using the
scientific method, and one trial is insufficient to prove causation.

The group that is not exposed to the variable being tested, used for comparison — The
control group is the baseline comparison group that does not receive the experimental
treatment or variable change. By comparing results between the control and experimental
groups, scientists can determine whether the variable being tested actually caused any
observed differences. It is not about remote control or importance.

Customer testimonials are anecdotal evidence subject to placebo effect and selection
bias — Customer testimonials are among the weakest forms of evidence. They are subject
to placebo effect (believing something works can make you feel it does), selection bias (only
satisfied customers submit testimonials), and confirmation bias. 'Scientifically proven’



testimonials.
Evaluate whether
this claim meets
scientific standards
of evidence.

Analyze the
difference between
'the experiment
failed' and 'the
hypothesis was not
supported.' Why
does this distinction
matter in science?

What does it mean
when scientists say a
theory is 'well-
supported by
evidence'?

In a science fair, a
student tests
whether cold water
or warm water
freezes faster. They
use a large bowl of
cold water and a
small cup of warm
water. Is this a fair
test?

Your friend says, 'l
stayed up late
studying and got an
A on my test, so
staying up late helps
you get better
grades.' Design a
better way to test
this claim.

What does
'replication' mean in
science?

Evaluate the strength
of this evidence: 'A
study conducted by a
university found that
students who eat
breakfast score 15%

requires controlled, double-blind studies published in peer-reviewed journals. Using the
word 'scientifically’ without actual studies is misleading marketing, not science. — they do
not meet scientific standards, which require controlled experiments.

An unsupported hypothesis is a valuable result that advances knowledge; a failed
experiment means the procedure had errors that prevent drawing any conclusions —
This distinction is crucial: an unsupported hypothesis is a legitimate scientific finding —
knowing what is NOT true narrows the search for what IS true. A failed experiment has
procedural problems (contamination, measurement errors, confounding variables) that
make the results unreliable. Scientists are not 'wrong' when hypotheses are unsupported —
they have learned something new. Science absolutely works whether hypotheses are
supported or not.

Multiple independent experiments and observations have consistently confirmed the
theory over time — A well-supported theory has been confirmed through numerous
independent experiments, observations, and studies over time. No single experiment
proves a theory beyond all doubt. A famous scientist's endorsement is an appeal to
authority. Well-supported theories have been challenged — surviving challenges is what
makes them strong, not the absence of questioning.

No — the container sizes are different, which is a confounding variable that makes
the comparison unfair — This is not a fair test because the container size is a confounding
variable — a smaller container of water will likely freeze faster regardless of starting
temperature. For a fair experiment, both containers should be the same size, shape, and
material, placed in the same freezer, with only the water temperature differing. Science fairs
absolutely involve real scientific methodology.

Conduct a controlled study where students are randomly assigned to study late or
study earlier, keeping study time and material the same, then compare test scores —
A proper experiment would randomly assign similar students to two conditions (late study
vs. earlier study), keeping total study time, material, and test difficulty the same. This isolates
the effect of study timing. Asking friends is anecdotal evidence. Repeating with one person is
not sufficient. Scientific claims about studying habits can absolutely be tested with good
experimental design.

Repeating an experiment to verify that the results are consistent and reliable —
Replication means repeating an experiment — ideally by different researchers — to see if
the same results occur. Consistent replication increases confidence that the results are real
and not due to error or chance. It is a cornerstone of the scientific method and is different
from copying, tool-making, or publishing.

This is relatively strong evidence — large sample size, long duration, and conducted by
an academic institution — but it is still observational and may have confounding
variables — This study has notable strengths: a large sample (2,000), long duration (3
years), and academic institutional backing. However, it is likely observational (not a
randomized experiment), so confounding variables may exist — families that provide



higher on tests. The
study followed 2,000
students over 3
years.'

A student claims, 'My
plant grew 3 inches
this week, so all
plants grow 3 inches
per week.' Apply
what you know
about the scientific
method to evaluate
this claim.

A company
advertises that '4 out
of 5 dentists
recommend' their
toothpaste. Apply
scientific thinking:
what questions
should you ask about
this claim?

What is a 'variable' in
a scientific
experiment?

A pharmaceutical
advertisement shows
a graph where sales
increased after a
product launch. They
claim this proves
their product works.
Analyze the logical
gap in this argument.

Why do scientists use
control groups in
experiments?

A classmate says, 'l
do not believe in
climate change
because it was cold
last winter.' Evaluate
the scientific
reasoning in this
statement.

breakfast may also provide other supports like homework help, adequate sleep, and stable
environments. The 15% difference is meaningful, but claiming breakfast causes higher
scores requires ruling out these alternative explanations.

This is a hasty generalization from one data point — This claim over-generalizes from a
single observation. Scientific claims require sufficient evidence — one plant in one week is
not enough to conclude anything about all plants. Different species, growing conditions,
seasons, and environments all affect growth rate. The student's measurement may be
accurate, but the conclusion drawn from it is not supported by sufficient evidence.

How many dentists were surveyed? Were they given other options? Were they paid by
the company? What exactly did 'recommend' mean in the survey? — Critical evaluation
of this claim requires asking about methodology: How many dentists total? (5? 5,0007) Were
they randomly selected or chosen by the company? Were they comparing this brand to
others or just asked 'would you recommend this?' Did they receive payment or free
products? Expert status does not exempt claims from scrutiny — the survey design
determines whether the statistic is meaningful.

A factor that can be changed, measured, or controlled in an experiment — A variable is
any factor that can change in an experiment. The independent variable is what the scientist

changes on purpose, the dependent variable is what is measured as a result, and controlled
variables are kept the same. Variables are not math problems, equipment, or opinions.

Increased sales show popularity, not effectiveness — The logical gap is confusing
commercial success (sales) with medical effectiveness. Many factors drive sales —
advertising, brand recognition, price, availability — none of which prove the product works
medically. Effectiveness requires clinical trials with control groups, not sales data.
Advertisements can contain graphs, and showing profit would have the same logical
problem. — people buying something does not prove it works medically.

To have a baseline for comparison so they can isolate the effect of the variable being
tested — Control groups provide a baseline that shows what happens without the
experimental treatment. By comparing the experimental group to the control, scientists can
attribute any differences to the variable being tested rather than other factors. Not all
experiments require exactly three groups, control groups do not produce 'perfect’ results,
and their purpose is clarity, not complexity.

This confuses weather (short-term, local conditions) with climate (long-term, global
patterns) — one cold winter does not disprove decades of global temperature data —
This statement demonstrates a fundamental confusion between weather (daily/seasonal,
local) and climate (long-term trends, global). Climate change refers to changes in average
global temperatures over decades, measured across thousands of locations. One cold
winter in one location is an anecdote that does not address the vast body of climate data.
Personal experience of weather is not a substitute for global scientific measurement.



Explain why the
statement 'l think it
will rain tomorrow
because the sky
looks cloudy' is NOT
a scientific
hypothesis.

What is the purpose
of a conclusion in the
scientific method?

Design a simple
experiment to test
whether music
affects how fast
students complete a
math worksheet.
Identify the
independent
variable.

What is a hypothesis
in the scientific
method?

Two studies on
screen time and
sleep produce
different results:
Study A (500
participants) finds a
strong negative
effect, while Study B
(50 participants)
finds no effect.
Analyze which study
carries more weight
and why.

What is the
difference between
an observation and
an inference?

It is not easily testable in a controlled experiment and lacks a clear
independent/dependent variable relationship — While this statement makes a
prediction (a common feature of hypotheses), it is not a scientific hypothesis because you
cannot design a controlled experiment to test it — you cannot control whether clouds form.
A scientific hypothesis involves variables you can manipulate. Anyone can form hypotheses,
not just professional scientists, and mentioning weather does not make something a
hypothesis.

To summarize results and state whether the hypothesis was supported or not
supported by evidence — The conclusion is the final step where scientists summarize their
findings, compare results to the original hypothesis, and explain what the evidence shows. It
may support or fail to support the hypothesis — both outcomes are valuable in science. The
introduction and materials list come at the beginning, and a new hypothesis would be part
of future research.

The independent variable is whether music is playing or not — The independent
variable is the factor the experimenter deliberately changes — in this case, the presence or
absence of music. The completion speed is the dependent variable (what you measure). The
math problems and number of students should be controlled variables, kept the same
across both groups to ensure a fair test.

A testable prediction or explanation that can be investigated through experiments —
A hypothesis is a testable prediction based on observation and prior knowledge. It differs
from a proven fact (which has been confirmed repeatedly), a random guess (which has no
basis in evidence), and a conclusion (which comes after testing). A good hypothesis can be
supported or disproven through experimentation.

Study A carries more weight due to its larger sample size, which better represents the
population and is less susceptible to random variation — Study A's larger sample (500
vs. 50) makes it more statistically powerful and representative. With 50 participants, Study B
is more vulnerable to random variation — a few unusual sleepers could eliminate the
apparent effect. However, sample size is not the only factor; methodology, controls, and
participant selection also matter. Disagreement between studies is normal and does not
mean the topic cannot be studied.

An observation is something you directly see, hear, or measure; an inference is a
conclusion you draw from observations — An observation is direct sensory data — what
you see, hear, measure, or record. An inference is a logical conclusion or interpretation
drawn from observations. For example, observing wet grass is an observation; concluding it
rained is an inference (the sprinklers might have run instead). They are different,
observations come first, and neither is an opinion.

Larger samples are more likely to represent the population accurately and reduce the



Why is sample size
important in
scientific research?

Analyze why the
scientific community
values peer-reviewed
research more than
a single scientist's
personal claims.

impact of random variation — Larger sample sizes provide more reliable results because
they reduce the impact of random variation and outliers. Flipping a coin 5 times might give 4
heads (80%), but 500 flips will likely approach 50/50. However, larger samples do not
guarantee correctness — methodology also matters. One sample is almost never sufficient
to prove a scientific claim.

Peer review provides independent expert evaluation that catches errors, bias, and
unsupported conclusions before publication — Peer review is valued because
independent experts evaluate the methodology, data interpretation, and conclusions,
catching errors and biases the original researcher might miss. Individual scientists can
certainly be correct, and peer review does not guarantee perfection — but it significantly
increases the reliability of published research. Individual researchers can also do real
science; peer review is about verification, not who conducts the research.



12. Critical Thinking & Media Literacy

< Question (fold —)

You are conducting a
survey about school
lunch preferences. You
only ask students at the
salad bar. Identify the
bias and explain how to
fix it.

What is 'confirmation
bias'?

A friend says, 'l saw a
study that says
chocolate is healthy,
and another that says it
is unhealthy. Since they
disagree, neither one
can be trusted, and we
should just ignore
science.' Evaluate this
reasoning.

Your class votes on a
field trip destination.
Before the vote, the
teacher mentions that
she thinks the science
museum would be
wonderful. Then 80% of
the class votes for the
science museum.
Evaluate whether this
vote was truly
unbiased.

Explain how the
framing effect could
influence a student's
reaction to getting 7 out
of 10 questions correct
on a quiz.

Why might a news
channel that only
interviews people from

Answer

This is selection bias — students at the salad bar likely prefer healthier options. Fix:
survey students from all lunch areas randomly — This is selection bias because
students at the salad bar self-selected into a group that prefers salads, making them
unrepresentative of the broader student body. To fix it, survey students randomly from
all lunch areas (salad bar, hot food line, vending machines, etc.). Asking real students
does not prevent bias if they are not a representative sample. Asking more salad bar
students would just increase the biased sample.

The tendency to seek out and favor information that confirms what you already
believe — Confirmation bias is the tendency to search for, interpret, and remember
information that confirms your pre-existing beliefs while ignoring or dismissing
contradicting evidence. Changing beliefs based on new evidence is actually the opposite
of confirmation bias. It has nothing to do with confirming appointments or trusting
specific news sources.

This is a false conclusion — conflicting studies are normal in science and usually
reflect different methodologies, sample sizes, or definitions of 'healthy.' Evaluating
the studies' quality is better than dismissing all science. — Disagreement between
studies is a normal part of scientific progress, not evidence that science is broken. Studies
may differ in methodology, sample size, definition of 'healthy,' type of chocolate studied,
or what health outcomes they measured. The proper response is to evaluate each study's
quality and look at the broader body of evidence — not to dismiss science entirely.
Trusting only studies you agree with is confirmation bias.

The vote was likely influenced by authority bias and anchoring — Several biases
likely influenced this vote: authority bias (students may defer to the teacher's preference),
anchoring (the science museum was 'anchored' as the first option discussed), and social
desirability (students may want to please the teacher). While everyone technically had a
choice, the conditions were not neutral. For an unbiased vote, the teacher should share
options without revealing a preference, or use anonymous voting. High agreement does
not automatically mean the best choice was made. — the teacher's stated preference
anchored students' thinking and her authority may have pressured students to agree,
even unconsciously.

Saying 'you got 70% right' sounds more positive than 'you got 3 wrong' — The
framing effect applies to any information presentation. '70% correct' emphasizes success
and feels encouraging. '3 wrong out of 10' emphasizes failure and feels discouraging.
Both describe the same performance. Teachers often choose positive framing to motivate
students. The framing effect applies broadly to all communication, not just advertising. —
same result, different emotional impact depending on the frame.

Viewers only hear one perspective, making them think that viewpoint represents
everyone's opinion and missing important counterarguments — Interviewing only
one political party creates selection bias in coverage — viewers receive a non-



one political party give
viewers a biased
understanding of an
issue?

What is 'groupthink'?

How does confirmation
bias affect the way
people use social
media?

A news headline reads:
'Crime Skyrockets in
City!' But the actual
data shows crime
increased from 100 to
105 incidents — a 5%
increase. What bias
technique is the
headline using?

During a group project,
everyone agrees with
the leader's idea
immediately, even
though some members
have concerns. Apply
your understanding of
groupthink to explain
what is happening and
suggest a solution.

A person who is afraid
of flying watches a news
report about a plane
crash and says, 'See?
Flying is incredibly
dangerous!" Which bias
is most likely affecting
their thinking?

What is 'selection bias'

representative sample of perspectives, which distorts their understanding of the issue.
Not all news channels are neutral; many have editorial leanings. Even accurate interviews
can be biased if only one side is represented. While some viewers may recognize the
missing perspective, research shows that one-sided exposure does shift opinions.

When a group prioritizes agreement and harmony over critical evaluation of ideas
— Groupthink occurs when the desire for group consensus overrides independent
thinking and critical evaluation. Members suppress doubts, ignore alternatives, and
dismiss outside opinions to maintain harmony. This often leads to flawed decisions. It is
not telepathy, careful thinking, or a positive brainstorming technique — it is considered a
harmful dynamic that undermines good decision-making.

People tend to follow accounts and engage with content that matches their
existing views, creating an echo chamber where opposing ideas are rarely seen —
Confirmation bias on social media is amplified by algorithms that show users more
content similar to what they already engage with. People follow like-minded accounts,
share agreeing content, and dismiss opposing views, creating echo chambers. Rather
than preventing confirmation bias, most social media algorithms actively reinforce it by
optimizing for engagement, which often means showing content that confirms existing
beliefs.

The framing effect — 'skyrockets' exaggerates a modest 5% increase to create
alarm — The headline uses the framing effect to make a 5% increase (5 more incidents
out of 100) sound dramatic and alarming through the word 'skyrockets.' A more neutral
headline might say 'Crime up 5%.' The data itself is not biased, but the presentation
creates a misleading emotional impression. This is a common media technique that
exploits how word choice shapes reader perception.

Groupthink is occurring — members suppress their concerns to maintain harmony.
Solution: have members write down their ideas independently before discussing, or
assign a 'devil's advocate' — Groupthink is suppressing individual critical thinking in
favor of group harmony. Members may fear social consequences of disagreement or
assume the majority must be right. Solutions include: anonymous idea submission before
discussion, assigning a 'devil's advocate' role to challenge ideas, having the leader speak
last, and creating a culture where constructive disagreement is valued. Unanimous
agreement without discussion is often a warning sign, not a positive outcome.

Availability heuristic — the vivid, easily recalled crash report makes flying seem
more dangerous than it statistically is — The availability heuristic is the primary bias
here — the dramatic plane crash is vivid and easy to recall, making flying seem more
dangerous than statistics show. While confirmation bias may also play a role (they may
seek out crash stories), the immediate reaction to the news report is best explained by
the availability heuristic. The question does not describe group dynamics or sampling
methodology.

An error that occurs when the sample studied does not accurately represent the
larger population — Selection bias occurs when the people or items chosen for a study
are not representative of the whole population, leading to skewed results. For example,
surveying only gym members about exercise habits would overrepresent active people. It



Analyze how implicit
bias might affect a
teacher's expectations
for different students,
even if the teacher
genuinely wants to treat
all students equally.

What does 'implicit bias'
mean?

A company surveys only
its own satisfied
customers about
product quality and
then advertises '95% of
customers love our
product!' Identify all the
biases present.

What is the 'availability
heuristic'?

Create a scenario that
demonstrates TWO
different types of bias
working together in an
everyday situation.
Name the biases and
explain how they
interact.

What is the 'framing
effect'?

You hear about a local
business being robbed

is a research methodology concept, not about choosing test answers, tools, or field trip
participants.

Implicit biases based on race, gender, or socioeconomic background can
unconsciously influence expectations, attention, and grading, even when the
teacher has good intentions — Research consistently shows that implicit biases can
influence teacher expectations and interactions despite good intentions. Studies have
found identical work evaluated differently based on perceived student demographics.
This is not the same as intentional discrimination — implicit bias is unconscious. Everyone
has implicit biases. Awareness, standardized rubrics, and blind grading can help mitigate
these effects.

Unconscious attitudes or stereotypes that affect our understanding and decisions
without us being aware of them — Implicit biases are unconscious attitudes that
influence behavior without a person's awareness. Everyone has implicit biases, shaped by
culture, media, and experience. Unlike explicit bias (openly expressed prejudice), implicit
bias operates automatically. It affects everyone in all areas of life, not just scientists or
news writers.

Selection bias (only surveyed satisfied customers, not all customers) and
survivorship bias (dissatisfied customers who stopped buying were not included) —
Multiple biases are present: Selection bias — only satisfied current customers were
surveyed, excluding dissatisfied former customers. Survivorship bias — customers who
left due to poor quality are invisible in the data. The '95%' statistic is technically accurate
for the surveyed group but deeply misleading about overall customer satisfaction. The
framing effect may also be present in how the advertisement presents the number.

Judging how likely something is based on how easily examples come to mind — The
availability heuristic is a mental shortcut where people estimate the likelihood of events
based on how easily they can think of examples. Dramatic or recent events feel more
common because they are easier to recall. This can cause overestimation of rare risks
(shark attacks, plane crashes) and underestimation of common ones (car accidents). It is
not about information access, study materials, or magic.

Example: After seeing a news report about a shark attack (availability heuristic), a
person starts researching shark dangers online and only clicks on articles
confirming sharks are extremely dangerous (confirmation bias). The availability
heuristic triggers the fear, and confirmation bias reinforces it by filtering
information. — A strong scenario identifies two specific biases and explains how they
compound each other. In real life, biases rarely operate alone — they cascade. For
example, anchoring bias sets an initial expectation, then confirmation bias filters
subsequent information to match. Or the availability heuristic creates a vivid impression,
then groupthink in a friend group reinforces it. Understanding bias interaction is essential
for everyone, not just scientists.

The way information is presented (framed) influences how people interpret and
react to it — The framing effect is a cognitive bias where the way information is
presented changes how people respond to it. Saying a surgery has a '90% survival rate'
sounds more positive than a '10% mortality rate,' even though the information is
identical. This bias is exploited in advertising, politics, and media. It has nothing to do with
physical frames or criminal framing.



and now feel unsafe
walking in your
neighborhood, even
though crime statistics
show your area is very
safe. Which bias is
influencing your feeling,
and how can you
overcome it?

What is 'anchoring bias'
and how does it work?

Analyze why people
often believe the first
thing they hear about a
news event, even if later
corrections are
published. Which biases
are involved?

Evaluate the claim:
'Social media
algorithms are neutral
because they just show
people what they want
to see.'Is this an
accurate
characterization? Why
or why not?

Analyze the difference
between 'l am biased'
and 'l have biases.' Why
does this distinction
matter for critical
thinking?

You are choosing a
restaurant based on
online reviews. You find
one restaurant with 4.8
stars from 5 reviews
and another with 4.3
stars from 500 reviews.

The availability heuristic — the recent vivid event makes crime feel common.
Overcome it by checking actual crime statistics for your area — The availability
heuristic makes the recent, vivid robbery feel representative of your neighborhood's
safety, even when statistics show otherwise. To overcome it: check actual crime data for
your area, compare the rate to other neighborhoods, and recognize that one event does
not define a trend. While some anchoring may be present, the primary mechanism is
availability — the event is easy to recall, making danger feel more likely than it statistically
is.

The tendency to rely too heavily on the first piece of information you receive when
making decisions — that first number or fact becomes an 'anchor' — Anchoring bias
causes people to give disproportionate weight to the first piece of information they
encounter. In negotiations, the first price offered sets the 'anchor’ for the entire
discussion. Retailers use this by showing a high 'original price' to make the sale price
seem like a bargain. It has nothing to do with literal anchors, and basing opinions on facts
is not anchoring bias.

Anchoring bias (the first report becomes the reference point) and confirmation bias
(people resist changing beliefs once formed) combine to make corrections less
effective — Two biases interact: anchoring bias makes the first report disproportionately
influential because it establishes the initial framework for understanding the event.
Confirmation bias then makes people resist corrections because the correction
contradicts what they now believe. Research on the 'continued influence effect' shows
that corrections often fail to fully update beliefs. This affects everyone, not just inattentive
readers, and first reports are frequently less accurate than later, more complete
reporting.

This is not accurate — algorithms amplify engagement, which often means
amplifying emotional, divisive, or sensational content, reinforcing confirmation
bias and filter bubbles rather than serving neutral information — Algorithms are not
neutral — they are designed by humans with specific goals (usually maximizing
engagement and ad revenue). By showing content that generates strong reactions, they
often amplify emotional, divisive, or sensational material. 'Showing what people want'
really means 'showing what keeps people scrolling,' which creates filter bubbles and
reinforces confirmation bias. While algorithm specifics may be proprietary, their effects
on information exposure are well-documented by researchers.

'l have biases' acknowledges that everyone has unconscious tendencies that can be
identified and managed, while 'l am biased' implies a fixed, unchangeable
character trait — This distinction is psychologically important. 'l am biased' frames bias
as a core identity trait — fixed and hopeless. 'l have biases' frames them as cognitive
patterns that everyone possesses but can recognize and mitigate. The growth mindset of
'having biases' encourages self-awareness and improvement, while the fixed mindset of
'being biased' can lead to either denial or resignation. Both biases and the capacity to
manage them are part of being human.

The 4.3-star rating from 500 reviews is more reliable because the larger sample
reduces the impact of individual outliers and selection bias — The 500-review rating
is far more reliable due to sample size. With only 5 reviews, one exceptionally positive or
negative review shifts the average dramatically. The 5-review restaurant may also suffer
from selection bias — only close friends or family may have reviewed it. While some



Apply your knowledge
of bias to decide which
rating is more reliable.

A school newspaper
only publishes positive
stories about the
school. Analyze how
this creates a biased
picture of school life
and what effects this
might have.

online reviews can be fake, dismissing all reviews is an overgeneralization.

This creates selection bias by omitting negative events, giving readers an
unrealistically positive view that may discourage addressing real problems —
Publishing only positive stories creates selection bias — the 'sample' of stories is not
representative of school life. Effects include: students and parents have an unrealistic
view, real problems (bullying, safety issues) go unaddressed, and trust erodes when
students notice the gap between reality and reporting. True stories can still create a
biased picture through selective inclusion. Any publication can create bias through
editorial choices.



13. Media Literacy

< Question (fold

-)

A new app asks for
permission to
access your
contacts, camera,
microphone, and
location. The app
is a simple
calculator. How
should you
respond to these
permission
requests?

You find a
personal blog
where a parent
shares their
experience with
their child's food
allergy. The blog is
not written by a
doctor. Is this
source completely
useless for a
research project
about food
allergies?

You read two
different blog
posts about the
same video game.
Onesaysitis
amazing and the
other says itis
terrible. How
should you use
both posts to form
your own opinion?

What is 'clickbait’
and why is it often
associated with
misinformation?

Answer

Deny the unnecessary permissions because a calculator does not need access to
contacts, camera, microphone, or location to perform its function — Apps should only
need permissions related to their core function. A calculator needs none of the listed
permissions because math calculations do not require contacts, camera, microphone, or
location data. Requesting unnecessary permissions is a red flag that the app may be collecting
data for advertising or malicious purposes. Most apps can function without all requested
permissions; denying unneeded ones protects your privacy. App store reviews check for
malware but do not verify that every permission request is necessary. The solution is not to
avoid all apps but to evaluate each permission request critically and deny unnecessary ones.

No, it is a valuable primary source for understanding the lived experience of families
dealing with food allergies, even though it should not replace medical expertise — A
parent's blog about food allergy experiences is a valuable primary source that provides
firsthand perspective on the daily challenges, emotional impact, and practical realities of
managing food allergies. This experiential knowledge complements but does not replace
medical research. Different sources serve different purposes in research. Non-doctors can
provide important perspectives on health topics through lived experience. Personal blogs can
be appropriate sources when used correctly and for the right purpose. However, personal
experiences should not be treated as more reliable than controlled medical studies for
scientific claims.

Read both carefully, look at the specific reasons each gives, and consider which reasons
are supported by evidence — When sources disagree, the best approach is to read both
carefully and evaluate the quality of their reasoning. Look for specific evidence, examples, and
logical arguments rather than just accepting the positive or negative review automatically.
Neither positive nor negative reviews are automatically more trustworthy. Blog posts can vary
in quality, but dismissing them entirely means losing potentially useful perspectives; instead,
evaluate each one critically.

Clickbait is sensational or misleading headlines designed to attract clicks, and it is
linked to misinformation because it prioritizes attention over accuracy, often
exaggerating or distorting the actual content — Clickbait uses sensational, exaggerated, or
deliberately misleading headlines to maximize clicks and page views, which generate
advertising revenue. The connection to misinformation is direct: prioritizing attention over
accuracy leads to headlines that distort or exaggerate the truth. Readers who only see the
headline (which is common) walk away with a misleading impression. Clickbait is not malware,
a gaming mechanic, or a fact-checking tool. It is a content strategy that trades accuracy for



A headline reads:
'Study Shows
Students Who Eat
Breakfast Score
Higher on Tests.'
The actual study
found a
correlation
between breakfast
eating and test
scores but did not
prove breakfast
caused the higher
scores. How would
you rewrite the
headline to be
more accurate?

An editorial in a
newspaper states,
"The city should
invest more
money in public
parks.' What type
of evidence would
make this opinion
more convincing?

Some news outlets
clearly label their
opinion pieces
while others blend
opinion content
with news
reporting. Evaluate
why the distinction
between news and
opinion sections
matters for
readers.

What is
propaganda?

engagement, and the misinformation it spreads through misleading headlines can be as
harmful as intentionally fabricated stories.

'Study Finds Correlation Between Eating Breakfast and Higher Test Scores' — The original
headline implies breakfast causes higher scores, but the study only found a correlation — the
two things occur together without proving one causes the other. Students who eat breakfast
may also have factors like more sleep, stable homes, or better overall health that contribute to
higher scores. Using 'correlation' or 'association' language is more accurate than implying
causation. The original headline is not equivalent because it implies a direct cause-and-effect
relationship. Guaranteeing results would be even more misleading. Correlations are not
meaningless; they identify patterns worth investigating further.

Data showing health benefits of park access, statistics on current park usage, and
surveys of resident preferences — An opinion becomes more persuasive when supported
by relevant, measurable evidence. Health studies provide scientific backing for park benefits.
Usage statistics demonstrate demand. Resident surveys show public support. These forms of
evidence are directly relevant and verifiable. Personal memories are anecdotal and not
representative of the broader community's needs. Photos of other parks are visually appealing
but do not prove investment would benefit this specific city. Listing other priorities dilutes the
argument rather than strengthening it.

Clear labeling helps readers calibrate their critical thinking: news sections should
present verified facts with balanced perspectives, while opinion sections explicitly
represent particular viewpoints. Blending them misleads readers into accepting
opinions as established facts — The news/opinion distinction is a critical framework for
reader comprehension. News sections aim to present verified facts and balanced reporting,
while opinion sections explicitly advocate particular viewpoints. When readers know they are
reading opinion, they apply appropriate critical evaluation. When opinion is blended with or
disguised as news, readers may accept viewpoint-driven interpretations as established facts.
Not all journalism is opinion; investigative reporting that uncovers facts through evidence-
based methodology is fundamentally different from editorial commentary. Both news and
opinion sections provide valuable content when properly understood. News sections aspire to
objectivity but are not guaranteed to achieve it; the label indicates intent and standards, not
perfection.

Information that is deliberately designed to influence people's opinions, emotions, or
actions, often by presenting only one side of an issue or using manipulative techniques
— Propaganda is the deliberate, systematic use of information, images, or messaging to shape
public opinion, influence emotions, or promote a particular viewpoint. It often employs specific
techniques — such as emotional appeals, selective presentation of facts, loaded language, and
repetition — to bypass critical thinking. Factual errors in news can be honest mistakes, which
differ from the intentional manipulation that defines propaganda. Commercial advertising
promotes products and may use persuasive techniques similar to propaganda, but the term
'propaganda’ is typically reserved for efforts to influence political, social, or ideological beliefs.



Why should you
read the privacy
policy or terms of
service before
creating an
account on a new

app?

You discover that a
news story you
shared last week
turned out to be
false. Some of
your friends have
already reshared
it. What is the
most responsible
course of action?

Social media often
shows you content
from people who
are similar to you
— same age,
location, interests,
and viewpoints.
Analyze how this
creates a form of
bias in your
understanding of
what 'most people'
think.

A satirical news
website publishes
a humorous article
about a ridiculous
fake law. People
share it on social
media as if it were
real news. The
website says it is
satire on its
'About' page. Who
bears
responsibility for
the
misunderstanding?

Campaign speeches are a specific format of political communication that may or may not use
propaganda techniques — the speech format itself is not propaganda.

Because these documents explain what personal data the app collects, how it uses that
data, who it shares it with, and what rights you have over your information — Privacy
policies and terms of service are legal documents that disclose the app's data practices: what
information they collect (location, contacts, browsing history), how they use it (advertising,
selling to third parties, product improvement), who they share it with, and what control you
have over your data. While not illegal to skip them, not reading them means blindly agreeing to
data practices you might object to. There are no hidden games or discounts in privacy policies.
Understanding these documents empowers you to make informed decisions about which
apps deserve access to your personal information.

Post a correction acknowledging that the original story was false, share the accurate
information, and directly notify friends who reshared it so they can correct the record
too — Responsible digital citizenship means correcting misinformation you have helped
spread, not hiding from it. Posting a visible correction reaches people who saw the original
post. Directly notifying friends who reshared it helps contain the spread. Modeling correction
behavior encourages others to do the same, creating a healthier information ecosystem.
Quietly deleting the post leaves the misinformation alive in friends' shares without correction.
Avoiding correction out of embarrassment prioritizes ego over truth. Honest mistakes do not
eliminate the responsibility to correct them; the false information continues to spread
regardless of your intent.

Algorithmic curation creates a distorted sample where your feed represents your
community, not the broader population, leading to a false consensus effect where you
overestimate how many people share your views because most of what you see agrees
with you — Social media algorithms create personalized information environments that
overrepresent viewpoints similar to your own, producing what psychologists call the 'false
consensus effect": the mistaken belief that your views are more widely shared than they
actually are. Your feed is a curated sample biased toward your existing network and
engagement patterns, not a representative cross-section of society. Seeing agreement in your
feed reflects algorithmic selection, not actual consensus. Following more accounts may slightly
broaden your exposure but algorithms still prioritize similar content. Despite billions of users,
each individual sees a tiny, curated fraction heavily weighted toward their existing preferences.

Responsibility is shared: the satire site should make its humorous intent clearer beyond
a buried 'About’ page, and sharers should verify stories before spreading them,
especially ones that seem outrageous or too absurd to be true — Responsibility for satire
becoming misinformation is shared. Satire sites have a responsibility to clearly label their
content as humorous, ideally within the article itself rather than buried on a separate page.
When articles are shared on social media, the 'About' page context is lost. However,
consumers also have a responsibility to verify outrageous-sounding stories before sharing.
Placing all blame on the creator ignores the sharer's critical thinking responsibility. Placing all
blame on the sharer ignores design choices that make satire easily mistaken for news. While
satire is legally protected speech, that does not eliminate ethical responsibility for foreseeable
misuse when satirical articles are indistinguishable from real news to casual readers.



A classmate shares
a funny meme that
makes fun of a
politician. They say
it is just a joke and
does not count as
media. How would
you apply what
you know about
media to respond?

A website
publishes an
article about a
controversial
health treatment.
The article
includes no author
name, no
publication date,
no sources or
references, and no
information about
who runs the
website. Based on
the CRAAP test,
what can you
conclude?

You read an article
claiming that a
popular fruit juice
'cures all diseases.'
The articleison a
website that also
sells the juice.
What steps would
you take to verify
this extraordinary
claim?

What does 'media
ethics' refer to in
journalism?

Explain that memes are a form of media because they communicate messages to an
audience and can influence how people think — Memes are absolutely a form of media
because they communicate messages to audiences, even when disguised as humor. Political
memes can shape opinions and influence how people think about public figures. The
humorous format does not remove their power as media messages. Media includes all
communication channels, not just serious or traditional ones. Defining media as only news
websites or printed materials ignores the vast digital landscape where most people now
consume information.

The source fails multiple CRAAP criteria — it lacks Authority (no author), Currency (no
date), and Accuracy (no sources), making it an unreliable source that should not be used
without significant additional verification — This source fails multiple CRAAP criteria
simultaneously: no author (Authority), no date (Currency), and no references (Accuracy). This
pattern of missing information is a significant red flag. While any single missing element might
have an explanation, the combination of all three suggests the source does not meet basic
standards for credible information, especially on a controversial health topic where evidence
and expertise are critical. While anonymous publication exists for legitimate reasons
(whistleblowing, safety concerns), the combined absence of author, date, sources, and
organizational information goes well beyond anonymity. The CRAAP test can absolutely be
applied — the absence of information is itself informative. No single CRAAP criterion is more
important than others; they work together as a comprehensive evaluation framework.

Search for independent medical studies about the juice, check if health organizations
like the FDA have reviewed the claim, and look for the author's medical credentials —
Verifying extraordinary health claims requires checking independent, authoritative sources.
Medical studies from independent researchers have no financial motive to promote the
product. Health organizations like the FDA evaluate and regulate health claims. Checking the
author's medical credentials reveals whether they have the expertise to make such claims.
Self-testing is dangerous and unscientific for medical claims. Customer testimonials can be
fabricated or represent coincidences, not proof. Websites selling products can and do make
exaggerated claims; regulatory enforcement is imperfect, so false claims can persist online
before being caught.

The principles and standards that guide responsible journalism, including accuracy,
fairness, independence from conflicts of interest, accountability for errors, and
minimizing harm while serving the public interest — Media ethics encompasses the moral
principles guiding journalistic practice — truthful reporting, fairness in presenting multiple
perspectives, editorial independence from advertisers and political influences, transparency
about methods and corrections, and careful consideration of the potential harm information
may cause to individuals or communities. Major journalism organizations publish ethics codes
(SPJ, NYT, BBC) that articulate these principles. Government control of publication describes
censorship and media law, which are legal frameworks, not ethical principles — in fact,
independence from government control is an ethical principle of journalism. Revenue
strategies describe business operations, not ethical standards — ethical concerns sometimes
conflict with business interests. Technical production quality describes craft standards, not
moral principles about information responsibility.



A school wants to
use facial
recognition
technology to take
attendance
instead of a roll
call. Evaluate the
privacy
implications of this
decision for
students.

A social media
influencer posts a
photo of
themselves using a
new water bottle
with the caption 'l
love this bottle!" In
tiny text it says
'#ad.' What does
this reveal about
the relationship
between the
influencer and the
water bottle
company?

Create a strategy
for consuming
news in a way that
minimizes the
impact of media
bias on your
understanding of
current events.

What is 'media
literacy"?

While efficient, facial recognition in schools raises serious concerns: biometric data is
permanent and cannot be changed like passwords, children cannot meaningfully
consent, data breaches would expose irreplaceable identity information, and it
normalizes surveillance of minors — Facial recognition in schools raises profound privacy
concerns unique to biometric data. Unlike passwords or ID cards, biometric data cannot be
changed if compromised — a student's facial geometry is permanent. Data breaches would
expose irreplaceable identity information. Children and teens cannot meaningfully consent to
biometric collection. The practice normalizes surveillance of minors during formative years.
Knowing what students look like is different from storing algorithmic representations of their
faces in a database. Technical accuracy is one concern, but the fundamental privacy issues
exist even with perfect technology. Permission forms provide legal cover but do not address
the fundamental concern that biometric data is uniquely sensitive and permanent.

The company paid the influencer to promote the product, so the positive opinion may
not be entirely genuine — The #ad tag indicates the influencer was paid by the water bottle
company to promote the product. This is called sponsored content, and it means the positive
review may not be entirely genuine since the influencer has a financial incentive to say positive
things. The #ad tag is required by law to inform viewers about the paid relationship. Not all
product posts are ads, only those involving payment or free products. The #ad tag is a
disclosure, not a warning against buying.

Consume news from multiple outlets with different known perspectives, actively seek
out viewpoints you disagree with, check the source and author of articles, be aware of
your own confirmation bias, and focus on evidence and facts rather than emotional
framing — A healthy media diet requires active effort: consuming diverse sources exposes
you to different perspectives and biases that can balance each other; seeking opposing
viewpoints challenges your thinking and reduces echo chamber effects; checking sources and
authors reveals potential conflicts of interest; acknowledging your own confirmation bias helps
you evaluate information more objectively; and focusing on evidence over emotional framing
reduces susceptibility to manipulation. Relying on a single source, no matter how trusted,
leaves you vulnerable to that source's specific biases. Disengaging entirely leaves you
uninformed and more susceptible to misinformation. Positive feelings about news are not
indicators of accuracy; uncomfortable truths are still truths.

The ability to access, analyze, evaluate, and create media in various forms — Media
literacy is the complete set of skills needed to thoughtfully engage with media: accessing it,
analyzing what it says, evaluating whether it is trustworthy, and creating your own media
messages. Just reading newspapers quickly is only one narrow skill. Computer skills are digital
literacy, a related but different concept. Memorizing facts from TV does not involve critical
thinking about the media itself.

The blending of previously separate media forms — such as print newspapers,
television, radio, and online platforms — into integrated digital platforms where the
same story may appear as text, video, podcast, and social media post, changing how
information is produced, distributed, and consumed — Media convergence describes the



What is 'media
convergence' and
how does it affect
the way
information

reaches audiences

in the modern
media landscape?

Why is lateral
reading
considered more
effective than
vertical reading
when evaluating
unfamiliar online
sources?

What does the
acronym CRAAP
stand for in the
context of
evaluating
information
sources?

What does
‘currency' mean
when evaluating a

source's reliability?

What is the key
difference

between a fact and

an opinion?

merging of previously distinct media technologies and platforms into unified digital
environments. A news organization that once published only a newspaper now produces
articles, videos, podcasts, social media content, and interactive graphics — all accessible from
a single device. This convergence affects information consumption by increasing speed (real-
time updates), accessibility (global reach), and format diversity, but also creates challenges
including information overload, shortened attention spans, and difficulty distinguishing
between professionally produced and amateur content. Total corporate merger into one entity
describes monopoly, not convergence — convergence refers to platform and format
integration. Coordinated coverage describes news coordination or pack journalism.
Convergence does not mean old formats disappear — many traditional media formats
continue to operate alongside digital platforms, often integrating with them rather than being
replaced.

Because it uses independent sources to verify claims and credibility rather than relying
on what the source says about itself, which could be misleading — Lateral reading is more
effective because misleading sources can present themselves convincingly — with professional
designs, impressive credentials, and plausible-sounding claims. By checking what independent,
reputable sources say about the website, author, or claims, readers can identify issues that
would be invisible from within the original source alone. Stanford's research showed that
professional fact-checkers spent less time per source than students but reached more
accurate conclusions by using lateral reading. The efficiency benefit is real but secondary to
the accuracy advantage — the core reason is independent verification. Not all professional-
looking websites are trustworthy, and not all trustworthy sources look polished. Eye strain is a
physical comfort issue unrelated to evaluation methodology.

Currency, Relevance, Authority, Accuracy, and Purpose — The CRAAP test is a widely-used
framework developed by librarians at California State University, Chico, for evaluating
information sources. Currency asks whether the information is up to date; Relevance asks
whether it connects to your research question; Authority examines who created the content
and their qualifications; Accuracy checks whether the claims are supported by evidence; and
Purpose considers why the information was created (to inform, persuade, sell, or entertain).
'Credibility, Reliability, Authenticity, Accuracy, and Precision' sounds plausible but is not the
actual acronym. 'Content, Research, Authority, Analysis, and Publication' mixes real concepts
but is not the CRAAP framework. 'Citation, Reference, Author, Audience, and Presentation’
confuses bibliography terms with the evaluation framework.

How recent or up-to-date the information in the source is — In source evaluation, currency
refers to how recent the information is. Up-to-date sources are important because knowledge
evolves, especially in fields like science, technology, and medicine. A medical article from 30
years ago may contain outdated advice. Currency has nothing to do with money or cost of
access in this context. Popularity does not indicate how current information is; a viral post
could contain very old or outdated information.

A fact can be proven true or false with evidence, while an opinion expresses a personal
belief or judgment — The defining difference is verifiability: facts can be proven true or false
through evidence, observation, or measurement, while opinions reflect personal beliefs,
values, or judgments that cannot be objectively proven. Agreement does not define facts;
many people can agree on an incorrect statement. The medium (textbook vs. speech) does not
determine whether something is fact or opinion. Neither facts nor opinions are inherently
positive or negative; both can be either.



14. Media Literacy

< Question
(fold —)

A news outlet
covers a
scientific study
about climate
change. The
article gives
equal time to
the study's
authors (who
represent 97%
of climate
scientists) and
one skeptic
(representing
3%). How might
this 'balanced'
approach
actually be a
form of bias?

Two newspaper
articles cover a
school board
meeting. Article
A reports only
the facts of
what was said
and decided.
Article B
includes the
reporter's
judgment that
the school
board 'made
the wrong
decision.' What
category does
each article fall
into?

What is
'astroturfing' in
the context of
online
misinformation?

Answer

This false balance creates the misleading impression that scientific opinion is evenly split
when the overwhelming consensus supports one side, distorting the audience's
understanding of where scientific agreement actually lies — False balance (also called
'bothsidesism') is a form of bias where equal coverage is given to positions with vastly unequal
scientific support, creating the misleading impression that expert opinion is evenly divided. When
97% of scientists agree on a finding, presenting one skeptic as an equal counterpoint dramatically
distorts the audience's perception of scientific consensus. Equal time is not always the fairest
approach; proportional representation of evidence is more accurate and honest. While the
skeptic's funding is relevant to their credibility, false balance is problematic regardless of the
skeptic's motivations. The 97% consensus figure on climate change is well-established by multiple
independent studies of peer-reviewed literature.

Article A is straight news reporting that separates facts from opinion, while Article B is
news analysis or editorial that mixes factual reporting with the reporter's personal
judgment — Article A represents straight news reporting, which aims to present facts without
editorial judgment, allowing readers to form their own opinions. Article B crosses into analysis or
editorial territory by including the reporter's personal assessment that the decision was 'wrong.'
Both types have legitimate roles in journalism, but readers should recognize when they are
reading factual reporting versus opinion-infused analysis. Engaging writing is not less accurate;
presenting facts clearly is a skill. Good journalism informs rather than tells readers what to think.
Covering the same event does not make articles equally objective if one adds personal
judgments.

Creating the false impression of widespread grassroots support by using fake accounts,
bots, or coordinated groups to make a viewpoint appear more popular than it actually is —
Astroturfing gets its name from AstroTurf (fake grass) as a play on 'grassroots' movements. It
involves creating fake accounts, using bots, or coordinating paid actors to simulate widespread
public support for an idea, product, or political position. The goal is to make a minority viewpoint
appear to be the popular consensus, influencing real people through perceived social proof. It is
not about physical artificial turf, account verification, or green technology. Astroturfing exploits



A social media
platform
changes its
privacy policy to
allow sharing
user data with
third-party
advertisers. The
change is
announced in a
long, difficult-to-
read legal
document.
Analyze why
this approach
might be
problematic for
users.

Your teacher
asks you to find
a primary
source about
life during the
Great
Depression.
Which of these
would you
select?

Why do
different TV
channels
sometimes
report the same
eventin very
different ways?

During a natural
disaster,
conflicting
information
appears on
social media:
some posts say
the eventis
much worse
than reported,
while others say
it is being
exaggerated.

the human tendency to follow what appears to be popular opinion, making it a particularly
deceptive form of manipulation.

The complex legal language and length make it unlikely that most users will read or
understand the changes, which means they unknowingly consent to having their data
shared in new ways — This practice is problematic because informed consent requires
understanding what you are agreeing to. When privacy changes are communicated through
dense legal language, most users (including adults) cannot meaningfully understand the
implications. This creates a consent gap where users technically agree but do not truly
understand. Privacy policies are not inherently fair; they are written to protect the company's
interests. Shorter documents help but clarity matters more than length. Original terms do not
grant blanket permission for future changes; significant changes to data practices should require
renewed, informed consent. This is a recognized problem in digital ethics and privacy law.

A photograph taken in 1935 showing a family outside their home — A photograph from 1935
is a primary source because it was created during the Great Depression and captures a real
moment from that era. The Wikipedia article is a secondary source that compiles information
from other sources. The 2020 textbook is a secondary source written decades later. The 2015
movie is a fictional dramatization, not a historical record, even though it depicts the era. Primary
sources come from the time period being studied.

Each channel makes choices about what details to include and how to present them based
on their perspective — Different channels make different editorial choices about which details
to include, which sources to interview, and how to frame the story. These choices are influenced
by each organization's perspective, audience, and priorities. It is not that one channel has the
truth and others are guessing; all channels are selecting from the same facts but presenting them
differently. There is no law requiring different coverage, and the event itself happened one way.

Rely on official sources like government emergency agencies, established news
organizations with reporters on the ground, and first responders, rather than unverified
social media posts from unknown accounts — During crises, official sources provide the most
reliable information because government agencies have direct access to data and established
news organizations deploy reporters to verify conditions firsthand. Social media during disasters
is flooded with misinformation: old photos presented as current, exaggerated claims, and
coordinated disinformation campaigns. The crowd is not always right; viral social media posts
during disasters are often wildly inaccurate. Overreacting based on worst-case misinformation
can cause panic, prevent effective response, and spread fear. Ignoring all information is



How should you
navigate this
information
environment?

Why does
confirmation
bias make
people more
vulnerable to
media bias?

How do
reference lists
or
bibliographies
at the end of an
article help you
evaluate the
source's
reliability?

You are
researching
climate change
for a school
project. You
find two
sources: one
from 2008 and
one from 2023,
both from
reputable
science
organizations.
How should the
CRAAP test's
Currency
criterion guide
your decision?

What is a
'deepfake™

A cereal

dangerous since timely accurate information can be life-saving during emergencies.

Because people naturally seek out and believe information that confirms what they
already think, they are more likely to accept biased reporting that aligns with their views
without questioning it — Confirmation bias and media bias create a reinforcing cycle: media
outlets may produce content with a particular slant, and audiences with matching views accept
that content uncritically because it confirms their existing beliefs. People apply stricter scrutiny to
information that challenges their views than to information that confirms them. Confirmation
bias increases vulnerability to media bias rather than protecting against it. It affects everyone
regardless of how frequently they consume news. The two concepts are deeply interconnected:
media bias exploits confirmation bias, and confirmation bias amplifies the impact of media bias.

They show where the author got their information, allowing you to verify the facts and
assess the quality of the supporting evidence — Bibliographies and reference lists are
transparency tools that show readers where the author obtained their information. You can
follow these references to verify claims and assess whether the supporting sources are
themselves reliable. This accountability makes the article more trustworthy. While references do
add length, their purpose is verification, not appearance. There is no law requiring bibliographies
on websites. Using sources and citing them properly is good academic practice, not copying;
plagiarism means using sources without crediting them.

For a rapidly evolving scientific topic like climate change, the 2023 source is likely more
valuable because it reflects the most current data, research methods, and scientific
understanding — Climate science has advanced significantly between 2008 and 2023, with
improved data collection, better climate models, and new research findings. For rapidly evolving
scientific topics, currency is particularly important because older sources may contain outdated
data, superseded conclusions, or lack awareness of recent developments. While the 2008 source
is not useless — it could provide historical context — the 2023 source better reflects current
scientific understanding. Reputation alone does not compensate for outdated information in a
fast-moving field. Having more time for review does not help if the underlying data and models
have been superseded. Saying no source can be trusted because science evolves is an
overcorrection — current sources from reputable organizations represent the best available
understanding at that time.

Artificially generated or manipulated video, audio, or images that use Al to make it appear
that someone said or did something they never actually said or did — Deepfakes use
artificial intelligence, specifically deep learning neural networks, to create or manipulate video,
audio, or images so convincingly that the fabrication is difficult to detect. They can make it appear
that real people said or did things that never happened. Movie costumes are physical props, not
Al manipulations. Cropped photos remove context but do not fabricate new content using Al.
Spelling errors and poor grammar are red flags for unreliable content but represent carelessness,
not Al-powered fabrication.



commercial
shows kids
having fun and
laughing while
eating
breakfast. What
is the main
purpose of
showing the
kids having fun?

How does the
message in a
magazine
advertisement
for running
shoes differ
froma
consumer
review of the
same shoes?

A documentary
about a social
issue uses slow,
sad music
during
interviews with
people who
support one
position and
upbeat,
confident music
during
interviews with
people who
support the
opposing
position. How
does this audio
framing affect
the
documentary's
message?

A news app
sends you a
notification with
a shocking
headline, but
when you tap to
read the full
article, the story

To make viewers associate the cereal with happiness so they want to buy it — Advertisers
use emotional appeal by showing happy, laughing children to create a positive association
between the cereal and good feelings. Viewers subconsciously think the product will bring them
happiness too, making them more likely to buy it. The commercial is not an instructional video
about eating. The cereal is not restricted to children. Commercials use actors and scripts, so the
reactions shown may not reflect the actual taste experience.

The ad only shows positives to sell the shoes, while the review tries to give an honest
assessment including both strengths and weaknesses — An advertisement is created by the
shoe company to sell products, so it only highlights positive features and uses persuasive
techniques. A consumer review aims to inform other buyers honestly, including both good and
bad aspects. Companies know their products well but have a financial reason to only show the
positive side. Reviewers can be knowledgeable consumers who test products carefully. The two
sources present very different perspectives because they have different purposes.

The music creates an emotional bias that subtly tells viewers which side to sympathize
with — sad music evokes pity and frames one group as victims, while upbeat music frames
the other group as confident and correct, influencing the audience's emotional response
independent of the arguments being made — Audio framing through music is one of the most
powerful and least consciously noticed forms of media manipulation. Music directly influences
emotional responses — research shows that identical visual content paired with different music
produces significantly different audience reactions. Sad, minor-key music evokes sympathy and
frames subjects as sympathetic figures or victims, while confident, major-key music frames
subjects as strong and credible. This creates an emotional bias that supplements or even
overrides the logical content of what is being said. Claiming music has no effect contradicts
extensive media psychology research showing that audiences are strongly influenced by audio
cues, often without conscious awareness. Music in documentaries is not a passive recording of
natural sounds — it is selected, composed, or licensed by filmmakers making deliberate creative
choices. Using different music for different groups goes beyond 'distinction' — it actively shapes
which group the audience empathizes with.

This is called clickbait, and apps use it to get more people to tap on the notification and

visit the article, which earns the app more advertising money — Clickbait is the practice of
using exaggerated, misleading, or sensational headlines to attract clicks. Apps and websites use
this technique because each click generates advertising revenue. The more people who tap the



is much less
dramatic than
the headline
suggested.
What is this
technique
called, and why
do apps use it?

Evaluate the
following
argument: 'You
cannot trust the
mainstream
media because
they are all
owned by large
corporations
that control the
narrative. Only
independent
bloggers and
social media
accounts tell
the truth." What
critical thinking
problems exist
in this claim?

A classmate
says media bias
is not a problem
because 'smart
people can see
through it.'
Evaluate the
accuracy of this
claim based on
what you know
about cognitive
biases.

Which of the
following is an
example of
print media?

You receive an
email that says
your favorite
gaming account
has been
hacked and you
need to click a

headline, the more money the platform earns. This is not fact-checking, which involves verifying
information accuracy. It is not a news update or balanced reporting. Clickbait deliberately creates
a gap between the headline's promise and the article's content, exploiting curiosity to drive traffic
and revenue.

This argument commits multiple fallacies: a sweeping generalization that all mainstream
media is uniformly controlled, a false dilemma suggesting only two categories of
trustworthy and untrustworthy media exist, and an unsupported assumption that
independence automatically equals accuracy — independent sources can also be biased,
inaccurate, or deliberately misleading — This argument contains multiple logical problems.
First, it makes a sweeping generalization that all mainstream media is uniformly controlled,
ignoring that major outlets have different owners, editorial boards, and track records — and that
many employ journalists who report against corporate interests. Second, it presents a false
dilemma with only two categories when media exists on a spectrum including nonprofit
journalism, academic publications, wire services, and government agencies. Third, it assumes
independence automatically confers accuracy, when independent bloggers and social media
accounts have no editorial oversight, fact-checking processes, or accountability mechanisms —
they can be just as biased or more so than mainstream sources. While corporate ownership can
create legitimate conflicts of interest (this is a valid concern), the leap to 'therefore nothing they
publish can be trusted' is unsupported. Media trust is not purely subjective — evaluation criteria
like evidence quality and factual accuracy provide objective measures.

This claim is inaccurate because cognitive biases like confirmation bias affect everyone
regardless of intelligence. In fact, highly intelligent people can be more skilled at
constructing rationalizations for their biased views, making them harder to correct —
Research in cognitive psychology consistently demonstrates that intelligence does not protect
against cognitive biases, including the 'bias blind spot' — the tendency to see bias in others but
not in yourself. Highly intelligent people can actually be more susceptible to certain biases
because they are better at constructing sophisticated rationalizations for their existing beliefs.
This phenomenon, sometimes called 'motivated reasoning,' means intelligence can serve bias
rather than overcoming it. Education and intelligence are not shields against manipulation;
awareness of specific bias mechanisms and deliberate counter-strategies are more effective.
Media bias exists as a well-documented phenomenon studied by communication researchers
worldwide.

A newspaper — A newspaper is print media because it is physically printed on paper and
distributed to readers. A podcast is audio media delivered through the internet. A YouTube video
is digital video media viewed online. A television show is broadcast media transmitted through
airwaves or cable signals, not printed on paper.

Do not click the link. Instead, go directly to the gaming website by typing the address
yourself and check your account from there — The safest response to suspicious emails is to
never click embedded links. Instead, navigate directly to the website by typing the known address
into your browser. This bypasses any fake links that could lead to phishing sites designed to steal



link
immediately to
change your
password. What
should you do
first?

Two
encyclopedia
articles about
ancient Egypt
were written in
1985 and 2022.
Both are from
reputable
publishers. For
which specific
aspect of
ancient Egypt
would the
publication date
matter MOST?

You notice a
younger sibling
is about to
share their
school name
and teacher's
name in an
online game
chat. What
would you say
to explain why
this could be
risky?

What does the
term 'audience’
mean when
talking about
media?

What is 'source
triangulation’
and why is it an
important
verification
strategy?

your login credentials. Clicking the link is exactly what the scammer wants you to do. Forwarding
the email spreads the phishing attempt to your friends, putting them at risk. Replying to phishing
emails confirms your email address is active and may expose you to further attacks. Legitimate
companies will never require you to click an email link as the only way to secure your account.

Recent archaeological discoveries and DNA analysis techniques that have changed our
understanding of ancient Egyptian society — Publication date matters most for areas where
new research has changed understanding. Since 1985, modern DNA analysis, satellite imaging,
and new excavations have dramatically changed what we know about ancient Egyptian society,
migration patterns, and daily life. Basic facts like pharaoh dates, Egypt's location, and pyramid
construction have been well-established for over a century, so the 1985 source would be equally
accurate for those topics. This demonstrates that currency matters more for some aspects of a
topic than others.

Explain that combining school name and teacher name with their username could help a
stranger figure out exactly who they are and where they go to school, which is dangerous
personal information to share with unknown people online — School name and teacher
name, combined with a username and any other shared details, can narrow down a child's
identity to a small group or even a specific person. A stranger with this information could
potentially locate the child physically. The explanation should be age-appropriate and
educational, not fear-based. Not everyone shares school information online responsibly, and
normalizing the practice does not make it safe. Taking away the device without explanation
misses a teaching opportunity and does not build lasting awareness. Threatening with fictional
consequences teaches fear rather than understanding of genuine risks.

The people who receive and consume a media message — The audience is the group of
people who watch, read, listen to, or otherwise consume media messages. The people who
create media are called producers, creators, or authors. Advertisers are businesses that pay to
promote products through media. Technology refers to the tools and devices used to deliver
media, not the people receiving it.

The practice of verifying a claim by checking at least three independent sources with
different perspectives or methods, which increases confidence that the information is
accurate because it has been confirmed through multiple independent channels — Source
triangulation borrows from the geometric concept of using multiple reference points to
determine a precise location. In information verification, it means checking a claim against at
least three independent sources — ideally sources that use different methods, come from
different organizations, or approach the topic from different angles. When multiple independent
sources confirm the same information, confidence in its accuracy increases significantly because
it is unlikely that all sources would make the same error independently. GPS triangulation is a real
concept but relates to physical positioning, not information verification. The three-source



What is 'domain
authority' and
why is it
relevant when
evaluating
websites?

A politician
says, 'Crime has
increased 20%
this year, which
proves my
opponent's
policies have
failed.' The 20%
statistic is
accurate. Is the
politician's full
statement a
fact?

bibliography requirement is a simplified academic guideline, not a verification methodology.
Three-editor approval describes an editorial workflow, not a research verification strategy.

Domain authority refers to the credibility and trustworthiness associated with a website's
domain name, where domains like .gov and .edu often indicate government and
educational institutions with established accountability standards — In the context of
evaluating information, domain authority relates to the credibility signals associated with
different domain types. Domains like .gov are restricted to government agencies, and .edu is
restricted to accredited educational institutions in the US — both have institutional accountability
that adds a baseline of credibility (though not infallibility). Domains like .com and .org are open to
anyone. While SEO tools use a numeric 'domain authority' score, that metric measures search
ranking potential, not content accuracy — high-ranking sites can contain misinformation. Domain
registration length reflects business investment, not information quality. There is no internet
governing body that certifies websites before they can publish — the internet is largely open,
which is why evaluation skills are essential.

The 20% statistic is a fact, but 'proves my opponent's policies failed' is an opinion because
the crime increase could have many causes unrelated to those policies — This statement
cleverly combines a verifiable fact (the 20% increase) with an opinion (that it proves policy failure).
The statistic is accurate, but attributing the cause to a specific person's policies is an
interpretation. Crime rates are influenced by many factors: economic conditions, population
changes, policing methods, reporting practices, and national trends. Jumping from a statistic to a
specific causal claim is an opinion disguised by factual packaging. Politicians can cite accurate
statistics, but the interpretations they attach are opinions. Cause and effect in complex social
issues is rarely simple or obvious.



15. Media Literacy

< Question (fold

-)

A friend shares a
photo of you
online without
asking your
permission first.
Why could this be
a problem?

What is
'confirmation bias'
and how does it
relate to the
spread of
misinformation?

A friend shares an
article and says,
'This is unbiased
because it just
presents the facts.'
The article reports
that a company's
stock price rose
15% but does not
mention that it
followed a 40%
decline the
previous month. Is
the article truly
unbiased?

A popular app
offers a 'free'
personality quiz
that asks for your
name, age, email,
and school, then
requests access to
your social media
contacts. Analyze
what the app
might actually be

Answer

The photo becomes part of your digital footprint without your consent, could be seen by
people you did not intend, and may be difficult or impossible to fully remove — Sharing
someone's photo without permission raises several concerns: the image becomes part of their
digital footprint without consent, it may reveal personal information (location, activities,
appearance), it could be seen by unintended audiences, and once shared online, images can
be downloaded, screenshotted, and reshared, making complete removal nearly impossible.
Photo quality is irrelevant; even flattering photos can be problematic if shared without
consent. Friendship does not automatically grant permission to share personal images. A
photo can identify someone even without their name through facial recognition, background
details, or tags from other users.

Confirmation bias is the tendency to believe and share information that supports what
you already think, which makes people more likely to spread misinformation that aligns
with their existing views — Confirmation bias is a well-documented psychological tendency
to favor information that supports existing beliefs while dismissing contradictory evidence.
This makes people more susceptible to misinformation that aligns with their worldview
because they are less likely to critically evaluate it before accepting and sharing it. It is not a
verification requirement, a computer virus, or a legal term. Confirmation bias affects everyone
regardless of education or intelligence, and understanding it is the first step toward
counteracting its effects on critical thinking.

No, the article demonstrates omission bias by presenting a true fact without essential
context. The 15% rise looks positive in isolation but is still a significant net loss when the
preceding 40% decline is included — This is a textbook example of omission bias: the 15%
stock increase is factually accurate but deeply misleading without the context of the preceding
40% decline. Mathematically, a stock that drops 40% and then rises 15% is still down
approximately 31% from its original price. The article creates a positive impression from what
is actually a significantly negative situation. While the 15% figure is verifiable, presenting it
without context is misleading. While readers should seek context, professional journalism has
an ethical obligation to provide essential context. It is true that articles cannot include
everything, but omitting a major recent decline directly relevant to the story's central claim
crosses from space limitation into bias.

The app is likely building a detailed profile of you and your social network that can be
sold to data brokers or advertisers, making the quiz a tool for data harvesting disguised
as entertainment — This is a common data harvesting technique where entertainment is
used as bait to collect valuable personal information. A personality quiz does not genuinely
need school names, email addresses, or social media contacts to generate results. The
collected data creates a detailed profile that can be sold to data brokers, used for targeted
advertising, or potentially exploited in data breaches. The Cambridge Analytica scandal
revealed exactly this pattern, where a quiz app harvested data from millions of Facebook
users. Account security does not require school names or contact access. Most data harvesting



doing with all this
information.

You need to
research the water
cycle for science
class. Create a
plan for finding
three different
types of reliable
sources. What
three types would
you choose and
why?

What is the
difference
between bias by
placement and
bias by headline?

A website
publishes a story
about a scientific
discovery with the
headline
'Scientists
Discover Miracle
Cure!' The article
has no author
name, no date, no
links to the actual
research, and is
surrounded by ads
for health
supplements.
What should you
conclude?

You posted an
embarrassing
comment on social
media last year
and deleted it. Is
the comment
completely gone
from the internet?

apps retain data permanently because that data is their product.

A science textbook for established facts, a recent science journal article for current
research, and a government agency website like NOAA for expert data and visuals — A
strong research plan uses diverse source types that complement each other. A science
textbook provides well-established foundational knowledge reviewed by experts. A recent
journal article offers current research and discoveries that may not be in textbooks yet. A
government agency like NOAA provides expert data, satellite imagery, and current weather
science. Three Wikipedia pages represent a single platform with the same editorial process.
Social media clips vary wildly in accuracy and lack peer review. Friends' memories are
unreliable recollections, not verified sources. Combining different reliable source types gives
the fullest, most accurate understanding.

Bias by placement is where stories appear (front page vs. buried inside), signaling their
importance, while bias by headline is using words that frame the story in a particular
way before readers even read the article — Bias by placement and bias by headline are two
distinct mechanisms for influencing audience perception. Placement bias uses story
positioning to signal importance: front page, top of website, or above the fold gets more
attention and implies greater significance. Headline bias uses word choice and framing to
shape interpretation before readers engage with the full article. While both involve editorial
decisions, they operate through different mechanisms and have different effects. Digital media
absolutely uses placement bias through prominent versus buried positioning and notification
choices. Headline bias appears across all types of publications, from prestigious outlets to
tabloids.

The article shows multiple red flags for misinformation: no attribution, no date, no
evidence links, sensational language, and surrounding ads that suggest a financial
motive to attract health-product buyers — This article displays at least five major red flags
for misinformation. No author means no accountability for accuracy. No date means you
cannot assess currency. No links to actual research means the scientific claim is unverifiable.
'Miracle cure' is sensational language rarely used by legitimate science reporting. Health
supplement ads surrounding the article suggest the page exists to drive traffic and sell
products, not to inform. Simply mentioning scientists does not validate claims without
verifiable references. Advertising context absolutely affects credibility assessment because it
reveals the page's business model. Legitimate classified information is not published on ad-
supported websites.

Not necessarily. Screenshots, cached versions, web archives, and server backups may
still contain the content even after you delete your original post — Deleting a post
removes it from your profile but does not guarantee it is gone from the internet. Others may
have taken screenshots, search engines may have cached the page, web archives may have
saved a copy, and the platform's servers may retain backup copies. Some platforms even state
in their terms of service that they retain deleted data for a period of time. There is no
guaranteed time window for complete removal. While some privacy laws give users the 'right
to be forgotten,' enforcement is imperfect and does not affect copies already made by third



You are reading a
science article that
says, 'The
experiment
showed a 15%
increase in plant
growth, proving
that classical
music helps plants
grow.' Is this
conclusion a fact
or an opinion, and
why?

What does
'authority' mean
when evaluating
whether a source
is reliable?

What is 'phishing’
and how does it
typically work?

Alocal news
station runs a
story with the
headline 'Are Our
Schools Failing
Our Children?' The
report does not
present evidence
of school failure
but instead asks
parents leading
questions that
prompt negative
responses. What
bias technique is
being used?

Your teacher asks
you to create a
short video about

parties. This is why careful consideration before posting is so important.

The 15% increase is a fact, but 'proving' the music caused it is an opinion because the
experiment may not have controlled for other factors — The 15% increase in plant growth
is a measurable, verifiable fact from the experiment's data. However, claiming this 'proves'
classical music causes growth is an interpretation that goes beyond the data. The experiment
may not have controlled for variables like sunlight, water, temperature, or vibration (versus
specifically music). Jumping from observed data to a causal conclusion requires ruling out
alternative explanations. Science articles can contain both data (facts) and interpretations
(informed opinions). Experiments absolutely can provide evidence, but single experiments
rarely constitute absolute proof. Specific numbers are not opinions; they are measurements.

The expertise, credentials, or qualifications of the person or organization that created
the source — Authority in source evaluation refers to the expertise, education, and
qualifications of the creator. A doctor writing about health has more authority on medical
topics than someone without medical training. Confidence or volume of speech does not
indicate expertise. Social media sharing does not verify quality or accuracy; viral content is
often misleading. Website age indicates longevity but not necessarily expertise; an old website
can still contain inaccurate information from unqualified authors.

Phishing is a deceptive practice where scammers send fake messages that appear to be
from trusted sources, trying to trick you into revealing personal information like
passwords or credit card numbers — Phishing is a social engineering attack where criminals
send emails, text messages, or create fake websites that mimic legitimate organizations (banks,
schools, social media platforms) to trick victims into entering sensitive information. The name
comes from 'fishing' because attackers cast bait (fake messages) hoping someone takes it.
Phishing is not a game, a network test, or a content filter. Common phishing signs include
urgent language ('Your account will be closed!"), suspicious sender addresses, generic
greetings, and links that do not match the claimed organization's actual website.

The station is using a loaded question in the headline (presupposing failure) combined
with leading questions in interviews to manufacture a negative narrative without
actually presenting evidence of the stated problem — This report uses multiple bias
techniques: the headline contains a loaded question that presupposes school failure (planting
the assumption before evidence is presented), and leading interview questions steer
responses toward a predetermined narrative. This is sometimes called 'begging the question'
— the conclusion is embedded in the premise. Asking questions can absolutely be biased
when the questions are loaded with assumptions or designed to elicit particular responses.
The question mark format (sometimes called 'Betteridge's headline') does not neutralize bias;
it allows outlets to suggest damaging claims while maintaining plausible deniability. True
investigative journalism presents evidence first, then draws conclusions, rather than starting
with a conclusion and seeking confirming responses.

Show both the successes and the challenges of the program, interview people with
different viewpoints, and clearly identify yourself as the creator — Good media literacy



your school's
recycling program.
You want to be
honest and fair.
What approach
would best
demonstrate good
media literacy in
your creation?

A political
campaign
advertisement
shows grainy,
unflattering
photos of the
opposing
candidate in black
and white, while
showing the
preferred
candidate in
bright, warm-
toned color
photos smiling
with families.
What rhetorical
technique does
this visual contrast
represent?

An article about
nutrition is written
by 'Dr. Smith.’
Upon
investigation, you
discover Dr. Smith
has a doctorate in
literature, not
medicine or
nutrition. How
does this affect
the article's
authority?

A news article
about a local park
uses bright photos
of children playing
and quotes from
happy families.
Why might the
author have
chosen to include

means applying the same standards to media you create that you expect from media you
consume. Showing both successes and challenges provides a balanced view. Including multiple
viewpoints through interviews gives the audience a fuller picture. Identifying yourself as the
creator builds transparency and trust. Showing only positives would be the same selective
presentation that media-literate people learn to recognize and question. Copying others' work
is plagiarism. A single-perspective video lacks the balance that responsible media creation
requires.

This is the transfer technique using visual framing — the negative visual treatment
transfers feelings of suspicion and unease to the opponent, while warm, positive
imagery transfers feelings of trust and warmth to the preferred candidate — Thisis a
visual application of the transfer technique. The deliberate use of unflattering, grainy,
desaturated imagery for the opponent transfers feelings of distrust, suspicion, and negativity,
while bright, warm-toned family imagery transfers positive feelings of warmth,
trustworthiness, and relatability to the preferred candidate. Every visual choice — color
grading, photo selection, framing, and composition — is a persuasive decision. While families
appear in the ad, the core technique is not bandwagon (which requires claiming widespread
support) but transfer (associating the candidate with positive emotional imagery). The claim
that photo selection is random or preference-based ignores that campaign advertisements are
professionally produced with every element intentionally chosen. Glittering generalities
specifically refer to vague emotional language, not visual techniques — though the visual
approach achieves a similar goal of creating positive feelings without substantive content.

The article has weaker authority on nutrition because Dr. Smith's expertise is in
literature, not health sciences, even though the title 'Doctor' sounds impressive —
Authority depends on the match between the creator's expertise and the topic. Dr. Smith
earned a doctorate in literature, which demonstrates academic rigor but does not provide
training in nutrition science. The 'Dr." title can be misleading because readers may assume
medical expertise. A doctorate does not make someone an expert in all fields. However, the
article is not automatically wrong; a literature professor could present accurate nutrition
information. The issue is reduced authority, meaning readers should verify the claims with
nutrition experts. Having a doctorate does not mean the article was peer-reviewed by other
specialists.

To make readers feel positive about the park and connect emotionally with the story —
Authors deliberately select photos, quotes, and details to create a specific emotional response
in readers. Bright, happy images of children make readers feel positive about the park. Authors
rarely use content just because nothing else was available; every choice shapes the message.
There is no rule requiring photos of children. Filling empty space would not require specifically
happy content.



these specific
details?

A local bakery
posts on social
media that their
cupcakes are 'the
best in the entire
state." No survey
or taste test was
done. How would
you evaluate this
claim?

Your friend posts
on social media:
'Just read that
chocolate is
healthy! Time to
eat as much as |
want!' The original
article said that
dark chocolate in
small amounts
may have some
antioxidant
benefits. How has
your friend
distorted the fact?

A health
misinformation
post claims that a
common vaccine
contains a
dangerous
ingredient. The
post uses real
scientific
terminology and
cites a study that,
upon
investigation, was
retracted
(withdrawn) by the
journal that
published it.
Analyze why this
type of
misinformation is
particularly
dangerous.

Recognize it as a subjective marketing claim that cannot be proven without objective
evidence like taste competitions or surveys — This is a subjective marketing claim
presented as if it were an objective fact. Without taste competitions, blind tests, or surveys
comparing all bakeries in the state, there is no way to prove cupcakes are 'the best.' The
bakery has a financial motivation to promote itself. However, businesses do not always lie;
many provide accurate information alongside promotional language. Social media platforms
do not fact-check marketing claims. The key skill is recognizing when claims need evidence to
be taken seriously.

Your friend removed the qualifiers (‘dark,' 'small amounts,' 'may have some') and
turned a limited finding into an absolute claim that all chocolate is healthy in any
amount — Your friend stripped away critical qualifiers: the original specified dark chocolate
(not all chocolate), small amounts (not unlimited), and 'may have some' benefits (not
definitive). Removing these qualifiers transformed a cautious scientific finding into an absolute
claim that distorts the evidence. This is a common way facts get distorted when shared
informally. The summary is not accurate because it omits key conditions. Nuanced findings
cannot be reduced to simple yes/no categories. Social media posts can contain accurate
information; the issue is how this specific post distorted the source material.

It is dangerous because the scientific language and retracted study citation create a
false appearance of credibility, most readers will not check whether the cited study was
retracted, and health misinformation can lead to real-world harm when people make
medical decisions based on false claims — This type of misinformation is especially
dangerous for multiple reasons: scientific jargon and study citations create an illusion of rigor
that most people lack the expertise to evaluate; very few readers will investigate whether a
cited study was retracted; and health misinformation directly influences medical decisions,
potentially causing people to avoid beneficial treatments. Studies are retracted for serious
reasons: fabricated data, methodology errors, or ethical violations. Most people, including
educated adults, do not routinely check study retraction status. The potential for harm exists
regardless of how widely the post is shared. While science does evolve, retracted studies were
specifically withdrawn due to identified problems, not because science changed its mind.



In the CRAAP test,
what does the
'Currency'
criterion evaluate?

Analyze the
following headline:
'SHOCKING: What
They Do Not Want
You to Know
About Your
Drinking Water.'
Identify at least
two manipulation
techniques
present in this
headline.

You see a website
claiming that a
popular snack
gives you
superpowers.
What is the first
step you should
take to check if
this claim is real?

An article about a
controversial new
law presents only
arguments in
favor of the law
and calls
opponents
'uninformed.’
Evaluate the
quality of this
article as a source
for understanding
the issue.

How can a factual
statistic be used in
a misleading way

How recently the information was published or updated and whether timeliness
matters for the topic being researched — In the CRAAP test, 'Currency' refers to the
timeliness of information — when it was published, posted, or last updated, and whether that
timeframe is appropriate for the research topic. A medical article from 2005 might be
outdated, while a history essay about ancient Rome could still be relevant decades after
publication. The evaluation depends on the topic's nature. Currency does not refer to financial
topics or money — that is a different definition of the word. Social media popularity measures
virality, not timeliness or quality. Availability across countries relates to accessibility and
distribution, not to when the content was created or updated.

The headline uses emotional language ('SHOCKING') to trigger fear and urgency, vague
conspiracy framing (‘They do not want you to know') to create distrust without
identifying who 'they' are, and clickbait structure to drive engagement through curiosity
rather than informing the reader — This headline layers multiple manipulation techniques.
'SHOCKING' in capitals uses emotional language to trigger alarm before any information is
presented — priming the reader for fear. 'They do not want you to know' employs conspiracy
framing, implying a deliberate cover-up without identifying the supposed conspirators, which
creates an us-versus-them mentality and bypasses critical evaluation. The overall structure is
classic clickbait — it promises hidden knowledge to exploit the 'information gap' curiosity
effect without delivering substance in the headline itself. The bandwagon technique is not
present because the headline does not claim widespread agreement. 'SHOCKING' is not a
glittering generality — glittering generalities use positive, aspirational words like 'freedom' and
justice," while 'SHOCKING' triggers alarm and fear. Claiming no manipulation ignores the
deliberately provocative word choices and conspiracy framing that characterize this headline
format.

Look for who created the website and whether they have a reason to make this claim —
The first step in evaluating any online claim is checking the source: who made this website and
what is their motivation? If the snack company created the website, they have a financial
reason to exaggerate. Not everything published online is true, so believing it immediately is
risky. Sharing unverified claims spreads misinformation. Testing the claim physically would not
work for an obviously exaggerated claim about superpowers.

The article is one-sided and dismissive of opposing views, making it a poor source for
understanding the full issue. Calling opponents 'uninformed' is an opinion that
substitutes name-calling for genuine engagement with counterarguments — A credible
analysis of a controversial topic should engage with opposing arguments substantively rather
than dismissing them with labels. Calling opponents 'uninformed' is an ad hominem attack
that avoids addressing the actual counterarguments, which weakens the article's credibility.
Presenting only one side prevents readers from making their own informed judgment. Taking
a clear position is not inherently bad, but ignoring counterarguments is. Assuming opponents
are uninformed without evidence is itself an uninformed opinion. While all perspectives have
some bias, well-written articles about controversial topics can present multiple viewpoints
fairly.

By presenting real numbers out of context — Real statistics can be highly misleading when
presented without proper context. Sample size, survey methodology, who was surveyed, and
what question was asked all affect interpretation. Saying '9 out of 10 dentists recommend'

sounds impressive but could mean just 10 dentists in one office were asked. Statistics are not



to support an
opinion?

Design a quick
checklist that
someone could
use to evaluate
whether an online
news story is likely
to be reliable
before sharing it.
Include at least
four specific things
to check.

inherently objective because humans choose which numbers to present and how to frame
them. Fabricating larger numbers would be fraud, not misleading use of real data. Graphs are
a neutral presentation tool; the issue is context and framing, not the format.

Check: (1) Is the source a recognized news organization with editorial standards? (2)
Does the article name specific authors, sources, and evidence? (3) Can you find the same
story reported by other reputable outlets? (4) Does the headline match the actual
content of the article? (5) Is the article dated and current? — An effective verification
checklist addresses multiple vulnerability points: source recognition checks whether the
publisher has editorial standards and accountability; authorship and evidence verification
ensures claims are substantiated; cross-referencing with other outlets catches single-source
fabrications; headline-content comparison catches clickbait where articles do not support their
sensational headlines; and date checking prevents sharing outdated information presented as
current. Likes and shares measure popularity, not accuracy. Professional website appearance
can be faked cheaply. Relying on emotional reactions to headlines is exactly how
misinformation succeeds — it triggers sharing before analysis.



16. Media Literacy

< Question (fold

-)

How does word
choice reveal bias in
news reporting?
Give an example of
how the same event
can be described
with different
connotations.

Your science teacher
asks for sources that
disagree with each
otheron a
controversial topic.
Why might using
conflicting sources
actually make your
research project
stronger?

A news article
covers a new school
policy. It quotes
three parents who
love the policy and
one parent who
dislikes it. Analyze
whether this
represents balanced
reporting.

A social media post
about a new movie
shows only five-star
reviews. What
important
information might
be missing?

Why is the
distinction between
news reporting and

Answer

Word choice carries emotional weight: describing protesters as 'freedom fighters'
versus 'rioters' presents the same people in fundamentally different lights, revealing
the reporter's or outlet's perspective through language — Word choice is one of the
most powerful and subtle forms of media bias because words carry emotional connotations
beyond their literal meanings. Calling someone a 'freedom fighter' evokes heroism, while
'rioter' evokes criminality — for the same person doing the same thing. Similarly, 'tax relief’
versus 'tax cuts' frames the same policy differently. Word choice profoundly affects reader
perception even when basic facts are the same. Nouns and verbs can be equally biased:
'claimed' versus 'stated,' 'regime’ versus 'government.' Biased word choice appears
throughout all types of journalism, not just labeled opinion pieces.

Conflicting sources force you to evaluate evidence on both sides, leading to a more
thorough understanding of the topic and a stronger, more balanced argument — Using
conflicting sources strengthens research because it forces critical evaluation of evidence,
reveals the complexity of real-world issues, and produces more nuanced understanding.
When you examine opposing arguments, you learn to weigh evidence quality, identify
stronger reasoning, and develop well-supported conclusions. Conflicting sources do not
confuse readers when properly analyzed; they demonstrate sophisticated thinking. This skill
is valuable in all research, not just when required. Disagreement among sources does not
mean no answer exists; it means the topic requires careful analysis to determine which
evidence and reasoning are strongest.

This may not represent balanced reporting if parent opinion is actually evenly split,
because the 3-to-1 quote ratio creates the impression of overwhelming support.
Balanced reporting reflects the actual distribution of perspectives, not an arbitrary
selection of voices — Quote selection significantly shapes reader perception of public
opinion. A 3-to-1 ratio implies 75% support, which may not reflect actual community
sentiment. If parents are evenly divided, this ratio creates a false impression of
overwhelming agreement. Truly balanced reporting aims to represent the actual distribution
of views, not simply include a token opposing voice. Including one dissenting voice does not
guarantee balance if it is vastly outnumbered. The total number of interviews is irrelevant if
the selection is disproportionate. Quote order matters (last quotes often carry more weight),
but the fundamental issue is the ratio, not the placement.

Negative reviews and criticisms that would give a more complete picture of the movie
— Showing only five-star reviews is an example of selective presentation, where the creator
cherry-picks the most positive information while hiding negative feedback. Very few products
or movies receive only positive reviews, so the absence of any criticism suggests important
information is being withheld. Five-star reviews do not guarantee perfection; they may be
curated. Actor names and ticket prices are supplementary details but not the critical missing
perspective.

News reporting aims to present verified facts and multiple perspectives as objectively
as possible, while opinion content expresses the writer's personal interpretation and
viewpoint — confusing the two can lead people to mistake subjective commentary for
established fact — The distinction between news and opinion is fundamental to media
literacy. News reporting follows journalistic standards of verification, balance, and factual
accuracy — reporters investigate, interview multiple sources, and present findings. Opinion
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content, including editorials and columns, explicitly presents the writer's interpretation,
argument, or viewpoint. Both can be valuable, but they serve different purposes and should
be evaluated differently. Claiming all journalists inject personal opinions dismisses the
genuine effort and institutional structures designed to minimize bias in news reporting.
Opinion content can absolutely be supported by evidence — well-crafted opinion pieces
build arguments on factual foundations. The distinction matters for every media consumer
because confusing opinion for news leads to treating subjective interpretations as
established facts, undermining informed decision-making.

Anyone can publish content online without fact-checking or approval, so there is no
guarantee of accuracy — The fundamental flaw is the assumption that someone gatekeeps
internet content for accuracy. Unlike traditional publishing, which involves editors and fact-
checkers, anyone can publish almost anything online with no verification process. Internet
service providers do not review content for truthfulness. Inaccurate information exists across
all time periods, not just old content. Misinformation appears on all types of websites and
platforms, not just social media. This is why media literacy skills are essential for everyone
navigating the internet.

No, because 'better pet' is a value judgment based on personal preferences that
cannot be objectively measured, though each person could cite facts to support their
preference — The debate cannot be settled by facts alone because 'better pet' is a value
judgment that depends on what each person values — loyalty, independence, exercise
needs, space requirements, and so on. Both sides can cite true facts (dogs need walks, cats
are self-grooming) but these facts support different preferences, not an objective answer. No
scientific study can prove one species is objectively a 'better pet.' Popularity does not define
quality. More facts do not resolve value-based disagreements; they can inform preferences
but not prove which preference is correct.

Both sides raise valid points: unmoderated platforms allow harmful misinformation to
spread and cause real damage, but giving private companies sole authority to
determine truth risks censoring legitimate speech and creates a dangerous
concentration of power over public discourse — This is a genuine and complex tension in
democratic societies. Unmoderated platforms have enabled health misinformation that costs
lives, election interference, and conspiracy theories that incite violence — demonstrating real
harm. However, granting private companies the power to determine truth concentrates
enormous influence, risks politically biased enforcement, and can suppress legitimate but
unpopular viewpoints. Removing everything reported as false would weaponize the
reporting system, as people would report content they simply disagree with. Complete
absence of moderation ignores documented real-world harms. Misinformation has caused
measurable damage including vaccine hesitancy, mob violence, and election manipulation,
making the claim that it causes no harm demonstrably false.

By presenting a person, idea, or product as being connected to ordinary, everyday
people to suggest that it represents the interests and values of common citizens
rather than elites — The 'plain folks' technique involves presenting a person or cause as
being aligned with ordinary citizens' values and experiences. A wealthy politician might be
photographed eating at a local diner, rolling up sleeves at a factory, or playing with the family
dog — creating the impression that they understand and share common people's concerns.
The persuasive power comes from the audience feeling a personal connection and trust.
Using simple language is about communication clarity, not about creating a false impression
of being ordinary. Targeting rural communities specifically describes audience segmentation,
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not a propaganda technique. Removing design elements describes a visual style choice —
while an intentionally 'unpolished' look can be part of plain folks branding, the technique is
primarily about personal image and identity positioning, not design aesthetics.

This is a logical fallacy called unfalsifiability: if lack of evidence is treated as proof of
the conspiracy, then no possible evidence could ever disprove it, making the belief
immune to rational evaluation and impossible to test — The core logical problem is
unfalsifiability: when any possible outcome (evidence found or not found) is interpreted as
supporting the conspiracy, the theory becomes untestable and therefore cannot be
rationally evaluated. In legitimate reasoning, claims must be falsifiable — there must be
some possible evidence that could prove them wrong. While it is true that powerful groups
could theoretically hide evidence, using the absence of evidence as proof creates circular
logic. More thorough searching is not the solution because the framework reinterprets all
findings as confirmation. While some conspiracy theories have historically proved partly true,
the logical fallacy of unfalsifiability is problematic regardless of whether the specific claim
happens to be true.

A textbook chapter about the American Revolution — A textbook chapter is a secondary
source because it was written by an author who researched and summarized events that
happened long before they were born. The author interpreted primary sources to create the
textbook. A soldier's letter is a primary source because the soldier experienced the war
firsthand. A 1963 photograph is a primary source captured in the moment. A pioneer's diary
is a primary source written by someone living through the experience.

The video uses powerful emotions but lacks factual evidence, so you should look for
additional sources with data before forming a strong opinion — While the video may
represent genuine concerns, strong emotions alone do not substitute for factual evidence. A
well-supported argument would include data like park usage statistics, community surveys,
or environmental impact studies alongside the emotional appeal. Emotions can make an
argument feel convincing without actually proving anything. However, using emotional
techniques does not automatically make something propaganda; the issue is the lack of
supporting facts. The medium (video vs. text) does not determine reliability; the quality of
evidence does.

The lack of identifying information makes it difficult to verify the source's authority
and currency, so it should be treated with extra caution — Missing author, organization,
and date information are significant red flags because they prevent you from evaluating
authority and currency. Without knowing who wrote the content, you cannot assess their
expertise. Without a date, you cannot determine if the information is current. Reliable
sources typically provide this information transparently. The information is not classified;
legitimate classified materials are not posted on public websites. Incomplete websites
usually show placeholder content, not full articles. While the information could coincidentally
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be correct, you have no way to verify it, making it unreliable for research.

Using technology and the internet in a safe, ethical, and respectful way, including
protecting your privacy, respecting others' rights, and thinking critically about online
content — Digital citizenship encompasses the responsible use of technology including:
protecting personal privacy, treating others with respect online, thinking critically about
information, understanding your rights and responsibilities, and using technology to
positively contribute to communities. Time spent online does not define good digital
citizenship; quality of engagement matters more than quantity. There is no literal digital
country requiring citizenship papers. Responsible digital use involves making good choices
across all platforms and websites, not restricting yourself to only certain approved sites.

Encouraging people to believe or do something by claiming that 'everyone else’ is
already doing it, appealing to the desire to belong and conform to the majority — The
bandwagon technique pressures people to adopt a belief or behavior by suggesting that
large numbers of people already support it, exploiting the human desire to belong and fear
of being left out. Phrases like 'Join the millions who already...' or 'Everyone knows that..." are
classic bandwagon appeals. Using celebrities is the 'testimonial' or 'transfer' technique, which
relies on borrowed credibility rather than social conformity pressure. Repetition to create
belief is the 'repetition’ or 'ad nauseam' technique, which works through familiarity rather
than peer pressure. Associating with patriotic symbols is the 'transfer' technique, which
connects positive emotions from symbols to the promoted cause.

Because factual-sounding claims are more persuasive and make consumers more
likely to trust the product and make a purchase — Advertisers deliberately frame
opinions as facts because factual-sounding claims carry more authority and persuasive
power. 'America's favorite cereal' sounds like a measured fact even if it is based on a narrow,
self-selected survey. Advertisers are professionals who understand the distinction between
facts and opinions; they use this knowledge strategically. Advertising law actually allows
many opinion-based claims (called 'puffery'). While opinions can be interesting, the primary
reason for disguising them is to increase trust and drive purchases.

Each website chose different words and angles to present the same facts, revealing
that word choice shapes how readers feel about a story — Both headlines may be
factually accurate but use different framing to emphasize different aspects of the same
event. Website A focuses on the positive (healthier options) while Website B focuses on the
negative (losing favorites). This is called framing, and it reveals how word choice powerfully
shapes reader perception without changing the underlying facts. Neither website is
necessarily lying; they are selecting which angle to highlight. Headlines significantly influence
reader understanding, as many people do form opinions from headlines.

An appeal to logic and reason that uses evidence, facts, statistics, expert testimony,
and structured arguments to persuade the audience that a conclusion follows logically
from the presented evidence — Logos is the rhetorical appeal to logic and reason. It
persuades through evidence, factual data, statistical analysis, expert testimony, logical
deduction, and structured argumentation. When a researcher presents data showing that a
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medication reduced symptoms in 85% of patients in a double-blind trial, they are using
logos. The strength of a logos appeal depends on the quality of evidence, the soundness of
reasoning, and the logical connection between premises and conclusion. Company logos are
visual brand symbols — the coincidental word similarity is misleading since they derive from
different meanings of the Greek word 'logos." Relying on reputation describes ethos, not
logos. Using words that sound logical but rely on emotional response describes pseudo-
logos or disguised pathos — true logos requires actual evidence and valid reasoning, not just
logical-sounding language.

Misrepresenting or oversimplifying someone's actual position to create a weaker
version that is easier to attack and defeat, rather than addressing the real argument
they made — A straw man argument involves distorting, exaggerating, or oversimplifying an
opponent's position, then attacking the distorted version as if it were the actual argument.
For example, if Person A says 'We should reduce military spending by 5%' and Person B
responds 'Person A wants to leave our country defenseless,' Person B has created a straw
man — the real argument was a modest reduction, not elimination. The straw man is easier
to defeat, making it seem like the original position was refuted when it was never actually
addressed. Using made-up evidence describes fabrication, a different form of deception.
Deliberately presenting a weak argument describes a 'bad faith' debate tactic, not a straw
man. Using real people as examples is anecdotal reasoning, a different rhetorical approach
entirely.

The argument is flawed because understanding how different groups frame issues
builds critical thinking skills, helps you identify bias in all sources including your
preferred ones, and reveals aspects of stories your usual sources may not cover — The
student's argument confuses the purpose of diverse media consumption. Reading sources
across the spectrum is not about finding truth in every outlet but about developing critical
thinking skills, understanding how the same events are framed differently, discovering
important stories your usual sources may not cover, and learning to identify bias patterns —
including in your own preferred sources. Every source has blind spots, and exposure to
different perspectives reveals them. Opposing sources are not always wrong; they may
highlight different valid aspects of the same issue. Reading only agreeable sources creates
echo chambers that weaken critical thinking. The political spectrum in media is well-
documented by organizations that track editorial positions and coverage patterns.

To independently investigate specific claims, statements, or viral stories and rate their
accuracy based on available evidence — Fact-checking organizations independently
investigate specific claims — whether from politicians, viral social media posts, news stories,
or other sources — and assess their accuracy using available evidence. They publish their
findings with detailed explanations of their methodology and sources. They do not decide
what news gets published — that is an editorial function of news organizations. They do not
pre-approve articles before publication — fact-checks are reactive, examining claims after
they have been made. They do not automatically delete content from social media — while
some platforms use fact-checker ratings to label content, the fact-checkers themselves are
research organizations, not content moderators.

This is a spoofed or impersonation website that mimics a legitimate news
organization's design to trick readers into believing fabricated stories come from a
trusted source — Website impersonation (spoofing) is a deliberate misinformation
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technique where bad actors create websites that closely mimic trusted news organizations in
design, layout, and branding, but use slightly different URLs to host fabricated content.
Readers who do not carefully check the URL assume the content is from the legitimate
organization, lending false credibility to the misinformation. These are not legitimate mirror
sites, which are authorized copies on the same domain infrastructure. While .co is
Colombia's domain, in this context it is being used to mimic a .com address. Legitimate news
organizations do not use unauthorized alternative domains for overflow traffic.

Decline the access because granting full photo library access to an unknown app
exposes all your personal photos to potential misuse, data harvesting, or
unauthorized distribution, and no app can genuinely predict virality — This scenario
presents a clear data harvesting attempt disguised as entertainment. Your photo library
contains deeply personal content: images of your face, family, home, school, and daily
activities. Granting access exposes all of this to an unknown entity. No technology can
genuinely predict virality since it depends on unpredictable social factors. The real purpose is
likely to harvest photos for training Al models, building facial recognition databases, or
selling to data brokers. Good app reviews can be fabricated and do not verify data safety.
Photos are among the most personal forms of information, containing biometric data,
location metadata, and images of your private life.

Use a photo that accurately shows the recycling process — Responsible media creators
choose images that accurately represent reality without exaggerating or minimizing the
truth. Using a dramatic but exaggerated photo would mislead viewers, similar to the
techniques used in dishonest media. Copying staged corporate images may present an
unrealistically positive view. While photographs can have perspective, cartoons are not
automatically more neutral than photos; the creator's choices matter regardless of format.
Including both easy and challenging parts.

Rules could include: use unique strong passwords with a password manager for each
account, review app permissions regularly and deny unnecessary access, discuss any
requests from online strangers with a parent, keep software updated for security
patches, and think before posting personal information online — Effective family privacy
rules should be practical, specific, and address multiple threat areas. Unique passwords
prevent credential stuffing attacks across accounts. Regular permission reviews catch apps
that collect unnecessary data. Discussing online stranger contacts prevents social
engineering. Software updates close known security vulnerabilities. Thinking before posting
prevents accidental exposure of personal information. Avoiding the internet entirely is
impractical and unnecessary with proper precautions. Shared passwords increase
vulnerability since one breach compromises all accounts. Effective digital citizenship requires
everyone in the family, including children, to understand and participate in privacy practices.
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