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Abstract

Due to the prevalence of misinformation in current media environments, there
is an urgent need for effective media literacy interventions that broadly protect
people from its negative effects. However, such interventions do not always have
their desired impact, calling for a better understanding of the factors influencing
their efficacy. Therefore, we conducted a systematic literature review on 80
experimental studies, following the PRISMA checklist. Interestingly, findings suggest
that intervention effectiveness depended more on the outcome variables targeted
than on specific intervention characteristics. Notably, most interventions successfully
improved users’ ability to detect misinformation, likely because many were specifically
designed with this goal in mind. However, their effects on persuasive outcomes (e.g.,
attitudes) were more inconsistent, suggesting that changing such outcomes may
require different or additional strategies beyond misinformation detection training.
Based on these findings we propose several suggestions for future research and
recommendations for developing more effective media literacy interventions.
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Introduction

The spread of misinformation in today’s online media landscape has become a press-
ing societal issue. Misinformation,! which can be defined as demonstrably false or
otherwise misleading information (cf. American Psychological Association, 2023),
poses significant threats to individuals, organizations, and society at large. The rapid
dissemination of inaccurate information through online channels can lead to profound
negative consequences, including cynicism toward politicians (Balmas, 2014), vac-
cine hesitancy (Krishna & Thompson, 2021), lowered perceived credibility of organi-
zations (Visentin et al., 2019), and a general distrust in media, government, and
democracy (Bennett & Livingston, 2018; Van Aelst et al., 2017). As such, academics,
practitioners, and policymakers have been actively searching for ways to counter these
negative effects.

One widely adopted and extensively studied approach to mitigate misinformation
effects, is the act of fact-checking. Although fact-checking has been proven effective
in some contexts (Walter et al., 2020), it faces significant challenges. In particular,
research has shown that this type of reactive intervention—often referred to as debunk-
ing—may not be sufficient by itself in eliminating all negative consequences of mis-
information exposure (Ecker et al., 2022). In fact, research on the continued influence
effect of misinformation shows that although corrections of misinformation do gener-
ally decrease people’s belief in the veracity of the information, they do not completely
neutralize its persuasive impact (e.g., van Huijstee et al., 2022). This means that there
is a discrepancy between people’s actual belief in the misinformation and the influence
it still has on their beliefs, attitudes, and behavior. Furthermore, the scalability of fact-
checking as a solution to misinformation is limited, given its time-consuming and
resource-intensive nature. Due to the rapid growth of misinformation production and
dissemination, and the advent of Al-generated misinformation (Zhou et al., 2023), the
feasibility of fact-checking every piece of information containing potential misinfor-
mation becomes progressively more challenging.

As a result, there has been a growing interest in the development of pre-emptive
interventions—often referred to as prebunking—as a countermeasure to the adverse
effects of misinformation. Pre-emptive interventions are designed to more broadly
protect people against (the negative consequences of) misinformation, preferably even
before they come into contact with it (Ecker et al., 2022; Lewandowsky et al., 2012;
van der Linden, 2022). These approaches often revolve around enhancing media
literacy.

Although the literature on media literacy is characterized by a number of compet-
ing definitions and debates about the scope of the concept (Potter, 2022), most defini-
tions focus on a set of competencies necessary for being an informed and successful
media consumer. In general, media literacy can be seen as people’s ability to access,
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analyze, evaluate, create, reflect on, and act on all forms of media messages
(Aufderheide, 1993; Hobbs, 2010; Potter, 2010). Over time, “new,” often more spe-
cialized types of media literacy have emerged that reflect many of these same compe-
tencies: digital literacy, health literacy, information literacy, or news literacy. These
literacies are not in opposition to the general concept of media literacy, but rather
interconnected members of the same family (Hobbs, 2010).

Thus, media literacy is a multifaceted concept that touches upon a wide range of
topics, from the ability to discern the intentions behind news reporting, to recognizing
persuasive techniques used in advertising, or being able to spot phishing scams. As
such, media literate individuals are able to successfully navigate the media landscape
and make informed decisions about, and based on, the media they consume, share,
and/or create because they understand how these media messages are created and/or
manipulated. Moreover, media literate individuals possess the critical thinking capa-
bilities to evaluate the accuracy and credibility of the media messages they encounter
(online), and are able to understand the consequences of potential misleading media
content (Boh Podgornik et al., 2016; Coiro et al., 2014; Machete & Turpin, 2020;
Potter, 2010; Tully et al., 2020).

Hence, scholars and practitioners often believe that media literacy education is a solu-
tion for combatting the effects of misinformation (Mihailidis & Viotty, 2017). Indeed,
many media literacy interventions are specifically developed to enhance individuals’
ability to critically evaluate and interact with (mis)information. For example, some
inoculation programs use gamified perspective-taking to help people recognize per-
suasive intent and think more critically about the accuracy of information (Ecker et al.,
2022). Other types of media literacy education focus on teaching people to evaluate
argument strength, identify exaggerated or sensational claims, and spot content
designed to grab attention rather than to provide facts (Ecker et al., 2022).

While research provides some empirical evidence supporting the effectiveness of
media literacy interventions (e.g., people with higher media literacy are better at iden-
tifying false information, hold less misinformation-induced misperceptions, and are
less likely to share misinformation online; Jones-Jang et al., 2021; Khan & Idris, 2019;
Wei et al., 2023; Xiao et al., 2021), other studies suggest that such pre-emptive inter-
ventions do not always have their desired impact (Ecker et al., 2022). Many current
media literacy interventions seem to largely focus on helping individuals detect
whether information is accurate or false. Various scholars argue that this approach fails
to account for more complex effects of misinformation, such as societal distrust or
polarization (Angwald & Wagnsson, 2024; P. Cook, 2023). The emphasis on informa-
tion accuracy also overlooks a critical issue: the continued influence effect of misin-
formation (e.g., van Huijstee et al., 2022). Recognizing misinformation as false does
not necessarily prevent it from influencing beliefs, attitudes, or behaviors. This means
that improving people’s accuracy judgments of misinformation rather than addressing
its broader persuasive impact, might render media literacy efforts less effective than
they could be. However, the effectiveness of media literacy interventions seems to be
rarely assessed beyond veracity judgments.
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In the current study, we aim to provide a systematic, fine-grained, and comprehen-
sive understanding of experimental research exploring (1) characteristics of employed
media literacy interventions, (2) the outcome variables they aim to influence, and (3)
their effectiveness in achieving these outcomes. By focusing solely on experimental
research, we can investigate whether media literacy interventions can actually directly
impact intended outcomes. In cross-sectional studies, both levels of media literacy and
observed behavior may be a by-product of people’s extant critical thinking capabilities
or education levels (McDougall et al., 2021). As such, this type of review will allow
for a more nuanced assessment of the overall effectiveness of media literacy interven-
tions to combat the negative consequences of misinformation, and can provide evi-
dence-based practical suggestions for the development of new media literacy
interventions that target particular outcome variables of interest. This study therefore
attempts to answer the following research question:

RQ1: What is the scope and focus of existing research on media literacy interven-
tions designed to counter misinformation, and how do different approaches and
outcomes compare across studies?

To address this overarching question, we have broken it down into three more specific
sub-questions:

(a) What types of media literacy interventions have been explored in the literature
to counter misinformation?

(b) What outcome variables have been the focus of these studies?

(c) How effective have these interventions been in achieving their intended
outcomes?

Method

A systematic literature review on experimental research articles was conducted to
investigate the characteristics and effectiveness of media literacy interventions devel-
oped to counter the effects of misinformation. We largely followed the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) reporting
guidelines (Page et al., 2021). The PRISMA checklist, is a widely recognized tool that
provides comprehensive instructions for reporting on systematic reviews evaluating
the effects of interventions. Although PRISMA originated in the medical sciences, its
structured approach is equally valuable for, for example, the evaluation of educational
interventions in communication research. PRISMA covers a range of essential aspects,
from the development of search strategies to the synthesizing of results, ensuring
transparency, and reproducibility of the review process. The following section pro-
vides detailed information on the steps involved in the selection of studies for inclu-
sion in the review: (1) database search, (2) duplicate removal, (3) abstract screening,
(4) full content screening, and (5) article coding. All these steps are illustrated in the
flow chart presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Flow chart of the systematic literature review inclusion process.

Database Search

In Step 1, potentially eligible articles were identified through a search in four elec-
tronic databases (SCOPUS, Web of Science, Psychlnfo, and Eric). These databases
were chosen based on their relevance to the topic. In these databases, the publication
title, abstract, and keywords were searched, using search strings with Boolean opera-
tors including all of the following three components: (1) misinformation, (2) counter-
measure, and (3) experiment (for the full details of the search string see online
Supplemental Appendix A on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/6jp3e/). The
search was completed on the 10th of January 2023, and included journal articles pub-
lished through the end of 2022. This database search resulted in 11,637 potentially
eligible articles. In Step 2, we removed 4,852 duplicates, resulting in 6,785 potentially
eligible articles.
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Screening Procedure

To enhance the efficiency and quality of the abstract screening procedure in Step 3, all
abstracts of the 6,785 potentially eligible articles were imported into ASReview (ver-
sionl.1; van de Schoot et al., 2021). ASReview is a machine learning tool that uses an
active language-based machine learning technique. The researcher provides the
ASReview system with a few abstracts of known relevant and irrelevant studies. These
abstracts serve as prior knowledge, teaching the model to distinguish between relevant
and irrelevant studies. The trained model evaluates the remaining unreviewed abstracts,
ranking them based on their estimated likelihood of relevance. ASReview then pres-
ents the highest-ranked abstracts to the researcher for evaluation. The researcher sub-
sequently labels each abstract as either relevant or irrelevant. The relevancy of the
abstracts suggested by ASReview improves with training, leading to higher accuracy
in abstract screening. By learning from the researcher’s input, ASReview prioritizes
and presents the most relevant study abstracts first, significantly reducing the number
of records that need to be manually screened.

Abstracts were manually classified as relevant or irrelevant based on pre-estab-
lished inclusion and exclusion criteria. The abstracts were only included if they: (1)
were written in English, (2) were published in a peer-reviewed journal, (3) contained
experimental research, and (4) tested the effectiveness of a misinformation counter-
measure. The scope of misinformation was not limited to a specific topic; studies
addressing misinformation across diverse areas, such as political, health, and social
domains, were considered eligible. Meta-analyses, literature reviews, books, chapters
in a book, dissertations, proceedings, issues, editorials, or conference papers were
excluded. When in doubt, the abstract was included. At some point in the active learn-
ing process, most relevant articles are included and mainly irrelevant abstracts remain.
A conservative “stop search” criterium was defined at 100 consecutive irrelevant arti-
cles. At the time of reaching this criterium, almost 17% of all abstracts were screened
for eligibility. This roughly coincides with findings of van de Schoot et al. (2021), who
observed that after screening 10% of an article set in ASReview, one will have found
between 70% and 100% of the relevant articles. The abstract screening process resulted
in 358 articles eligible for a full content screening.

In Step 4, the method sections of the articles were manually screened to assess
whether the article actually complied with inclusion criteria. Articles were only
included if they tested the effectiveness of a media literacy intervention, as opposed to,
message-specific fact-checking countermeasures. This screening and selection round
resulted in 67 articles with a total of 80 studies that were included in the review, as
several articles reported multiple experiments.

Coding Procedure

In the final step, characteristics, outcome measures, and effectiveness of the media
literacy interventions were coded according to a detailed coding scheme (for the full
coding scheme, see online Supplemental Appendix B on the Open Science Framework:
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https://osf.io/6jp3e/). First, some general article characteristics (e.g., author names,
year of publication), and study and sample characteristics (e.g., design, sample size,
target group characteristics) were coded. We also assessed the articles on their use of
open science practices (e.g., open data, preregistration, power analysis), as well as on
the topic of the misinformation the participants were exposed to (e.g., health, politics,
science).

The content of the articles was then further assessed to determine what type of
media literacy intervention was studied (e.g., passive inoculation, active inoculation),
as well as their intended learning goals (e.g., detection vs. comprehension). The arti-
cles were further examined for the outcome variables that were hypothesized to be
affected by the media literacy intervention. Finally, we reported the significance and
the direction of the direct effects of the media literacy interventions on these outcome
variables. Intercoder reliability was established by having a second coder indepen-
dently code 20% of the studies included in this systematic review. The agreement
between the two coders was good (due to the skewed nature of the data, percentage
agreement was used; M=95.7%; range between 81.3% and 100%). Any disagree-
ments between the coders were resolved through discussion.

Results

General Characteristics

Study Characteristics. The experimental studies included in the review varied in set-
tings and designs. The experiments were predominantly carried out online (81.3%;
n=065), while a smaller proportion was conducted in the field (15%; n=12) or in a lab
(2.5%; n=2). The experiments employed various experimental designs—between-,
within-, or mixed-subjects designs, with experimental conditions ranging from 1 to 30
(with a median of three conditions).

Studies explored a diverse range of misinformation topics. Science-related misin-
formation, primarily revolving around climate change, was the focus of attention in
17.5% (n=14) of the studies. Furthermore, 16.3% (n=13) of the included studies tar-
geted COVID-19-related misinformation, while 12.5% (n=10) focused on other
health-related misinformation such as vaccination, breast cancer, e-cigarettes, raw
milk consumption, or sunscreen use. Of the included studies, 13.8% (n=11) concen-
trated on political related misinformation (including issues such as crime rates, gun
control, abortion, and immigration). The remaining 43.8% (n=35) focused on a vari-
ety of misinformation topics such as Islam, animal protection organizations, or
included multiple different topics (e.g., a mix of politics, health, entertainment, and
sports news).

Sample Characteristics. The participant groups in the studies varied significantly, with
sample sizes ranging from as few as 20 to as many as 22,632 individuals (with a
median of 517 participants). Predominantly, these participants were drawn from pop-
ulation-based samples (68.8%; n=55), while some other studies only included
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student-based samples (15%; n=12) or specific target groups (16.3%; n=13; e.g.,
unvaccinated participants).

Due to the diversity in reporting on participant characteristics such as gender, politi-
cal ideology, education level, and age (e.g., age is sometimes reported as a mean, as a
median, or as a modal bracket), it is difficult to draw any meaningful conclusions about
sample characteristics across the range of studies included. Notably, age or gender infor-
mation was missing in 11.3% (n=9) and 13.8% (n=11) of the included studies, respec-
tively. Information gaps were even more pronounced for education levels (missing in
45% of studies) and political ideology (not reported in 73.9% of studies; n=59).

Regarding the geographic origins of the study samples, the results show that par-
ticipants originated from five different continents: North America, Europe, Asia,
Africa, and Australia. However, there was a noticeable Western bias, with almost half
of the studies using participants (45.1%; n=36) from North America (i.e., USA or
Canada), and 21.3% (n=17) from Europe (i.e., Germany, France, The Netherlands,
Italy, Macedonia, Poland, Romania, Austria, UK, or Ukraine). Asian participants (i.c.,
those from China, Hong Kong, Singapore, South-Korea or Taiwan) were included in
only 11.3% (n=9) of the studies, while 7.5% (n=6) used African participants from
countries such as Ghana and Nigeria. Australian participants were involved in just one
study (1.3%). Additionally, 9% (n=7) of the studies used international samples, which
comprised a mix of participants from multiple countries (e.g., USA, Portugal, and the
Netherlands).

Open Science Characteristics. Less than half of the studies (45%; n=36) made their data
publicly available. Moreover, preregistration, a recommended practice for increasing
the reproducibility and transparency of research findings, was employed by only
27.5% (n=22) of the studies. In addition, more than half of the studies (56.3%; n=45)
did not report an a priori power analysis to determine the appropriate sample size for
their experiments. Although these percentages may appear modest, they are higher
than the overall percentages of studies using open science practices in communication
science (Markowitz et al., 2021). These numbers thus indicate that researchers who
study the effectiveness of media literacy interventions are moderately progressive in
terms of adopting open research practices.

Media Literacy Intervention Characteristics

RQIa pertained to the characteristics of media literacy interventions to counter the
negative effects of misinformation. As it turns out, media literacy interventions have
been operationalized, and conceptualized in various ways. To categorize these varia-
tions, we differentiated between types of media literacy interventions as well as the
learning goals that these interventions aimed to promote.

Media Literacy Intervention Types. A first way to classify media literacy interventions is
based on the characteristics of the methods they employ to impart media literacy.
Based on the conceptualizations and operationalizations of the media
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literacy interventions included in this review, we identified five different types of
media literacy interventions, aligning with earlier classifications (Ecker et al., 2022):
(1) passive inoculation, (2) active inoculation, (3) general media literacy, (4) logic-
based corrections, and (5) source-based corrections.

Inoculation is based on the metaphorical idea that, just like vaccines, exposing
people to (1) a pre-emptive forewarning and to (2) a weakened dose of misinformation
(along with strong refutations against this misinformation), builds immunity to later
misinformation (Ecker et al., 2022; McGuire, 1964, 1970; van der Linden, 2022). In
passive inoculation interventions, people are mere spectators who passively receive
the inoculation message from the researcher (e.g., through exposure to a social media
message). In contrast, active inoculation interventions revolve around people actively
generating “their own ‘antibodies’” (van der Linden, 2022, p. 464). These latter inter-
vention strategies generally involve a form of perspective-taking where participants
for example play the role of misinformation creators (e.g., gamified inoculation inter-
ventions; Roozenbeek & van der Linden, 2019).

General media literacy interventions also try to educate people about the possible
threat of misinformation, and to encompass them with an array of resources to enhance
their ability to identify false information and to withstand its negative effects (Dumitru
et al., 2022; Ecker et al., 2022; Eisemann & Pimmer, 2020). However, in contrast to
inoculation interventions, general media literacy interventions do not expose people to
a “weakened” form of misinformation (Ecker et al., 2022). These types of general
media literacy interventions often take the form of infographics, guidelines, or social
media messages warning people about misinformation, and provide tips on how to
spot misinformation, without exposing people to the misinformation itself.

Finally, media literacy interventions can also take the form of logic- or source-
based corrections. In these cases, misinformation is corrected before or after exposure
by a correction that (1) explains fallacious reasoning in the misinformation (i.c., a
logic-based correction; J. Cook et al., 2017; Ecker et al., 2022), or (2) undermines the
credibility of its source (i.e., a source-based correction; Ecker et al., 2022; Hughes
et al., 2014). These types of corrections (e.g., on social media) are considered a media
literacy intervention because they aim to increase people’s critical thinking skills and
might be able to provide broader protection against future misinformation that employ
similar fallacies or sources® (Ecker et al., 2022; Vraga et al., 2019).

Results reveal that the plurality of the studies (36.3%; n=29) examined the effec-
tiveness of passive inoculation interventions. Such interventions for example con-
sisted of exposure to a social media message that contained both a warning, a
“weakened” form of misinformation, and refutations against the misinformation or the
misleading techniques used in the misinformation. Furthermore, a substantial propor-
tion of the studies (27.5%; n=22) investigated the effectiveness of general media lit-
eracy interventions. These interventions typically took the form of infographics
providing users with guidance on how to spot misinformation. Active inoculation
interventions, exemplified by gamified inoculation tools like the Bad News Game
(Roozenbeek & van der Linden, 2019), Go Viral (Basol et al., 2021), and Harmony
Square (Roozenbeek & van der Linden, 2020), were studied relatively often as well
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(22.5%; n=18). A smaller, but still noteworthy fraction of the studies focused on logic-
based corrections (8.75%; n=7). These corrections often involved responding to
alleged misinformation on social media platforms like Twitter (now X) with a humor-
ous cartoon explaining the logical fallacy made in the misinformation. Quite uncom-
mon was the investigation of source-based corrections (1.3%; n=1). This sole
intervention used a Facebook message to encourage individuals to rely exclusively on
information from credible sources with relevant expertise in relation to COVID-19
misinformation. Finally, there was a small cluster of studies (12.5%; n=10) that did
not fit neatly into one of the aforementioned categories. These studies included inter-
ventions such as utilizing an Al misinformation classification system, or encouraging
people’s counterfactual thinking skills.

Media Literacy Learning Goals. A second way to classify media literacy interventions is
by considering their intended learning goals. In this regard, we categorized interven-
tions based on whether they primarily focused on enhancing people’s misinformation
detection skills, or their comprehension of the broader influence of misinformation on
themselves and society, or both. Detection-focused interventions aim to enhance peo-
ple’s ability to evaluate (mis)information veracity by teaching them how to spot mark-
ers of misinformation (e.g., the use of logical fallacies, sensational headlines, emotional
manipulation) and to use verification tools like reverse image searches. In contrast,
comprehension-focused interventions aim to improve people’s understanding of the
broader influence of misinformation on people’s beliefs, emotions, and behaviors.
These interventions encourage individuals to reflect on their own susceptibility to mis-
information, and that of others, while also exploring its wider societal impact (e.g.,
distrust, polarization).

Our findings reveal two primary approaches: detection-focused interventions and
dual-focused interventions that combine detection with broader misinformation com-
prehension. The majority of the studies (82.5%; n=66) explored detection-focused
interventions. These interventions for example taught people to recognize the use of
common misinformation techniques (e.g., “DEPICT”: Discrediting opponents,
Emotional language use, increasing intergroup Polarization, Impersonating people
through fake accounts, spreading Conspiracy theories and evoking outrage through
Trolling; Roozenbeek & van der Linden, 2019), to be able to better discern between
true and false information. A much smaller subset of studies (16.3%; n=13) investi-
gated the effectiveness of dual-focused interventions. These interventions not only
sought to improve misinformation detection skills but also aimed to educate people
about the social and personal consequences of misinformation such as dehumaniza-
tion, stereotypes, and hate speech, and/or provided a basic understanding of media
dynamics related to misinformation.

Outcome Variables

RQ1b focused on categorizing the outcome variables of interest in the reviewed stud-
ies. The included studies examined the effectiveness of media literacy interventions on
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a diverse array of outcomes variables. Based on previous literature and the specific
conceptualizations and operationalizations of the outcome variables within the
reviewed studies, a fundamental distinction between three categories of outcome vari-
ables could be made: (1) informational outcomes, (2) persuasive outcomes, and (3)
media literacy outcomes. The first outcome type typically involves measures like
judging the veracity or credibility of the (mis)information presented in the experi-
ments. The second type predominantly focuses on people’s (psychological) responses
to the misinformation or intervention (e.g., beliefs, attitudes, behaviors), and thus indi-
cate how persuasive the misinformation and/or the intervention was. The third type
mainly assesses improvements in (self-perceived) media literacy competencies.

Informational Outcomes. When examining the different types informational outcomes,
results reveal that within the reviewed studies, the majority (65%; n=52) included
some type of measure assessing the veracity, credibility, or trustworthiness of the (mis)
information. A subset of these studies (7.5%; n=06) also measured people’s confidence
in their own veracity judgments. Furthermore, a considerable proportion of the studies
(20%; n=16) explored people’s intentions to endorse the (mis)information online (lik-
ing, sharing, or commenting on the (mis)information). Finally, some studies also
delved into other misinformation assessment-related outcome variables, although
much less frequently, such as people’s perception of the persuasiveness, vividness, or
argument strength of the (mis)information (5%; n=4).

Persuasive Outcomes. In relation to the different types of persuasive outcomes, the
results reveal that of the reviewed studies, the assessment of people’s (changed) beliefs
about the misinformation topics was the most frequently studied type of outcome
variable (25%; n=20). These variables encompassed a wide variety of subjects,
such as climate change beliefs, and plant or raw milk (mis)perceptions. The second
most commonly studied type of persuasive outcome variable were people’s atti-
tudes toward the misinformation topics (22.5%; n=18). These outcome variables
pertained to issues like vaccine attitudes, agreement with the misinformation, or
climate change policy support. Subsequently, 12.5% (n=10) of the studies exam-
ined people’s behavioral intentions related to the misinformation topics, including
people’s intentions to vaccinate, or use sunscreen. People’s actual (online) behav-
iors were only measured in 2.5% (n=2) of the studies, which included behaviors
such as taking action toward obtaining vaccination. Several studies (30%; n=24),
also focused on other types of outcome variables such as people’s emotional
responses to the misinformation, their social media mindfulness, their worries
about their reputation when sharing misinformation, or their physiological atten-
tion toward the misinformation and the intervention.

Media Literacy Outcomes. Regarding media literacy outcomes, we found that only
13.8% (n=11) of the studies assessed whether media literacy interventions
improved people’s (self-perceived) media literacy. It is worth noting that although
most studies incorporated media literacy interventions with the explicit aim of
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enhancing people’s media literacy competencies, only a limited number of studies
explicitly measured if exposure to such an intervention increased people’s level of
media literacy. In the rare cases that media literacy was indeed assessed, measure-
ments predominantly centered around self-perceived media literacy (e.g., by asking
“I have a good understanding of the concept of media literacy”), as opposed to
demonstrable media literacy.

Short- Versus Long-Term Effects. When examining the distinction between studies
that explored short- versus long-term effects of media literacy interventions,
results reveal that the majority of the studies focused on short-term effects, by
measuring outcome variables either immediately after exposure to the intervention
(81.3%; n=065), after a few hours (1.3%; n=1), or after 1day or more (1.3%;
n=1). Only a small subset of the studies focused on longer-term effects of media
literacy interventions (16.3%; n=13). In these instances, outcome variables were
measured at various time points in the experiment, for example before exposure to
the intervention, immediately after exposure, and a week or month after
exposure.

Effects of Media Literacy Interventions on Outcome Variables

RQIc concerned the effectiveness of different media literacy interventions on their
outcome variables of interest. Detailed results of the relationships between media
literacy intervention types and the most frequently measured outcome variables are
presented in Tables 1 and 2. These results only pertain either to studies that com-
pared the effectiveness of the media literacy intervention(s) of interest to a control
condition (i.e., no intervention), or to studies that employed a pre- versus post-test
design. Several studies did not fulfill these criteria and were therefore not consid-
ered in this part of the review. This includes five studies that tested effects of inter-
vention strategies that could not be classified into one of the previously defined
media literacy intervention types.!%12173241 Two other studies lacked quantitative
reporting of their experimental findings,'®% and six studies only compared two (or
more) media literacy interventions to each other without a control condition or a
pre- versus post-test design.*!3142%-67 Results in Tables 1 and 2 are therefore based
on the 67 remaining studies (see Online Supplemental Appendix C on the Open
Science Framework: https://osf.io/6jp3e/ for the references of the studies included in
this part of the review). If notable differences in effectiveness are observed between
different types of interventions on specific outcome variables, these will be high-
lighted in the results section. Note that due to the limited number of comprehension-
focused interventions (compared to detection-focused interventions), it is difficult to
draw definitive conclusions about their relative effectiveness. Therefore, this dis-
tinction is not explored further.
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Informational Outcomes

Veracity Judgments of Misinformation. The majority of the studies investi-
gating misinformation veracity judgments (n=40) found that exposure to an
intervention,2’5’8’9’15’18’21’22’23’24’25’27’30’33’35’3"”37’39’42’43’44’45’46’47’49’51’54"’1’62’66 y]elded
a positive impact on people’s ability to correctly assess accuracy, credibility,
or trustworthiness of the misinformation. Eleven studies failed to substantially
improve people’s ability to identify misinformation after being exposed to a
media literacy intervention,!-¢:11:22:4042.43,50.54.60.66 Thig Jack of effectiveness was
distributed fairly evenly across the various media literacy intervention types.
Overall, these findings suggest that media literacy interventions, for the most
part, improve people’s ability to identify misinformation.

Veracity Judgments of Correct Information. In relation to the studies that measured
people’s veracity judgments of correct information, a surprising observation emerged.
A total of 10 interventions,3?2234243:445462 seemed to have had the unexpected con-
sequence of diminishing people’s ability to accurately identify correct information.
Only two studies?’*® found an improvement in people’s accurate assessment of correct
information. Seven studies®?>*740424 did not identify any change in people’s ability
to accurately assess correct information after exposure to a media literacy interven-
tion. This mixture of results was again relatively evenly distributed across the various
categories of media literacy interventions. Overall, these results suggest that media
literacy interventions may inadvertently prompt individuals to adopt a more critical
stance toward news (sources) in general, potentially leading to a decreased ability to
accurately assess correct information.

Discernment Between Misinformation and Correct Information. The above results
show an interesting pattern regarding the duality of the influence of media literacy
interventions on people’s ability to accurately assess (mis)information. On the one
hand, interventions sometimes lead to a decrease in people’s accuracy when it comes
to identifying correct information, while on the other hand, the majority of the studies
show that these interventions actually enhance people’s ability to correctly identify
misinformation. However, when zooming in on what one could consider the deci-
sive variable, the ability to discern between misinformation and correct information,
results of this review indicate that nine interventions®23:31:364347.64 jncreased people’s
discernment capabilities between misinformation and correct information, whereas
only two**** did not yield any significant change. In sum, this body of evidence sug-
gests that although people become less accurate at identifying correct information, on
the whole, media literacy interventions are somewhat successful in equipping people
with the necessary skills to discern false from correct information.

Confidence in Veracity Judgments. Ofthe seven studies that assessed individuals’ con-
fidence in their veracity judgments of (mis)information, the majority (n=6) reported
positive results.®%4473¢ Only one intervention®® deviated from this pattern by failing
to find a significant relationship. These findings underscore the potential of media
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literacy interventions in enhancing people’s confidence in their ability to distinguish
between false and correct information.

Online Endorsement of Misinformation. The majority (n=13) of the studies that
investigated people’s intentions to engage in various social media behaviors show that
being exposed to media literacy interventions significantly lowers people’s intention
to like, comment on, or share misinformation on social media.>>%?21,25:26,30,33,39,46.47,53
Only four studies®?*2633 did not establish a significant effect. Overall, these findings
thus indicate that exposure to a media literacy intervention tends to diminish the likeli-
hood of people endorsing misinformation on social media. This outcome is likely due
to the enhanced awareness of its limited truth value.

Persuasive Outcomes

Beliefs About the Misinformation Topic. The findings concerning persuasive outcomes
are much more mixed than those concerning informational outcomes. In relation to
people’s beliefs about the misinformation topics, 10 studies!>26:3452:56.60.61.63.65.66 haye
documented the potential of media literacy interventions to reduce negative effects of
misinformation, while 14 studies'!!:!31948.52,36.60.65.66 qiq not find such effects. Nota-
bly, all the general media literacy interventions that assessed effects on individuals’
beliefs yielded insignificant results; effects of other media literacy intervention types
were more mixed. In sum, these results suggest that the influence of media literacy on
people’s beliefs about the misinformation topics is mixed, with general media literacy
interventions appearing the least powerful in affecting individuals’ beliefs.

Attitudes Toward the Misinformation Topic. The results of the studies focusing on
people’s attitudes toward various misinformation topics show a similar mixed picture.
The majority of studies (n=9) failed to establish a significant relationship between
exposure to media literacy interventions and people’s attitudes toward topics, such
as climate change, vaccinations, or smoking.!?20242845.48.57.64 Foyr studies”?%3%38 did
find proof for the potential of media literacy interventions on people’s attitudes toward
misinformation topics. Interestingly, studies investigating the effectiveness of active
inoculation and general media literacy interventions rarely included assessments of
their impact on people’s attitudes, while studies exploring passive inoculation inter-
ventions did this much more frequently. Overall, the results suggest that although
some studies find that interventions affect people’s attitudes about misinformation
topics, the ability of media literacy interventions to do so is generally limited.

Behavioral Intentions. Unsurprisingly, findings of studies investigating the influence
of media literacy interventions on individuals’ behavioral intentions is mixed as well.
In total, four studies®®**” have demonstrated that exposure to a media literacy inter-
vention can effectively mitigate negative effects of misinformation on for example
people’s intentions to get vaccinated. However, six studies!2026285253 did not find a
significant relationship between exposure to a media literacy intervention and people’s
behavioral intentions across various areas such as vaccination intentions, or intentions
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related to smoking. Consequently, it becomes evident that media literacy interventions
may have a limited capacity to significantly affect people’s behavioral intentions.

Behavior. Only one study measured some type of misinformation related behavior.
The findings of this study indicate that the use this intervention did not significantly
altered people’s next video preference.*® As such, there is a lack of evidence that media
literacy interventions can be effective in promoting the positive behaviors educated in
the media literacy intervention.

Media Literacy Outcomes. Finally, of the few studies that measured the effectiveness of
media literacy interventions on people’s media literacy, the majority (n=6) found pos-
itive effects>>36:374%34 (e.g. increases in people’s social media or misinformation
knowledge, their perceived behavioral control toward verifying misinformation, or
their self-perceived general media literacy). However, three other studies,>*%? failed to
establish a significant relationship. All in all, the findings generally support the notion
that media literacy interventions have the potential to effectively enhance people’s
self-perceived media literacy.

Long-Term Effects. The included studies that examined long-term effects of media lit-
eracy interventions also present a mixed picture. On the one hand, several studies
attest to the enduring influence of media literacy interventions over time. For example,
one study that investigated the effectiveness of a passive inoculation intervention on
people’s scientific consensus beliefs about climate change reported a sustained posi-
tive effect of this intervention after a week.>* Moreover, three active inoculation stud-
ies also demonstrated lasting effects of their interventions on people’s accurate veracity
judgments of misinformation, with these effects persisting for 1week, 5weeks, and
even 3months.®* Furthermore, one general media literacy intervention study found
that its impact on people’s correct misinformation veracity judgments endured for
2 weeks, although its magnitude was attenuated by more than half.?

On the other hand, several other studies found that the effects of media literacy inter-
ventions tend to dissipate over time. Two passive inoculation studies showed that the
effectiveness of these interventions on people’s misconceptions about Russia’s account-
ability for various negative events disappeared in the 2 weeks after the intervention.%36¢
Moreover, two general media literacy and one active inoculation study indicated that the
effects of these interventions on people’s correct misinformation veracity judgments dis-
sipated after 1 week (general media literacy),® 2weeks (general media literacy),”> and
after 2months (active inoculation).>> All in all, these findings suggest that media literacy
interventions can vary in their long-term effects, and that in order to uphold their effec-
tiveness, media literacy interventions may need to be reinforced or repeated.

Conclusion and Discussion

This study systematically reviewed 80 experimental studies to present an overview of
the characteristics and effectiveness of media literacy interventions to combat negative
effects of misinformation. The following section summarizes the main findings and
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discusses them in relation to existing literature. Finally, the limitations of this review
and several recommendations for future research, as well as for the development of
media literacy interventions, are discussed.

Characteristics of Media Literacy Interventions

The media literacy interventions described in the included studies were conceptual-
ized and operationalized in numerous ways, using existing typologies of media liter-
acy interventions (Ecker et al.,, 2022; van der Linden, 2022), or based on their
educational goals.

Media Literacy Intervention Types. In terms of the type of interventions, this review
showed that inoculation strategies, particularly passive forms, were the most fre-
quently studied, followed by general media literacy interventions. Active inoculation
approaches were also commonly examined, while logic- and source-based interven-
tions were studied much less frequently. Overall, these findings demonstrate the rela-
tive dominance of the, theoretically inspired, inoculation strategies in current literature
on misinformation and media literacy (Ecker et al., 2022; McGuire, 1964, 1970; van
der Linden, 2022). However, a more practice-based approach studying the impact of
general media literacy interventions that utilize infographics or other forms of infor-
mative materials remains a prominent research focus as well (Dumitru et al., 2022;
Ecker et al., 2022; Eisemann & Pimmer, 2020).

Media Literacy Intervention Learning Goals. The findings of this review highlight a clear
dominance of detection-focused media literacy interventions. A small subset of studies
had a dual-focused approach, teaching detection skills while also addressing the
broader impact of misinformation, such as societal and individual consequences. This
detection-focused approach, while valuable, does not fully align with the broader defi-
nition of the concept of media literacy, which also includes understanding the conse-
quences of exposure to information and developing critical thinking skills to evaluate
and reflect on media messages, beyond their truth value (Aufderheide, 1993; Hobbs,
2010; Potter, 2010).

Outcome Variables and Media Literacy Effectiveness

Outcome variables of interest in the reviewed studies had many different forms, but
could be roughly categorized into three types of outcomes: (1) informational out-
comes, (2) persuasive outcomes, and (3) media literacy outcomes. The findings of this
review also highlight the critical need to distinguish between these outcome variables
when discussing the effectiveness of media literacy interventions, since clear differ-
ences emerged in the effectiveness of media literacy interventions depending on the
type of outcome variables of interest.
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Informational Outcomes. The review revealed that many studies prioritized assessing
people’s ability to evaluate the veracity of misinformation. While media literacy inter-
ventions were generally effective in improving users’ ability to accurately assess the
veracity of misinformation, no specific type of media literacy intervention was clearly
superior to the other in respect to this outcome. Interestingly, over half of the studies
investigating veracity judgments of correct information reported negative effects, par-
ticularly for active inoculation and general media literacy interventions. This aligns
with findings from previous literature, showing that interventions may make users
overly critical of accurate information (Guay et al., 2023; Hameleers, 2023; Modir-
rousta-Galian & Higham, 2022).

Persuasive Outcomes. While the majority of studies in this review investigated infor-
mational outcomes, persuasive outcomes such as changes in beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors were explored in only a small number of studies. Among the studies which
did, findings were mixed. More than half of the studies investigating persuasive out-
comes showed that media literacy interventions were not effective in counteracting
misinformation’s influence on beliefs, attitudes and behavioral intentions. This sug-
gests that being able to detect misinformation may not be enough to counteract the
persuasive effects misinformation may have on individuals. This observation is in line
with the notion of continued influence (Lewandowsky et al., 2012; van Huijstee et al.,
2022), suggesting that information known to be false may still influence people’s
cognitions.

Media Literacy Outcomes. Surprisingly few studies tested whether media literacy inter-
ventions actually enhanced users’ level of media literacy. Those that did often reported
positive effects, although many relied on self-reported measures, raising concerns
about placebo effects (Stewart-Williams & Podd, 2004). This lack of direct testing is
striking, given that improvements in media literacy is generally proposed as the mech-
anism by which observed positive effects of media literacy interventions on the pro-
cessing of misinformation can be explained (Ecker et al., 2022).

Short- Versus Long-Term Effects. Most studies reviewed focused exclusively on the
immediate effects of media literacy interventions, with only a small proportion exam-
ining their longer-term impact. Among those that did, the findings were inconsistent:
approximately half of the studies reported persistent, though diminished, effects, while
the other half found no lasting impact. As such, these findings align with previous
reviews suggesting that the effectiveness of media literacy interventions often dissi-
pates over time (Ecker et al., 2022).

Limitations of Current Media Literacy Interventions and Research

A critical limitation of the current body of research included in this review, is the over-
whelming focus on detection-focused interventions and outcomes, that is, interventions
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designed to improve, and measures aimed at assessing, people’s ability to evaluate the
veracity of (mis)information. While people’s ability to detect misinformation is undeni-
ably important, several studies (e.g., Lewandowsky et al., 2012; van Huijstee et al.,
2022), as well as the results presented in this review, highlight that there may be a sig-
nificant disconnect between the ability to assess misinformation’s veracity and the con-
tinued influence that misinformation may have on people’s beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors. Importantly, these persuasive outcomes of misinformation often have stron-
ger societal implications than the mere belief in an individual misinformation narrative
(Bennett & Livingston, 2018; Lewandowsky & Cook, 2020; McKay & Tenove, 2021;
Roozenbeek et al., 2021; Van Aelst et al., 2017). For this reason, it would make sense if
future studies (and media literacy intervention developers alike) would focus more on
interventions aiming to reduce persuasive outcomes of misinformation exposure.

A more specific issue related to this detection-based focus is that media literacy is about
more than only identifying false information, it also includes the ability to access correct
information. The current review shows that only few studies (30%) testing the effects of a
media literacy intervention assessed to what extent the interventions helps users (in addi-
tion to identifying misinformation as such) to identify correct information as such. Of the
studies that do, a majority shows that exposure to a media literacy intervention reduces
people’s ability to identify correct information. This suggests that media literacy interven-
tions can provide users with a skeptical attitude toward information in general. The few
studies that assessed interventions’ capabilities to increase users’ discernment between
misinformation and correct information provide a somewhat more positive image, with
discernment skills improving in most studies, but still we should be wary of media literacy
interventions that reduce users’ access to correct information. Future studies could focus
less on media literacy strategies leveraging cues for distrust and information avoidance,
and more on strategies leveraging trust cues and information selection.

Additionally, future research should place greater emphasis on evaluating to what
extent media literacy interventions actually enhance people’s media literacy. Although
the direct aim of these interventions is making people more media literate, thereby
being able to navigate (mis)information spaces better, our systematic literature review
clearly highlights the limited attention devoted in studies to directly examine this
aspect. One likely reason for this scarcity is the difficulty in developing objective, reli-
able, feasible, and valid measures for complex concepts such as media literacy. Most
of the measures that were included in studies in this review focused on people’s self-
perceived (i.e., subjective) media literacy, rather than media literacy objectified in
some type of test, thereby rendering findings prone to subjective biases (Purington
Drake et al., 2023) and placebo effects (Stewart-Williams & Podd, 2004). The differ-
ence between media literacy competencies and media literacy behaviors adds com-
plexity to its assessment. If competencies are not measured accurately, it becomes
difficult to determine whether any observed changes in media literacy-related behav-
iors (e.g., fact-checking or misinformation avoidance) are truly driven by improved
competencies, or perhaps by other factors, such as an increased general mistrust of
information. To address this limitation, future research should be directed toward the
development of measures that can accurately assess people’s objective media literacy
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(e.g., such as the Youth Social Media Literacy Inventory; Purington Drake et al.,
2023).

Finally, the lack of attention for the long-term effectiveness of media literacy
interventions underscores the need for more comprehensive longitudinal research in
the field. Gaining a better understanding of the durable impact of media literacy inter-
ventions could assist practitioners and policymakers in deciding whether the costs of
certain media literacy interventions outweigh their (longer-term) benefits.
Furthermore, given the mixed results observed in the few studies that did measure
long-term effects, it is imperative for future research to investigate specific character-
istics of media literacy interventions that were found to enhance people’s media lit-
eracy over a longer period of time (Basol et al., 2021; Guess et al., 2020; Maertens
et al., 2020, 2021). Gaining insights into these characteristics can provide valuable
guidance for the development of more effective and enduring media literacy
programs.

Recommendations for Practitioners

Based on our systematic analysis of the extant literature on the effectiveness of media
literacy interventions, we developed the following three recommendations for practi-
tioners who focus on developing media literacy interventions to counter the negative
effects of misinformation: (1) expand the focus of interventions beyond (mis)informa-
tion detection alone, (2) focus more on information selection literacy, and less on
information processing literacy, and (3) (re-)activate a media literate mindset on top of
educating media literacy.

Expand Interventions’ Focus Beyond Misinformation Detection. While most of the studied
media literacy interventions in our review focused on enhancing users’ ability to assess
misinformation’s veracity, our review underscores the need for a broader media liter-
acy approach. Media literacy is not only about recognizing false information, it is also
about understanding, and building resilience toward, the broader psychological, per-
suasive, and societal effects of misinformation. By failing to address these dimen-
sions, current approaches leave critical gaps in users’ ability to fully comprehend and
mitigate the influence of misinformation. Additionally, detection-focused approaches
do not adequately protect individuals from the continued influence of misinformation.
Even when users identify information as false, its psychological and persuasive effects
can still shape their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.

As such, media literacy interventions should be designed to equip users with a more
comprehensive set of media literacy competencies. For instance, by educating indi-
viduals on the social, psychological, and political consequences of misinformation,
users can better understand its potential to manipulate opinions, polarize communities,
and undermine democratic processes. Similarly, interventions should aim to incorpo-
rate strategies to mitigate users’ psychological susceptibility toward misinformation,
such as fostering emotion regulation, and resilience against the persuasive tactics often



22 Communication Research 00(0)

employed in misinformation. As a result, users will be able to make better-informed
decisions regarding their own (mis)information exposure.

Focus on Information Selection Rather Than Information Processing. Our review showed
that most media literacy interventions improve people’s ability to correctly process
misinformation. As a result, they are better able to assess the veracity of such informa-
tion. However, repeated evidence from continued influence research suggests that
information that is evaluated as non-credible may still influence users’ beliefs, atti-
tudes, and behavior. This indicates that the processing of misinformation, independent
of what the final assessment will be, may elicit persuasive effects. This, in turn, implies
that media literacy interventions should not induce people to closely scrutinize misin-
formation as is now done in for example many general media literacy intervention
(which, e.g., prompt readers to verify claims, click on links, and check references),
because such activities may likely increase persuasive effects of misinformation.

A related finding from this review and other research as well (Modirrousta-Galian &
Higham, 2022), is that media literacy interventions did not only improve users’ accuracy
in identifying misinformation, but also reduced users’ accuracy in identifying correct
information. This effect illustrates that media literacy interventions mostly taught users
to be skeptical, rather than to genuinely differentiate between information.

Based on these findings, we argue that media literacy interventions should shift
their focus from enhancing information processing skills to improving information
selection skills. Instead of teaching users only how to scrutinize misinformation, inter-
ventions should equip them with the skills to quickly distinguish between reliable and
unreliable information. If misinformation is dismissed during the information selec-
tion phase, rather than upon close processing, its persuasive impact is likely to be
much smaller. To achieve this, media literacy interventions should not only focus on
characteristics of misinformation, but also on those of reliable information. Educating
users about principles of credible journalism, such as the processes and standards
involved in creating trustworthy content, can help users better recognize quality infor-
mation. Such an approach thus would shift the focus from merely identifying false-
hoods to fostering a deeper understanding of what constitutes reliable content.

Activate Rather Than Solely Educate Media Literacy. The findings of this review highlight
the importance of considering a trade-off between the effectiveness of media literacy
interventions and the time commitment required from users, as this balance can signifi-
cantly influence the suitability of different intervention types for various audiences.
Regarding users’ levels of media literacy, different audiences may be in different phases
of their learning curves. There are specific audiences (e.g., children, elderly users, lower
tech-literate users, lower-educated users) who may still have a relatively low level of
media literacy. As a consequence, in these audiences, comprehensive educational media
literacy interventions will produce a steep learning effect. Implementing such, elaborate
and therefore incidental, interventions is recommended in such audiences.

Other audiences, in contrast, already have obtained more advanced media literacy,
learning effects from educational media literacy interventions are therefore expected
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to be much weaker. A recommended approach in such audiences would be to imple-
ment interventions that aim to activate extant media literacy rather than to educate new
media literacy. Such activating interventions should simply remind users to consider
their media literacy in their upcoming activity of selecting and processing online infor-
mation (by e.g., reminding them to check an article’s source). This may be especially
effective because many users enter social media environments with an entertainment
motive rather than the motivation to be well-informed (Whiting & Williams, 2013),
suggesting that media competency skills are likely to be low in salience.

Activation of interventions should be offered timely (i.e., right before exposure to
possibly ambiguous information is likely), but can be simple, short, and unobtrusive,
and therefore can often be repeated. The latter is advisable, given that evidence for
long-term effects of media literacy interventions is weak; this also implicates that
interventions should be visually attractive and/or attention grabbing, in order to avoid
desensitization.

Limitations of the Systematic Literature Review

A caveat of this systematic literature review lies in its primary focus on the direct
effects of media literacy interventions, thereby potentially disregarding moderating
and mediating variables. It is important to recognize that various factors, such as prior
attitudes (Amazeen et al., 2022) or perceived information characteristics (e.g., credi-
bility; Vraga et al., 2020) could significantly influence the relationships we found in
this review, by strengthening or weakening the effectiveness of certain media literacy
interventions. Other factors (e.g., cognitive, emotional and/or excitative responses;
Valkenburg & Peter, 2013) could act as underlying mechanisms through which certain
media literacy interventions are effective or not. As such, a significant avenue for
future research in this area lies in conducting a more comprehensive investigation of
the conditional influence of such moderating and mediating variables. Such an
approach would lead to a better understanding of how, when, for whom, and under
which conditions, which specific types of media literacy interventions prove effective
for which specific outcome variables.

The current systematic literature review included only experimental studies, because
of their high informational value regarding the effectiveness of interventions, However,
other types of studies into the impact of media literacy interventions to combat misinfor-
mation effects, such as surveys or social network analyses, could provide additional
insights into the real-world applicability and broader societal impact of these interven-
tions. Including such studies would enhance our understanding of how media literacy
interventions perform in everyday life situations, beyond the more controlled experi-
mental environments often employed in the experimental studies included in this review.

Moreover, the generalizability of the findings of the current review to a broader
population may be limited due to certain characteristics of the samples used in the
reviewed studies. The studies mainly focused on effectiveness of media literacy inter-
ventions within adult populations, predominantly in Western regions. As a result, the
findings of this review especially pertain to a group of people who likely already
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possess higher baseline levels of media literacy, compared to other demographic
groups such as children or elderly. The observed effectiveness of media literacy inter-
ventions might be substantially different for such groups. Notably, nearly half of the
studies did not report participants’ educational background, an important omission,
given the well-established link between education and media literacy. This limits the
interpretability of the findings across different socio-educational groups. Consequently,
there is a clear need for future research to place a stronger emphasis on the investiga-
tion of the effectiveness of media literacy interventions among children and (other)
vulnerable groups, in various global and educational contexts, in order to increase the
generalizability and robustness of our findings.

Conclusion

Current media literacy interventions combatting the impact of misinformation primar-
ily focus on enhancing users’ ability to detect misinformation. Although generally
effective, this narrow focus does not fully reflect the comprehensive set of media lit-
eracy competencies people require to navigate misinformation in today’s complex
media environment. Media literacy is about more than distinguishing between true and
false information; it also involves understanding the broader psychological, persua-
sive, and societal effects of misinformation. Moreover, focusing predominantly on
misinformation detection does also not protect people from the influence misinforma-
tion has on their beliefs, attitudes and behaviors, even after it has been recognized as
false. Without addressing these aspects, current interventions thus risk leaving people
media skeptic rather than media literate, and at the same time naive rather than
equipped in countering the harmful effects of misinformation.

To overcome these issues, the results of this systematic literature review provide
several recommendations for practitioners in the field. These recommendations
include broadening the scope of media literacy interventions beyond a narrow focus
on misinformation detection. Interventions should prioritize developing comprehen-
sive competencies, such as skills in information selection, understanding the broader
psychological, persuasive, and societal impacts of misinformation, and building
resilience against its persuasive effects. Practitioners should also consider audience-
specific strategies, activating existing media literacy for more advanced users while
emphasizing education for less experienced groups. By integrating such recommen-
dations, media literacy interventions can more effectively equip people with the
ability to critically engage with (mis)information, mitigate the influence of misinfor-
mation, and strengthen their ability to navigate the complexities of our current
ambiguous media environment.
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Notes

1. In the literature a distinction is often made between misinformation and disinformation.
Disinformation refers to the intentional creation or sharing of false or inaccurate informa-
tion, while misinformation involves the unintentional spread of such content (Lewandowsky
et al., 2013). However, for media effects researchers, determining the intention behind
the creation or dissemination of false information is often challenging, if not impossible.
Therefore, in this paper, we use “misinformation” as an umbrella term to encompass all
forms of false or inaccurate information, regardless of whether it was created or shared
intentionally or unintentionally.

2. Logic and source-based corrections should be distinguished from fact-based corrections.
The latter are message-specific and do not extend to other content, and thus are not in the
scope of the current review.
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