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Abstract 

This article offers a qualitative critical review of the research on the effectiveness of fact-checking as a response to 

disinformation, covering the period between 2010 and 2025. Although journalism constitutes the historical core and the 

normative reference of the practice, the review deliberately treats fact-checking as a sociotechnical intervention whose 

boundaries exceed the newsroom, encompassing correction formats, preventive inoculation, crowdsourced verification, 

and artificial-intelligence support. Drawing on 148 studies identified through citation tracking and organised by qualitative 

synthesis, the analysis delineates three phases of scholarly understanding: an initial phase of skepticism about corrective 

effects; a phase of reassessment that establishes a conditional but real effectiveness and relativises the backfire effect; 

and a recent phase centred on explanatory formats, prevention, and automation. Across these phases, the evidence 

converges on the view that fact-checking reduces misperceptions, though its impact remains conditioned by motivated 

political reasoning, identity attachment, and uneven levels of media and information literacy. The article argues that fact-

checking should be understood as a multidimensional practice that articulates cognitive, social, and technological 

strategies, and it draws out the implications for newsroom routines, fact-checking organisations, and professional training, 

with particular emphasis on combining design-based corrections with community engagement. By connecting theoretical 

debate with professional challenges, the review mobilises fact-checking as an entry point into wider questions of 

journalistic ethics and digital platform governance. 

Keywords: fact-checking, journalism practices, disinformation, news verification, media literacy, audience engagement, 
inoculation theory, AI-assisted verification 

 

1. Introduction 

A critical understanding of the discursive dynamics of society has always been one of the main challenges 

in the field of communication. With the emergence of the phenomenon of disinformation, now amplified by 

social algorithms, it has become a focal point of analysis. First and foremost, because disinformation cannot 

be understood in isolation and must instead be inscribed within a broader conceptual framework described 

as post-truth. This concept highlights not only an indifference towards objective truth, but also a 

sociocultural and communicational context. In this context, factual objectivity is systematically subordinated 

to personal beliefs, political identities, and sophisticated rhetorical strategies and affects (McIntyre, 2018; 

Lewandowsky et al., 2017; Harsin, 2015). Facts lose a significant part of their symbolic and functional value, 

being instrumentalized as mere rhetorical elements in political and identity disputes. 

It is precisely within this field, densely intertwined with symbolic disputes, that fact-checking asserts itself 

as a practice. Emerging primarily in the first decade of the 21st century, fact-checking crystallizes a dual 

claim. It is an affiliation with the classic journalistic ethos, anchored in systematic and transparent verification 

procedures, but it is also a vocation as a sociotechnical movement, positioning itself as a normative response 

to the erosion of informative integrity and discursive responsibility in contemporary public space (Graves, 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3684-1923
mailto:joaobaptista@utad.pt
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8214-9092
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6968-1957


Baptista, J.P., Conrado Filho, F, & Gradim, A. 

e-ISSN: 1646-5954 | Observatorio (OBS*) | 2026 | Early Access  

2 

2016; Amazeen, 2020; Cheruiyot & Ferrer-Conill, 2018). This practice, far from being univocal or free from 

ambivalence, is permeated by constitutive tensions between the aspiration for objectivity and the constraints 

of a public sphere saturated with polarization, between the commitment to factual truth and the inevitability 

of its politicized reading (Uscinski & Butler, 2013; Nieminen & Rapeli, 2018). 

This work questions the effectiveness of fact-checking as a discursive device. In a research field marked by 

disparate and sometimes contradictory results, it is crucial to identify the factors that condition its 

effectiveness and understand the conditions for this practice to produce tangible effects in reversing false 

beliefs. Multiple experimental studies indicate that, in contexts with less ideological charge or under 

conditions of attenuated polarization control, exposure to fact-checked content can foster cognitive 

reevaluations and orient recipients toward positions more in line with empirical evidence (Nyhan & Reifler, 

2010; Walter & Murphy, 2018). But beyond these, the literature has also documented paradoxical scenarios 

in which fact-checking not only fails to correct, but reinforces pre-existing beliefs, especially when these are 

intertwined with identity affiliations or deeply rooted moral convictions, a phenomenon described as the 

backfire effect (Lewandowsky et al., 2012; Swire-Thompson et al., 2023). 

The circulation and consumption of fact-checked content is embedded in densely stratified digital dynamics, 

permeated by logics of political polarization and ideological segmentation that structure how individuals 

access, evaluate, and react to factual information. Far from being evenly distributed in the public space, 

fact-checks circulate according to selective patterns, often confined to communities already predisposed to 

their positive reception (Lyons et al. 2020). Recent research has revealed that audiences who regularly 

consume fact-checked content generally share a set of epistemic and cultural predispositions, including 

greater media literacy, analytical disposition, and a normative commitment to factuality, which distinguishes 

them from segments more vulnerable to disinformation (Pennycook & Rand, 2019; Swire-Thompson & Lazer, 

2020). 

This consumption profile, while encouraging from the perspective of informational responsibility, also 

highlights the structural limits of fact-checking as a strategy for mitigating epistemic disorder. Indeed, the 

concentration of fact-check consumption in cognitive niches already oriented towards the valorization of 

verifiable truth reveals the difficulty in penetrating discursive zones where distrust of journalistic mediation, 

skepticism toward institutions, and identity affinity with false narratives constitute nearly insurmountable 

barriers. Instead of expanding consensus, fact-checking runs the risk of reinforcing cleavages, being 

appropriated as a validation tool by those who already share its assumptions and summarily rejected by 

audiences whose worldview is dissonant (Pennycook & Rand, 2019). 

This asymmetrical consumption is largely explained by cognitive and motivational mechanisms that regulate 

how individuals process information, especially in contexts with a high ideological load. Confirmation bias, 

the tendency to seek out, interpret, and share content that revalidates already established beliefs, acts as 

a selective filter, amplifying the reception of fact-checks consistent with the recipient's values and discarding, 

if not hostile, those that challenge their political or identity orientation (Lewandowsky, Ecker & Cook, 2017). 

In this sense, fact-checks do not operate in a rational vacuum, but are read and appropriated within complex 

affective-ideological landscapes, where the acceptance of factual truth depends not only on the quality of 

the evidence presented, but also on its symbolic compatibility with the recipient's mental and affective 

frameworks (Lyons et al., 2020). 
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In this context, ideological polarization plays a crucial role in the circulation of fact-checked content. Digital 

platforms often amplify this polarization through algorithms that prioritize emotionally charged content or 

content that generates greater engagement (Westlund, Bélair-Gagnon, Graves, Larsen & Steensen, 2024). 

This dynamic contributes to fact-checking circulating predominantly within ideologically homogeneous 

groups, reducing its effectiveness in reaching divergent audiences. In short, in highly polarized 

environments, fact-checks face increased difficulties in penetrating opposing "information bubbles," often 

further reinforcing media and social fragmentation (Swire-Thompson & Lazer, 2020). 

This dynamic ultimately challenges the practice and effectiveness of fact-checking as a sociotechnical 

intervention against disinformation. The critical integration of these dimensions (cognitive, motivational, 

social, and technological) requires refined and targeted strategies capable of overcoming the current 

limitations in  the consumption and circulation of information. Before such strategies can be developed, 

however, it is essential to understand these limitations and their present effects. To this end, we aim to 

critically examine the question of fact-checking's effectiveness through a primarily theoretical review that 

seeks to articulate different perspectives and empirical results.  

In addition to addressing the effectiveness of fact-checking, this article essentially seeks to contribute to the 

theoretical development of the field, fostering an academic discussion around the topic that goes beyond 

the binary question imposed on fact-checking, namely, whether or not it has a corrective effect. The truth 

is that several recent empirical findings suggest that effectiveness should no longer be understood as an 

intrinsic property of fact-checking itself, but rather should be understood or analyzed as the result of 

consequential interactions between various cognitive, political, technological, and contextual factors 

(Lewandowsky et al., 2017; Ecker et al., 2020; Walter et al., 2020; Swire-Thompson & Lazer, 2020). 

Therefore, the originality of this research lies not only in the collection of evidence published between 2010 

and 2025, but also in the integration of scattered findings into a common interpretative framework, capable 

of explaining why studies often reach different conclusions when examining the same phenomenon. 

A clarification of scope is warranted before proceeding, since the object of this review is deliberately broader 

than journalistic verification in the strict sense. Fact-checking emerged from, and remains anchored in, the 

professional ethos of journalism, and journalistic organisations continue to provide its institutional core and 

its most visible public face. Yet the practice has progressively exceeded the newsroom, articulating itself 

with cognitive, computational, and participatory interventions that share its corrective purpose without 

necessarily sharing its professional authorship. Crowdsourced verification, automated and AI-assisted 

labelling, and inoculation-based prevention are not journalism in the conventional sense, but they form part 

of the same sociotechnical effort to counter disinformation and are routinely discussed in dialogue with 

journalistic fact-checking. We therefore adopt an inclusive understanding of fact-checking as a 

multidimensional and sociotechnical practice of which journalism is the centre of gravity rather than the 

entire territory. This choice is not merely terminological: it determines the composition of the corpus and 

explains why studies whose object is preventive or non-professional correction are read here alongside 

studies of newsroom-based verification, as complementary expressions of a common problem rather than 

as a single homogeneous genre. 
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Against this background, the review is structured by three core questions: 

Q1: To what extent is fact-checking effective in reducing false beliefs and combating disinformation? 

Q2: What specific factors – whether cognitive, political, technological, or contextual – determine and 

condition the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of this type of discursive intervention? 

Q3: What conceptual trends emerge from the literature regarding the evolution of fact-checking 

effectiveness research between 2010 and 2025? 

Whereas the first two questions address the phenomenon of fact-checking itself, the third operates at a 

different analytical level, asking how the scholarly field has framed and reframed that phenomenon over 

time. By exploring these questions, this study clarifies the role of fact-checking in contemporary societies 

and offers not only a critical mapping of its guiding principles, but also identifies important literature gaps. 

 

2. Methodology 

The literature review was conducted based on a mapping of scientific publications that included both direct 

research results and citations linked to each other (citation tracking). First and foremost, the choice of 

Google Scholar (GS) as the main starting point for this collection was justified by its comprehensiveness. GS 

covers not only journals indexed in traditional databases but also gray literature, working papers, and 

preprints, sometimes at different stages of publication. These sources expanded the scope of the review by 

incorporating emerging evidence and early-stage impact studies. This approach is not new, and other 

authors have pointed out that in fields such as communication and social sciences, this breadth mitigates 

reliance on databases restricted by editorial criteria and paywalls (Haddaway et al., 2015; Gusenbauer, 

2019). This approach also made it possible  to account for research circulating in regional contexts or in 

open access publications that might otherwise be underrepresented in the review (Delgado López-Cózar & 

Repiso, 2013). 

The initial search used a combination of descriptors related to the effectiveness of fact-checking, its effects, 

and the impact of corrections on public opinion ("fact checking, fact-checking evidence, fact-checking 

effects")(Figure 1). Subsequently, the corpus was expanded through citation chaining, identifying studies 

that referenced previously located work. This approach corresponds to what Hirt et al. (2021) call citation 

tracking, which expands the coverage of systematic reviews in dispersed research areas with sometimes 

heterogeneous terminology. The procedure aimed to ensure that publications whose relevance stemmed 

from intertextual relationships and not simply from keyword matching were included. This option mitigates 

the biases inherent in relying solely on automated searches. 
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Figure 1: Citation chaining methodology design 

 
Source: authors' own elaboration. 

 

The final corpus yielded 148 articles. Although Google Scholar deliberately encompasses formats beyond 

the peer-reviewed article, the corpus is strongly dominated by journal articles, which account for 128 of the 

148 items. The remaining items comprise eight conference proceedings, four reports, three book chapters, 

three preprints, and two working papers. The complete list of the 148 texts, with their bibliographic 

reference, document type, and DOI, is provided as an appendix to this article. This distribution is itself 

informative since the preponderance of indexed journal articles reflects where the literature on the 

effectiveness of fact-checking is currently published and validated, a point we take up in discussing the 

scope of the search below. These were subjected to a qualitative reading aimed at extracting information 

about objectives, methods, and results. The subsequent organization was not limited to frequency counting 

but aimed to delineate convergences and tensions between the studies. We sought to relate the 

methodological design, thematic domains, and patterns of results. As Pfänder and Altay (2025) argue, the 

value of this type of review lies less in nominal exhaustiveness and more in the ability to reconstruct the 

field as a system of relationships. By grouping research to highlight chains of influence, critical responses, 

and theoretical dependencies, it becomes possible to observe the areas of greatest empirical density as well 

as areas of uncertainty. The adopted scheme enabled the development of an interpretative framework that 

dialogues with recent literature on the effects of fact-checking and its variability across contexts (Porter et 

al., 2021). 
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The qualitative analysis followed an interpretative rather than a strictly protocolised coding procedure. Each 

text was read in full and characterised according to a small set of recurrent dimensions, namely the type of 

effect under examination, the level at which that effect was observed and the family of conditioning factors 

at stake. These dimensions were not imposed a priori but stabilised through successive readings of the 

corpus, and they correspond to the cognitive, political, technological, and contextual factors that organise 

the results section. The categorisation was conducted by the authors through close reading and consensual 

discussion of ambiguous cases, without recourse to dedicated qualitative-analysis software, in keeping with 

the interpretative and relational purpose of the review. Where a study addressed prevention or non-

professional correction rather than newsroom verification, it was retained and read as a complementary 

expression of the same sociotechnical problem, consistent with the inclusive understanding of fact-checking 

set out in the introduction. 

A note on the linguistic scope of the search is nonetheless warranted, since the descriptors were formulated 

in English. We do not consider that this introduced a bias towards Anglophone literature, for two reasons. 

First, Google Scholar performs a degree of cross-language matching and indexes works whose metadata 

are in English regardless of their language of publication, which extends its reach to journals indexed 

internationally irrespective of language. Second, and more decisively, every search expression included the 

terms "fact-checking" and "fact-check", which in Portuguese, Spanish, and French scholarship are typically 

left untranslated or coexist with vernacular equivalents. The predominance of internationally indexed 

journals in the corpus should therefore be read as a feature of where this literature is currently published 

and validated, rather than as an artefact of the search language. Consistent with this, the review does not 

claim the exhaustiveness of a systematic literature review: it is a broad-scope, qualitative and reflexive 

review, and the corpus retrieved corresponds to that purpose. 

The four families of conditioning factors that organise the analysis of the second research question, namely 

the cognitive, political, technological, and contextual, were not adopted as an external grid imposed on the 

corpus but emerged from the recurrent dimensions along which the studies themselves account for variation 

in effectiveness, and they can be briefly grounded before the results are presented. Cognitive factors concern 

the individual processing of corrective information and the conditions of its retention: the literature on 

motivated reasoning and on the continued influence of misinformation shows that acceptance and durability 

of a correction depend on processing style, prior knowledge, and the memory dynamics that govern belief 

regression (Lewandowsky, Ecker & Cook, 2017; Swire-Thompson et al., 2023). Political factors concern 

partisanship and identity: the strength of prior political attitudes conditions both exposure to fact-checks 

and their evaluation, so that the same correction may be received as informative or as hostile depending on 

its alignment with the recipient's commitments (Nyhan & Reifler, 2010; Shin & Thorson, 2017). Technological 

factors concern the design of the correction and the platform mechanics through which it circulates: the 

format of the message, the architecture of labels, and the networked and crowdsourced structures of 

diffusion shape whether a correction reaches its audience and is accepted (Margolin et al., 2018; Park et 

al., 2021). Contextual factors concern the wider informational environment and the temporal logic of 

intervention, encompassing the conditions under which correction operates and the shift from reactive 

verification towards preventive strategies such as inoculation and prebunking (Lewandowsky & van der 

Linden, 2021). These four dimensions are analytically distinct but empirically entangled, and several studies 

in the corpus speak to more than one of them simultaneously; the structure of the results section reflects 

this scaffold while acknowledging that the boundaries between factors are porous. 
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3. Results 

Our initial review of the articles collected was able to identify different trends and research contributions 

related to the study of fact-checking. Overall, the analysis allowed to highlight changes over the years in 

the perception of effectiveness, limitations, and solutions presented (Table 1). This periodisation responds 

directly to the third research question (RQ3) and is presented first because it frames the analysis of the 

remaining two. We then analyze the extent to which empirical research supports the effectiveness of fact-

checking in correcting falsehoods (RQ1). Finally, we identify the cognitive, political, technological, and 

contextual factors that condition both the success and limitations of fact-checking (RQ2). 

Table 1: Main research perspectives on fact-checking effectiveness 

 Trend References 

Skeptical 

perspective 

Pessimistic outlook. Fact-

checking limited, vulnerable to 

identity and cognitive biases. 

Nyhan and Reifler, 2010; Kraft et al. 2015; Thorson, 2015; 

Fazio et al. 2015; Uscinski, 2015; Jarman, 2016; Shin and 

Thorson, 2017; Westlund et al. 2024 

Reevaluation Paradigm shift. More evidence 

of effectiveness, albeit limited.  

Backfire effect is relative.  

Wood and Porter, 2019; Nyhan et al. 2019; Ecker et al. 2020; 

Porter and Wood, 2021; Amazeen et al. 2018; Pennycook and 

Rand, 2019; Walter et al. 2020; Bor et al. 2021; Lee et al. 

2022; Chae et al. 2024; Koch et al. 2023; Boukes and 

Hameleers, 2023; Bachmann and Valenzuela, 2023; Tanihara 

et al. 2023 

Innovation – 

new formats, 

design and AI 

inoculation 

Design research, formats 

(humour, satire, visual), 

preventive and systemic turn 

(AI, inoculation, platform 

design) 

Amazeen et al. 2018; Lee et al. 2022; Fazio et al. 2023; 

Boukes and Hameleers, 2023; Koch et al. 2023; Liu et al. 

2025; Moon and Kahlor, 2025; Graham and Porter, 2025; 

Traberg et al. 2023; Roozenbeek et al. 2020; Lewandowsky & 

van der Linden, 2021 

Source: authors' own elaboration 

 

Table 1 summarizes our findings. The review identified a "skeptical perspective" of studies that emphasize 

the limits of fact-checking. Several research from this period conveys a more pessimistic view, focusing on 

how political or ideological orientation shapes the consumption, acceptance, and diffusion of fact-checking 

(Nyhan and Reifler, 2010; Kraft et al. 2015; Thorson, 2015; Fazio et al. 2015; Uscinski, 2015). These studies 

present unfavorable results regarding the effectiveness of fact-checking in correcting false beliefs, 

particularly given how this effectiveness can be conditioned by partisan biases. Still, it's important to note 

that other studies published after 2015 (e.g., Jarman, 2016; Shin and Thorson, 2017; Westlund et al. 2024) 

demonstrate the limitations of fact-checking, presenting its effectiveness as conditioned by technological, 

social, cultural, or political factors. 

At a second point in time (Table 1), fact-checking appears to be undergoing "reevaluation" as a journalistic 

practice that combats disinformation. For example, the backfire effect (see Swire-Thompson et al. 2020; 

Nyhan and Reifler, 2010), also known as the boomerang effect (Hart & Nisbet, 2012), is relativized, and 

evidence of its rarity is presented when testing the effectiveness of fact-checking (Wood and Porter, 2019; 

Nyhan et al. 2019; Ecker et al. 2020; Porter and Wood, 2021). This represents a paradigm shift regarding 

the effect of fact-checking, with more evidence of its effectiveness, albeit limited (e.g., Amazeen et al. 2018; 

Pennycook and Rand, 2019; Walter et al. 2020; Bor et al. 2021; Lee et al. 2022; Chae et al. 2024; Koch et 

al. 2023; Boukes and Hameleers, 2023; Bachmann and Valenzuela, 2023; Tanihara et al. 2023). Along with 

the relative backfire effect on fact-checking consumption and greater evidence of its effectiveness, we 
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identified studies that focus on "innovation," considering new formats and design strategies applied to fact-

checking (Amazeen et al. 2018; Lee et al. 2022; Fazio et al. 2023; Boukes and Hameleers, 2023; Koch et 

al. 2023). 

In a more recent period of our sample, the presence of more studies focused on artificial intelligence, 

inoculation, and active search is notable (Liu et al. 2025; Moon and Kahlor, 2025; Graham and Porter, 2025; 

Traberg et al. 2023; Roozenbeek et al. 2020). For example, Moon and Kahlor (2025) investigated how non-

human source labels can mitigate the politically motivated reasoning that compromises the effectiveness of 

fact-checking. This study demonstrated that labeling fact-checks as produced by AI can be an effective 

strategy for reducing partisan resistance (see also Moon et al., 2023), reinforcing the need to consider 

source types and label design in fact-checking interventions, especially on politicized science topics. 

3.1. The effectiveness of fact-checking and related facts 

The corpus analyzed was divided into three categories: 1) studies that criticize fact-checking (skeptical or 

negative view, such as Uscinski, 2015; Arcos et al. 2022; Kanthawala and Maddox, 2022; Pretus et al. 2022); 

2) studies that recognize the effect of fact-checking, but with limitations of a cognitive nature (Ecker et al. 

2020; Swire-Thompson et al. 2023; Martel et al. 2021), contextual/political (Painter and Fernandes, 2024; 

Bachmann and Valenzuela, 2023; Walter et al. 2021), format/design (Amazeen et al. 2018; Fazio et al. 

2023), reach/consumption (Kyriakidou et al. 2023; Baptista et al. 2023; Poulakidakos et al. 2024) and 3) 

studies that show, with positive evidence, that fact-checking is effective, with moderate to robust effects 

and without widespread backfire (e.g., Wood and Porter, 2019; Nyhan et al. 2019; Wintersieck, 2017; Chae 

et al. 2024; Porter and Wood, 2021; Amazeen et al. 2018; van Erkel et al. 2024). 

Nevertheless, in general, most studies demonstrate that fact-checking reduces false beliefs, albeit with 

limitations such as short persistence, limited reach, contextual barriers, identity-driven effects, source trust, 

and dependent on digital and media literacy (Q1). Answering the second research question (Q2), our analysis 

identifies a set of factors that appear to influence the effectiveness of fact-checking, including cognitive 

styles, political identities, levels of media literacy, technological resources, and platform dynamics. Thus, 

more specifically, the analysis of our corpus enabled us to identify several research patterns (see Table 2). 

Table 2: A literature synthesis of fact-checking effectiveness 

Topic / Category Trend or Pattern References 

Fact-checking 
criticism 

Skeptic or negative Outlook; questioning 
reach, bias, limited effectiveness or format 
irrelevance in polarized contexts 

Uscinski (2015); Arcos et al. (2022); 
Kanthawala & Maddox (2022); Pretus et al. 
(2022) 

Cognitive 
limitations 

Effectiveness dependent on memory, 
processing Styles and motivated bias; short 
corrections improve retention; forgetting 
generates regression of belief  

Ecker et al. (2020); Swire-Thompson et al. 
(2023); Martel et al. (2021) 

Contexual/ 
Political limitations 

Political context and strong identity 
involvement reduce corrective effect; beliefs 
used to reinforce previous positions 

Painter & Fernandes (2024); Bachmann & 
Valenzuela (2023); Walter et al. (2021); 
Tulin et al. (2025) 

Partisanship /  
Motivated bias 

Partisan identities shape acceptance and 
sharing; there may be resistance to 
corrections (backfire is rare) 

Nyhan & Reifler (2010); Kraft et al. (2015); 
Shin & Thorson (2017); Jarman (2016); 
Bodishtianu et al. (2025) 

Counterevidence  
to partisanship bias 

Effective corrections regardless of political 
affiliation; no evidence of widespread backfire 

Wood & Porter (2019); Nyhan et al. (2019); 
Chae et al. (2024); Wintersieck (2017); 
Baptista et al. (2023) 

Ideological 
asymmetry 

Conservatives show greater resistance, lower 
performance, and lower acceptance of fact-
checking 

Garrett & Bond (2021); Lyons et al. (2020); 
Jia & Lee (2024); Shin & Thorson (2017); 
Aruguete et al. (2025) 
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Attitudes, support  
and reach 

 Low familiarity and reach, but high stated 
favorability; greater use among young and 
more educated people 

Lyons et al. (2020); Baptista et al. (2023); 
Kyriakidou et al. (2023); Saldaña & Santos 
(2023); Bode & Vraga (2021); Nyhan & 
Reifler (2016); Robertson et al. (2020); 
Godel et al. (2022) 

Cognitive styles 
Analytical/reflective thinking and empathy 
increase acceptance of corrections; mediated 
by literacy and partisan bias 

Painter & Fernandes (2024); Liu et al. 
(2025); Martel et al. (2021); Lee & 
Ramazan (2021) 

Literacy and 
schooling 

Information and media literacy predict 
consumption and effectiveness; low levels 
may generate adverse effects 

Tanihara et al. (2023); Bor et al. (2021); 
Lee & Ramazan (2021); Robertson et al. 
(2020); Bode & Vraga (2021); Baptista et 
al. (2023); Poulakidakos et al. (2024) 

Credibility and 
sources 

Perceived credibility mediates effectiveness; 
individual trust moderates; institutional 
source matters less than content 

Liu et al. (2025); Moon & Kahlor (2025); 
van Erkel et al. (2024) 

Format, design and 
styles 

Short corrections with explanation and 
repetition increase retention; labels, scales, 
and humor have mixed effects; headline 
format is irrelevant, satirical can polarize 

Ecker et al. (2020); Amazeen et al. (2018); 
Walter et al. (2020); Park et al. (2021); Lee 
et al. (2022); Fazio et al. (2023); Boukes & 
Hameleers (2023); Autry & Duarte (2021); 
Wintersieck (2017) 

Networks and 
social dynamics 

Corrections more often accepted among 
acquaintances; crowdsourcing can be 
effective, but remains vulnerable to biases; 
professional checkers are needed 

Margolin et al. (2018); Pennycook & Rand 
(2019); Allen et al. (2022); Draws et al. 
(2022); Dierickx et al. (2023); Godel et al. 
(2022) 

Innovation and 
innoculation 

Preventive strategies 
(prebunking/inoculation) prove effective and 
scalable, complementing reactive fact-
checking 

Lewandowsky & van der Linden (2021); 
Traberg et al. (2023, 2025); Roozenbeek et 
al. (2020) 

Source: authors' own elaboration 

 

3.2. Political and partisan factors 

The first family of conditioning factors is political. Partisan identity and motivated reasoning shape who reads 

corrections, how they are evaluated, and whether they translate into belief change, and the evidence here 

is divided between studies that find partisanship constrains correction and studies that find correction 

operates largely irrespective of political affiliation. 

Regarding the influence of partisanship and the limitations it imposes on the effectiveness of fact-checking 

in correcting false beliefs, Shin and Thorson (2017) identified a biased tendency toward fact-checking 

sharing, particularly motivated by pre-existing political orientations, whether liberal or conservative. Jarman 

(2016) also noted that party affiliation affects the evaluation of political fact-checking. Motivated bias 

persists. Fact-checking may contribute to reducing beliefs; however, it does not appear to promote opinion 

convergence, as the distance between political groups remains and may even increase after criticism. 

Similarly, Tulin et al. (2025) highlighted the influence of fact-checking in the political context related to the 

Ukrainian war, in which citizens with strong attitudes, especially pro-Ukraine, are more likely to read fact-

checking content, not necessarily to change their opinion but to reinforce their position. Nyhan and Reifler 

(2010) and Kraft et al. (2015) emphasize the idea that corrections and the selection of fact-checking content 

are intertwined with partisan identities that offer resistance and may even reinforce errors. Bodishtianu et 

al. (2025) note that while access to fact-checking increases the accuracy of news assessments by more than 

40%, individuals tend to check more when the content challenges their prior beliefs, especially in the case 

of dissonant political views, which corroborates the theory of motivated political reasoning. 

On the other hand, other studies (Wood and Porter, 2019; Chae et al. 2024; Baptista et al. 2023; 

Wintersieck, 2017; Nyhan et al. 2019) found no significant evidence of the impact of partisanship on the 

accuracy of the assessment of corrected messages. For example, Chae et al. (2024) observed in all 

experiments that fact-checks significantly reduced agreement and belief in false information, with no 
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evidence of backfire. Furthermore, regarding real-time fact-checking during televised debates, Wintersieck 

(2017) found high persuasive power and partisan symmetry regarding the effect of accurate messages. Also 

in an analysis of Trump and Clinton supporters, Nyhan et al. (2019) showed that both groups, when 

confronted with corrections, significantly reduced their misperceptions, contradicting the hypothesis of 

resistant motivation (backfire). 

Nevertheless, regarding susceptibility, assimilation, or acceptance of fact-checking, some studies seem to 

indicate ideological asymmetry. That is, people who are more right-leaning and conservative have a more 

persistent ideological effect, leading them to perform worse (Garrett and Bond, 2021; Lyons et al. 2020; Jia 

and Lee, 2024; Shin and Thorson, 2017; Aruguete et al. 2025). 

From another perspective, regarding attitudes and support expressed for fact-checking (Table 2), our results 

seem to highlight a limitation of the practice related to its reach and public engagement (Lyons et al. 2020; 

Baptista et al. 2023; Kyriakidou et al. 2023), which are dependent on factors such as age and education, 

with young and more educated people showing higher levels (Baptista et al. 2023; Saldaña and Santos, 

2023; Bode and Vraga, 2021; Kyriakidou et al. 2023). Furthermore, the level of familiarity, awareness, and 

reach of fact-checking practices tends to be higher when there is an increase in citizens' political interest 

and knowledge (Lyons et al. 2020; Robertson et al. 2020; Nyhan and Reifler, 2016; Godel et al. 2022). Even 

so, although the results indicate a weak reach of fact-checking, judging by levels of familiarity with the 

practice, several studies show high levels of favorability (e.g., Lyons et al. 2020; Baptista et al. 2023; 

Kyriakidou et al. 2023).  

3.3. Cognitive factors 

A second family is cognitive. Here effectiveness depends on how individuals process information, on the 

memory dynamics that govern whether a correction endures, and on levels of media and information 

literacy, with the credibility attributed to the source operating as a further mediating condition. 

Regarding how different cognitive styles process information, studies show that more analytical, calculating, 

or reflective information processing tends to be more favorable to correcting false beliefs (Painter and 

Fernandes, 2024; Liu et al. 2025; Martel et al., 2021; Lee & Ramazan, 2021). Another study, also from a 

psychological perspective, showed that threat perception and empathy are positively and significantly related 

to the intention to verify information and a greater responsibility to confirm and correct false content. 

Notably, cognitive styles can be mediated or influenced by other factors, such as the level of media literacy 

(Lee and Ramazan, 2021), perceived credibility (Liu et al. 2025), and partisan bias (Painter and Fernandes, 

2024). Continuing to analyze our results, we also identified a pattern related to the effect of literacy 

(information, media) and education on fact-checking consumption (Table 2). Indeed, we observed that 

literacy and education predict awareness, use, and correction (Tanihara et al. 2023; Bor et al. 2021; Lee 

and Ramazan, 2021; Robertson et al. 2020; Bode and Vraga, 2021; Baptista et al. 2023; Poulakidakos et al. 

2024), while low literacy levels can generate adverse effects (Tanihara et al. 2023). However, individuals 

with low literacy levels were more likely to revert to “correct” after correction (Tanihara et al. 2023).  

Regarding the importance of trust, credibility, or source type, studies indicate that perceived credibility 

mediates effectiveness, with the source mattering less than the content, but individual trust moderates it 

(Liu et al. 2025; Moon and Kahlor, 2025; van Erkel et al. 2024). 



  Observatorio (OBS*) 

e-ISSN: 1646-5954 | Observatorio (OBS*) | 2026 | Early Access 

11 

3.4. Technological and format factors 

A third family is technological, in the broad sense of the design and the platform mechanics through which 

corrections are formatted and circulated. This encompasses the form of the correction itself, from 

explanatory rebuttals and veracity scales to label design, and the networked and crowdsourced dynamics 

that determine how corrections travel and who accepts them. 

These aspects lead our analysis to consider the effect of new formats, designs, or correction styles (Table 

2). Ecker et al. (2020) conducted an experiment using short rebuttals of fewer than 140 characters, which 

included a brief explanatory component rather than merely a false label. The study showed that condensed 

rebuttals outperform simple "false" labels in the long run and improve critical reasoning. Furthermore, Ecker 

et al. (2020) showed that repetition can aid corrections, finding that prior exposure to the statement 

strengthened the effect of rebuttals in reducing false beliefs. Other studies, also focused on innovation in 

fact-checking, have found that veracity scales increase the effectiveness of fact-checking (Amazeen et al. 

2018; Walter et al. 2020). However, Park et al. (2021) showed that label design can have distinct influences, 

affecting belief accuracy and content circulation. Therefore, it is important to design labels that minimize 

uncertainty aversion and mitigate the resistance of the most skeptical (Park et al. 2021). In the same field, 

Lee et al. (2022) observed that simple fact-check labels reduce beliefs, but with limitations, having no impact 

on reach or engagement generated and that these effects can be conditioned by the topic or context. 

Still on the topic of research into new formats or designs, it is worth highlighting the study by Fazio et al. 

(2023), which sought to understand to what extent the headline format and the number of logos could 

affect the effectiveness of belief reduction. They observed that fact-checking has a corrective effectiveness; 

however, the headline format is irrelevant, and logos do not increase credibility or effectiveness. In another 

approach, Boukes and Hameleers (2023) showed that both regular and satirical fact-checks correct beliefs. 

However, satirical fact-checking can have an adverse effect, contributing to increased polarization. 

Wintersieck (2017) demonstrated the persuasive role of instant fact-checking, and Autry and Duarte (2021) 

showed that corrections formulated with negation (e.g., "it's not red") can produce a familiarity backfire and 

do not have the desired effect of fact-checking. Other studies in our corpus have focused on the relationship 

between network structures and moments of interaction on online platforms (Pennycook and Rand, 2019; 

Margolin et al. 2018; Allen et al. 2022; Draws et al. 2022; Dierickx et al. 2023; Godel et al. 2022). For 

example, Margolin et al. (2018) examined the social relationship between the corrector and the correctee, 

showing that there is a shared audience and that the acceptance rate of fact-checking is higher among 

friends than among strangers. Also in terms of crowdsourcing, several studies have shown positive effects. 

These assessments are not independent of cognitive and partisan biases, which reinforces the need for 

professional fact-checkers (Godel et al. 2022; Pennycook and Rand, 2019; Allen et al. 2022; Draws et al. 

2022). 

3.5. Contextual factors and prevention 

A fourth family is contextual, concerning the wider conditions under which fact-checking operates and the 

shift from reactive correction towards prevention. Inoculation and prebunking belong here: they act before 

exposure rather than after it, and they exemplify the sociotechnical extension of fact-checking beyond 

newsroom verification that frames this review. 
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In terms of prevention, several studies view disinformation as a virus, thus focusing on developing a kind of 

"vaccine," testing the inoculation theory (Lewandowsky & van der Linden, 2021; Traberg et al. 2023; 

Roozenbeek et al. 2020). While traditional fact-checking acts reactively, seeking to correct false information 

after the fact, inoculation acts preventively, helping the public understand how the world of disinformation 

works and demystifying its strategies (Lewandowsky and van der Linden, 2021). Inoculation appears to be 

a promising initiative to combat disinformation and sometimes surpasses reactive corrections in effectiveness 

and reach (Lewandowsky and van der Linden, 2021; Traberg et al. 2023). Traberg et al. (2023) also provide 

an integrated model of effectiveness, showing that pre-bunking complements and anticipates reactive 

interventions, offering guidelines for message and platform design. Roozenbeek et al. (2020) test the 

effectiveness of an online game, based on the inoculation theory, to "pre-bunk" users against six common 

disinformation techniques, evaluating this effect in five languages and four different cultural contexts. The 

study confirmed that proactive and playful inoculation-based interventions can be a scalable and culturally 

universal strategy to reinforce cognitive resistance against disinformation tactics (Roozenbeek et al. 2020). 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

This review aimed to address three central research questions regarding the effectiveness of fact-checking 

the conditions under which it operates, and the evolution of research on the practice. In response to the 

first question, the literature showed a growing consensus that fact-checking can reduce false beliefs, 

although its impact appears neither uniform nor unconditional. Regarding the second question, the results 

demonstrate that effectiveness is systematically conditioned by several factors, namely cognitive, political, 

technological, and contextual. These factors influence how corrections are processed, considered reliable, 

and disseminated in contemporary informational environments. In response to the third question, the review 

identified three successive phases of scholarly understanding, moving from an initial phase of skepticism 

about corrective effects, through a reassessment that established a conditional but real effectiveness and 

relativised the backfire effect, towards a recent phase centred on explanatory formats, prevention, and 

automation. This trajectory shows the field progressively abandoning the binary question of whether fact-

checking works, in favour of conditional and preventive paradigms, a movement that grounds the 

interpretative argument developed below. 

In general, and in response to our research question, we identified an emerging consensus regarding the 

effectiveness of fact-checking, presenting it as a practice, not exclusive to journalists, that tends to be 

effective in correcting erroneous beliefs, although strongly conditioned by individual factors (such as 

different cognitive styles of processing information, partisan political motivations, or levels of media and 

information literacy). This formulation is deliberate and consistent with the scope set out at the outset: it 

does not dilute the journalistic identity of fact-checking but locates that identity within a broader 

sociotechnical field. Journalism remains the centre of gravity and the normative reference of the practice, 

yet the corrective effort it embodies is increasingly shared with computational, crowdsourced, and preventive 

interventions that operate alongside professional verification. To say that effectiveness is not exclusive to 

journalists is therefore not to deny the journalistic ethos invoked earlier, but to recognise that the conditions 

of effectiveness identified in this review hold across that wider field rather than within the newsroom alone. 
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It is important to emphasize that this review is a new contribution, especially with regard to the interpretation 

of the apparent inconsistencies reported in the literature on this topic. Therefore, the literature analyzed, 

instead of reflecting contradictory evidence on the effectiveness of fact-checking, presents differences that 

appear to be the result of studies conducted under different analytical conditions. Specifically, it is observed 

that studies carried out in more polarized political contexts or focusing on the persistence of beliefs in the 

long term, more frequently report more limited corrective effects, while other research, of an experimental 

nature or that measures immediate cognitive outcomes, tends to identify more robust effects (Walter et al., 

2020; Ecker et al., 2020; Porter & Wood, 2021). In some ways, this seems to suggest that the effectiveness 

of fact-checking should not be understood as an intrinsic property of the practice itself, but rather as the 

result of a set of interactions between conditions, not only cognitive, but also political or technological 

(Lewandowsky et al., 2017; Swire-Thompson & Lazer, 2020). This interpretative perspective helps to 

reconcile findings that have often been presented as inconsistent and reinforces the need to analyze these 

dimensions as interdependent, rather than as isolated explanatory factors. 

The results highlight the need to promote media and information literacy programs from an early age, while 

also investing in measures (triggers or stimuli) that foster critical thinking. It is therefore important to 

approach fact-checking as a practice of multidimensional complexity—not only by examining how it 

functions, but more critically, by considering for whom, under what conditions, and to what effect it operates. 

Furthermore, our literature review showed that several studies have sought to innovate in the design and 

format of fact-checking; and found that using simple labels (Lee et al. 2022), veracity scales (Amazeen et 

al. 2018; Walter et al. 2020), short and explanatory rebuttals (Ecker et al. 2020), and more visual and 

interactive formats (Young et al. 2018; Wintersieck, 2017) can contribute to increasing the effectiveness 

and impact of fact-checking. 

On the other hand, we identified limitations to fact-checking reach and engagement correlated with low 

levels of familiarity and use (Kyriakidou et al. 2023; Baptista et al. 2023). We therefore contend that it is 

necessary to develop strategies that foster a more active demand for fact-checks, particularly through the 

promotion of stronger community engagement within networks. In this sense, we believe that fact-checking 

should not be understood as an isolated corrective intervention, but as part of a broader set of professional 

routines, editorial projects, and audience-oriented strategies. 

Our results also reinforce the importance of investing in prevention, with a more proactive approach to 

combating disinformation. Applying inoculation strategies appears to reduce the cognitive resistance that 

persists, particularly with motivated political reasoning. 

In conclusion, our study proposes an integrated interpretation of evidence that has often been examined in 

isolation regarding the effectiveness of fact-checking. In fact, our research showed that it is not looking for 

a miracle solution or a perfect formula to combat misinformation, but presents results suggesting that fact-

checking should be understood as a multidimensional socio-technical intervention, in which effectiveness 

has been shown to be more dependent on an interaction between psychological, political, technological, and 

contextual factors. Furthermore, it is important to emphasize that we believe future research should go 

beyond the question of whether fact-checking works universally. That is, in the future, it is necessary to 

investigate how these dimensions interact in different political or media environments. It is important to 

reinforce the focus on more longitudinal analyses, on the cumulative effects of repeated exposure to 
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corrections, and on the growing role of artificial intelligence in supporting not only reactive fact-checking, 

but also more preventive approaches, such as pre-debunking and inoculation. 
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