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Commentary 
 

Towards the study of world misinformation 
 
What if nearly everything we think we know about misinformation came from just a sliver of the world? 
When research leans heavily on online studies from a few wealthy nations, we risk drawing global 
conclusions from local noise. A WhatsApp group of fishermen, a displaced community in a refugee camp, 
or a bustling market in the Global South are not marginal examples of information environments; such 
contexts call for an evolution of how we study misinformation. In this commentary, I argue that progress 
in misinformation studies requires expanding methodological reach beyond convenience samples, critically 
reassessing causal assumptions, engaging in participatory intervention design, and incorporating insights 
from both encrypted and offline information networks to develop more contextually grounded and globally 
relevant strategies.  
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Introduction 
 
The study of misinformation has become a prominent trend in social sciences (Cook & Lewandowsky, 
2015). However, as the topic gains traction, a critical question arises: Do the theories and paradigms used 
truly represent the 8 billion people on our planet? In the case of misinformation, a critical analysis yields 
a resounding no, with recent reviews highlighting that more than 80% of the research is conducted in the 
Global North (Badrinathan & Chauchard, 2024; Blair et al., 2024). 

Badrinathan and Chauchard (2024) show that the bulk of misinformation research is framed by 
theories and methods developed in high-income countries, leaving the Global South largely neglected. 
Similarly, Blair et al. (2024) warn that applying interventions from the Global North without proper 
adaptation risks deepening societal divides and misaligning interventions with local realities. Even the few 
studies that ventured beyond these regions often relied on methodologies originally designed in the 
Global North and subsequently applied to the Global South (Arechar et al., 2023; Guess et al., 2020), 
overlooking potential nuances that underlie the proliferation of misinformation across different contexts. 

Recent large-scale syntheses and cross-country work signal both progress and limits in our 
understanding of misinformation. Meta-analyses and taxonomies map growing yet uneven evidence on 
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what works (Kozyreva et al., 2024; Sultan et al., 2024), a cross-national experiment documents substantial 
variation in how people encounter and evaluate false information (Arechar et al., 2023), and interventions 
in the Global South show mixed effects—some promising (Ali & Qazi, 2022, 2023; Bowles et al., 2023), 
others null or context-dependent (Harjani et al., 2023).  

To move forward, we must not only recognize who is missing from misinformation research, but also 
revisit and broaden how we study misinformation—reassessing the channels, social structures, and 
theoretical assumptions that shape its spread—and embrace locally grounded methods and ethical 
frameworks to design more inclusive and effective interventions. 
 

Who are left out? 
 
The overlooked and underrepresented extend beyond the confines of the Global South. Inequality 
operates subtly, with those offline leaving no digital traces yet remaining susceptible to the perils of 
scientific and political misinformation through other channels. While being offline might reduce exposure 
to false information, it simultaneously limits access to verification channels, allowing falsehoods to persist. 

Across contexts, existing approaches have generated valuable insights on how to counter 
misinformation, yet many continue to rely on online platforms that primarily sample from narrow and 
digitally literate demographics. Platforms such as Amazon MTurk or Prolific have revolutionized large-
scale experimentation but have also concentrated research on a limited subset of the population—
typically young, educated, urban, and digitally literate individuals. Thus, it becomes imperative to bridge 
the gap and address the diverse array of challenges faced by those often left out of the study of 
misinformation. Consider, for instance, those residing in conflict zones, areas prone to natural disasters, 
or in refugee camps, each facing unique challenges in accessing and navigating information channels 
(Azoulay, 2024; Badji et al., 2024; Dierickx & Lindén, 2024). Importantly, we must distinguish between 
methodological challenges of inclusion in research (such as recruiting participants with low literacy or 
limited digital access) and challenges of implementation, which arise more acutely in fragile and 
authoritarian settings where fact checkers and participants may face coercion, surveillance, or threats to 
their safety. 

Some environments primarily pose methodological challenges for researchers: Individuals with low 
levels of education and income remain particularly underrepresented in online research platforms, which 
typically draw from more digitally literate and economically stable populations (Paolacci & Chandler, 
2014). Even when studies target low- and middle-income countries, many of the most disadvantaged 
groups are systematically excluded simply because they lack the internet access or literacy skills needed 
to be part of online subject pools (Arechar et al., 2023). Economic poverty, the most pervasive invisible 
barrier, affects even those with the ability to access free information. Those living under such conditions 
are absorbed into a constant survival struggle, diverting their attention to immediate needs (Burlacu et 
al., 2022; Burlacu et al., 2023; De Bruijn & Antonides, 2021) and leaving fewer resources for activities like 
information verification, a luxury often taken for granted in more affluent societies. 

Other settings present intervention challenges. Conflict-afflicted contexts present acute challenges 
for both citizens navigating the infosphere and professionals engaged in fact-checking. In authoritarian 
environments, fact checkers face legal and political constraints that compromise their ability to challenge 
state narratives, often operating under threats to their safety and professional integrity (Azoulay, 2024). 
More broadly, such settings are marked by limited data access, high levels of fear, and volatile information 
flows that amplify misinformation and hinder timely verification (Badji et al., 2024). In a context like the 
Russian-Ukrainian war, fact checkers contend with complex, multi-platform propaganda campaigns and 
logistical barriers to verifying real-time information while also facing digital harassment and operational 
risks (Dierickx & Lindén, 2024). These constraints not only jeopardize the effectiveness of fact-checking 
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efforts but also highlight the urgent need for context-sensitive methods and protective frameworks that 
support verification work under extreme conditions. Conflict can reshape how people engage with 
information. For example, an analysis of Ukrainian tweets before and after Russia’s invasion showed that 
rising conflict salience intensified the influence of social identity. Users were more likely to seek and share 
news that reinforced in-group narratives and aligned with their national or ethnic identities, while 
distancing themselves from content linked to opposing groups or external sources (Kyrychenko et al., 
2024). Carlson et al. (2017) similarly explored how information dynamics influence asylum seekers’ access 
to legal protections. They argued that refugees often underutilize formal asylum channels due to limited 
and biased information, leading to distrust in authorities and increased reliance on smugglers. 

In our drive to generate rapid, scalable evidence, research has understandably prioritized accessible, 
digitally connected populations, but in doing so, the research community often sidelined population 
groups that were harder to reach or work with. One example of an important but often understudied 
group is youth and children. Shtulman (2024) highlighted their particular vulnerability to misinformation 
and the promise of early educational interventions to foster critical thinking and digital literacy. However, 
despite some promising experimental work (Breakstone et al., 2021, Breakstone et al., 2022), designing 
effective, context-sensitive interventions for this group remains a significant challenge (Martini et al., 
2025). 

This lack of representation reinforces existing inequalities, as the most vulnerable and potentially the 
most exposed to misinformation are also the least likely to be included in intervention research. This issue 
has long been documented in behavioral sciences. Henrich et al. (2010) showed that Western, Educated, 
Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD) populations often differ systematically from the rest of the 
world across cognitive, social, and behavioral domains. Their findings underscore that expanding samples 
is an empirical, not merely an ethical, imperative. It is, therefore, reasonable to think that underexplored 
contexts are those that might most benefit from misinformation interventions. Underrepresented, 
vulnerable people are likely to be more exposed and less well-equipped with the tools to counter 
misinformation. For instance, populations in the Global South have, on average, lower levels of digital and 
media literacy (Ragnedda & Mutsvario, 2019), which could make them more vulnerable to misinformation 
while simultaneously potentially increasing the impact of interventions to promote digital and media 
literacy. Limited availability of representative online panels in non-WEIRD samples necessitates field 
experiments seeking to amplify the voices often unheard in laboratory and online studies. 
 

A new research agenda 
 
Addressing the global dimensions of misinformation requires more than expanding geographic reach: it 
demands rethinking how we select our study populations, engage with media channels, build theories, 
analyze data, validate interventions, collaborate across institutions, and uphold ethical standards. Table 1 
outlines seven intersecting areas where adapting our research practices can make misinformation studies 
more inclusive, rigorous, and impactful. 
 
Rethinking sampling 
 
A critical starting point is sampling. Many studies still rely on online convenience samples that 
systematically exclude rural, offline, conflict-affected, and low-literacy populations (Badrinathan & 
Chauchard, 2024; Blair et al., 2024). Lab-in-the-field experiments, randomized trials conducted with 
community-based organizations, and natural experiments triggered by changes in media regulation can 
provide richer, more grounded insights into the lived realities of those most affected by misinformation 
but least represented in the literature. 
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Engaging local media channels 

 
Equally important is devoting attention to the channels through which information spreads. In many 
contexts, misinformation circulates through closed messaging platforms, local radio, community 
gatherings, SMS chains, and religious networks (Badrinathan & Chauchard, 2024; Blair et al., 2024). 
Encrypted messaging apps like WhatsApp and Telegram are often seen as obstacles to empirical research, 
but they also offer unique opportunities. As shown by Pasquetto et al. (2022), WhatsApp’s flexible formats 
and the strong social ties within its user networks can be strategically leveraged to increase the reach and 
impact of debunking messages. In their study, audio-based corrections were found to generate more 
engagement than text or images, and users were more likely to re-share debunks received from close 
contacts or political in-group members. Such findings point to the importance of studying these 
alternative media environments through complementary methods like digital ethnography, multi-format 
content analysis, and peer-to-peer network mapping. Building on such insights, promising tools like 
chatbot-based recruitment (Bowles et al., 2025) and WhatsApp data donation initiatives (Garimella & 
Chauchard, 2025) provide new avenues for studying these environments. 
 
Revisiting theoretical assumptions 

 
Revisiting our theoretical assumptions is also essential. Prevailing models of misinformation diffusion 
often rest on the idea of viral contagion, where a single influencer drives large-scale spread (e.g., Shao et 
al., 2018). But complex contagion theory suggests that people may need multiple exposures from peers 
before accepting or sharing content (Centola, 2010; Centola & Macy, 2007). Whether misinformation 
spreads more virally or through social reinforcement can vary by setting. In rural communities, where 
interpersonal trust and close-knit ties dominate, these dynamics may differ sharply from those seen in 
urban or digital-first contexts. Local leaders, for example, may serve as both critical debunkers and 
powerful amplifiers of falsehoods, depending on the circumstances. 
 
Advancing data analysis 

 
Improved data analysis methods are helping researchers capture these nuances. Advances in network 
science and the growing accessibility of large language models (LLMs), artificial intelligence systems 
trained to generate and understand human-like text, allow us to trace multilingual content, identify 
influential nodes, and analyze emotional and narrative patterns in ways that were previously out of reach 
(Thapa et al., 2025). Such methods are particularly valuable for analyzing high-volume corpora from 
messaging apps. Combining these tools with geospatial analysis and mixed-methods approaches can 
uncover how misinformation clusters and spreads across specific populations and platforms. 
 
Designing scalable interventions 
 
This more granular understanding is also key to designing scalable interventions. While experimental trials 
may succeed in a determined context, it remains unclear how well they generalize across regions with 
different cultural norms or political constraints. Interventions must be modular (i.e., structured in self-
contained, interchangeable units) and adaptable and, when feasible, co-designed with target 
beneficiaries. Modularity and contextualization are not contradictory but complementary: modular 
design provides external validity and adaptability across settings, while deep contextualization ensures 
that interventions remain appropriate and effective within local realities. Equally important is assessing 
sustainability of interventions within the same context. For example, strategies such as nudging attention 
may work once or twice but risk diminishing returns if overused (Roozenbeek et al., 2024). Overarching 
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studies, conducted across a range of settings and followed over time, can help assess both their 
effectiveness and resilience to local variations. 

 
Fostering inclusive collaboration 
 
Underpinning all of this is the need to rethink who shapes the research agenda. Inclusive collaboration is 
not just a matter of fairness; it directly improves research quality by ensuring ethical sensitivity, 
embedding local knowledge, and enhancing the cultural relevance of interventions. Scholars from the 
Global South should not be relegated to being local implementers but lead the way (Medie & Kang, 2018). 
Building a truly global misinformation field means investing in regional conferences, supporting 
fellowships for underrepresented scholars, and creating structural incentives for equitable co-authorship 
and cross-institutional collaboration. 
 
Embedding ethics throughout 

 
Ethics must be taken into account in every stage of the process. Moving into new contexts raises additional 
challenges that require tailored approaches. In vulnerable settings, even modest financial incentives can 
exert undue influence, and informed consent cannot be taken for granted (Largent & Lynch, 2017). Locally 
adapted review mechanisms, like the Amref Ethical and Scientific Review Committee (ESRC) in Kenya, can 
provide grounded, culturally sensitive oversight. Consent procedures must be iterative, inclusive of 
varying literacy levels, and followed by transparent feedback loops such as community debriefs (Cargo & 
Mercer, 2008). Interventions, too, must be co-developed with local actors to ensure they are not only 
effective but legitimate and sustainable.  

Together, these proposed shifts do not reject prior advances; rather, they call for complementary 
work towards greater relevance, inclusiveness, and context sensitivity. The need for such 
complementarity is empirical: models and interventions developed on narrow populations can 
systematically underperform or produce harms when deployed in underrepresented groups—
documented, for example, in algorithmic healthcare decision tools (Obermeyer et al., 2019), commercial 
AI systems (Buolamwini & Gebru, 2018), and predictive models with poor external validity (Wynants et 
al., 2020). Incorporating more representative samples and locally grounded designs is therefore not only 
a matter of inclusion but of scientific validity: it improves the likelihood that research will yield reliable, 
applicable solutions across diverse settings. 
 

Table 1. Expanding the global research agenda on misinformation. 
Aspect Research Targets Promising Approaches 

Samples Under-represented populations 
(e.g., rural, offline, conflict-
affected groups, refugees, youth, 
those with low digital literacy) 

Lab-in-the-field experiments; RCTs in 
partnership with community-based 
organizations; Natural experiments (e.g., 
media disruptions, policy rollouts) 

Media Channels Locally relevant channels (e.g., 
WhatsApp, Telegram, local radio, 
community gatherings, SMS-based 
communication, religious 
networks) 

Investigation of closed platforms dynamics; 
content analysis across text, audio, and video 
formats; network mapping of peer-to-peer 
communication 
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Aspect Research Targets Promising Approaches 
Theoretical 
Frameworks 

Mechanisms of misinformation 
spread (e.g., simple vs. complex 
contagion); trust and social norms; 
offline–online dynamics in belief 
formation 

Comparative theory-building across contexts; 
behavioral models of misinformation uptake 
and sharing; experimental validation of social 
learning mechanisms 

Data Analysis Multilingual misinformation 
content; tracing dissemination 
patterns; identifying 
superspreaders; narrative 
strategies and emotional appeals 

Network analysis of information flows; large-
language-model (LLM) tools for cross-lingual 
topic and sentiment modeling; mixed-
methods triangulation; geospatial analysis 

External 
Validity 

Co-designing interventions. 
Generalizability across regions and 
political environments; designing 
interventions adaptable to local 
norms and institutions 

Modular, context-sensitive intervention 
design; cluster-randomized trials across 
diverse geographies; longitudinal tracking of 
outcomes; cross-site meta-analyses to assess 
broader patterns 

Research 
Community 

Empowering Global South 
scholars; fostering equitable 
collaboration; reducing epistemic 
inequalities in agenda-setting and 
publishing 

Regional workshops and conferences; 
fellowships and funding for southern 
researchers; co-authorship incentives; 
partnerships with community-based 
organizations 

Ethical 
Considerations 

Protection of vulnerable 
populations; mitigating unintended 
consequences; enabling informed 
consent among diverse literacy 
levels 

Localized and adaptive IRB protocols; 
inclusion of local stakeholders in ethics 
advisory boards; iterative, multimodal 
consent processes (e.g., visual or oral); post-
study transparency mechanisms (e.g., 
community debriefs, audits)  

Note: The table identifies key challenges and promising methodological approaches to improve the representativeness, validity, 
and ethical rigor of misinformation studies beyond WEIRD populations.  

 

Existing evidence 
 

In recent years, the field of misinformation studies has made commendable strides toward consolidating 
insights and expanding its empirical boundaries. Researchers have started undertaking field experiments 
targeting underrepresented populations, cross-national comparisons, meta-analyses, and efforts to 
systematically classify interventions, all of which is contributing to a broader and more global 
understanding of how misinformation operates.  

Interventions to counter misinformation in the Global South held mixed findings (Guess et al., 2020; 
Harjani et al., 2023; Badrinathan et al., 2025), underscoring the necessity of contextualizing 
misinformation interventions to local conditions. For example, Badrinathan (2021) conducted a 
randomized controlled trial in India testing fact-checking interventions, which failed to reduce belief in 
false claims, contrasting with findings from Guess et al. (2020) in the United States, where similar 
approaches yielded significant outcomes. These discrepancies indicate that methods developed in high-
income contexts may not seamlessly translate to the Global South. Understanding these differences, and 
adapting interventions accordingly, requires robust field experiments, including ethnographic fieldwork, 
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interviews with community leaders, and analyses of local communication channels, such as WhatsApp 
groups, churches, and farmers’ cooperatives. 

Despite advances, certain interventions still face contextual challenges. Harjani et al. (2023) made an 
important contribution by testing inoculation theory and gamification in a rural Indian field trial. Their 
randomized trial found that, contrary to previous results in Western samples, the gamified inoculation 
intervention did not significantly reduce belief in or willingness to share misinformation among 
participants in rural India. However, as Panizza et al. (2025) convincingly argue, the trial’s null effects may 
reflect both participants’ limited familiarity with game-based digital interfaces and the possibility that 
inoculation interventions may not work as intended in contexts where metaphors and analogies are 
culturally uncommon. In regions where only one in four households is digitally literate (Mothkoor & 
Mumtaz, 2021), unfamiliarity with interactive apps can obscure the cognitive gains that inoculation games 
aim to deliver. Yet, attributing the shortfall solely to a lack of “internet culture” risks flattening the rich, 
context-specific ways communities engage online. Consider, for instance, a Maasai warrior in Kenya: he 
may defend his village with traditional spear and shield by day and then, by dusk, share his ceremonial 
dances on his WhatsApp status, demonstrating that connectivity and digital expression follow distinct 
cultural logics rather than a simple urban rural dichotomy.  

These complexities underscore why deep contextual understanding and co-design are not optional, 
but rather essential to creating interventions that resonate with local realities. A compelling example 
comes from Hopkins et al. (2023), who co-developed the “Cranky Uncle Vaccine” mobile game across 
Uganda, Kenya, and Rwanda. Working with UNICEF offices, researchers, and local organizations, they ran 
iterative workshops where community members tested early prototypes, critiqued character design, and 
offered feedback on gameplay and messaging. Insights from these sessions shaped everything from the 
character’s clothing to the tone of humor and corrective narratives, ensuring the final product aligned 
with regional norms. This model of participatory design illustrates how deeply engaging target audiences 
and local partners can produce culturally grounded interventions ready for rigorous evaluation. 

Similarly, recent studies in Pakistan demonstrate promising results. Ali and Qazi’s work (2022, 2023) 
offers compelling evidence for the effectiveness of field-based experimental interventions in countering 
misinformation on social media. Their studies in Pakistan demonstrate that educational interventions and 
improvements in digital literacy can mitigate vulnerability to misinformation, as many new users, with 
limited digital literacy, are joining social media due to low-cost smartphones and expanded mobile 
Internet access.  

Other field experiments in Africa offer further insights. Bowles et al. (2023) report results from a six-
month WhatsApp-based field experiment in South Africa designed to test whether sustained exposure to 
fact-checks can improve misinformation discernment and influence related attitudes and behaviors. They 
found that while few participants engaged with fact-checks without incentives, even modest payments 
significantly increased uptake, with effects persisting after incentives ended. Fact-check exposure, 
especially when incentivized, improved skepticism toward both targeted and novel misinformation, with 
short text messages performing as well as longer or more entertaining formats. Although media 
consumption and verification habits remained largely unchanged, participants reported slightly greater 
compliance with COVID-19 measures and increased trust in the government. An earlier WhatsApp 
intervention in Zimbabwe demonstrated that simple push notifications could reduce belief in COVID-19 
myths in the short term (Bowles, Larreguy, & Liu, 2020), but without the sustained, incentivized 
framework of the South Africa trial. 

Ultimately, meaningful progress in combating misinformation depends on embracing complexity and 
context, moving beyond one-size-fits-all solutions (Roozenbeek et al., 2024) toward approaches that are 
as diverse and dynamic as the communities they aim to serve. 
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Overarching studies 
 
As misinformation research matures, overarching studies that cut across contexts are essential for moving 
the field beyond its fragmented, Western-leaning foundations, with their value hinging on the depth and 
diversity of the underlying evidence. Arechar et al. (2023), for instance, conducted an ambitious study 
across 16 countries on six continents to explore how people understand and respond to misinformation 
in diverse sociopolitical and cultural settings. This cross-country scope is a much-needed step forward, 
given the historically Western-centric orientation of the field. However, a closer look reveals the use of 
online convenience samples across these countries, often composed of individuals with relatively high 
levels of education and digital access. This may limit the generalizability of the findings. Such samples risk 
reproducing the very biases the study aims to correct, potentially offering insights that reflect lookalikes 
of WEIRD populations rather than capturing the true diversity of global experiences and vulnerabilities. 

A similarly important contribution is offered by Kozyreva et al. (2024), who presented a 
comprehensive taxonomy of individual-level interventions aimed at combating misinformation online. 
This “toolbox” is an essential resource for consolidating the fragmented intervention literature, drawing 
on studies from around the world. These findings underscore the need for further research to develop, 
rather than merely adapt, interventions that are informed by the cultural, social, and informational 
realities of diverse settings. As more evidence from diverse contexts becomes available, this taxonomy 
can guide researchers and policy maker better understand and target interventions across different 
settings. 

Sultan et al. (2024) advanced the discussion by offering a meta-analysis that identifies key individual-
level predictors of misinformation discernment. Their analysis finds that older age and stronger analytical 
reasoning skills are associated with a better ability to distinguish misinformation from factual content. 
Interestingly, they find no significant effect of education level, and due to data limitations, the study does 
not test for socioeconomic status. Moreover, the categorization of education across the 31 studies 
included in their meta-analysis, limited to Secondary, Undergraduate, and Graduate, may mask critical 
differences in education quality and access, especially in countries with more pronounced educational 
inequalities. In settings where a large share of the population has only partial or interrupted schooling, 
the role of education may differ substantially from that observed in high-income contexts. These 
omissions point to the need for future studies that explore how broader structural factors, such as the 
quality of education systems and disparities in socioeconomic status, interact with individual cognitive 
traits to shape susceptibility to misinformation. 

Misinformation interventions targeting the most vulnerable populations may hold the greatest 
potential for impact, greater, perhaps, than interventions focused on WEIRD samples. Vulnerable groups 
often face higher risks from misinformation, with consequences that can compound existing inequalities. 
Although direct evidence on the cost-effectiveness of misinformation interventions among these 
populations is still lacking, insights from other domains suggest that targeting the vulnerable can yield 
exceptionally high returns. For instance, vaccination campaigns in low- and middle-income countries offer 
a powerful parallel: vaccinations delivered between 2001 and 2020 across 73 such countries are projected 
to avert over 20 million deaths, save 350 billion U.S. dollars (USD) in direct healthcare costs, and generate 
820 billion USD in broader economic and social benefits (Ozawa et al., 2017). Moreover, a systematic 
review finds that in more than half of cost-effectiveness studies, vaccines cost no more than 100 USD per 
disability-adjusted life-year averted (Ozawa et al., 2012). These figures suggest that well-designed 
misinformation interventions targeted at high-risk, underserved groups could produce outsized social and 
economic returns. 
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Conclusions 
 
Misinformation is a global problem, but our understanding of it is anything but global. Over 80% of what 
we know comes from studies rooted in the Global North. That means the models we build, the solutions 
we fund, and the theories we teach are shaped by a narrow slice of the world. They rarely reflect the 
multifaceted realities of life in underrepresented populations, where access to information is different, 
trust is shaped by history, and infrastructures follow entirely different rules. 

The evidence is overwhelming. Metastudies, taxonomies, and cross-country surveys all point to a 
glaring lack of contextual diversity. And yet, we still export one-size-fits-all interventions, assuming they 
will work the same way everywhere. But what works in Silicon Valley may fall flat in rural Uganda. What 
makes sense in a lab setting may unravel on a busy road in South Asia. Although direct evidence within 
misinformation research is still limited, the few cross-context studies available show that interventions 
validated in WEIRD samples often attenuate or shift in effect when deployed elsewhere, underscoring the 
empirical necessity of expanding who and where we study. 

Still, the field is not without direction. We have a clearer sense of the pathways forward: designing 
research with and for underrepresented populations, leveraging locally relevant media channels, and 
adapting theories and methods to reflect diverse cultural, political, and technological realities. This also 
means finding practical ways to reach offline and hard-to-access populations and ensuring that local 
researchers are central partners in shaping study design and interventions. Promising implications of this 
approach include the ability to design interventions that not only reach marginalized groups through 
trusted local networks but also anticipate misinformation surges during crises. Recent studies 
demonstrate that with context-sensitive approaches such as field experiments in the Global South, co-
designed interventions, and tailored media strategies, it is possible to achieve meaningful impact. 

This is more than refining methods or enriching datasets. It is about expanding how we approach 
misinformation research by centering diverse voices, embracing local knowledge, and building solutions 
that fit real-world complexities. Only by doing this can we create interventions that truly empower 
populations to navigate and resist misinformation on their own terms. 
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