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Putting Out Fire with Gasoline? The 
Backfire and Correction Effects of Fake 
News on Same-Sex Marriage in Taiwan* 

Ying-ju Lee** & Victoria Y. Chen*** 

Abstract 

This study is the first empirical research on the backfire effect using the 
case of same-sex marriage in Taiwan, extendsing the framework to a highly 
controversial social issue. It incorporates the variables of news literacy efficacy, 
familiarity with same-sex marriage, and issue involvement to examine the 
effectiveness of corrective information and the degree of the backfire effect. 

This study manipulated the consistency between the participants’ stances 
and the fake news stances using a 2 (same-sex marriage stance: pro vs. anti)  
2 (fake news stance: pro vs. anti) between-subjects factorial experimental 
design. The valid sample included 238 participants, with 49.58% supporting 
same-sex marriage and 50.42% opposing it. 

Results from the online experiment revealed that among the 114 participants 
with incomplete or partially incorrect understandings, the backfire effect was 
not as prevalent as expected: only 34% exhibited it. The more supportive that 
participants were of same-sex marriage, the more likely they were to experience 
the backfire effect. Supporters of same-sex marriage also tended to be more 
involved in the issue and more familiar with it. This finding aligns with previous 
studies suggesting that people are more prone to backfire effects on issues they 
care about. 
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Among those with incomplete or incorrect understandings, nearly 60% still 
held misconceptions after reading the corrective information: 34% experienced 
a backfire effect, and 24% retained their original misconceptions. Even though 
more than half of the participants reported believing the corrective information, 
their erroneous beliefs remained unchanged. This suggests that people tend to 
believe what they want to believe, and fake news serves merely to reinforce 
preexisting beliefs. 

Overall, the phenomenon of ineffective correction was more severe than 
the backfire effect. Established misconceptions tend to persist, as beliefs in 
corrective information alone are typically inadequate to alter them. 

Keywords: Backfire Effect, Fake News, Corrective Effects, Corrective Information, 
Same-sex Marriage 


