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This special issue presents eleven cutting-edge articles examining psychological resilience 

against misinformation and conspiracy beliefs. The collection encompasses three major 

themes: (1) methodological advances, reflections, and reconciliation of conflicting findings, 

(2) intervention testing, and (3) investigation of information processing mechanisms. The 

methodological contributions include a meta-analysis exploring how different research ap-

proaches affect findings about misinformation sharing and personality traits, a systematic 

review reconciling research on source credibility’s influence, a critical analysis of interven-

tion research challenges, and a framework for expanding methodological approaches be-

yond traditional experiments to assess causality. The intervention research presents strate-

gies for scaling crowdsourcing interventions against partisan misinformation, examines in-

oculation effectiveness against pro-Russian disinformation, and investigates emotion-fallacy 

inoculation interventions. Studies on information processing include a meta-analytic review 

of intellectual humility’s relationship with misinformation receptivity, an analysis comparing 

reasoning patterns between believers and nonbelievers of implausible claims, an examina-

tion of how intellectual humility relates to response bias, and a comparison of different con-

spiracy belief interventions. These works collectively advance our understanding of method-

ological considerations, intervention effectiveness, and cognitive mechanisms underlying 

misinformation susceptibility, while providing crucial insights for developing evidence-

based strategies to combat misinformation at both individual and societal levels. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In the interconnected landscape of the 21st 

century, the proliferation of misinformation 

and conspiracy theories has emerged as a for-

midable challenge with far-reaching conse-

quences for societies worldwide (Biddlestone 

et al., 2022; Bierwiaczonek et al., 2022; Bier-

wiaczonek et al., 2024; Borges do Nascimento 

et al., 2022; Swire-Thompson & Lazer, 2020; 

Treen et al., 2020). The insidious nature of these 

phenomena lies in their ability to distort per-

ceptions, fuel polarization, and erode the foun-

dations of informed public discourse and dem-

ocratic institutions. As these threats continue 

to evolve and adapt, it is imperative that we 

deepen our understanding of the psychologi-

cal mechanisms that underlie susceptibility to 

misinformation and develop evidence-based 

strategies to cultivate resilience at both the in-

dividual and societal levels. 

While recent research has shed light on the 

multifaceted factors that contribute to the 

spread and acceptance of misinformation and 

conspiracy theories (Hornsey et al., 2023; Kunst 

et al., 2024; Stasielowicz, 2022), there remains a 

pressing need to bridge the gap between iden-

tifying vulnerabilities and implementing effec-

tive interventions. The path forward is fraught 

with complexities and controversies, under-

scoring the importance of rigorous, multidisci-

plinary approaches that integrate insights 

from psychology, social sciences, and beyond. 

This special issue, titled “From vulnerability to 

vigilance,” aims to advance the frontiers of our 

knowledge by bringing together cutting-edge 

empirical findings, theoretical and sometimes 

profoundly critical perspectives, and innovative 

strategies to foster resilience against the perva-

sive influence of misinformation and conspir-

acy theories. Our special issue featured eleven 

cutting-edge articles. These can be divided into 

three different categories of contributions as 

outlined below.  

 

2. RECONCILING CONFLICTING 
FINDINGS AND IMPROVING THE 
FIELD 

Several studies aimed to resolve conflicting 

findings. Lawson and Kakkar (2024) provide a 

meta-analysis to explore how different research 

approaches have led to conflicting findings 

about misinformation sharing, focusing partic-

ularly on the role of personality traits and politi-

cal ideology. They find that conscientiousness 

moderates the relationship between ideology 

and fake news sharing, but this effect varies 

based on how ideology is measured and ana-

lyzed. The authors find that conscientiousness 

consistently weakens the relationship between 

some (but not all) measures of ideology when 

predicting fake news sharing. To help resolve 

research contradictions, they propose a frame-

work that considers key factors like ideology 

measures, analytical approaches, and stimulus 

selection. Notably, they argue that a variable’s 

relevance to understanding fake news sharing 

does not require it to interact with news verac-

ity (a point this editorial will return to later). The 

authors offer recommendations for improving 

research methodology and present new per-

spectives on conceptualizing interventions in 

misinformation research. 

Mang et al. (2024) reconcile research on source 

credibility in misinformation research, conduct-

ing a comprehensive systematic review. The 

authors found substantial inconsistencies in 

how source credibility influences responses to 

misinformation. Their analysis revealed several 

factors contributing to these inconsistencies, 

including conceptual issues like the conflation 

of different source credibility dimensions (ex-

pertise, trustworthiness, and bias); methodo-

logical variations in how source credibility was 

operationalized; differences in stimulus materi-

als’ relevance; and varying outcome measures 

(cognitive, behavioral, and evaluative re-

sponses). The authors propose that the relative 

relevance of source credibility information 

compared to substantive content may deter-

mine its influence on judgments. Drawing on 
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persuasion research frameworks, they provide 

recommendations for more systematic investi-

gation of source credibility effects in misinfor-

mation contexts, including better conceptual 

distinction between credibility dimensions and 

careful consideration of information relevance 

and processing factors. 

Roozenbeek et al. (2024) present a critical anal-

ysis of misinformation intervention research, 

highlighting six key challenges in translating 

laboratory efficacy to real-world effectiveness. 

The authors argue that while lab studies often 

show promising results for interventions aimed 

at countering misinformation, several issues 

limit their real-world impact: (1) an overreliance 

on lab research versus field studies, (2) testing 

effects that artificially boost intervention lon-

gevity, (3) modest effects that reach only small 

portions of relevant audiences, (4) overempha-

sis on item evaluation tasks as success metrics, 

(5) poor replicability in the Global South and 

lack of audience-tailored approaches, and (6) 

insufficient consideration of unintended con-

sequences. The authors provide practical rec-

ommendations including investing in field re-

search, exploring innovative ways to incorpo-

rate rehearsal, tailoring interventions for spe-

cific audiences, expanding outcome measures 

beyond item evaluation tasks, and co-design-

ing interventions with local partners. The paper 

advocates for a broader framework for as-

sessing intervention effectiveness that goes 

beyond traditional lab metrics and considers 

real-world impact, user engagement, and cul-

tural context. The authors emphasize that 

while misinformation interventions can be val-

uable tools, their implementation requires 

careful consideration of these challenges to 

achieve meaningful results at scale. 

In terms of methodological advances, Tay et al. 

(2024) argue for expanding the toolkit used in 

misinformation and conspiracy theory re-

search beyond traditional laboratory experi-

ments and observational studies. They present 

a counterfactual framework for causal 

inference and introduce four key methodologi-

cal approaches that are currently underutilized 

in the field: instrumental-variable analysis, re-

gression-discontinuity design, difference-in-

differences, and synthetic control designs. The 

authors contend that while randomized exper-

iments remain the “gold standard,” they are not 

always feasible due to ethical or practical con-

straints. The proposed alternative methods can 

help researchers draw causal inferences from 

natural experiments and observational data 

when randomized experiments are not possi-

ble. For example, instrumental-variable analysis 

can help isolate causal effects when there are 

unmeasured confounds, while regression-dis-

continuity designs can leverage natural thresh-

olds or cutoff points to approximate random-

ized conditions. The paper emphasizes that 

these methods should complement rather 

than replace existing approaches, and that 

their validity depends on carefully considering 

underlying assumptions. The authors provide 

real-world examples of each method’s applica-

tion in misinformation research and argue that 

adopting these approaches could lead to better 

integration across disciplines studying misin-

formation and conspiracy theories, ultimately 

resulting in more comprehensive theories and 

more effective interventions. 

3. PROPOSING MODELS AND TEST-
ING INTERVENTION APPROACHES 

Several papers introduce models and test novel 

interventions. Pretus et al. (2024) propose strat-

egies for scaling crowdsourcing interventions 

to combat partisan misinformation by balanc-

ing three key factors: cognitive dissonance with 

previous beliefs, trust in fact-checking sources, 

and crowd size. The authors argue that while 

crowdsourcing can be effective in countering 

misinformation, its success depends on con-

veying dissonant feedback from a sufficiently 

large and trusted crowd. This is particularly im-

portant for reaching extreme partisans who 

share the most misinformation but also deeply 

mistrust traditional fact-checking sources. The 

paper presents two main implementation 
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approaches: (1) the “Centralist” approach, 

which selects fact-checkers based on their cen-

tral network position and multiple group 

memberships, and (2) the “Two Steps Away” 

approach, which displays fact-checks from us-

ers who are outside one’s immediate ideologi-

cal bubble but not too distant. Both strategies 

aim to optimize the three key factors while en-

suring transparency and preventing abuse of 

fact-checking capabilities. The authors empha-

size that these approaches come with im-

portant considerations and limitations that re-

quire further research, including: how to label 

fact-checkers without undermining their effec-

tiveness, what percentage of users across ideo-

logical communities would actually engage in 

fact-checking, and how to adapt these strate-

gies for different cultural contexts and social 

media platforms. They suggest that imple-

menting such systems could provide a fast 

first-line response to misinformation while pro-

moting shared responsibility for content mod-

eration.  

Ziemer et al. (2024) conducted a preregistered 

experimental study examining the susceptibil-

ity to pro-Russian disinformation about the war 

in Ukraine among Germans with and without a 

Russian migration background. They found 

that having a Russian identity and being ex-

posed to Russian media was positively corre-

lated with heightened susceptibility to pro-

Russian disinformation. However, they also 

demonstrated that inoculation, a psychological 

intervention that warns people about persua-

sive attempts and preemptively refutes argu-

ments, improved participants’ ability to recog-

nize disinformation, perceive it as less credible, 

heighten perceptions of Russia’s responsibility 

for the war, and strengthen solidarity with 

Ukraine. Importantly, the inoculation effects on 

reducing disinformation susceptibility were 

not significantly impaired by Russian identity.  

Traberg et al. (2024) investigated the efficacy of 

an emotion-fallacy inoculation intervention in 

reducing susceptibility to emotionally 

misleading news and explored the impact of 

persuasive social cues on its effectiveness. The 

results showed that the inoculation signifi-

cantly reduced the perceived reliability of mis-

information, enhanced participants’ confi-

dence in their reliability judgments, and im-

proved veracity discernment. However, the 

study also found that social cues increased the 

perceived reliability and accuracy of misinfor-

mation, even among inoculated individuals. 

The impact of inoculation remained consistent 

though, suggesting that while social cues en-

hance the persuasiveness of misinformation, 

they do not diminish the effectiveness of the in-

oculation intervention. Additionally, partici-

pants acknowledged the influence of social 

cues more on others than on themselves, indi-

cating a third-person consensus effect. The 

findings highlight the persistent influence of 

social cues, even in the presence of inoculation, 

emphasizing the need for nuanced interven-

tions to address the complex interplay between 

emotions, misinformation, and social influence 

in the digital age. 

Bowes and Fazio (2024) conducted a multi-

level meta-analytic review synthesizing the 

growing body of research on the relations be-

tween intellectual humility and misinformation 

receptivity. They found that intellectual humil-

ity was related to less misinformation receptiv-

ity for beliefs, greater intentions to move away 

from misinformation, and greater engagement 

in evidence-based behaviors. Effect sizes were 

generally small and heterogeneous, with mod-

erator analyses revealing that effects were 

stronger for comprehensive measures of intel-

lectual humility assessing metacognitive, rela-

tional, and emotional features compared to 

narrow measures focusing only on metacogni-

tive features. Relations also varied across misin-

formation types, with effects being strongest 

for pseudoscience beliefs, especially anti-vac-

cination attitudes and COVID-19 beliefs. The au-

thors highlight that while the correlational ef-

fects are small to moderate, experimental re-

search should examine whether intellectual 
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humility interventions can causally reduce mis-

information receptivity, especially among 

those most at risk for believing and acting on 

misinformation.  

4. A FOCUS ON THE ROLE OF IN-
FORMATION PROCESSING AND 
RESPONSE BIASES 

A topic receiving increasing attention is 

whether effects of interventions and preven-

tive individual differences are due to biases in 

information processing or even response bi-

ases that may reduce belief in both false and 

true information. Several papers in this special 

issue address this topic. Robson et al. (2024) 

compared how believers (i.e., “Fringe”) and 

nonbelievers (i.e., “Mainstream”) of implausible 

claims reason about evidence to test two hy-

potheses: the Miserly Hypothesis, which posits 

that Fringe believers are cognitive misers who 

avoid mental effort when evaluating infor-

mation, and the Information Preference Hy-

pothesis, which suggests Fringe believers have 

an alternative epistemic framework and differ 

in what evidence they consider credible. Across 

two studies, participants read a fictitious high 

or low quality expert report, rated the expert’s 

persuasiveness, and provided open-ended re-

sponses justifying their ratings. The authors an-

alyzed the quantity and quality of these re-

sponses. There was mixed evidence for the Mi-

serly Hypothesis. Fringe believers’ responses 

were shorter than Mainstream believers’ in 

Study 1 but not Study 2 or the combined data. 

However, Fringe believers consistently pro-

vided fewer justifications referencing norma-

tive indicators of evidence quality compared to 

Mainstream believers, supporting the Infor-

mation Preference Hypothesis. There was also 

weak evidence that Fringe believers provided 

more self-generated justifications not based 

on the expert report. The results suggest 

Fringe believers rely less on conventional ex-

pertise-relevant cues when reasoning about 

evidence, potentially stemming from different 

assumptions about what information is im-

portant. The authors propose that contrasting 

beliefs on topics like climate change and vac-

cines may arise from downplaying high-quality 

information. Educating people about norma-

tive epistemic indicators and tailoring infor-

mation to fit Fringe believers’ frameworks are 

highlighted as potential interventions.  

Prike et al. (2024) examined the relationship be-

tween intellectual humility and the ability to 

discern between true and false news headlines, 

as well as metacognitive discernment (the abil-

ity to distinguish between one’s own correct 

and incorrect truthfulness judgments). Partici-

pants rated the truthfulness of news headlines 

and then decided whether to report or with-

hold each truthfulness judgment. They also 

completed three intellectual humility scales. 

The authors used signal detection theory 

(Banks, 1970; McNicol, 2004) to disentangle dis-

cernment and response bias for both the initial 

truthfulness judgments (misinformation dis-

cernment) and the decision to report/withhold 

those judgments (metacognitive discernment). 

Consistent with their hypotheses, intellectual 

humility was associated with greater misinfor-

mation discernment (ability to distinguish true 

from false headlines) but not response bias. In-

tellectual humility was also generally associ-

ated with greater metacognitive discernment, 

although this relationship was less robust. The 

findings suggest intellectual humility is associ-

ated with reduced misinformation susceptibil-

ity due to improved discernment rather than 

response bias. The positive relationship be-

tween self-reported intellectual humility and 

metacognitive discernment also supports the 

validity of the intellectual humility scales. The 

authors propose that interventions to increase 

intellectual humility may be a promising ap-

proach to counter misinformation.  

O'Mahony et al. (2024) compared the effective-

ness of four conspiracy belief interventions 

(Priming, Inoculation, Active Inoculation, and 

Discernment) across two studies. They found 

that the inoculation-based interventions, but 

not Priming and Discernment conditions, 
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reduced susceptibility to novel implausible 

conspiracy theories but did not improve critical 

appraisal of novel plausible conspiracy theo-

ries. Importantly, only the Discernment condi-

tion, which discouraged blind skepticism of 

conspiracy theories, significantly improved 

critical appraisal of both plausible and implau-

sible conspiracy theories. The purely inocula-

tion-based interventions were moderately suc-

cessful at reducing epistemically unwarranted 

beliefs, but no intervention significantly re-

duced general conspiracy ideation or likeli-

hood judgments for hypothetical conspiracy 

theories. In terms of response biases, the au-

thors found that many well-established inter-

ventions designed to reduce belief in conspir-

acy theories may actually encourage a blind 

skepticism response bias, causing participants 

to dismiss conspiracy theories regardless of 

their plausibility. However, the Discernment 

condition improved discernment between 

plausible and implausible theories without 

promoting this blind skepticism response bias. 

Signal detection analyses on the outcome 

measures also suggested the Discernment in-

tervention improved participants’ ability to dis-

tinguish plausible and implausible theories ra-

ther than simply encouraging an accept or re-

ject response bias. 

Importantly, the aforementioned article by 

Lawson and Kakkar (2024) offers a thought-

provoking and nuancing perspective on the is-

sue of discernment. The authors use simula-

tions to show that even if an intervention varia-

ble like conscientiousness has the same effect 

on reducing sharing of both real and fake news, 

it can still substantially impact key outcomes 

like the proportion of shared stories that are 

fake. This is because false stories are shared at 

a much lower base rate than true stories. So 

equivalent reductions in absolute terms trans-

late to larger reductions in relative terms for 

false stories. In other words, the authors argue 

against the notion that for an intervention to 

be relevant to misinformation, it must reduce 

belief in false news significantly more than it 

reduces belief in true news. They suggest a 

more holistic view is needed, using simulations 

to examine the net impact of interventions on 

ecosystem-level outcomes beyond just exam-

ining interaction coefficients. The mere pres-

ence of a response bias (i.e. an overall tendency 

to believe less news regardless of veracity) may 

not negate an intervention’s importance. 

5. CONCLUSION 

The eleven articles in this special issue collec-

tively advance our understanding of misinfor-

mation susceptibility and resistance while 

highlighting critical directions for future re-

search. The works demonstrate the importance 

of rigorous methodology, with several papers 

reconciling conflicting findings and proposing 

improved research frameworks and interven-

tions. As the field moves forward, researchers 

must continue to balance methodological rigor 

with real-world applicability, while considering 

how interventions can be scaled effectively 

across different cultural contexts and plat-

forms. This special issue provides a foundation 

for future work that bridges theoretical insights 

with practical solutions to combat the persis-

tent challenge of misinformation in our inter-

connected world. 
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