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Effects of Health-related Deepfakes on Misperceptions: 
Moderating Effects of Issue Relevance and Accuracy 
Motivation
Jiyoung Lee a and Michael Hameleersb

aDepartment of Media and Communication, Sungkyunkwan University, Seoul, Republic of Korea; 
bPolitical Communication, Amsterdam School of Communication Research (ASCoR), University of 
Amsterdam, Amsterdam, the Netherlands

ABSTRACT
Among its many applications, artificial intelligence (AI) can be 
used to manipulate audiovisual content for malicious intents. 
Such manipulations – which are commonly known as deep
fakes – present a significant obstacle to maintaining truth in 
sectors that serve the public interest, and it is necessary to take 
proactive fact-checking actions to respond to the threat they 
pose. The current study conducted an online experiment focus
ing on the topic of cancer prevention. In this experiment, we 
further examined the influence of individual differences, such as 
issue relevance and motns, in health information consumption. 
When compared to textual disinformation, health-related audio
visual deepfakes were found to have a significant effect on 
increasing misperceptions but no such effect on fact-checking 
intentions. We also found that exposure to such deepfakes 
discouraged individuals with high issue relevance from enga
ging in fact-checking. Deepfakes were also shown to have 
a particularly potent effect on increasing misperceptions 
among individuals with high (illusory) accuracy motivations. 
These findings underscore the need for increased awareness 
regarding the detrimental effects of health deepfakes in parti
cular and the urgent importance of further elucidating indivi
dual variations to ultimately develop more comprehensive 
approaches to combat deepfakes.

KEYWORDS 
Deepfake; health; issue 
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Visuals serve as a catalyst to motivate audiences to engage in health-related or 
democratic behaviors by providing a direct index of reality (Powell et al.,  
2015). However, this power of visual information can also be exploited for 
deceptive purposes while offering an illusion of authenticity and truthfulness 
(Peng et al., 2023). This threat is particularly pronounced in the case of 
deepfakes, which are highly sophisticated and cue-rich forms of visual disin
formation wherein synthetic media are used to create hyper-realistic images 
(Weikmann & Lecheler, 2023). While deepfakes can contribute to social good, 
such as by alleviating anxiety in healthcare (Lees, 2022), they can also be 
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strategically exploited for disinformation purposes (Lee et al., 2023; 
Weikmann & Lecheler, 2023). In health communication, where trust in expert 
sources and medical authorities plays a crucial role, deepfakes can manipulate 
this trust by creating visual media where trusted voices such as medical experts 
falsely appear to make certain claims about health issues. Deepfakes employed 
in health messages in this way—i.e., falsely signaling authenticity and exper
tise – can sidestep suspicion through the realism heuristic (Sundar, 2008). 
Therefore, by enhancing the perceived legitimacy and trustworthiness of false 
information about health issues, deepfake techniques can pose a substantial 
risk to public health. Despite this significance, there is currently very little 
research examining the effects of deepfakes in a health context.

Therefore, the present study emphasizes the role that multimodalities play 
in influencing the impact of disinformation on the public (Peng et al., 2023; 
Weikmann & Lecheler, 2023), particularly in the health context of cancer 
prevention. We specifically focus on misperceptions and fact-checking inten
tions as distinct outcomes resulting from the effects of deepfake exposure. 
These outcomes reflect either spontaneous and effortless cognitive responses 
(i.e., misperceptions) or planned behaviors that require more effort and con
sideration in processing disinformation (i.e., fact-checking; Tandoc et al.,  
2017), which can partially remedy the negative impact of deceptive informa
tion (Walter et al., 2020).

Further, this paper makes an important contribution by exploring how the 
effect of deepfakes may vary with personal issue relevance. This study also 
assesses the intervening roles of individuals’ accuracy motivations for health 
information consumption. Ultimately, this paper aims to elucidate which 
segments of society are most likely to be susceptible to health-related deep
fakes. Considering that intentions to fact-check disinformation may serve as 
an important indicator of people’s ability and willingness to critically navigate 
their information environment, our experimental findings showing that expo
sure to a deepfake significantly increases misperceptions are expected to help 
understand people’s resilience to increasingly sophisticated forms of visual 
disinformation. Notably, a deepfake discouraged fact-checking, particularly 
among individuals with high issue relevance. It also heightened mispercep
tions in individuals with accuracy motivations, thus indicating that deepfakes 
pose a potential obstacle in terms of the ability of individuals to critically 
evaluate health-related content.

Health-Related Deepfakes as Multimodal Disinformation

In this paper, we define disinformation as intentionally false and deceptive 
information that has been created with the aim of influencing the percep
tions of reality or behaviors of target audiences (Bennett & Livingston,  
2018; Freelon & Wells, 2020). In the health-related context, false 
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information may be disseminated with the specific intentions of confusing 
people about conventional knowledge and making financial profit by pro
moting alternative remedies and cures for diseases. Disinformation may 
also be used to delegitimize health experts and authorities to cultivate 
misperceptions.

Visuals can play a central role in disinformation by enhancing the perceived 
realism and vividness of deceptive information (Dan et al., 2021; Lee & Shin,  
2022; Lee et al., 2023; Sundar et al., 2021). As outlined in the conceptualization 
by Weikmann and Lecheler (2023), visual disinformation may vary in both its 
sophistication and modal richness. For example, a prominent application of 
visual disinformation that is low in both sophistication and modal richness 
involves the decontextualized pairing of existing images with deceptive textual 
narratives. Meanwhile, at the other extreme of this typology we find deepfakes, 
which can be considered synthetic videos that are high in both modal richness 
and technological sophistication (Weikmann & Lecheler, 2023; Westerlund,  
2019). Here, we can define deepfakes as visual fabrications (Heley et al.,  
2022) – as the audiovisual presentation of deepfakes is fabricated – that are 
created using AI, where deep learning is employed to depict a (prominent) 
actor expressing views or performing behaviors that they never said or did in 
real life (Westerlund, 2019).

As discussed by Heley et al. (2022), deepfakes may have particularly far- 
reaching consequences in the health domain. Referring to an example appear
ing to show a health official downplaying COVID-19, Heley et al. (2022) 
illustrate how visual fabrication in a health setting can cultivate mispercep
tions and damage trust in health officials. Although our study does not focus 
on a well-known public figure, we do explore whether making a seemingly 
authoritative health expert voice counter-factual health claims can be used to 
cultivate misperceptions regarding health-related beliefs. Considering that 
such deepfakes could cause sources of authoritative knowledge to be delegiti
mized and associated with disinformation narratives, we regard this as an 
important test of the influence of deepfakes in health-related disinformation. 
Rather than focusing on disinformation involving real persons like celebrities 
and actors, our goal here is to present new evidence on the effectiveness of 
disinformation that fabricates statements and attributes them to existing 
health experts and officials.

Against this backdrop, the current paper investigates whether deepfakes can 
elicit greater misperceptions than textual disinformation in the field of health 
disinformation. Moreover, as the impact of disinformation is contingent upon 
the extent to which people accept the false statements without scrutinizing 
them, we also assess the likelihood that people will fact-check deepfakes versus 
their likelihood to do so for regular disinformation. Although misperceptions 
may be cultivated in a more or less effortless manner due to the processing 
stimulated by cue-rich deepfakes, fact-checking requires more cognitive 

MEDIA PSYCHOLOGY 601



resources and elaboration (Tandoc et al., 2017). However, such fact-checking 
may be impeded by the realism heuristic offered by the deepfake.

Heuristics can be understood as mental shortcuts that are used to quickly 
assess the credibility of incoming information by relying on specific message 
cues rather than systematically evaluating the core message arguments 
(Chaiken, 1980). The heuristic-systematic model (HSM) framework explains 
how individuals process information, suggesting that people are persuaded 
either by systematically engaging with and evaluating the validity of message 
arguments (the systematic mode) or by relying on simple decision rules or 
mental shortcuts (the heuristic mode) to quickly judge the validity or cred
ibility of information (Chaiken & Ledgerwood, 2012). Research suggests that 
processing disinformation through heuristic routes makes individuals more 
susceptible to false information; this occurs because people pay little attention 
to the quality of disinformation arguments, relying instead on their preexisting 
beliefs or heuristic cues provided by cue-rich disinformation, such as deep
fakes (Ali et al., 2022; Lee & Shin, 2022). This type of heuristic processing also 
relies on mental shortcuts and focuses on salient cues like manipulated voices 
and videos, which signal authenticity in deepfakes. Deepfakes may be pro
cessed using a realism heuristic, which is a mental shortcut that allows for 
quick judgments about the believability of information (Sundar, 2008). By 
contrast, textual disinformation typically lacks heuristic cues that directly 
signal reality, and it often requires individuals to assess the message argu
ments, thereby reconsidering the logic behind the disinformation in judging 
its credibility or believability. Consequently, the heuristic cues involved in 
deepfakes may cause the suspicion of deception to be sidestepped (Levine,  
2014), thus leading to stronger misperceptions and lower fact-checking inten
tions than those elicited by textual disinformation. However, this still leaves 
the question of why deepfakes lead to greater misperceptions than textual 
information in the first place.

Multimodal framing theory explains that deepfakes may have a stronger 
impact than lower modalities of disinformation, as they convey a closer con
nection to reality and real-life events than textual information or still images 
(Hameleers, 2024; Lee & Shin, 2022). This theory posits that different mod
alities, such as text and images or a combination of both, possess distinct 
influences that can be synergistically combined in multimodal frames (Geise & 
Baden, 2015). Specifically, it is posited that not only do visuals capture the 
essence of reality (e.g., icons such as maps portraying actual locations), but 
they can also function as tangible evidence of past events (e.g., indexes such as 
photographs). Hwang et al. (2021) noted that Peirce’s earliest trichotomy of 
signs suggests that visuals can be categorized into symbols (which lack resem
blance to that being signified), icons (which physically resemble that being 
signified), and indexes (which provide proof or evidence of that being sig
nified). In the context of visual persuasion, where the existing focus has mainly 
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been on icons and indexes (Messaris, 1997), research examining deepfakes 
suggests that manipulated videos with greater sensory impact fall into the 
index category. The term “indexicality” has emerged to describe the quality of 
visual information that provides a more direct index of reality (Messaris & 
Abraham, 2001). This concept may shed light as to why deepfakes, as a type of 
multimodal disinformation, are expected to possess greater persuasiveness 
than textual disinformation, as they present seemingly realistic proof that 
aligns with potential occurrences in reality.

Further, compared to text, visuals are known to be more engaging, more 
emotionally eliciting, and processed in a manner that involves more heuristics 
(Powell et al., 2015). These processing mechanisms may undermine recipients’ 
systematic evaluation of the accuracy of statements and consequently reduce 
their likelihood of detecting deception. Deepfakes may immerse recipients in 
a narrative that strongly resembles reality, thus creating a perception of 
authenticity. By mimicking a direct index of truth, deepfakes may circumvent 
suspicion and hinder the active detection of deception, thereby keeping 
recipients in a truth-default state of information processing (Levine, 2014).

While prior studies have primarily focused on the attitudinal impacts of 
persuasion, and specifically on disinformation credibility across diverse mod
alities (Hameleers et al., 2020; Lee & Shin, 2022), it is crucial to investigate the 
effects of deepfakes on misperceptions from a variety of perspectives. From 
a theoretical standpoint, our emphasis on misinterpretations within the realm 
of deepfakes is closely tied to the employment of the doctored-evidence effect. 
This effect underscores the impact of multimodal manipulation (e.g., doctored 
images or videos) on cognitive processes, particularly the formation of false 
memories (Nash et al., 2009). The doctored-evidence effect indicates that 
memory distortions arise when we misidentify our mental representations of 
a fictional event as memories. In particular, manipulated deepfakes featuring 
rich sensory details may amplify the familiarity and relevant imagery of 
a fabricated event, which can potentially serve as more persuasive evidence 
for the false occurrence (see Nash et al., 2009). Considering these different 
cognitive mechanisms that occur while processing deepfakes, we argue that it 
is crucial to investigate how disinformation that has been crafted through 
multimodalities can increase these misperceptions to ultimately enhance our 
understanding of how the realism heuristic – which has been shown to be 
activated when viewing video-based disinformation (Sundar et al., 2021) – can 
intensify the detrimental impacts of deepfakes. In this context, it is crucial to 
explore the ramifications of deepfakes on misperceptions. As substantial 
resources are needed to create highly realistic deepfakes (Das, 2023), people 
may be able to detect imperfections in deepfakes, such as mismatching audio 
and video or glitches; people are more likely to doubt deepfakes when they can 
recognize a discrepancy between the voiced statements and reality or techno
logical glitches in a presentation (Kaate et al., 2024).
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Although glitches or other errors in the presentation of the message 
may prompt doubts about the credibility of the disseminated disinforma
tion, individuals might still harbor misperceptions as a result of viewing 
a deepfake. This suggests that individuals might hold distorted beliefs 
because they are persuaded by message arguments, even when there are 
non-content related factors that could prime deception (i.e., glitches, 
differences between the voices of the deepfake and the real person). 
Altogether, this illustrates the multifaceted nature of credibility assess
ments: It is difficult to establish whether low credibility is attributable to 
technological versus content-wise discrepancies. Therefore, in the current 
paper, we focus on misperceptions as cognitive outcomes of deepfake 
exposure as follows: To what extent are deepfakes that directly depict 
health-related statements from an expert source more effective in influen
cing perceptions about the issue than text-based disinformation? Our 
ultimate aim is to investigate whether malicious actors can successfully 
achieve their goal of instigating misperceptions by employing sophisti
cated disinformation infused with sensory-rich cues to create a deceptive 
appearance of realism.

Supporting this reasoning, Lee et al. (2023) demonstrated that the potent 
impact of video-plus-text disinformation compared to other types of disin
formation (i.e., textual and image-plus-text) in increasing misperceptions was 
partly due to anxiety, and they also found that the effect of video disinforma
tion was consistent across individuals with different levels of issue relevance. 
Experimental research further shows that deepfake exposure in the political 
realm can reduce support for a depicted political actor when it is targeted to 
vulnerable recipients (Dobber et al., 2020), while it can decrease trust in the 
digital media ecology across the board (Vaccari & Chadwick, 2020). Thus, we 
hypothesize the following:

H1. Higher levels of misperceptions will be shown in the deepfake group 
compared to each of the textual disinformation group and the control group.

As discussed earlier, compared to textual disinformation, it is expected that 
deepfakes are more likely to sidestep critical responses and associated doubts 
related to the arguments they depict. It can be argued that, when people doubt 
the authenticity, honesty, or factual basis of information, they may seek 
additional information to verify any dubious information and alleviate their 
doubts. Considering that multimodal disinformation can activate heuristic 
processing of false statements via perceived realism (Sundar, 2008) and vivid
ness (Lee & Shin, 2022), we expect that suspicion is less likely to be raised when 
people are exposed to a deepfake, which should also lead such people to exhibit 
a lower likelihood to fact-check statements after seeing a deepfake compared 
to other modes of disinformation.
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This expectation is consistent with existing literature examining fact- 
checking intentions, which can be motivated by diverse factors, including 
a focus on accuracy (Walter et al., 2021) or confirmation motivations 
(Mourão et al., 2023; J. Shin & Thorson, 2017). Chia et al. (2022) reveals 
that elevated levels of issue involvement serve as a catalyst encouraging 
individuals to actively engage in fact-checking behaviors. Regardless of the 
underlying motivations for fact-checking, in the context of deepfakes, 
where multimodal cues lead to information overload and cognitive con
straints, users may not always critically verify dubious claims. In this case, 
we can anticipate two different scenarios: On the one hand, the abundance 
of cues in deepfakes can trigger suspicion and motivate verification beha
viors, particularly when people can recognize indicators of subtle glitches in 
the videos (Goh et al., 2022). Considering that fact-checking requires time 
and cognitive resources (Tandoc et al., 2017), we expect that the cue-rich 
presentation of multimodal deepfakes paired with their more direct index 
of reality results in lower intentions to fact-check information as compared 
to the more abstract and distant representation of reality in textual disin
formation. This indicates that multimodal disinformation primes less sus
picion than textual disinformation (Hameleers et al., 2020), sidestepping 
recipients’ need to verify such cue-rich messages. We therefore hypothesize 
the following:

H2. Lower levels of fact-checking intentions will be shown in the deepfake 
group compared to the textual disinformation group.

Susceptibility and Resilience to Deepfakes Among Different Audience 
Segments

Existing research examining the impact of health misinformation has under
scored the influence of individual-level differences in misinformation suscept
ibility (Hwang & Jeong, 2023; Lee et al., 2023; Nan et al., 2022). Against the 
backdrop of the HSM (Chaiken, 1980), we focus on the specific moderating 
roles played by issue relevance and accuracy motivation. In real-world scenar
ios, individuals may simultaneously assess the relevance of information to 
their health concerns and the accuracy of the content when exposed to (dis) 
information. As cognitive biases are likely to play a role in moderating the 
impact of deepfakes, we anticipate that issue relevance and accuracy motiva
tions can function as cognitive safeguards that reduce individual susceptibility 
to deepfakes. More specifically, the operation of both issue relevance and 
accuracy motivation may contribute to enhanced resilience against deepfakes, 
ultimately manifesting in the form of reduced susceptibility and increased 
engagement in fact-checking. Thus, these individual-level factors enable users 
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to sidestep heuristics and engage in more profound processing of deepfakes, 
thus acting as a defense mechanism against their deceptive nature.

Issue Relevance and Deepfake Exposure

One individual difference that can mitigate the adverse impact of deepfakes is 
perceived relevance, which indicates the level to which audiences consider the 
issue to be personally significant to them (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979). Literature 
grounded in the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) proposes that the more 
personally relevant individuals perceive an issue to be, the more likely they are 
to engage in systematic processing and thoroughly evaluate the message 
arguments (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). By contrast, when they do not perceive 
an issue as personally relevant, people may be more likely to rely on heuristic 
cues when judging information (see Metzger et al., 2010 for example).

The ELM framework is particularly applicable in explaining how indivi
duals who find an issue to be highly relevant are better equipped to protect 
themselves against disinformation, especially deepfakes that represent salient 
heuristic cues. First, health-related deepfakes often realistically portray autho
rities, thus leveraging a key heuristic for authenticity (Sundar, 2008). However, 
the impact on individuals with high issue relevance can be less pronounced: 
Instead of relying on authority heuristic cues, these individuals are more likely 
to engage in systematic processing, thoroughly evaluating the core arguments 
of the disinformation. Second, the rich cues in multimodal deepfakes can 
cause individuals with low issue relevance to accept the disinformation con
tent without critical scrutiny. This is because rich cues can take up limited 
cognitive capacity (Lang, 2000), making it difficult for them to process the 
information thoughtfully. Indeed, recent research suggests that multimodal 
disinformation facilitates automatic processing by immediately provoking 
anxiety across individuals with different levels of issue relevance (Lee et al.,  
2023). Based on this finding, one might expect that even people who perceive 
the issue as highly relevant to them may still process the associated deepfake 
while sidestepping the activation of suspicion, as has been shown in a study on 
disinformation about cancer prevention (Levine, 2014). However, according 
to the ELM framework, individuals who perceive the issue as personally 
relevant are prone to scrutinize deepfake arguments more critically, and they 
are therefore more likely to detect deceptive messages rather than falling for 
the realism heuristics employed by deepfakes. Based on this reasoning, when 
individuals find issues highly relevant and are thus motivated to make accurate 
judgments, they are more likely to assess the truthfulness of information by 
deeply engaging with the message’s arguments and content. Therefore, among 
individuals for which the issue has high relevance, deepfakes may have a less 
pronounced impact on increasing misperceptions and reducing intentions for 
fact-checking. This leads us to hypothesize the following:
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H3a-b. The effects of a deepfake (vs. textual disinformation) on (a) misper
ception and (b) fact-checking intentions will be moderated by issue relevance. 
That is, the effects of a deepfake (vs. textual disinformation) on (a) increasing 
misperception and (b) reducing fact-checking intentions will be higher for 
individuals with low issue relevance.

Motivated Reasoning and Deepfake Exposure

Another factor that heightens the impact of deepfakes is individuals’ preexist
ing beliefs, which prompt them to process the deepfake content while relying 
more on heuristics without engaging in critical thinking. Studies have shown 
that the effects of exposure to disinformation depend on the levels of moti
vated reasoning, where individuals engage in biased reasoning to achieve 
a specific goal (Pennycook & Rand, 2019; Thorson, 2016). Motivated reason
ing is generally understood as the guiding influence of existing beliefs and 
cognitive processes on information processing, with the ultimate aim of 
reaching conclusions that align with one’s preexisting beliefs (Kunda, 1990). 
There are two core motivations that generally drive information processing: 
the desire to confirm existing beliefs and identities, and the desire to reach 
accurate evaluations. Specifically, directional motivations for information 
seeking involve seeking attitude-consistent information to confirm and defend 
one’s existing beliefs (Chaiken, 1980; Taber & Lodge, 2006). By contrast, 
accuracy motivations for information seeking refer to processing information 
with the aim of reaching accurate conclusions, which may also involve seeking 
out discrepant or attitude-inconsistent information (Lee & Choi, 2018; Nir,  
2011).

The motivations inherent in biased reasoning are relevant to ELM (Petty & 
Cacioppo, 1986) within the dual processing framework. According to the 
ELM, individuals are more likely to engage in systematic information proces
sing when driven by a motivation for accuracy. Consequently, individuals 
motivated by accuracy tend to conduct more thorough and unbiased informa
tion processing, thus leading to a more thoughtful decision-making process. 
This suggests that deepfakes may have diminished influence when audiences 
are motivated by accuracy, as these individuals are less prone to rely on 
automatic processing that can be activated by the realistic rich cues of 
deepfakes.

Nevertheless, it is important to acknowledge that accuracy motivations 
do not completely prevent the use of heuristics, nor do they universally 
enhance decision-making (Kunda, 1990; Pietryka, 2016). As summarized 
by Kunda (1990), accuracy motivations may reduce biased processing 
when people are both willing and able to employ such effortful strategies. 
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Although accuracy motivations are discussed in the present context with 
the goal of reaching accurate conclusions rather than biased processing, 
individuals motivated by accuracy also aim to arrive at conclusions that 
can be defended as rational. Considering that individuals often justify 
their conclusions by selectively retrieving evidence that supports their 
seemingly rational conclusion (Kunda, 1990), it follows that accuracy 
motivated reasoning can be driven by an illusion of objectivity rather 
than truly biased-free processing (Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987): People 
may search their memories for beliefs that support a desired conclusion 
without even being aware that this process is biased by their goals. 
Therefore, accuracy motivations can still be regarded as biased, as indi
viduals may tend to selectively search for beliefs that justify their desired 
conclusions and thus help them maintain a sense of objectivity and 
accuracy.

There is currently a lack of empirical evidence investigating how indivi
duals’ accuracy motivations might intervene in the impact of deepfakes. In 
light of the ELM, it could be argued that the influence of the realistic nature of 
deepfakes might be mitigated among individuals who possess a strong motiva
tion for accuracy in seeking information, given that such individuals would be 
expected to exercise caution and carefully scrutinize the authenticity of the 
information presented. As indicated by Pennycook and Rand (2019), people’s 
lack of motivation to analytically consider the specific arguments being pre
sented in messages can explain the influence of deceptive information. Lower 
levels of accuracy motivations may also motivate people to rely on heuristic 
cues, such as the realism heuristic that is often activated by visual disinforma
tion (Sundar, 2008). Lower accuracy motivations may also demotivate people 
to select fact-checking information, as these audience segments will be primed 
to have lower levels of suspicion.

However, considering that accuracy motivations can also be biased in the 
sense that they can create an illusion of objectivity and truth-seeking (Kunda,  
1990), people who are motivated to (seem to) be accurate may also be 
persuaded by heuristics that signal realism (i.e., the direct index of reality 
offered by deepfakes). Further, linking this to the discussion indicating that 
motivated reasoning can also be attributed to systematic processing (Kahan,  
2013), individuals may actively engage with the arguments presented in 
a message if they align with their preexisting beliefs. In such cases, people 
tend to utilize the actual arguments of the message to defend their existing 
beliefs, rather than automatically accepting the truth of congruent content; this 
indicates a more systematic processing approach. Hence, the direct and cue- 
rich representation of reality may also be regarded as an accuracy prompt that 
helps people arrive at rational and seemingly objective inferences about reality. 
Considering these disparate viewpoints on the role of accuracy motivations, 
we propose the following research question:
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RQ1. How will the accuracy motivation for health information consumption 
moderate the effects of deepfake (vs. textual disinformation) on (a) mispercep
tion and (b) fact-checking intentions?

Figure 1 illustrates the comprehensive model examined in this paper.

Method

Participants

The sample for the current study is drawn from a larger project on multimodal 
disinformation, with partial data previously used in another study (Lee et al.,  
2023). In total, 308 people recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) 
participated in the online survey experiment. Eligible participants were adults 
(18 years old and over) residing in the United States who were Facebook users, 
given that the stimuli were created on Facebook. Facebook is one of the most 
widely used social media platforms for news consumption, particularly in the 
United States (Walker & Matsa, 2021). It is also under scrutiny for platforming 
disinformation and insufficient content moderation (Chan, 2024), which 
makes it a particularly relevant and realistic context for the presentation of 
health-related disinformation.

To ensure high quality data, participants were limited to those with HIT 
approval rates exceeding 90%. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 
the disinformation conditions (control: N = 100, text disinformation: N = 105, 
deepfake: N = 103). Of the participants, 57.1% were female (male: 39.6%, 
others: 1.0%). The mean age was 40.12 years old (SD = 13.15). The respondents 
showed varying education levels, with the largest proportion being four-year 
college graduates (41.5%), followed in order by those who attended some 

Main comparison: 
Deepfake (vs. Textual 

information)

Misperception

Fact-checking 
intentions

Issue relevance

Accuracy motivation

Figure 1. Comprehensive model diagram.
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college without receiving a degree (19.6%) and those who had earned 
a graduate or professional degree (15.0%). The political ideology of the 
participants was found to be moderate on average (M = 3.57, SD = 1.84; 1 =  
strongly liberal, 7 = strongly conservative), suggesting that participants were 
neither strongly liberal nor strongly conservative.

Procedure

Before collecting the data, we obtained ethical approval from the institutional 
review board of the affiliated university [blinded for peer review]. Data were 
collected in May 2021. Upon entry into the study, participants were presented 
with the informed consent document. After providing informed consent, 
participants were directed to a set of screening questions asking about their 
eligibility to participate in this study (i.e., whether they were at least 18 years 
old and Facebook users). Then, participants who were determined to be 
eligible were directed to answer questions about their risk perceptions toward 
cancer, issue relevance, and general prior misperceptions. Immediately before 
being assigned to the disinformation conditions, participants were presented 
with an attention check question asking them to click the number 10. Only one 
participant did not indicate the correct answer, and they were exposed to an 
alert message instructing them to pay attention to the study. Next, participants 
were directed to read the following instruction: “Please imagine again that you 
are surfing online at home, browsing for current events and what’s new.1 You 
soon come across some news items. You will now view another news item 
about a topic that gets covered in the media a lot.” Participants were asked to 
pay attention to the message and instructed that they would be asked about the 
content afterward. Participants were also prompted to confirm that their audio 
was enabled before proceeding to ensure that those assigned to the deepfake 
group watched the video with accompanying sound. They were also notified 
that they could proceed to a series of questions about the message after 
a minimum of 20 seconds had elapsed, and that they would be unable to 
return to the message once they proceeded to these questions.

After the stimulus was presented, participants answered posttest ques
tions, including questions about their misperceptions regarding cancer 
and their fact-checking intentions. Lastly, they answered other demo
graphic questions (e.g., gender, education, political ideology) and intrinsic 
individual differences independent from the stimuli content (accuracy 
motivation for health information consumption). We measured these 
only once and after exposure to the stimuli as these are expected to be 
stable traits that are unlikely to have been affected by seeing a single 
message. After the study, participants in both the text disinformation and 
the deepfake conditions were debriefed to inform them that the message 
they saw regarding cancer was not factually accurate. All participants were 
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notified of the purpose of this study and thanked for their participation. 
Participants earned monetary compensation as credit for completing the 
study.

Stimuli

To mitigate potential confounding factors that could influence perceptions of 
the false claim, we selected a nonpartisan health topic that was unrelated to 
COVID-19 vaccination. All stimuli in this study were designed for Facebook. 
All stimuli used in this study are provided in both the Appendix and the OSF 
repository.2 The disinformation messages for both the deepfake and textual 
disinformation conditions, along with the non-disinformation message used 
for the control condition, were camouflaged as messages presented in a news 
format. The inclusion of a pure control group allowed the researchers to 
evaluate the effects of different types of disinformation in a more nuanced 
manner by assessing the baseline level of misperception.

Participants in the control group were shown a Facebook post that was 
unrelated to the topic of cancer, along with a video clip. The Facebook post, 
which was purportedly posted by a fictional source called Science News, 
contained scientifically accurate information about the Geminids meteor 
shower. This 27-second video clip was sourced from the BBC.

In the textual disinformation condition, participants were shown 
a disinformation post that was purportedly posted by a fictional source called 
Medical News. This post included a false statement linking the consumption of 
cold water after a meal to cancer. The misleading claim was attributed to 
a fictional medical expert named Dr. Sarah Jones from the World Health 
Organization (WHO). This low-salience actor was used to offer a baseline 
understanding of the credibility of deepfake manipulations, which may be 
harder to achieve when using (political) actors that are very well-known, as 
existing evaluations, support, and encounters regarding those actors may 
largely drive the credibility and believability of their statements.

In the deepfake condition, participants were shown a video-based post 
that was purported to have been uploaded by the same fictional source as 
in the textual disinformation condition, Medical News. The 38-second 
video clip featured an interview with the fictitious medical expert, 
Dr. Sarah Jones. The first screen of the video displayed the false statement 
that drinking cold water after a meal causes cancer, which was accompa
nied by a picture of Dr. Jones and her affiliation with WHO. The picture of 
Dr. Jones was a screenshot of a real doctor wearing a white gown that was 
taken from a medical video on YouTube. The subsequent screen in the 
deepfake condition showed an interview with Dr. Jones providing detailed 
explanations about the misinformation, with content similar to that con
tained in the textual disinformation. This interview was a recording of the 
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research assistant, and her face was swapped with the real medical doctor’s 
face using the deepfake app Faceswap, an open-source platform that 
enables the creation of deepfake videos.

Other relevant factors, such as the post upload date, the profile picture of 
the source, and the numbers of likes, comments, and shares, were kept 
constant across all conditions. See Appendix A for the stimuli used in this 
study and Appendix B for the deepfake creation.

Measurement

All items were measured across participants in all conditions, aside from the 
items involving fact-checking intentions; participants in both the deepfake and 
the textual disinformation groups – and not those in the control group – 
answered the fact-checking intentions items.

Issue relevance
Issue relevance was measured using a 7-point Likert scale, with answers 
ranging from 1 (not at all relevant) to 7 (extremely relevant). Participants 
were asked to indicate the extent to which they perceived cancer prevention to 
be relevant (M = 4.90, SD = 1.82). To avoid a priming effect, this item was 
measured alongside other items to gauge perceived relevance to different 
randomly presented topics (immigration policy, flu, COVID-19 vaccination, 
gun control policy). The original question we created to measure this was: 
“How relevant is each of the following topics to you?”

Accuracy motivation for health information consumption
This variable was measured using a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (not at all 
applicable) to 7 (very much applicable). In response to the question “When arriving 
at opinions on health-related topics, to what extent do you agree with the 
following statements about your behaviors?,” the measurement items consisted 
of the following: (a) I aim to arrive at the most accurate conclusions, (b) I always 
verify information by using different sources of information, (c) I consult multiple 
sources to check my own views and biases, (d) I aim to get as much diverse views 
on issues as possible, and (e) I like to engage with information that challenges my 
own values and opinions (α = .85, M = 5.35, SD = 1.12). These items, which were 
specifically developed for this study, were based on existing conceptualizations of 
motivated reasoning (Lundgren & Prislin, 1998).

Misperception
Misperception was captured using three statements that participants were 
asked to rate their agreement with on a 7-point scale (1 = completely disagree 
to 7 = completely agree): (a) Drinking cold beverages after meals can cause 
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severe diseases like cancer, (b) Drinking hot water is better than consuming 
cold water after a meal, and (c) Consuming cold water causes issues with 
digestion (α = .91, M = 2.87, SD = 1.78).

Fact-checking intentions
We asked participants to indicate the extent to which they were willing to 
engage in the following behaviors regarding the disinformation they had 
just viewed. Building on previous research on information verification 
(Flanagin & Metzger, 2000; Xiao, 2022), the following items focusing on 
fact-checking behaviors were presented and measured using a 7-point scale 
(1 = not willing to do this at all, 7 = very much willing to do this): (a) Find 
more information to verify the claims, (b) Fact-check the statements that 
have been made, and (c) Find additional information to debunk the state
ments (α = .89, M = 4.68, SD = 2.01).

Covariates
The participants’ general prior misperceptions about cancer3 were assessed 
using four items that were measured using a 7-point scale (1 = completely 
untrue, 7 = completely true). Before being randomly assigned to one of the 
disinformation conditions, participants were asked to rate their agreement 
levels with the following statements: (a) Drinking cold water after meals can 
cause cancer, (b) Cancer can be treated by clean eating, (c) A restrictive diet of 
non-acid foods can prevent cancer, and (d) Not eating or drinking for a period 
can starve cancer cells (α = .85, M = 2.08, SD = 1.26).

Table 1 presents the correlations of the measured variables.

Results

We first tested the main effects of deepfake exposure on misperceptions, 
as addressed in H1. One-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was 
performed with the three disinformation groups (control vs. textual 
disinformation vs. deepfake) comprising the independent variable, mis
perceptions as a dependent variable, and general prior misperception as 
a control variable. Bonferroni correction was applied for post-hoc ana
lyses between the disinformation groups. The results showed that there 

Table 1. Zero-order correlations.
1 2 3 4 5

1. Issue Relevance —
2. Accuracy Motivation .11 —
3. Misperception .02 .01 —
4. Fact-Checking Intentions .15* .36*** .34** —
5. General Prior Misperception .02 −.08 .56*** .14 —

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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were significant differences in misperception between the disinformation 
groups, F(2, 302) = 6.38, p = .002, ηp

2 = .04.4 In particular, the deepfake 
group showed a significantly higher level of misperceptions (M = 3.10, 
SD = 1.91) than both the textual disinformation group (M = 2.63, SD =  
1.61; p = .048) and the control group (M = 2.41, SD = 1.54; p = .002). 
There was no difference in misperception between the textual disinfor
mation group and the control group (p = .82). Given these results, H1 
was supported.

H2 predicted the main effect of deepfake (vs. textual disinformation) on 
fact-checking intentions. To test this hypothesis, the textual disinformation 
group and the deepfake group were selected while the control group was 
excluded, as the fact-checking intentions of the participants in the control 
group were not measured. One-way ANCOVA with general prior mispercep
tion as a control variable revealed no significant difference in fact-checking 
intentions between the textual disinformation and the deepfake groups, F(1, 
204) = .001, p = .98, ηp

2 = .00.5 Based on these results, H2 was not supported.
H3a-b, which hypothesized that issue relevance would have moderating 

effects on misperception (H3a) and fact-checking intentions (H3b), were 
tested using the PROCESS Model 1 with the two disinformation groups 
(deepfake vs. textual disinformation) entered as a predictor and issue 
relevance set as a moderator. The results confirmed that the interaction 
effects between the two disinformation groups and issue relevance on 
misperception with general prior misperception as a covariate were not 
significant (b = −.05, SE = .06, p = .36; see Table 2). Therefore, H3a was not 
supported. Meanwhile, the results for H3b regarding fact-checking inten
tions showed a significant interaction effect (b = −.16, SE = .08, p = .04; see 
Table 2). As shown in Figure 2, further inquiry into this interaction 
revealed no significant differences in fact-checking intentions based on 
the level of issue relevance within the deepfake exposure condition (b  
= .04, p = .71). However, in the textual disinformation group, people with 
high issue relevance showed higher fact-checking intentions than those with 
low issue relevance (b = .36, p = .004).

RQ1a-b, which were concerned with the moderating effects of accuracy 
motivation on misperception (RQ1a) and fact-checking intentions (RQ1b), 
were tested using PROCESS Model 1. The moderation result on misperception 
confirmed the existence of a significant interaction (b = .18, SE = .09, p = .04; 
see Table 2). Specifically, as shown in the interaction graph (Figure 2), deep
fake exposure increased misperceptions more among those with a relatively 
higher level of accuracy motivation than it did among those with a lower level 
of accuracy motivation (b = .27, p = .04). By contrast, the moderating effect of 
accuracy motivation on fact-checking intentions was not significant (b = .19, 
SE = .12, p = .10; see Table 2).
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Table 2. Results of the interaction effects on misperception and fact-checking intentions.
Predictors of Misperception Predictors of Fact-Checking Intentions

Mo: Issue Relevance Mo: Issue Relevance

b SE p-value b SE p-value

Constant .69 .29 .02 Constant 4.14 .38 <.001
General Prior Misperception .81 .08 <.001 General Prior Misperception .21 .11 .07
Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation)
.25 .10 .02 Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation)
.04 .14 .77

Issue Relevance .15 .14 .30 Issue Relevance .53 .19 .01
Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation) × Issue 
Relevance

−.05 .06 .36 Deepfake (vs. Textual 
Disinformation) × Issue 
Relevance

−.16 .08 .04

R2 .34 R2 .06
ΔR2 .003 ΔR2 .02
F 
(df1, df2)

.86 
(1, 202)

F 
(df1, df2)

4.20* 
(1, 202)

Predictors of Misperception Predictors of Fact-Checking Intentions

Mo: Accuracy Motivation Mo: Accuracy Motivation

b SE p-value b SE p-value

Constant .66 .28 .02 Constant 4.19 .36 <.001
General Prior Misperception .83 .08 <.001 General Prior Misperception .28 .11 .008
Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation)
.24 .10 .02 Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation)
−.06 .13 .65

Accuracy Motivation −.28 .20 .15 Accuracy Motivation .29 .25 .25
Deepfake (vs. Textual 

Disinformation) × Accuracy 
Motivation

.18 .09 .04 Deepfake (vs. Textual 
Disinformation) × Accuracy 
Motivation

.19 .12 .10

R2 .35 R2 .17
ΔR2 .01 ΔR2 .01
F 
(df1, df2)

4.18* 
(1, 200)

F 
(df1, df2)

2.77 
(1, 200)

Notes: *p < .05; ΔR2 indicates the increase in explanatory power when the interaction terms are added to the model, 
while the F-test assesses the overall significance of the model.
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Figure 2. Significant interactions on dependent variables of interest. Notes. Deepfake (vs. textual 
disinformation) × Issue relevance on fact-checking intention (left); Deepfake (vs. textual disinfor
mation) × Accuracy motivation on misperception (right); For each moderating variable, the terms 
high and low refer to values ±1 SD from the mean, respectively.
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Discussion

In response to the call for increased research examining visual disinformation, 
such as research examining deepfakes as sophisticated and cue-rich visual 
disinformation (Weikmann & Lecheler, 2023), the current study aimed to 
understand the influence of deepfakes in the health sector, and how such an 
impact might be contingent on perceived issue relevance as well as individuals’ 
accuracy motivations to seek health information. The findings presented in 
this study affirm the insidious effect of health-related deepfakes, particularly 
when compared to textual disinformation, in increasing misperceptions. 
Mainly drawing upon the multimodal framing theory (Geise & Baden, 2015) 
and the doctored-evidence effect (Nash et al., 2009), this result further indi
cates that multimodal disinformation might enhance the familiarity and 
pertinent visual representation of a fictitious event, thereby distorting cogni
tive memories. Extending previous research that has mostly focused on cred
ibility as the outcome of deepfake exposure (Appel et al., 2022; Hameleers 
et al., 2023; Lee & Shin, 2022; S. Y. Shin & Lee, 2022), we show that, compared 
to textual disinformation, deepfakes can cultivate greater misperceptions, 
which are one of the most salient targeted outcomes of disinformation.

This key finding suggests that participants, when exposed to a synthetic 
video featuring a manipulated actor who is falsely presented as a health expert, 
might perceive the portrayal as being more realistic than the more abstract and 
less direct narratives provided by textual disinformation. In the deepfake, this 
expert is vividly portrayed, thus serving as a signal for authenticity and their 
claimed knowledge regarding an important health issue. Building upon recent 
studies examining the psychological mechanisms that more broadly underlie 
the effects of deepfake or multimodal disinformation, future research can 
establish a holistic model of the effects of deepfakes across different areas. 
Future studies can specifically explore the psychological mechanisms involved 
in processing different modalities of disinformation. Such studies could inves
tigate whether heuristic processing is more likely to occur for video-based 
disinformation compared to lower modalities of manipulated information as 
part of the realism heuristic.

We additionally found that viewing deepfakes (versus textual disinforma
tion) did not discernably reduce fact-checking intentions. This suggests that 
viewing the more vivid representation of reality did not induce a less active or 
critical response to the information. Although future research should strive to 
elucidate for this finding, we tentatively propose that factors such as the 
plausibility of claims or glitches in the presented material may be crucial in 
prompting fact-checking of deepfake content. Therefore, despite the deepfake 
offering a more vivid and realistic portrayal of health-related claims, there are 
other important considerations that could potentially raise doubts about the 
credibility of deepfakes in a way that would not apply to textual 
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disinformation, thus warranting intentions for fact-checking. Alternatively, 
given that multimodal disinformation elicits strong emotional responses (Lee 
et al., 2023), it is also possible that misperceptions can be readily formed 
through such automatic processing, while fact-checking – which is typically 
time-consuming and requires a deliberate process and cognitive effort 
(Tandoc et al., 2017) – might not be triggered by the mere presence of 
deepfakes. We carefully interpret these findings to reach the following opti
mistic conclusion: While deepfakes are more likely to distort memories by 
effortlessly prompting individuals to associate their recollections with false 
content, particularly in the sense that they can readily cultivate mispercep
tions, even highly realistic videos do not completely override the audience’s 
effortful intentions for verification.

Our findings further revealed that accuracy motivations and issue relevance 
moderated the effects of deepfakes versus textual disinformation in a less 
consistent manner than was anticipated. Overall, issue relevance played 
a critical role in prompting fact-checking intentions for textual disinforma
tion, as it primarily elicited cognitive and rational responses that are aligned 
with textual framing effects (Powell et al., 2015). By contrast, accuracy motiva
tions played a stronger role in augmenting the effects of deepfakes on mis
perceptions, which may also be consistent with the less rational basis of 
misperceptions that is triggered by the emotion-eliciting and seemingly rea
listic presentation of deepfakes. Moreover, the direct index of reality that 
a deepfake falsely seems to offer (Sundar, 2008) may present an easy-to- 
process confirmation for accuracy-motivated participants, thus reinforcing 
their inclination to link their memories to a false event.

More specifically, our findings indicating that differences in fact-checking 
intentions between individuals with high and low issue relevance diminished 
within the deepfake condition underscore the potency of deepfakes, as the 
results obtained herein show that they can override the influence of issue 
relevance when engaging users in systematic and cognitive efforts that can be 
manifested in fact-checking intentions. In a non-politicized health context 
with a low-salient manipulated actor, deepfakes can exert influence irrespec
tive of the issue relevance known to facilitate cognitive processing (Petty & 
Cacioppo, 1986). It is therefore necessary for future research to take a more 
nuanced approach to determine whether our findings can be replicated in 
different contexts and with different actors.

The observed disparity in the influence of deepfake exposure on mispercep
tions between individuals with high and low accuracy motivations also war
rants further discussion. These results might initially seem to be 
counterintuitive based on the conservative perspective of the ELM, that 
accuracy motivations initiate thoughtful and effortable processing (Petty & 
Cacioppo, 1986). However, as accuracy-motivated reasoning might instead 
represent an illusion of accuracy (Kunda, 1990; Pietryka, 2016), one cannot 
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rule out the possibility that individuals with accuracy motivations might also 
tend to arrive at desired conclusions that they merely perceive as being non- 
biased and objectively accurate. While a more comprehensive investigation is 
required to fully grasp the concept of illusory accuracy-motivated reasoning 
for deeper comprehension, our findings at the very least suggest that accuracy 
motivations in seeking health information can amplify the influence of deep
fake exposure, ultimately leading to more distorted cognitive beliefs when 
compared to textual disinformation. It appears that the video-based presenta
tion of a deepfake serves as a cue of realism, and that this effect is particularly 
notable among participants who self-identify as being motivated by accuracy. 
These individuals may have been more susceptible to the index of reality that 
was claimed to be offered by the deepfake, thus rendering them more suscep
tible to the signaled accuracy.

The non-significant intervening effects of accuracy motivations on fact- 
checking intentions point to the need to identify other psychological traits that 
can more directly facilitate deliberate behavior to scrutinize the veracity of the 
claims made by a deepfake. The presence of low (illusory) accuracy motiva
tions to seek health information might not directly represent cognitive and 
deliberative efforts that can be translated into proactive fact-checking inten
tions after encountering a seemingly realistic deepfake. To determine the 
factors that motivate people to fact-check, future research can examine – as 
an example – the extent to which people might experience the perceived need 
for orientation related to topical uncertainty to encourage fact-checking of 
a deepfake (or textual disinformation, or both), given that such informing 
behaviors might be driven by the desire to reduce uncertainty to address 
knowledge gaps (Amazeen et al., 2019).

This study is subject to a few limitations that must be noted. First, this study 
did not measure participants’ actual fact-checking behaviors after the exposure 
to disinformation. Considering that fact-checking behaviors can serve dual 
purposes of either affirming or informing (Walter et al., 2021), future research 
should consider tracking actual fact-checking behaviors performed by partici
pants. Second, more sophisticated research designs should be adopted to con
ceptualize accuracy motivations in a more nuanced manner while also aiming to 
differentiate between illusory accuracy motivations and genuine accuracy moti
vations. One way this could be achieved would be by stimulating accuracy 
motivations through different scenarios (Bolsen et al., 2014) and employing 
more robust items to measure each variable. In doing so, future research could 
develop different types of motivated reasoning in a more systematic manner. 
Third, the fact that issue relevance was measured as a single item can be 
considered a clear limitation, although this was done with the aim of preventing 
the emergence of participant fatigue that is associated with being asked to assess 
relevance across multiple topics. Similarly, assessing general prior mispercep
tions before exposing participants to stimuli could potentially prime them, as it 
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could suggest that participants might be conscious of the stimuli’s association 
with the topic of cancer. This awareness could have influenced their responses 
despite the fact that the participants in all conditions were presented with exactly 
the same question. Moreover, by solely focusing on the low-salient actor that is 
manipulated in the disinformation within our study, we may have overlooked 
the impact of deepfake manipulations involving highly salient actors, such as 
well-known politicians or internationally renowned health authorities. It is also 
important to acknowledge the limitation regarding the statistical power of this 
study, given the limited sample size. Future research should strive to validate the 
outcomes of this study using a larger and more representative sample size to 
enhance robustness. Lastly, this study only examined persuasion effects to 
misperceptions as a cognitive outcome. Considering the varied outcomes that 
previous studies have obtained regarding the impacts of multimodal disinfor
mation, which may have arisen from distinctions between disinformation cred
ibility and misperceptions, future research should broaden the exploration of 
persuasion effects to encompass more nuanced perspectives and propose an 
integrative framework. This includes incorporating both attitudinal aspects 
(disinformation credibility) and cognitive outcomes (misperceptions).

Altogether, these findings constitute a significant contribution to the evol
ving field investigating the impact of AI-generated content, including deep
fakes, and more broadly, the literature on multimodal disinformation. These 
results demonstrate the varying degrees to which a health-threatening deep
fake, when compared to textual disinformation, influences misperceptions and 
resilience behaviors, and these findings ultimately highlight the role that 
individual differences play in shaping responses to such deceptive content. 
To respond to the distressing nature of deepfakes, which can even dissuade 
individuals with high issue relevance from engaging in fact-checking, future 
studies should strive to construct comprehensive frameworks that empower 
individuals to effectively detect and combat deepfakes, with the ultimate aim 
of enhancing resilience against disinformation.

Notes

1. Since this paper stemmed from a larger project on multimodal disinformation, partici
pants in the current study were previously exposed to disinformation articles about 
vaccines in a separate experiment (Lee et al., 2023). This is why our instructions asked 
participants to reimagine the situation of browsing online at home.

2. https://osf.io/uwtgr/?view_only=2fb9b24525e44759bc8dfd1dd085d1c4.
3. The inclusion of general prior misperceptions as a control variable allowed for the specific 

impact of post-misperceptions after exposure to stimuli to be isolated, while accounting for 
preexisting biases, which aligns with a common practice in the field (e.g., Lee et al., 2023). 
Moreover, considering that the items used for general prior misperceptions and post 
misperceptions were not exactly identical, as general prior misperceptions aimed to 
measure general misunderstandings regarding the cancer issue whereas the items used 
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for post misperceptions were intended to more specifically reflect disinformation content, 
we deemed it more appropriate to employ prior misperceptions as a control variable 
instead of calculating the differences between prior and post misperceptions.

4. The results, without including a covariate of general prior misperception, indicated 
a significant group difference in misperception, F(2, 303) = 4.57, p = .011, ηp2 = .03. 
However, pairwise comparisons revealed that the deepfake group had significantly higher 
misperception levels than the control group (p = .010), but that there was no significant 
difference either between the deepfake group and the text disinformation group (p = .122) 
or between the text disinformation group and the control group (p = 1.00).

5. When excluding the covariate of general prior misperception, an independent t-test 
indicated that the difference in fact-checking intentions between the textual disinforma
tion group (M = 4.68, SD = 1.97) and the deepfake group (M = 4.68, SD = 2.06) remained 
non-significant (t[204.37] = .01, p = .991). One might also argue that individuals do not 
fact-check regardless of the condition; however, the mean value of fact-checking inten
tion (M = 4.68) suggests that individuals generally have a willingness to engage in fact- 
checking, and this intention did not differ based on whether the disinformation was in 
the form of deepfake or textual content.
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Appendices

Appendix A. Stimuli

1. Control

[Video play button]
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2. Text disinformation
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3. Deepfake

[Video play button]

[The first screen of the deepfake]

[The interview screen following the first screen of 
the deepfake] 
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Appendix B. Creation of Deepfake

[The original video: The research assistant stating the misinformation] 

[The face-swapped video: The original, non-disinformation interview about breast cancer from a 
real medical doctor]
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