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ABSTRACT
The rise of health-related misinformation on social media has caused many young women to shift from 
hormonal methods to natural contraceptive options. This study examines the effectiveness of satirical 
corrections in countering misinformation about contraceptives on TikTok. A total of 678 Dutch-speaking 
women aged 18–35, either watched TikTok videos containing misinformation about contraception 
followed by (1) no correction, (2) a non-humorous correction, or (3) a satirical correction, or (4) were in 
a control group that saw no misinformation or correction. Misinformation exposure (vs. control) did not 
significantly affect beliefs or attitudes toward contraception. However, both non-humorous and satirical 
corrections (vs. control and no correction) successfully reduced misperceptions and favorable attitudes 
toward natural contraception. Nonetheless, neither correction method consistently improved acceptance 
of true claims or attitudes toward hormonal contraception. This suggests that, while corrections can 
effectively challenge misinformed health beliefs, they may not necessarily foster trust in accurate health 
information.

The past two decades have witnessed a shift in contraceptive 
choices among young Western women. This shift has been 
characterized by a decrease in hormonal contraception use and 
a growing preference for natural contraceptive methods 
(Daniels et al., 2015; Kersten et al., 2022; Le Guen et al.,  
2021). Natural contraceptive methods rely on identifying the 
fertile window of the menstrual cycle and avoiding unpro
tected sex during that time, for example, by cycle tracking 
with an app and/or thermometer. Hormonal contraception 
(e.g., pills, hormonal intrauterine devices), by contrast, works 
primarily by suppressing ovulation through the administration 
of synthetic hormones (Genazzani et al., 2023).

Promoters of natural contraceptive methods often claim 
a 99.4% accuracy rate (e.g., Daysy, n.d.). While research does 
show that fertility awareness-based methods can achieve 
acceptable levels of effectiveness under conditions of perfect 
use, their real-world effectiveness is often much lower (e.g., 
Urrutia et al., 2018). These methods require extensive training 
and consistent and accurate daily tracking, which can be diffi
cult to maintain. They are also not well-suited for women with 
an irregular menstrual cycle, such as those going through 
puberty, perimenopause, or living with conditions such as 
PCOS (polycystic ovary syndrome; Genazzani et al., 2023). 
As a result, natural methods are generally considered less 
effective than hormonal contraceptives (Frank-Herrmann 
et al., 2017; Genazzani et al., 2023; Mansour et al., 2010).

The growing interest in the use of natural methods has been 
partly attributed to the spread of misinformation about contra
ception on social media platforms such as TikTok (Pointer,  

2024). Social media have become an important source of 
health information for younger generations (Chen & Wang,  
2021). In fact, younger people increasingly use social-media 
platforms as a search engine for (health-related) information 
(Blandi et al., 2022). However, much of this information comes 
from individuals sharing their personal health experiences 
rather than health professionals (Pfender et al., 2024; 
Shackleford et al., 2024). Recent content analyses show that 
there are numerous negative video testimonials regarding 
hormonal contraception on social-media platforms (Pfender 
& Devlin, 2023; Sütcüoğlu & Güler, 2024; Wu et al., 2023). 
These narratives may contribute to growing skepticism or fear 
toward hormones also known as hormonophobia (Foran,  
2019). Many users discuss their reasons for discontinuing 
hormonal birth control in favor of non-hormonal, natural, 
methods. These videos often overemphasize the risks and 
side effects associated with hormonal contraception, while 
the possible downsides of natural options are usually mini
mized (Pfender et al., 2024). Several studies have found that 
the information shared in these videos is often unreliable and 
can contain inaccurate and/or misleading health information 
(Pfender & Devlin, 2023; Sütcüoğlu & Güler, 2024; Wu et al.,  
2023).

Given that young women often rely on peer experiences 
when making contraceptive choices, the spread of such nega
tive and misleading testimonials on social media raises con
cerns (Hoopes et al., 2018). Moreover, young women, in 
particular, tend to place a high level of trust in the information 
they encounter on social-media platforms (Warner- 
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Søderholm et al., 2018). This trust is frequently leveraged by 
proponents of natural contraceptive methods. By launching 
large-scale social media campaigns, brands that sell natural 
contraceptive products target young women’s doubts, by let
ting influencers promote hormone and side-effect free contra
ception alternatives (Hough et al., 2018).

Concerns about such (health-related) misinformation on 
social media has led to a growing body of research studying 
how to counter its influence through fact-checks or other 
debunking strategies (e.g., Chan & Albarracín, 2023; Walter 
et al., 2021). While corrections have been shown to be effective 
in certain situations (Chan & Albarracín, 2023; Walter et al.,  
2021), the literature on the continued influence effect of mis
information highlights that, even after misinformation is suc
cessfully debunked, it can still linger in people’s mind, shaping 
their beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors (Lewandowsky et al.,  
2012; van Huijstee et al., 2022). This challenge has prompted 
scholars to further explore which correction strategies are most 
effective for which audiences (Walter et al., 2020).

As such, recent studies suggest that the use of humor might 
enhance the effectiveness of corrections (Yeo & McKasy,  
2021). This strategy seems particularly relevant for younger 
generations as they tend to prefer entertaining over educa
tional content (Falgoust et al., 2022; Vaterlaus & Winter,  
2021). The use of humor offers several advantages, as it can 
increase attention and interest for a correction and reduce 
counter-argumentation to the correction (Boukes & 
Hameleers, 2023; Nabi et al., 2007; Young et al., 2018). 
However, the use of humor also poses certain risks, as it may 
cause the audience to take a correction less seriously (Nabi 
et al., 2007) or increase affective polarization (Boukes & 
Hameleers, 2023). The current study offers insight into the 
promise of humor as a correction strategy, by investigating its 
potential to effectively counter the influence of misinformation 
about contraception on TikTok.

However, the use of non-humorous corrections also comes 
with potential risks, and their impact may be more complex 
than simply reducing belief in misinformation. Prior studies 
have shown that rejecting false information and accepting true 
information, are separate outcomes that may be influenced in 
different ways by corrections (Guay et al., 2023; Hameleers,  
2023). While these studies show that corrections often effec
tively reduce beliefs in false claims, they also suggest that 
corrections can sometimes unintentionally lower trust in accu
rate information. Warnings about misinformation may unin
tentionally increase general skepticism by reinforcing the idea 
that misinformation is a pervasive and pressing issue 
(Hameleers, 2023). However, it remains unclear whether this 
risk similarly applies to humorous corrections, and how these 
effects play out in a health-related context. Therefore, to be 
able to fully understand the effectiveness of different types of 
corrections, this study examines their influence on belief in 
both false and true claims about contraception.

Health misinformation on social media

Misinformation, defined as false and/or misleading informa
tion (Altay et al., 2023), poses a significant threat to public 
health (Do Nascimento et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2019, 2022). 

Research indicates that misinformation often circulates faster 
and attracts more views and engagement (e.g., likes, shares) 
than accurate information (Loeb et al., 2024; Vosoughi et al.,  
2018). Although estimating the prevalence of health-related 
misinformation can be challenging, reviews suggest it accounts 
for as low as 0.2% to as high as 28.8% of health-related content 
on social-media platforms (Do Nascimento et al., 2022). As 
such, it is not surprising that over one-third of social media 
users report perceiving high levels of health misinformation in 
their feeds (Gaysynsky et al., 2024).

Exposure to such health misinformation can distort indivi
duals’ interpretation of scientific evidence, leading to misper
ceptions about health issues (Schmid et al., 2023). 
Misperceptions can evoke fear and anxiety, prompting indivi
duals to make ill-informed health choices (e.g., resorting to 
unproven treatments; Do Nascimento et al., 2022; Wang et al.,  
2019, 2022). In fact, in 49% of cases, exposure to misinforma
tion negatively impacts factors that drive health-related deci
sions/behaviors. This includes people’s beliefs about the health 
topics, their attitudes toward those topics, and their intentions 
to engage in specific health-related behaviors (Schmid et al.,  
2023). Moreover, younger female adults seem to be particu
larly susceptible to these influences (Nan et al., 2022, Li & 
Yang, 2025).

The spread of misinformation about contraception on 
social media has been linked to similar negative effects 
(Foran, 2019; Le Guen et al., 2021; Schneider-Kamp & 
Takhar, 2023; Wang et al., 2019, 2022). As a result, we expect 
that: H1: Individuals exposed to misinformation about natural 
and hormonal contraception are (a) more inclined to believe 
false claims about contraception, (b) less inclined to believe true 
claims about contraception, (c) have a more positive attitude 
toward natural contraception, and (d) have a more negative 
attitude toward hormonal contraception compared to those not 
exposed to misinformation.

Correcting health misinformation on social media

The most common way to combat health-related misinforma
tion involves fact- and/or logic-based corrections that either 
(1) directly refute the false information, and/or (2) address the 
logical fallacies often found in misinformation (Ecker et al.,  
2022). Research demonstrates that corrections can reduce 
individuals’ beliefs in false claims, lower misperceptions, and 
can positively influence attitudes and behavioral intentions 
(Walter & Murphy, 2018; Walter et al., 2020). Nevertheless, 
not all misinformation corrections yield the same effects. 
Corrections are most successful when they present detailed 
and comprehensive refutations and appear in video formats 
that may enhance engagement with and retention of the cor
rection (Chan & Albarracín, 2023; Dan & Coleman, 2024; 
Young et al., 2018).

However, such corrections can trigger defensive reactions 
in individuals because people do not like being told what to do 
and how to think. This defensiveness often manifests as resis
tance, where individuals counterargue the corrections 
(Zuwerink & Devine, 1996). Researchers therefore increasingly 
explore alternative correction strategies that can reduce this 
resistance (Yeo & McKasy, 2021). One promising approach is 
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the use of humor, for example, in the form of satirical-news 
programming, such as the American Last Week Tonight with 
John Oliver or the Dutch De Avondshow met Arjen Lubach.

Satirical news serves three main purposes: (1) it entertains 
by trying to make the audience laugh, (2) it informs by clarify
ing complex current affairs, and (3) it evaluates by highlighting 
social problems, exposing wrongdoing, or taking an advocacy 
position (Baym, 2005; Brugman et al., 2021; Fox, 2018; Holbert 
et al., 2011; Peifer & Lee, 2019). As such, satire can point out 
inconsistencies in false or misleading information in a way that 
is accessible and engaging for younger audiences (Young,  
2019; Young & Tisinger, 2006), making it a particularly well- 
suited format for addressing misinformation on social media 
(Boukes & Hameleers, 2023; Droog & Burgers, 2024; Droog 
et al., 2020).

Satire often relies on incongruity-based humor mechan
isms, a type of humor that arises when something unexpected, 
absurd, or contradictory is presented, violating our usual 
expectations or logic (Attardo & Raskin, 1991; Berger, 1976). 
By presenting familiar topics in unexpected or exaggerated 
ways, through, for example, the use of irony, hyperbole, or 
metaphor, satirical humor can subtly expose contradictions or 
absurdities in widely held beliefs or public discourse, without 
directly confronting the audience (Droog & Burgers, 2024; 
Droog et al., 2020; Young, 2019).

As such, satirical humor can reduce people’s natural ten
dency to counterargue against (corrective) information 
(Moyer-Gusé et al., 2018). The satire literature offers two 
explanations for this effect (Droog & Burgers, 2024; Droog 
et al., 2023). First, satirical humor captures people’s attention 
and requires considerable cognitive effort to comprehend 
(Nabi et al., 2007, Young, 2008). Because our cognitive capa
city is limited, the cognitive effort spent on humor compre
hension leaves fewer cognitive resources available for the 
generation of counterarguments, making individuals more 
likely to be persuaded by the underlying message (Moyer- 
Gusé et al., 2018; Young, 2008). Second, individuals often 
discount satirical humor as “just a joke” (Nabi et al., 2007). 
This discounting cue implies that the information is not sig
nificant enough to warrant critical thinking, which decreases 
individuals’ motivation to generate counterarguments (Polk 
et al., 2009).

Accordingly, several studies show that satire can be effec
tively used to counter misperceptions about (health-related) 
information (e.g., Anderson & Becker, 2018; Becker & 
Anderson, 2019; Boukes & Hameleers, 2023; McKeever et al.,  
2025; Moyer-Gusé et al., 2018), and has a small but significant 
positive effect on persuasion-related outcomes such as atti
tudes (Burgers & Brugman, 2021). However, the relative effec
tiveness of satirical versus non-humorous corrections remains 
unclear. Several studies indicate that humorous (satirical) cor
rections often perform just as well as non-humorous ones in 
reducing belief in misinformation (Boukes & Hameleers, 2023; 
Young et al., 2018). Moreover, studies comparing satire’s 
impact to that of traditional news often find no significant 
differences in persuasive effects (Droog & Burgers, 2024; 
Droog et al., 2023; Polk et al., 2009; Young, 2008). A possible 
explanation is that discounting a satirical correction as “just 
a joke” may increase, rather than decrease, counter- 

argumentation. If people do not perceive the satirical correc
tion as serious, they may be more motivated and able to 
counterargue, ultimately reducing the satire’s effectiveness 
(Droog & Burgers, 2024, Nabi et al., 2007).

Given these findings, both non-humorous and satirical 
corrections appear to be effective strategies for countering 
misinformation. As a result, we hypothesize: Individuals 
exposed to (H2) a non-humorous or (H3) a satirical misinfor
mation correction are (a) less inclined to believe the misinfor
mation, (b) less inclined to believe false claims about 
contraception, (c) more inclined to believe true claims about 
contraception, (d) have a more negative attitude toward natural 
contraception, and (e) have a more positive attitude toward 
hormonal contraception, compared to those not exposed to 
a misinformation correction.

However, it remains unclear whether one method of correc
tion is more effective than the other. As such we ask: To which 
extent does the method of correcting misinformation (non- 
humorous vs. satirical) impact (a) the believability of the misinfor
mation, (b) belief in false and true claims about contraception, and 
(c) attitudes about natural and hormonal contraception (RQ1)?

Continued influence of corrected health information on 
social media

Despite corrections being able to reduce misinformation’s 
negative impact, studies show that corrections often fail to 
fully neutralize these effects. This phenomenon is also known 
as the continued influence effect (Chan et al., 2017; 
Lewandowsky et al., 2012; van Huijstee et al., 2022; Walter & 
Tukachinsky, 2020), describing how people can remain influ
enced by information they know to be false. When people 
encounter (mis)information, they do not just assess its accu
racy; they can also form broader, more abstract impressions 
(Uleman et al., 1996). For instance, if someone hears that 
“Dr. Johnson prescribed medication that led to a patient’s 
death,” they may infer that 'Dr. Johnson is incompetent.” Even 
if the misinformation is later corrected, revealing that the 
patient’s death was unrelated to the prescription, the broader 
negative impression of Dr Johnson may persist (Semin & 
Fiedler, 1988; Siebert & Siebert, 2023; Uleman et al., 2011).

This same process may apply to misinformation about hor
monal and natural contraception on social media, in that the 
misinformation’s negative impact may persist, even after correc
tion. We therefore expect: Individuals exposed to misinformation 
and (H4) a non-humorous or (H5) a satirical misinformation 
correction are (a) more inclined to believe false claims about 
contraception, (b) less inclined to believe true claims about contra
ception, (c) have a more positive attitude toward natural contra
ception, and (d) have a more negative attitude toward hormonal 
contraception, compared to those not exposed to misinformation 
and a correction (i.e., individuals in the control condition).

Method

Design

We conducted an experiment in which participants were 
exposed to misinformation about contraceptives on TikTok. 
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We varied the type of correction they received afterward. 
Additionally, we included a control group in which partici
pants were exposed to neither misinformation nor any correc
tion. As such, participants were randomly assigned to one of 
four conditions of a 3 (type of misinformation correction: no 
correction vs. non-humorous correction vs. satirical correc
tion) + 1 (control) between-subjects design. The preregistra
tion of this experimental design can be found on AsPredicted 
(https://aspredicted.org/bbf8-97tc.pdf) and on the Open 
Science Framework in Online Appendix A (https://osf.io/ 
du9z8/).

Participants

Data were collected through an online survey via Qualtrics. 
The study was approved by the Ethics Review Board at the 
University of Amsterdam, the Netherlands (number: FMG- 
9550), before data collection started. Native Dutch-speaking 
women between the ages of 18–35 were recruited through 
a Dutch panel company. These young adults are particularly 
relevant due to their high contraceptive use (Rutgers, 2023) 
and active engagement with social media (CBS, 2020). 
Moreover, while the Netherlands historically has had high 
rates of contraceptive use, recent trends do show a notable 
decline in the use of hormonal methods (Rutgers, n.d.), mak
ing this a timely and relevant context for the current study.

The sample size for the experiment was determined a priori 
based on the smallest estimated effect size in our design. We 
anticipated that the most subtle differences would be observed 
in the pairwise comparisons outlined in RQ1. We used 
G*power 3.1.9.4 (Faul et al., 2009) for the power analysis. 
With a power of 0.80 based on an estimated small effect size 
of f = 0.13 (Walter et al., 2018) for the pairwise comparison in 
RQ1, we required a sample of at least 640 participants. To 
account for a ±5% dropout rate due to failing attention checks 
or technical difficulties, we aimed to collect a total sample of at 
least 700 participants. A total of 744 participants completed the 
survey, of which 66 participants were excluded from the ana
lysis because they failed one or more of the attention checks. 
Ultimately, 678 Dutch-speaking women were included in the 
analyses.

The women in our final sample had a mean age of 27.28  
years (SD = 4.88) and 52% reported having either a bachelor’s 
or master’s degree. Approximately one-third (36%) of partici
pants reported not using TikTok at all, while another third 
(29%) used TikTok multiple times a day. The remaining parti
cipants (35%) fell somewhere in between these two extremes. 
Participants indicated that they were regularly exposed to 
health information on social media (M = 4.21, SD = 1.64; [1]  
= never to [7] = daily). However, they did not actively seek out 
the online health information themselves (M = 2.89, SD = 1.78; 
[1] = never to [7] = daily), nor did they find this information 
very reliable (M = 2.87, SD = 1.51; [1] = not trustworthy at all to 
[7] = very trustworthy). More than half of participants (53%) 
reported using hormonal contraception (sometimes in combi
nation with other methods such as condoms). In contrast, only 
3% relied on natural contraception, sometimes alongside other 
methods. Moreover, 16% of the participants used other forms 
of contraception such as condoms or a copper IUD 

(intrauterine device). Most of the participants had a steady 
partner (63%), while a third of the participants (30%) was 
single, and 5% was single but had casual sexual partners. 
Additionally, most participants were not pregnant (95%). 
Finally, religion did not play a very important role in partici
pants’ decisions regarding the (non-)use of contraception (M  
= 2.16, SD = 1.81; [1] = no influence at all to [7] = a lot of 
influence).

Stimulus materials

Misinformation
Participants who were exposed to misinformation saw three 
real-life TikTok videos containing misinformation about hor
monal and natural contraception. The videos were selected 
based on two main criteria: the presence of specific misinfor
mation themes and their popularity on the platform. The 
videos featured claims that reflected common misinformation 
narratives identified in previous research and reports on 
reproductive health in the Netherlands (Pointer, 2024; 
Rutgers, 2024): (1) that hormonal contraception can lead to 
long-term infertility: “If you want to have children and you’ve 
been on the pill for 10 years, your chances of getting pregnant 
drop drastically”, (2) that it poses severe health risks compar
able to tobacco or asbestos: “It’s criminal that your doctor 
doesn’t tell you this, it causes serious health damage, and most 
women have absolutely no idea. Hormonal contraceptives are 
classified as Group 1 carcinogens by the International Agency 
for Research on Cancer. That category includes substances pro
ven to cause cancer, like tobacco, asbestos, ethanol, and yes, 
hormonal contraception,” and (3) that natural contraceptive 
methods are as effective, or even more effective, than hormo
nal ones: “If you properly learn and apply this method, it’s 
actually more reliable than the average use of the pill.” All 
videos were posted by social media accounts with significant 
followings and engagement (e.g., more than 300k views), indi
cating that the content had substantial reach.

Participants in the control condition (n = 164) were shown 
three popular TikTok videos without any misinformation. 
These videos showcased various viral trends: a Get Ready 
With Me video, a dance video featuring a popular choreogra
phy and a video focused on organizing a spice drawer. Both the 
misinformation clips and the filler clips were around 3 minutes 
long.

Corrections
Participants in the satirical correction condition (n = 178) were 
shown a segment from the Dutch satirical news show De 
Avondshow met Arjen Lubach. This segment humorously 
debunked the misinformation participants previously encoun
tered in the TikTok videos. The satirical segment debunked the 
infertility myth, clarified misconceptions about hormonal con
traception’s side effects, and highlighted the lower effective
ness of natural contraception, especially when used 
imperfectly. This segment contained a Horatian form of sati
rical humor (Holbert et al., 2011; LaMarre et al., 2014). Unlike 
the harsher and more cynical tone of Juvenalian satire, 
Horatian satire is characterized by light, humorous critiques 
of political, social, or economic issues. In this segment, Lubach 
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provided mainly issue-oriented commentary on natural con
traception in a playful and constructive manner, aiming to 
persuade the audience through humor rather than alienate 
them. To do so, he employed several incongruity-based 
humor mechanisms (Droog & Burgers, 2024; Droog et al.,  
2020; Young, 2019). For instance, he applied irony when 
describing the daily routines required by natural methods, 
such as waking up at the same time, measuring body tempera
ture, avoiding alcohol, dieting, stress, or illness, as the kind of 
lifestyle “young women in the prime of their lives” would natu
rally aspire to. He also used hyperbole when addressing claims 
about the pill’s side effects, joking that if the escalation con
tinues, “the next person will say the pill can make you explode.”

Participants in the non-humorous correction condition (n  
= 151) watched a segment from the YouTube series De 
Waarheid Over by NOS Stories. This correction addressed the 
same misinformation as the satirical correction, but in a non- 
humorous manner. Both corrections were produced by 
a Dutch public broadcaster (VPRO for the satirical correction; 
NOS for the non-humorous correction), were edited by the 
researchers to ensure that both clips conveyed the same essen
tial messages and debunked identical pieces of misinformation 
based on facts and logic.

Participants in the no correction condition (n = 185) were 
shown a filler segment from the web series Keuringsdienst van 
Waarde titled KVWeetjes!, produced by the Dutch public 
broadcaster KRO-NCRV. This clip discussed the characteris
tics of fast-cooking spaghetti, and how its misleading packa
ging can lead to disappointment, as the term spaghetti does not 
accurately represent the pasta’s nature. Each clip was approxi
mately 6 minutes long, ensuring a consistent duration for all 
participants.

Procedure

After providing consent, participants completed a sound check 
to ensure their audio equipment was functioning properly; 
those who failed the audio check were unable to continue 
with the survey. Next, participants filled out several questions 
about their demographics, such as their native language, 
nationality, gender, age, and educational level. Only partici
pants who identified as Dutch-speaking women aged 18 to 35 
could proceed. Eligible participants were randomly exposed to 
either the TikTok videos containing misinformation about 
contraceptives or to the filler stimulus materials. Afterward, 
participants completed an attention check asking them to 
summarize the content of the videos they had watched as 
well as questions assessing their familiarity with the TikTok 
clips.

Participants who were in one of the misinformation condi
tions then received one of three types of corrections: a satirical 
correction, a non-humorous correction, or a filler clip that 
contained no correction. Participants who were in the control 
condition were shown the filler clip as well. After viewing this 
content, another attention check required them to identify the 
subject of the clip they had just seen. Participants then 
answered several questions regarding their impressions of the 
clips, including a manipulation check for humor and their 
perceptions of the clips. They were also asked about their 

familiarity with these clips. They were then asked to rate the 
believability of the information in the initial TikTok clips and 
answered questions regarding their (mis)perceptions about 
contraception, along with their attitudes toward hormonal 
and natural contraception.1

As control variables, participants were asked to evaluate the 
source of the correction, their trust in various institutions, 
TikTok usage frequency, online health information seeking 
behaviors, and trust in this information. Additionally, they 
reported whether religion significantly influenced their life 
decisions, what type of contraception they currently use, 
whether they are in a relationship, and if they were pregnant 
at that time. Finally, participants received a comprehensive 
debriefing, which explained that the TikTok videos they 
viewed contained misinformation, and they were provided 
with additional information and resources on contraception. 
For the whole survey, see online Appendix B.

Measures

Misinformation believability
Participants’ belief in the misinformation (e.g., Basol et al.,  
2020; Pennycook & Rand, 2020) about contraceptives on 
TikTok was measured with one 7-point scale semantic differ
ential item ranging from unbelievable to believable (M = 3.66, 
SD = 1.92).

Contraception beliefs
Participants’ beliefs about two true claims and two false claims 
regarding contraception were measured using a 7-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The first item 
assessed belief in a true claim about the reliability of hormonal 
contraception (M = 5.53, SD = 1.32), while the second item 
assessed belief in a true claim about the impact of hormonal 
contraception on fertility (M = 5.06, SD = 1.44). The third item 
measured belief in a false claim about the reliability of natural 
contraception (M = 2.91, SD = 1.74), and the fourth item mea
sured belief in a false claim about the dangers of hormonal 
contraception for your health (M = 3.91, SD = 1.58).

Attitudes toward hormonal and natural contraception
Participants’ attitudes toward hormonal and natural contra
ception were both measured with three 7-point semantic dif
ferential scale items ranging from (a) good-bad, (b) negative- 
positive, and (c) wrong-right (based on Burgoon et al., 1978). 
The three items were averaged into an index for both hormo
nal contraception (M = 4.48, SD = 1.59, Cronbach’s α = .92), as 
well as natural contraception (M = 3.67, SD = 1.81, Cronbach’s 
α = .94)2 .

Data analysis

Because we expected the dependent variables to be moderately 
correlated, hypotheses 1–5 and RQ1 were examined using (M) 
ANOVAs, with the experimental conditions included as the 
independent variable. The dependent variables were the 
believability of the misinformation, beliefs in true and false 
claims related to hormonal and natural contraception, and 
attitudes toward the use of both hormonal and natural 
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contraception.3 To explore the differences among the four 
conditions, pairwise comparisons were conducted using either 
Tukey’s test or Games-Howell test (in case of unequal var
iances). Access to the data, syntax, and output is provided in 
Online Appendix D.

Results

Randomization check

Before conducting the actual statistical analyses, randomiza
tion checks revealed that participants did not differ across the 
four different conditions in terms of age (F(3, 674) = 0.08, p  
= .972), educational level (χ2(30) = 34.24, p = .271), religion (F 
(3, 674) = 0.34, p = .796), contraception use (χ2(21) = 23.38, p  
= .324), pregnancy (χ2(9) = 4.36, p = .886), and relationship 
status (χ2(12) = 7.58, p = .817). Participants were also evenly 
distributed across the three misinformation conditions in 
terms of their familiarity with the TikTok videos (F(2, 511) =  
0.68, p = .509), and familiarity with the information in the 
TikTok videos (F(2, 511) = 0.90, p = .408), as well as across 
the two different correction conditions in terms of familiarity 
with the corrections (F(1, 327) = 0.19, p = .666) and the infor
mation in these corrections (F(1, 327) = 0.64, p = .426).

Manipulation check

To ensure that the satirical correction was perceived as more 
humorous than the non-humorous correction, we conducted 
a manipulation check. The results showed significant differ
ences in how humorous the different types of corrections were 
perceived (F(3, 674) = 78.62, p < .001, η2 = 0.26). Pairwise com
parisons confirmed that participants found the satirical cor
rection (M = 4.87, SD = 1.57) significantly more humorous 
than the non-humorous correction (M = 2.26, SD = 1.52, p  
< .001), indicating that the manipulation was successful. 
Additionally, there was a notable difference in the perceived 
humorousness of the filler clip in the no correction (M = 4.21, 
SD = 1.72) and control condition (M = 4.11, SD = 1.57), com
pared to both the satirical (p < .001) and non-humorous cor
rection conditions (p < .001). The filler clip was rated as 
significantly less humorous than the satirical correction but 

significantly more humorous than the non-humorous 
correction.

Hypothesis testing

The results of the overall MANOVA analysis indicated 
a significant effect of the four different between-subject con
ditions on the combined dependent variables (Pillai’s Trace  
= .11, F(3, 674) = 3.57, p < .001).

Misinformation effects
H1 predicted that exposure (vs. no exposure) to misinforma
tion about contraception would (a) increase belief in false 
claims, (b) decrease belief in true claims, (c) improve attitudes 
toward natural contraception, and (d) worsen attitudes toward 
hormonal contraception. However, the results of the follow-up 
ANOVA analyses revealed no significant differences between 
individuals in the control group and those exposed to misin
formation about contraception only (see Table 1). These find
ings suggests that single exposure to misinformation about 
contraception on TikTok did not significantly influence parti
cipants’ beliefs or attitudes (see also Table 2). As a result, H1 
was not supported, since the anticipated effects of the misin
formation were not observed.

Correction effects
H2 and H3 predicted that exposure to a non-humorous or 
satirical misinformation correction (vs. no correction) would 
(a) decrease belief in the misinformation, (b) decrease belief in 
false claims, (c) increase belief in true claims, (d) worsen 
attitudes toward natural contraception, and (e) improve atti
tudes toward hormonal contraception. The results of follow- 
up ANOVA analyses (see Table 1) revealed that the non- 
humorous correction did not significantly reduce participants’ 
belief in the misinformation compared to no correction, mean
ing H2a was not supported (see Table 2). In contrast, the 
satirical correction did significantly reduce participants’ belief 
in the misinformation, supporting H3a. Moreover, both cor
rections reduced the belief in false claims about contraception 
compared to no correction, supporting H2b and H3b. 
However, there were no significant differences in terms of 
the belief in true claims, meaning that H2c and H3c were not 

Table 1. Results hypothesis testing.

Dependent variable Source Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F p η2

Belief misinfo* Conditions – 3 – 16.57 <.001 .12
Residuals – 379.79 –

NC reliable (F)* Conditions – 3 – 9.02 <.001 .07
Residuals – 371.4 –

HC danger (F) Conditions 66 3 22.01 9.19 <.001 .04
Residuals 1614 674 2.39

HC reliable (T) Conditions 18.8 3 6.28 3.64 .013 .02
Residuals 1161.9 674 1.72

HC fertility (T) Conditions 9.9 3 3.30 1.60 .188 .00
Residuals 1389.3 674 2.06

Attitude NC Conditions 109.1 3 36.38 11.64 <.001 .05
Residuals 2106.9 674 3.13

Attitude HC Conditions 24.2 3 8.06 3.23 .022 .01
Residuals 1684.1 674 2.50

Note. *For the analyses on belief in the misinformation and belief in the false claim that natural contraceptives are reliable, we conducted Welch’s ANOVAs due to 
violations of the homogeneity of variance assumption. As Welch’s test does not compute sums of squares or mean squares, these values are not reported for these 
two outcomes.
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supported. In addition, participants exposed to the non- 
humorous correction developed a more negative attitude 
toward natural contraception and a more positive attitude 
toward hormonal contraception compared to no correction, 
confirming H2d and H2e. For the satirical correction, partici
pants also showed a more negative attitude toward natural 
contraception, supporting H3d. By contrast, we found no sig
nificant differences in attitudes toward hormonal contracep
tion, meaning that H3e was not supported. All in all, both types 
of corrections were successful in correcting several, although 
not all, misperceptions and attitudes.

Continued influence effect of misinformation
H4 and H5 predicted that, compared to the control condition, 
exposure to misinformation and a non-humorous or satirical 
correction would (a) increase belief in false claims, (b) decrease 
belief in true claims, (c) improve attitudes toward natural 
contraception, and (d) worsen attitudes toward hormonal con
traception. The results of follow-up ANOVA analyses (see 
Table 1) revealed that participants who received corrections 
were significantly less likely to believe false claims about con
traception than those in the control group (see Table 2), con
tradicting H4a and H5a. There were no significant differences 
in their likelihood to believe in true claims, so H4b and H5b 
were also unsupported. Additionally, participants who 
received corrections showed more negative attitudes toward 
natural contraception compared to those in the control group, 
contradicting H4c and H5c. Finally, there were no significant 
differences in attitudes toward hormonal contraception, 
meaning H4d and H5d were not supported as well. All in all, 
continued influence effects did not seem to occur in the cur
rent context, as the misinformation did not significantly affect 
beliefs or attitudes to begin with. However, the corrections 
again succeeded in correcting several misperceptions and atti
tudes about contraceptives.

Influence of different types of misinformation corrections
RQ1 asked to what extent the tone of correcting misinforma
tion (non-humorous vs. satirical) would impact (a) the believ
ability of the misinformation, (b) belief in false and true claims 
about contraception, and (c) attitudes about natural and hor
monal contraception. The results of the follow-up ANOVA 
analyses (see Table 1) revealed no significant differences 
between participants exposed to non-humorous or satirical 
corrections on any of the dependent variables (see Table 2). 
As such, the type of correction, whether non-humorous or 

satirical, did not directly impact participants’ beliefs or atti
tudes toward contraception.

Exploratory analyses

To explore whether participants perceived the non- 
humorous and satirical corrections differently in terms of 
their presentation and informative qualities, we assessed to 
which degree they found the corrections informative, con
vincing, believable, understandable, critical, and interesting. 
There were no significant differences between the degree to 
which the satirical and non-humorous correction were per
ceived as informative (t(309.98) = −1.22, p = .225; satire: M =  
5.85, SD = 1.28; non-humorous: M = 6.03, SD = 1.37), con
vincing (t(317.99) = −0.33, p = .745; satire: M = 5.48, SD =  
1.45; non-humorous: M = 5.53, SD = 1.46), believable (t 
(320.58) = −1.63, p = .104; satire: M = 5.61, SD = 1.39; non- 
humorous: M = 5.85, SD = 1.36), understandable (t(304.88)  
= 1.71, p = .089; satire: M = 6.07, SD = 1.36; non-humorous: 
M = 5.79, SD = 1.51), critical (t(308.97) = 1.75, p = .081; 
satire: M = 5.44, SD = 1.25; non-humorous: M = 5.19, SD =  
1.35), or interesting (t(325.72) = −1.21, p = .226; satire: M =  
5.73, SD = 1.58; non-humorous: M = 5.91, SD = 1.25). Taken 
together, these results indicate that the non-humorous and 
satirical corrections did not differ significantly on any of the 
evaluated characteristics.

Conclusion and discussion

The objective of this study was to investigate the use of satirical 
humor as a correction strategy to counter the continued influ
ence of misinformation about hormonal and natural contra
ception on TikTok, specifically targeting a young-adult female 
audience.

Contrary to our expectations, we found that single exposure 
to misinformation about contraception on TikTok did not 
influence participants’ belief in the misinformation, their 
beliefs in false and true claims about contraception and their 
attitudes toward natural and hormonal contraception (Do 
Nascimento et al., 2022; Foran, 2019; Le Guen et al., 2021; 
Schneider-Kamp & Takhar, 2023; Wang et al., 2022). This lack 
of immediate impact also meant that there was no detectable 
continued influence effect; a phenomenon that describes how 
people can remain influenced by information they know to be 
false (Lewandowsky et al., 2012). Since the misinformation did 
not affect participants’ beliefs and attitudes in the first place, it 
also could not leave any lingering impact (after correction).

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of experimental groups on dependent variables.

Control Misinformation Satirical correction Non-humorous correction

Belief misinfo – 3.85 (2.05)a 3.07 (1.85)b 3.41 (1.96)ab

NC reliable (F) 3.35 (1.80)a 3.13 (1.79)a 2.60 (1.65)b 2.54 (1.59)b

HC danger (F) 4.14 (1.49)a 4.26 (1.59)a 3.71 (1.50)b 3.48 (1.60)b

HC reliable (T) 5.37 (1.33)a 5.38 (1.42)a 5.69 (1.22)a 5.72 (1.27)a

HC fertility (T) 5.11 (1.32)a 4.87 (1.49)a 5.14 (1.37)a 5.17 (1.55)a

Attitude NC 4.17 (1.70)a 3.94 (1.83)a 3.19 (1.70)b 3.37 (1.84)b

Attitude HC 4.40 (1.52)ab 4.23 (1.64)a 4.61 (1.60)ab 4.72 (1.56)b

Note. The believability of the misinformation in the control group is not reported because participants in this condition were not exposed 
to any misinformation. Instead, this item assessed the believability of the filler TikTok videos, which is not relevant for this analysis. 
Different superscripts in the same row indicate significant differences between conditions of at least p < .05.
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Thus, our findings suggest that a single exposure to 
misinformation about contraception may have limited 
immediate impact on beliefs and attitudes. However, 
through mechanisms such as the illusionary truth effect, 
which posits that repeated exposure to (mis)information 
can make it seem more credible over time (Pennycook 
et al., 2018; Udry & Barber, 2024), such effects may still 
occur through repeated or sustained exposure. Given that 
algorithms on platforms like TikTok tend to promote 
similar, emotionally engaging content (also due to atten
tional biases), individuals who see misinformation on 
a specific topic once are likely to encounter it again 
(McLoughlin & Brady, 2023), thereby making the misin
formation more likely to affect beliefs and attitudes over 
time.

Our findings did demonstrate that corrections can be effec
tive in countering already existing misperceptions and evalua
tions of contraceptives. Corroborating earlier work, both non- 
humorous and satirical corrections effectively reduced misper
ceptions about contraception (i.e., their belief in false claims) 
and led to less favorable attitudes toward natural contraception 
(compared to both the misinformation-only and even the 
control condition; Boukes & Hameleers, 2023; Burgers & 
Brugman, 2021; Chan & Albarracín, 2023; Vraga et al., 2019; 
Walter & Murphy, 2018; Walter et al., 2020; Young et al.,  
2018). Moreover, the satirical correction also diminished par
ticipants’ belief in the misinformation. As such, both non- 
humorous and satirical corrections seem effective in combat
ting misperceptions and favorable attitudes toward natural 
contraception.

Notably, neither type of correction positively influenced 
participants’ belief in true claims about contraception. 
Although this finding was contrary to our initial expectations, 
it is consistent with research that distinguishes between how 
people accept false versus accurate information (Guay et al.,  
2023; Hameleers, 2023). Moreover, while both non-humorous 
and satirical corrections led to less favorable attitudes toward 
natural contraception, both types of corrections did not con
sistently affect participant’s attitudes toward hormonal contra
ception. This difference might be understood by considering 
that hormonal contraception already has been around for 
decades, while natural contraception methods, using digital 
technologies, are only gaining popularity more recently. As 
such, individuals’ attitudes toward hormonal contraception 
might be more stable than their attitudes toward natural con
traception and are therefore more resistant to change 
(Krosnick & Petty, 1995).

Consistent with several previous studies (Boukes & 
Hameleers, 2023; Vraga et al., 2019; Young et al., 2018), we 
found no differences in effectiveness between the non- 
humorous and satirical corrections. Thus, humorous correc
tions in the form of satirical news did not necessarily outper
form non-humorous corrections. Overall, the effectiveness of 
both correction types underscores the value of providing accu
rate information to counteract (misinformation-induced) 
health-related misperceptions and attitudes. While both for
mats, satirical and non-humorous, proved somewhat effective, 
humor’s potential to capture attention and enhance engage
ment (Kim et al., 2021) suggests it may be particularly 

promising on entertainment-driven platforms such as 
TikTok (Falgoust et al., 2022; Vaterlaus & Winter, 2021).

From a theoretical perspective, these findings contribute to 
our understanding of what type of corrective strategy works 
for whom (Walter et al., 2020). In the case of young adult 
female audiences who are exposed to misinformation about 
contraception on TikTok, our results indicate that both non- 
humorous and satirical corrections are effective in correcting 
misperceptions about contraception. Both correction types 
also lead to less favorable attitudes toward natural contracep
tion (even though these misperceptions and attitudes were not 
necessarily induced by the misinformation exposure itself). 
Studies on corrective health messaging might benefit from 
further examining how context and audience shape prefer
ences for certain correction styles, rather than solely focusing 
on the effectiveness of the format itself. This could lead to 
more tailored and impactful corrective (health) strategies.

Moreover, our results also show the importance of distin
guishing between different types of constructs when evaluating 
the effectiveness of correction strategies. The differential 
effects on these constructs observed in this study, where both 
non-humorous and satirical corrections reduced belief in false 
claims about contraception, and led to less favorable attitudes 
toward natural contraception but did not enhance belief in 
true claims or consistently led to more favorable attitudes 
toward hormonal contraception, highlights that corrections 
may not equally affect all misinformation-related beliefs or 
attitudes (Droog et al., 2024; Guay et al., 2023; Hameleers,  
2023). Future studies should therefore take this variability 
into account by investigating the mechanisms for why some 
constructs, such as the acceptance of inaccurate information, 
might be more susceptible to the influence of a correction, 
while others, such as the acceptance of accurate information, 
might require alternative strategies to prevent fostering cyni
cism to information in general.

From a societal perspective, our results show that single 
exposure to health-related misinformation, such as false or 
misleading claims about contraception on social media plat
forms like TikTok, may not raise immediate alarms. By con
trast, repeated exposure to such misinformation might amplify 
these effects, and given the recommender algorithms on these 
platforms, individuals that encounter misinformation are 
more likely to see it again. These same algorithms can be 
leveraged to counteract misinformation as well. Given that 
the algorithms of platforms like TikTok tend to favor emo
tionally engaging content, incorporating humor in a correction 
may increase exposure and help capture attention while effec
tively addressing (misinformation-induced) health-related 
misconceptions and attitudes.

Moreover, the findings from this study reveal that non- 
humorous and satirical correction strategies are equally effec
tive in combating misperceptions and favorable attitudes 
toward natural contraception. These results raise interesting 
questions about the relative influence of the tone and format of 
corrections and might suggest that the core informational 
content may have been more influential than the delivery 
style. This means that health communicators might have flex
ibility in choosing a correction style, based on their target 
audience, the context of their message, and the platform they 
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use. Ultimately, this research emphasizes the importance of 
exposure to accurate health-related information to counteract 
(misinformation induced) health-related misperceptions and 
attitudes, and promote informed decision-making.

This study has several limitations. First, the control video (a 
fragment explaining the characteristics of fast-cooking pasta) 
was perceived as considerably more humorous than the non- 
humorous correction and slightly less humorous than the 
satirical correction. Studies show that humor triggers positive 
feelings such as joy, mirth, and happiness (Eisend, 2009, 2011), 
which can, in turn, influence participants’ responses to survey 
questions (Cohen et al., 1988; Kämpfer & Mutz, 2014). As 
a result, those exposed to the control video may have been 
more or less likely to agree with statements about hormonal 
and natural contraception than they would have been if they 
had watched a video that they would not perceive as humor
ous. At the same time, this finding may also represent 
a methodological strength. Because the filler was humorous 
but unrelated to contraception, it enables a clearer differentia
tion between the effects of humor (control), correction content 
without humor (non-humorous correction), and the combina
tion of both (satirical correction). This distinction helps clarify 
whether the effectiveness of humorous corrections stems from 
affective responses, informational content, or their interaction. 
Future studies should therefore explore how varying levels of 
(related vs. unrelated) humor in corrections affect people’s 
beliefs and attitudes about (health-related) misinformation, 
to be able to develop more effective correction strategies.

Moreover, to adhere to our university’s ethical guidelines, 
we took extra precautions when exposing participants to this 
health-related misinformation. We included a forewarning, 
indicating that the videos participants were about to watch 
did not reflect the scientific consensus on the topic. However, 
research shows that such forewarnings can reduce the impact 
of misinformation (Walter et al., 2018). As a result, our study 
may have observed a weaker misinformation effect than what 
might be expected in a more typical social-media setting. 
Therefore, we should be careful not to underestimate the 
impact of (single) exposure to health-related misinformation 
on social media based on these findings. To address these 
ethical concerns in future research, studies could attempt to 
utilize simulated social media environments used by large 
language models (LLMs) that act as digital twins of partici
pants (Grossmann et al., 2023). By selecting a simulated sam
ple of LLMs with normally distributed emulated participant 
traits, researchers can pre-examine the effects of serious 
health-related misinformation without exposing real partici
pants to its potentially harmful consequences.

Finally, our study did not account for the social context in 
which TikTok videos are normally viewed. Because research 
shows that young adult women are often influenced by their 
peers in their contraceptive choices (Hoopes et al., 2018), the 
impact of both misinformation and corrections may differ 
significantly depending on whether they are shared by friends, 
influencers, acquaintances, or strangers (Margolin et al., 2018; 
Traberg et al., 2024). Future research should therefore further 
examine how this social context impacts the influence and 
effectiveness of health-related (mis)information and corrective 
strategies on social media. Understanding these dynamics can 

inform the development of more effective (health) corrective 
strategies tailored to specific social media environments.

To conclude, our findings show that non-humorous and 
satirical corrections are both effective in reducing (misinfor
mation-induced) misperceptions surrounding contraception 
and favorable attitudes toward natural contraception. 
Importantly, while both corrections successfully challenged 
false information, they did not increase acceptance of accu
rate information. This suggests that simply correcting false 
claims may not suffice in fostering the acceptance of accurate 
information. By understanding these nuances, we can 
develop more effective approaches to combat (health- 
related) misinformation, to ensure that people have access 
to accurate information, enabling them to make informed 
health decisions, whatever those may be.

Notes

1. We also measured participants’ levels of message discounting and 
issue involvement. However, in this manuscript we do not report 
on these findings.

2. We also measured several control variables, including TikTok and 
correction familiarity, correction characteristics, source liking, and 
trust in institutions; the operationalization of these measures is 
described in Appendix C.

3. We also conducted a bivariate correlation analyses between all 
control and dependent variables in the study. The results of this 
correlation analysis can also be found in online Appendix C.
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