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Abstract. Misinformation can harm individuals and societies, with social media
and online communities amplifying its reach and impact. One effective strategy
to counteract the spread of misinformation online is social corrections, in which
people on social media actively challenge others who post or spread it. People
hesitate to do so for reasons related to empathy, fear of affecting their relation-
ships, futility, and subjective norms. This research aims to explore the impact of
empathy on individuals' willingness to challenge misinformation. The research
also investigates the mediation role of the personal factors of perspective-taking
and the need for cognition, along with the perceived impacts on their relation-
ships, on the relationship between empathy and the willingness to challenge. The
data was collected from 250 UK-based social networking users and then analyzed
using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling. The results of the anal-
ysis supported that perspective-taking (B = 0.064, p= 0.011), the need for cogni-
tion (B =0.022, p=0.048), and perceived relationship costs ( = 0.035, p=0.003)
all fully mediated the impact of empathy on the willingness to challenge misin-
formation. The results also show that empathy does not have a direct impact on
willingness to challenge misinformation. Individuals with varying levels of em-
pathy converge in their attitudes toward challenging misinformation influenced
by a combination of cognitive processes and considerations of their relationships.

Keywords: Misinformation, Social Correction, Relationship Cost, Empathy,
Perspective Taking, Need for Cognition.

1. Introduction

The growth of online communities has facilitated widespread misinformation, nega-
tively affecting individual well-being and societal progress [1]. Engagement with
online misinformation has intensified following the COVID-19 crisis and the war in
Ukraine. Several phrases, including misinformation, rumors, fake news [2], and disin-
formation have been used in tandem to describe inaccurate information [3]. Misinfor-
mation can be defined as a type of information that is incorrect, unsubstantiated, im-
precise, perceived as unclear in a specific circumstance or setting [4], or not supported



by proof, expert opinion, or evidence [5]. Rumors are often information whose accuracy
is doubted [6]. Fake news differs in format from misinformation and usually refers to
the news [6]. Disinformation refers to the process of spreading inaccurate data with the
intention to mislead, whereas misinformation is inaccurate information that does not
intend to harm [7].

To face the spread of misinformation within social media and online communities,
corrections from users prove to be an effective approach [8]. Still, one notable obstacle
to stopping the spread of misinformation is the lack of action taken by people who
receive it to confront those who share it [6]. Chen, et al. [9] identified six main types of
factors that impact the spread of misinformation within social media: emotions, cogni-
tion, personality traits, demographics, motivations, and worldviews. The authors also
addressed a research gap concerning the relationship between these factors. Identifying
the factors that hinder users from challenging misinformation [6] and the relationships
between these variables is crucial for facing its spread [9], given the significant harm it
causes and the proven effectiveness of social corrections in countering it [8].

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of several factors on people's
willingness to challenge others who post misinformation on social media sites. Using a
sample of social networking users, we investigate the factors that impact people's will-
ingness to challenge misinformation; focusing on empathy as a main factor and the
need for cognition, perspective-taking, and relationship cost as mediators.

Mediation in the context of our study refers to the extent to which the effect of em-
pathy on willingness to challenge is explained by the set of intermediate variables (Re-
lationship Costs, Perspective Taking, and Need for Cognition), referred to as the indi-
rect effect [10].

The rest of this paper is structured as follows; Hypotheses Development is presented
in Section 2, Study Design is presented in Section 3, Empirical Results are presented in
Section 4, Discussion is elaborated in Section 5, Research Contribution, Limitations,
and Future Work are elaborated in Section 6, and Section 7 concludes the study.

2. Hypotheses Development

Empathy indicates the ability to notice and respond to the feelings of other people,
which is frequently combined with a desire to take care of the well-being of others [11].
Empathic individuals are more inclined to foster and sustain their connections, facili-
tating the adoption of social interaction strategies such as emotional expression, under-
standing others' emotional states, and recognizing the influence of one's actions on oth-
ers [12]. Empathic individuals are also more willing to defend vulnerable from harm
[13] and aid others [14]. As empathy has been linked to positive pro-social behaviors
in the literature in several contexts [15], we hypothesize that:
H1: Empathy has a positive impact on the Willingness to Challenge
Perspective-taking is the ability to accept the other's standpoint of view and attribute
their ideas and emotions to them [16]. Perspective-taking is an intellectual procedure
involving observers' willingness to see the world from others’ perspectives as well as
understanding their emotions or mental states [17]. Perspective-taking is an activity that
requires information as well as cognitive picturing [18]. Despite their close associa-
tion, perspective-taking and empathy are considered separate concepts. In contrast to



the cognitive orientation of perspective-taking, empathy is focused on the emotional
reactions to others, including feelings such as warmth, compassion, sympathy, and
worry [19]. In several studies, perspective-taking is considered an intellectual and log-
ical procedure that involves examining another person's experiences, while empathy is
a more feelings-driven response [20]. Perspective-taking is essential to positive social
interactions [21], prosocial behavior [22], and morality [23]. Hence, we argue that em-
pathetic individuals with the ability to take others' perspectives are more willing to con-
front challenging situations and suggest that:

H2: Perspective Taking mediates the relationship between Empathy and Willing-
ness to Challenge

Need for Cognition (NFC) refers to a person's inclination to participate in cognitive
functions, such as examining problems critically [24]. Individuals with high levels of
NFC are more motivated to look out for and analyze information in a deliberate and
organized manner [25]. NFC has been associated with reduced bias in decision-making
across a variety of domains [26]. When challenged with difficult activities, individuals
with high levels of NFC demonstrate more optimistic mindsets and emotions [27].
Thus, the next hypothesis is presented as follows:

H3: The Need for Cognition mediates the relationship between Empathy and Will-
ingness to challenge

Building on the research by Gurgun, et al. [28], we explore the perceived influence
on individuals’ relations as an important factor that determines their readiness to dis-
pute misinformation. Individuals might hold off sharing disagreeing viewpoints or crit-
icizing others owing to worries about hurting their connections [29]. They might per-
ceive the interpersonal consequences of disputing misinformation, assuming that chal-
lenging misinformation will elicit negative reactions and damage their connections
[30]. Based on that, we present the following hypothesis:

H4: Relationship Cost mediates the relationship between Empathy and Willingness
to challenge
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Fig. 1. The Initial Research Model



3. Study Design

3.1. Survey Development

To make sure that participants understood important concepts we gave descriptions for
key terms like "misinformation” and "challenging”. We deliberately provided the re-
spondents with a question about challenging acquaintances. We clarified that ac-
quaintances are contacts in the territory between strangers and intimates on Facebook,
such as previous colleagues, neighbors, or anyone you know from a group on Facebook.
This clarification was necessary because research reveals that individuals’ behaviors
differ when they deal with acquaintances compared to full foreigners. Given the possi-
bility of influence on their social relationships, people may be more inclined to confront
misinformation supplied by acquaintances.

The questionnaire measured participants' perceptions of how other people would re-
act when being challenged, which we refer to as "Relationship Cost" throughout the
paper. This part included measurements of the perceived relationship costs [31]. Rela-
tionship cost was rated on a 7-point Likert scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly
Agree. Sample items include “They would think that I am not empathetic”, “They
would think that I am aggressive”, and “They would think that I am unfriendly”. We
are referring to the six items used for evaluating the relationship cost, denoted as RC1
through RC6.

Empathetic concerns and perspective-taking were measured using the scale by Davis
[32]. Sample items of empathetic concerns include “I feel kind of protective toward
them”, “I sometimes don't feel very much pity for them”, and “ I often have tender,
concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me”. We are referring to the seven
items used for evaluating the empathetic concerns, denoted as EMPC1 through EMPC
7. Sample items of perspective-taking include “Before criticizing somebody, I try to
imagine how I would feel if [ were in their place”, and “When I'm upset at someone, |
usually try to "put myself in his shoes" for a while”. We are referring to the seven items
used for evaluating the perspective taking, denoted as PERST1 through PERST7. The
need for cognition was measured using the scale by Thompson [33]. The scale contains
six items such as “I would prefer simple to complex problems” and “Thinking is not
my idea of fun”. We refer to these items in this study by symbols that range from NFC1
to NFC6. Only one self-report item was used to assess the tendency of participants to
challenge ("Think about a specific time when you saw misinformation on your Face-
book feed, shared by an acquaintance in your Facebook network."How likely were you
to challenge the misinformation in a way that others could see?" [34]), using a 7-point
scale from Extremely unlikely to Extremely likely.

3.2. Data Collection Procedure

The research received ethical approval from the university's research ethics commit-
tee. The survey was designed and conducted online using Qualtrics. Participants were
informed regarding the research objectives and required to provide consent before pro-
ceeding. Data collection took place between May 31st and July 7th, 2022, through Pro-
lificTM (www.prolific.co), a well-established online platform for recruiting partici-
pants for research studies.



3.3. Participants

From 323 responses, a total of 250 participants were selected for this study. In the
the size of the sample, we followed the 10 times rule of thumb by by Barclay, et al.
[35], which indicates that the sample size should be equal to the larger of 10 times the
largest number of structural paths directed at a particular construct in the structural
model. This is equivalent to saying that the minimum sample size should be 10 times
the maximum number of arrowheads pointing at a latent variable anywhere in the PLS
path model. We excluded participants who failed to answer two attention-check ques-
tions correctly, provided nonsensical responses to open-ended questions, completed the
survey too quickly, or provided uniform responses to questions where such uniformity
was implausible due to the contradictory nature of the items. They were selected based
on specific criteria: being 18 years or older, actively using Facebook with their identity
(not anonymously), and having encountered misinformation on the platform. £4 com-
pensation was provided for their participation in the survey.

3.4. Pilot Study

A pilot test was conducted before starting the actual data collection. An initial ques-
tionnaire was prepared and circulated to students and their networks for feedback. 19
participants completed the pilot questionnaire. Several changes in terms of language
were made to make the items clearer. Face validity was assessed by prompting partici-
pants to share their thoughts and provide feedback for further refinement. The ques-
tionnaire's clarity and effectiveness were further verified by having multiple partici-
pants review it and explain their understanding of the questions, ensuring that the ques-
tions accurately reflected our intended purposes.

4. Results

4.1. Demographic Results

Participants were asked to specify their gender, age, and degree of education (Table 1).
A total of 250 participants completed the online survey, with the majority of partici-
pants being females, in the age interval of 25-34 years old, and having a university
degree.

4.2. PLS-SEM analysis

Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) is a method of statisti-
cal analysis employed to examine structural models and investigate complex interac-
tions between many elements. PLS-SEM enables the evaluation of both measurement
models (reflective and formative measurement) and structural models (path analysis
and hypothesis testing). The variables and pathways of the research model were as-
sessed using SmartPLS 4 to determine the validity and reliability of the model and the
level of significance of the hypothesized pathways [36]. The results of the PLS algo-
rithm and bootstrapping technique are reported in detail in the following subsections.



Table 1. Demographic Data

Factor Item Frequency Percentage (%)
Gender Female 143 57.2
Male 104 416
Others 3 12
Age 18-24 years old 44 17.8
25-34 years old 92 37.2
35-44 years old 66 26.7
Over 45 years 45 18.2
Education University 157 62.8
College 57 228
Secondary 36 144

4.2.1. Outer Model Assessment

Convergent validity (CV), Internal Consistency (IC), and Discriminant Validity (DV)
are the three fundamental assessments that must be carried out in order to examine the
study factors along with their linked indicators through SmartPLS 4 to make sure that
the responses to the questionnaire have produced reliable and valid results.

Table 2 contains the findings of the CV analysis, in which we inspect the outer load-
ing values and the AVE test. According to Hair et al. [37], the outer loading values refer
to the level to which an indicator corresponds to other indicators in the same factor. The
rule of thumb in this context is accepting outer loading values above 0.7 [38]. Outer
loading values less than 0.4 need to be omitted, while the values that equal or above 0.4
but less than 0.7 should be inspected and considered for deletion if doing so will en-
hance the values of Composite Reliability or Average Variance Extracted (AVE) [38].
Still, obtaining values of outer loading that are less than 0.7 is common, particularly in
social sciences research [37].

Based on the above, we deleted two indicators from Perspective Taking; PERST2
and PERSTS5. In terms of the Need for a Cognition factor, we deleted the NFC1 from
the variable. Following that we examined the values of the AVE, and based on that we
deleted EMPC3, EMPC4, and EMPC7 from the empathetic concern variable to im-
prove the AVE value. Hence, we obtained values of AVE that met the threshold of 0.5
[38] for all research constructs. The second test is the IC, which is examined by values
of Composite Reliability and Cronbach’s alpha values, in which both tests met thresh-
old values of 0.7 [36].

The degree of differentiation between the model's variables was assessed using a
discriminant validity analysis. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) was used to assess
the discriminant validity of the outer model (Table 3). Based on the HTMT values in
the table being below 0.85 [39], there is evidence to support discriminant validity be-
tween the constructs, suggesting that they are distinct and measure different underlying
constructs.



Table 2. Constructs’ Reliability and Convergent Validity Test (N= 250)

Construct Indicator Outer Load-  Crombach’s  Composite Reli-  AVE
ings alpha ability

Empathy Concern EMPC1 0.693

(EMPC) EMPC2 0.651
EMPC5 0.748 0.679 0.805 0.508

EMPC6 0.755

Need for Cognition NFC2 0.784

(NFC) NFC3 0.694
NFC4 0.652 0.774 0.84 0.515

NFC5 0.805

NFC6 0.635

Perspective Taking PERST1 0.778

(PERST) PERST3 0.771
PERST4 0.733 0.807 0.866 0.565

PERST6 0.767

PERST7 0.707

Relationship Cost RC1 0.803

(RC) RC2 0.885

RC3 0.917

RC4 0.866
RC5 0.861 0.926 0.942 0.73

RC6 0.787

Table 3. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio

EMPC NFC PERST RC WTC

Empathy

Need for Cognition 0.235

Perspective Taking 0.605 0.29
Relationship Cost 0.232  0.135 0.163

Willingness to Challenge 0.176  0.176 0.227  0.226

4.2.2. Inner Model Assessment

The first stage in the assessment of the inner mode is to evaluate the model against
collinearity issues using values of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). Hair Jr, et al.
[38] suggest that a research model with values of VIF less than 5 is free of any multi-
collinearity issue, which was supported in this study. Common method bias [40] was
also assessed using the VIF measures within the inner model. Values below 3.33 are
typically considered indicative of the absence of common method bias, a conclusion
that was confirmed by the analysis results. To examine hypotheses and determine the
significance of correlations between study variables, the bootstrapping technique was
used [37]. To evaluate the significance of the paths, we used p values, which refer to
the probability of erroneously rejecting a true null hypothesis [38]. A p-value below
0.05 is considered significant in most settings [38]. As shown in Table 4, the Willing-
ness to Challenge is strongly impacted by three variables included in our model



(Perspective taking, Need for Cognition, and Relationship Cost). On the other hand,
empathy influences the three factors (Perspective taking, Need for Cognition, and Re-
lationship Cost). Table 5 presents the values of Q2 and RMSE. The rule of thumb sug-
gests that a Q2 value greater than zero for a specific endogenous variable confirms the

predictive relevance of the path model for that variable [38].

Table 4. Path Coefficient Analysis

Type of Ef- Inner (VIF) p-value
fect Hypothesis B

Direct Effect ~ Empathy -> Willingness to Challenge 1.301 0.025 0.639 ns
Empathy -> Perspective Taking 1.000 0.461 0.000***
Empathy -> Need for _Cognition 1.000 0.187 0.000***
Empathy -> Relationship Cost 1.000 -0.182 0.000%***
Perspective Taking -> Willingness to Chal-
lenge 1.321 0.138 0.009**
Need for _Cognition -> Willingness to Chal-
lenge 1.079 0.115 0.025**
Relationship Cost -> Willingness to Challenge 1.040 -0.19 0.000%***

Note: * p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, ns = not supported (p > 0.05)

Table 5. Prediction Summary

Q2 Predict RMSE
Need for Cognition 0.027 0.992
Perspective Taking 0.201 0.898
Relationship Cost 0.028 0.989
Willingness to Challenge 0.016 0.995

4.2.3. Mediation Analysis

The mediation effect occurs when a mediator factor intervenes between two relevant
factors. The analysis of the mediation effect follows a specific rule of thumb according
to Hair, et al. [37]. The total indirect impact is a combination of the specific indirect
impacts in the mediation study, whereas the total effect is the combination of the direct
impact plus the total indirect impacts. The product of coefficients method is commonly
used in PLS-SEM for estimating indirect impacts. To calculate the indirect impact, the
route coefficients of the factors included in the mediating pathway are calculated.

To explain the concept of mediation, we consider Mi and Mj as mediators, the IV as
the independent variable, and the DV as the dependent variable. For instance, the spe-
cific indirect effect reflects the potential of Mi to mediate the impact of IV on DV con-
tingent on the presence of other mediators in the model [41], which is quantified as
pl. p2, where p1 and p2 are the path coffecients from the IV to Mi and the Mi to the
DV, respectively. Besides, p3 represents the direct effect between the 1V and the DV.
Similarly, if p4 and p5 are the path coefficients from the 1V to Mj and the Mj to the
DV, respectively, the total indirect effect is the sum of the specific indirect effects (i.e.,
pl. p2 + p4. p5). The total effect of IV on DV is the sum of the direct effects and the
total indirect effects (i.e., p3 + p1. p2 + p4. p5) [38].

According to the results, the mediated impacts of perspective taking, need for cog-
nition, and relationship cost are all substantial, while the direct influence of empathy



on the willingness to challenge is not. This means that the mediator factors fully explain
the connection between the exogenous factor (empathy) and the endogenous factor
(willingness to challenge). Full mediation refers to the case in which the direct impact
from the IV to the DV is not supported but the mediated impact is, hence the relation-
ship between the IV and the DV is entirely explained by the mediator variable [42].

The results of the analysis of the specific indirect effects ( see Table 6) supported the
positive influence of empathy on willingness to challenge through perspective-taking
(B = 0.064, p=0.011). The outcomes also supported the positive impact of empathy on
willingness to challenge through the need for cognition (p = 0.022, p= 0.048). Besides,
the results of the analysis supported the positive influence of empathy on willingness
to challenge through relationship costs (p = 0.035, p=0.003). The total effect (Table 7)
of empathy on the willingness to challenge was significant (f = 0.145, p=0.002).

Table 6. Specific Indirect Effects

95% Confidence In-

terval

Specific Indirect Effects B p-value Lower Upper
H2: Empathy -> Perspective Taking -> Will-
ingness to Challenge 0.064 0.011* 0.014 0.114
H3: Empathy -> Need for Cognition -> Will-
ingness to_Challenge 0.022 0.048* 0.003 0.046
H4: Empathy -> Relationship Cost -> Willing-
ness to_Challenge 0.035 0.003** 0.016 0.061

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, ns = not supported (p > 0.05)
Table 7. Results of Total Effect and Direct Effect
Type of Effect Hypothesis B p-value

Total Indirect Effect  Empathy -> Willingness to Challenge ~ 0.12 0.000%***
Direct Effect Empathy ->Willingness to Challenge  0.025  0.639 ns

Total Effect Empathy -> Willingness to Challenge ~ 0.145  0.002**

Note: * p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <0.001, ns = not supported (p > 0.05)

5. Discussion

The study explored the mediation influences of three factors; need for cognition, per-
spective taking, and relationship costs on the relationship between empathy and will-
ingness to challenge. In the following, we will discuss the results in detail.

First, the study rejected the direct impact of empathy on the willingness to challenge
misinformation (H1). This result contradicts the outcomes presented by several studies
that have demonstrated a strong link between empathy and pro-social behavior and at-
titudes [15, 43-45]. However, the result runs with the outcomes by Kim, et al. [46], in
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which affective empathy did not impact pro-social behavior. The authors justified this
outcome by suggesting that the presence of both positive and negative emotions within
affective empathy might have led to an insignificant impact on prosocial behavior.

Second, the study emphasizes the significance of perspective-taking as an essential
factor through which empathy promotes people's willingness to reject and confront mis-
information (H2). Embracing the viewpoint of others involves considering the impact
of an event on them, which allows perspective-takers to establish a deeper connection
with others [47]. This explains the robust connection between perspective-taking and
pro-social behavior [48]. Referring to Ku, et al. [49], perspective-taking helps individ-
uals deal with scenarios characterized by a mix of competing interests or motives. Re-
ferring to the study by Galinsky, et al. [50], individuals with high perspective-taking
skills have an enhanced capacity to identify hidden agreements and secure valuable
resources during negotiations. This effect can be linked to the idea that perspective-
taking negotiators can strategically build arguments that allow them to claim more
value for themselves by attempting to grasp their opponent's point of view [50]. By
diving into their opponent's perspective, they get insight into what is important to the
other party and can modify their negotiating strategy to grasp a larger portion of the
resources. In the same study [50], it was evident that empathy had limited effectiveness
in helping individuals identify hidden agreements and optimize their individual gains.
In another study by Gilin, et al. [51], in the context of complex competitive situations,
the authors indicated that individuals with high levels of perspective-taking excel
through cognitive analysis of interpersonal interactions. This enables them to develop
effective strategies for both cooperation and competition and to choose when to imple-
ment them [51]. In another study by Wang, et al. [52], the findings indicated that per-
spective-taking reduced stereotyping for both positively and negatively stereotyped
groups.

Third, the results supported the full mediation influence of the individual’s need for
cognition on the relationship between empathy and willingness to challenge (H3). Chal-
lenging behavior isn't just defined by one's motives or desires; it is also influenced by
the belief that one possesses the necessary skills to engage in such behavior [6]. This
belief is particularly prevalent among individuals with a high need for cognition. Ac-
cording to Day, et al. [53] individuals with a strong desire for cognition tend to actively
seek and analyze information and engage in complex learning practices. They focus on
the process rather than on the outcome [54], including reasoning methods and steps
involved in a task or decision-making process [53]. Nussbaum [55] further supports this
argument and indicates that individuals with a high need for cognition place greater
emphasis on the quality of reasoning when evaluating messages, as opposed to periph-
eral indicators such as message length or the opinions of others. As a result, these indi-
viduals spend more time and effort on intellectual activities, which helps them acquire
advanced argumentation skills. Previous research has also shown that individuals with
a high need for cognition analyze media content more attentively and critically [56].
They also employ rational and analytical thinking skills when consuming media content
[57]. Our result also endorses the outcomes by Su, et al. [58], which indicates that the
need for cognition serves as a significant factor in mitigating the spread of conspiracy
beliefs during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Finally, the study endorsed the full mediation influence of individuals' perceptions
of relationship costs on the path between empathy and willingness to challenge (H4).
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This result runs with the outcome by Gurgun, et al. [6], which identified social concern
as one of the barriers to challenging misinformation on social media. Individuals use
social media to sustain positive connections [59]. Hence, when they are worried about
the negative effects of correcting misinformation, they would rather avoid challenging
others [6]. We further refer to the spiral of silence theory to explain why and how people
choose to speak up or keep silent [60]. The basic premise of the theory suggests that
individuals tend to retain their opinions and become more silent, as they perceive that
societal opinion differs from their opinions. This theory proposes that fear of isolation
is the main driver of this tendency. The theory also specifies the one's reference group
as a small circle of people that includes friends and relatives. The perceptions of this
reference group have a significant impact on an individual's tendency to express their
thoughts [61]. Oshagan [61] suggests that reference groups have a more significant im-
pact on individuals' willingness to express themselves compared to the influence of
societal opinion.

5.1. Research Implications

The results of this study can guide platform design decisions targeted at reducing the
spread of misinformation on social media. Platforms can, for instance, include elements
that promote perspective-taking before users share information. Policymakers can inte-
grate effective communication strategies, tailored to various cognitive and emotional
abilities, to accommodate diverse viewpoints in the design of these platforms. Conse-
quently, there is an opportunity to create educational interventions and training pro-
grams focused on enhancing perspective-taking skills, promoting critical thinking, and
fostering active participation in the fight against internet misinformation.

Challenging misinformation is an individual decision-making process that is im-
pacted by several drivers and barriers. People's perceptions of others' opinions affect
their decisions to speak up or stay silent within or outside these communities [62]. Ef-
fective decision-making necessitates individuals to evaluate various choices and antic-
ipate their potential consequences, which demands structured thinking and resistance
to persuasion [63]. Effective decision-making involves both cognitive and emotional
elements [57], which requires a thorough exploration of the interplay among different
possible outcomes [64]. Therefore, when designing social media platforms, it is crucial
to integrate features that support these aspects of decision-making, creating an environ-
ment where challenging misinformation is not only possible but also a facilitated and
encouraged activity.

5.2. Limitations

This research holds a few limitations that we will highlight briefly. First, the sample in
this study consists of 250 respondents from the UK. This demographic might not pre-
cisely mirror the attitudes and behaviors found within diverse populations and cultures.
To enhance the robustness of our findings, future investigations could delve into the
same variables using more representative samples. This would help us explore the po-
tential variations in perceptions and attitudes toward challenging misinformation across
various cultures. Second, it is worth noting to emphasize that the variables examined
within our study represent only a fraction of the exhaustive array of potentially influ-
ential variables. While our study sheds light on these important variables, there is a
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need for further comprehensive research to obtain a more nuanced understanding of the
complex interplay between attitudes, behaviors, and cultural factors in challenging mis-
information. The study employed a survey-based data collection approach, a method
that comes with inherent limitations. Referring to Grimm [65], in survey-based studies
people might tend to respond according to societal expectations instead of expressing
their true feelings, as described by social desirability bias. The bias is more pronounced
when it comes to socially sensitive issues, including politics, religion, environment, and
personal factors.

6. Conclusion and Future Work

Preventing the spread of misinformation on social media is essential, yet numerous fac-
tors often deter people from actively challenging it. This study underscores the im-
portance of expanding awareness and fostering a more cohesive social media environ-
ment. By doing so, it aims to create a setting where individuals feel empowered and
unencumbered to tackle misinformation.

Future research can incorporate the level of media literacy and its impact on the
individual’s willingness to challenge misinformation. Understanding how media liter-
acy affects user engagement with misinformation on social media could help in ad-
dressing it. The study focused on the willingness to challenge misinformation with a
concentration on the individual’s oriented variables, future studies can incorporate the
impact of organizational-based factors. Such as the study by Bautista, et al. [66], which
examined the impact of organizational support on the intention to correct misinfor-
mation in the medical field. The importance of diving into the function of organiza-
tional-based issues arises in this context, as it provides an additional level of depth to
our understanding of how corrective measures against misinformation are implemented
within a larger framework. One of the major threats associated with misinfor-
mation spreading is the risk of it becoming an established norm among communities.
Individuals who embrace false news and receive backing from other individuals who
match their views via social media will be more encouraged to spread misinformation.
This is because they sense reinforcement and affirmation from others. More research
should be conducted to determine why helpful interaction actually hinders or disem-
powers one's inclination to speak up in a social media situation.

Data availability
The raw data required to reproduce the above findings are available at:
https://osf.io/uny7g/?view_only=365026b20d134902b6e23b4c98b16007
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