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Abstract

Multimodal fake news videos are difficult to
interpret because they require comprehensive
consideration of the correlation and consistency
between multiple modes. Existing methods
deal with fake news videos as a classification
problem, but it’s not clear why news videos are
identified as fake. Without proper explanation,
the end user may not understand the underlying
meaning of the falsehood. Therefore, we pro-
pose a new problem - Fake news video Expla-
nation (FNVE) - given a multimodal news post
containing a video and title, our goal is to gen-
erate natural language explanations to reveal
the falsity of the news video. To that end, we
developed FakeVE, a new dataset of 2,672 fake
news video posts that can definitively explain
four real-life fake news video aspects. In order
to understand the characteristics of fake news
video explanation, we conducted an exploratory
analysis of FakeVE from different perspectives.
In addition, we propose a Multimodal Relation
Graph Transformer (MRGT) based on the ar-
chitecture of multimodal Transformer to bench-
mark FakeVE. The empirical results show that
the results of the various benchmarks (adopted
by FakeVE) are convincing and provide a de-
tailed analysis of the differences in explanation
generation of the benchmark models.

1 Introduction

Fake news detection has become an important so-
cial issue (Wittenberg et al., 2021; Naeem and
Bhatti, 2020), especially in the digital era where
information spreads extremely fast. Traditionally,
fake news detection mainly focuses on the content
of the text and judges the veracity of the news by
analyzing the potential false information in the text.
However, with the rise of video platforms, the man-
ifestation of fake news has become more complex,
and based on the wide application of multimodal
content (Qian et al., 2021; Zhou et al., 2023) in
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Democrats are voting for Nikki Haley,
which is misleading. The audio and
video summaries indicate that the

speaker, while acknowledging Haley's
capabilities, still prefers Biden and

expresses uncertainty about
supporting Haley. This suggests that
the title exaggerates the level of
Democratic support for Haley.
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Regulating misleading political videos is crucial for safeguarding

I electoral integrity and public trust. By amplifying false narratives

like exaggerated Democratic support for Nikki Haley, such content
distorts voter perceptions and fuels polarization. Effective

measures such as the deployment of Al tools to detect differences
in titles and content are needed to identify such fake news.

Figure 1: Example scenarios of multimodal fake news
video explanation task. Through the explanation to
reveal the false reasons behind it, targeted measures are
taken to prevent and combat.

news communication, its persuasibility and prop-
agation speed are far superior to plain text news.
Therefore, it becomes crucial to use multimodal
signals for Fake News Video Detection (FNVD).
Existing studies (Choi and Ko, 2021; Shang et al.,
2021; Guo et al., 2024) primarily utilize heteroge-
neous multimodal information in news content for
the detection and identification of fake news, by
capturing inter- and intra-modal inconsistencies.

Fake news videos often use the manipulation of
video clips (Sundar et al., 2021) or elaborate news
title and audio (Bu et al., 2023) to make the pre-
sented content seriously inconsistent with the facts,
thus misleading the audience’s cognition. In reality,
only the veracity of news videos is often difficult to
meet the needs of practical applications (Venkata-
giri et al., 2023). Understanding why these news
videos are false and revealing the manipulation
and motivation behind them through explanation
(Christodoulou et al., 2023) is crucial for effec-
tively detecting and responding to malicious public
opinion. This is because only when we truly un-
derstand how fake news videos are created can we
take targeted measures to prevent and combat them.
Figure 1 shows a false example of video content
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inconsistent with news titles. From the explanation,
we learn that news distorts voters’ opinions and ex-
acerbates polarization by exaggerating the Demo-
cratic Party’s support for Nikki Haley. Therefore,
we can target and detect such misleading political
videos, which is critical to maintaining election
integrity and public trust.

To this end, we propose a new question - Fake
News Video Explanation (FNVE). The task takes
multiple modes (text, audio, video) as input and
aims to generate natural language sentences to in-
terpret falsity in news videos. FNVE tasks dif-
fer from traditional explanation systems. Whereas
traditional explanation systems often rely on heat
maps of attention (Yao and Wan, 2020) or other
visualization mechanisms (Parsa et al., 2020) to
explain model decisions, FNVE aims to generate
coherent, fine-grained natural language explana-
tions to accurately describe fake content in news
videos. This task paradigm shift makes the expla-
nation of false information more intuitive and un-
derstandable, helping to improve the transparency
and credibility of fake news detection systems.

Most work examining the explanation of fake
news (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017; Wang et al.,
2024a) has focused on fake news based on text or
images, while very little work has explained fake
news in the form of video. The existing work has
two main limitations: 1) Dataset: The previous
work (Liu et al., 2023a; Bu et al., 2024; Wang et al.,
2025) constructed FNVD dataset, although the ve-
racity label of news videos was marked, but the lack
of fine-grained explanation of the specific falsifi-
cation methods and manipulation motives of fake
videos led to the limited application value of FNVD
dataset and the difficulty in verifying its rationality.
2) Generation method: Most of the work still relies
on the preliminary stage of manual feature extrac-
tion, which is difficult to deal with complex scenar-
ios such as news video tampering. Moreover, the
potential of pre-training generation models (such
as multimodal Transformer) in feature learning is
not fully utilized, and automated explanation gen-
eration frameworks are lacking. And then hinder
the development and practical application of the
benchmark model of FNVE task.

To bridge the gap in the FNVE mission, we pro-
pose an English dataset containing complete fine-
grained fake news video explanations (FakeVE for
short). The dataset consists of 2,672 fake news
video posts with natural language explanatory sen-
tences manually annotated by expert annotators,

Accurate coverage of contextual dishonesty, splice
tampering, synthetic voiceover and contrived ab-
surdity, four types of high-incidence fake news
video aspects. By exploring and analyzing FakeVE
from the aspects of explanation content distribution
and explanation error, we demonstrate the complex
characteristics of FNVE, and provide key impli-
cations for the design of subsequent explanation
generation methods.

To solve the problem of automatic generation of
FNVE, we propose a Multimodal Relation Graph
Transformer (MRGT) based on the architecture of
multimodal Transformer. MRGT introduces multi-
modal relationship graph to comprehensively rep-
resent the relationship of multi-modes (i.e., news
title, video frame, audio transcript) to promote the
reasoning of fake news videos. Finally, a BARt-
based decoder was added to the pipeline to interpret
the generation. The experimental results show that
MRGT has a significant advantage in capturing
the multimodal feature association of video and
generating logically coherent explanatory text. In
summary, our main contributions are as follows:

¢ We introduce a novel task FNVE, which aims
to generate natural language explanations for a
given video news to account for the potential
falsity of news videos. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first attempt to account
for the falsity of multimodal news videos.

* We developed FakeVE, a new dataset of 2672
multimodal news video posts from FNVE that
accurately explains four categories of high-
prevalence fake news video aspects.

* We propose a Multimodal Relation Graph
Transformer (MRGT) model to benchmark
FakeVE, which will serve as a powerful base-
line. The empirical results show that it is su-
perior to various existing models adopted for
this task.

* We performed extensive evaluations to vali-
date the quality of FakeVE annotations and
the validity of the baseline model-generated
explanations. As a byproduct, we release our
code and dataset to facilitate this community.

2 Related Work
2.1 Datasets

In recent years, research on the detection of fake
news in the form of video has made remarkable



progress, and the construction of several large-scale
data sets has laid the foundation for this field. Qi
et al. (2023) proposed that FakeSV is the largest
Chinese fake news short video dataset at present,
which is characterized by both news content fea-
tures and social context features. Liu et al. (2023a)
developed the COVID-19 VTS benchmark to real-
ize the automatic generation of misleading news
videos through event manipulation and adversarial
matching technology. In order to enhance data di-
versity, Bu et al. (2024) built an English data set
FakeTT based on TikTok platform, which is closer
to the real scene. In addition, Wang et al. (2025)
built FMNYV, a news video released by media orga-
nizations, which is the largest English news video
dataset at present. However, most of the existing
data set work regards fake news videos as a sim-
ple binary classification task and lacks explainable
analysis of the reasons for determination, which
limits users’ understanding of the nature of false
content.

2.2 Generation Techniques

At present, the multimodal content generation tech-
nology has made remarkable progress (Gu et al.,
2023; Tu et al., 2023; Kuo and Kira, 2023; Zhang
et al., 2024). In terms of image description genera-
tion, Tu et al. (2023) improved the description accu-
racy by enhancing the perception of scene changes,
and Kuo and Kira (2023) improved the multi-modal
alignment effect by using the shared encoder archi-
tecture. In the field of video generation, Zhang
et al. (2024) significantly improved the quality of
abstract by mining cross-level feature associations.
However, these technologies still have significant
limitations in the field of FNVE: On the one hand,
there is a lack of generative model architecture de-
signed specifically for FNVE tasks; On the other
hand, it is difficult for existing methods to distin-
guish and generate fine-grained false information
(Hendricks et al., 2016; Kayser et al., 2021).

Recently, in a news video task, Wu et al. (2024)
proposed to explain rumors from the perspective of
modal tampering, and designed an interpretability
mechanism by tracing back the decision-making
process of the model. However, although these
studies have made progress in using NLE to explain
the model output aspect, they have mainly focused
on using NLE to prove the model output of other
aspects. In our task, the NLE itself is the output
of a model designed to explain the falsity of news
video content predictions.

3 Proposed Dataset

3.1 Dataset Construction

Sources This section details our efforts in develop-
ing the FakeVE dataset. As far as we know, there
is still a lack of publicly available and interpreted
news video datasets. Since FNVE requires fake
news video posts, we explored two existing pub-
licly available FMVD datasets, FMNV (Wang et al.,
2025) and FakeTT (Bu et al., 2024). The FMNV
dataset, derived from the video platforms of twitter
and utuber, has 2,393 news video posts containing
102 news events, including 1,500 fake news videos.
The FakeTT dataset, on the other hand, consists
of English news videos on the TikTok platform,
with 1,991 news video posts containing 286 news
events, including 1,172 fake news videos. In total,
we collected a total of 2,672 fake news video posts
from FMNYV and FakeTT. Next, we use the instruc-
tions written by the first author below to generate
an explanation for each video news post.

Aspect Inclusion: Judging the false aspect of news
video:

* Contextual Dishonesty (CD) : News titles are
semantic or out of context to video or audio
content.

* Splice Tampering (ST) : Pering a news video
is deliberately selected or randomly spliced,
resulting in a lack of logical coherence or data
unrelated to the title or audio theme.

* Synthetic Voiceover (SV) : news audio is syn-
thetic speech generated by clips whose con-
tent is inconsistent with the subject matter of
the video picture or the title.

* Contrived Absurdity (CA) : News video, au-
dio, and titles are consistent in their multi-
modal content, but the overall message defies
basic common sense or logic.

Annotation Scheme: Annotators are given the
following instructions to generate explanations:

* Ensuring that these elements are used to ex-
plain falsity and generate an appropriate ex-
planation according to the frame content, title,
and transcript text in the video.

* If a fake news video post can be explained in
multiple ways, prefer a more concise, straight-
forward explanation.
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(a) Number distribution of error aspects. (b) Sentence length of error aspects.

Figure 2: Statistics of four error aspects of FakeVE
about length and quantity.

* Using the contradiction to describe the expla-

nation and the form can be “ but .
while ...”, “..., with on mention of e and etc.

* The introduction of any topics that are not
related to the false explanation of the news
video should be avoided to ensure the perti-
nence and accuracy of the explanation.

Table 1: Statistics of the FakeVE dataset, where “Avg.”.

“Dur.” and “Exp.” refer to “Average”, “Duration” and
“Explanation”, respectively.
Split #of News Avg.Title Avg. Dur(s) Avg. Exp
Train 2138 21.40 61.23 49.76
Val 267 16.17 63.45 50.50
Test 267 15.37 60.32 50.08
Total 2672 20.27 61.78 49.86

We hired four professional annotators in differ-
ent fields, who hold at least a bachelor’s degree, to
follow the instructions written by the first author
above to ensure even quality across annotations.
Each time an annotator annotates a fake news video
post, they need to watch the news video and check
the title. Before the formal annotation, all annota-
tors participated in the pilot annotation test, and Co-
hen’s Kappa coefficient (Fleiss, 1971) of different
annotators was 0.865, indicating good consistency
and accuracy of annotations. We pay an average
hourly rate to all annotators, and each annotator
completes the assigned task in about 30 hours on
average. Each fake news video post was rigorously
vetted by two independent annotators, and for two
annotators to interpret different instances of the as-
pect, the first author scrutinized the news video to
determine the final explanation aspect. Summary
statistics for the dataset are shown in Table 1.

3.2 Dataset Analysis

Figure 2 shows the number and sentence length
distributions of four types of errors (CD, ST, SV,
CA) in news production. Figure 2 (a) reflects: 1)
The largest number of CDS, which indicates that
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Figure 3: Word cloud of four error aspects of the expla-
nation on FakeVE.

semantic contradictions or logical disconnects be-
tween content are the most common problem. This
can be due to poor integration of information in the
production process or exaggerated titles to attract
attention. 2) SV is less in quantity than CD and ST.
That may be because synthetic speech technology,
while advancing, is still limited in its use in journal-
ism. 3) The minimum number of cas indicates that
there are relatively few cases in which the overall
information violates basic common sense or logic,
probably because such errors are too obvious and
easy to detect and correct. Figure 2 (b) reflects: 1)
CD is the longest of these types of errors, which
means that when there is a semantic contradiction
or logical disconnect, more words are often needed
to describe and explain the inconsistency. 2) CA is
slightly shorter than other types, because the over-
all information that violates basic common sense
or logical errors is more intuitive and can be under-
stood without too much text description.

Figure 3 visually shows the specific performance
of four types of errors in news (CD, ST, SV, CA)
and related keywords in the form of word cloud.
CD errors mainly involve inconsistent and mislead-
ing title, video and audio content, as shown by
keywords such as "title", "video" and "audio", re-
minding news producers to ensure consistency and
logical coherence between the various elements.
ST error stems from improper video stitching, re-
sulting in inaccurate and misleading information,
emphasizing that video editing should be more rig-
orous to ensure that the screen content is consistent.
SV errors involve improper use of synthetic speech
and suggest caution in the application of synthetic
speech technology. Although there are few CA er-
rors, news content contrary to common sense or
logic still need to be vigilant, such as "inaccurately"
and other keywords, news production team should
strengthen the audit of the content, in line with



common sense and logic.

3.3 Evaluations on Datasets
3.3.1 Evaluation Metrics

In this section, we assess the explanatory quality
of the proposed FakeVE. We employ G-Eval (Liu
et al., 2023c¢), a referenceless evaluation method
based on LLM that excels at evaluating text quality
from multiple perspectives, even without reference
text. Therefore, we use explanatory quality (Wang
et al., 2024a) based on four metrics widely used
in human assessment: Persuasiveness, Informative-
ness, Soundness, and Readability. A 5-point Likert
scale is used, where 1 is the worst and 5 is the best.
Indicators are defined as:

e Persuasiveness (P) evaluates whether the
model’s explanation is convincing, with rat-
ings ranging from 1 (not persuasive) to 5 (very
persuasive).

* Informativeness (1) evaluates whether the ex-
planation provides new information, such as
explanatory background and additional con-
text, on a scale of 1 (not informative) to 5
(very informative).

* Soundness (S) describes the validity and logic
of the explanation on a scale of 1 (not sound)
to 5 (very sound).

* Readability (R) assesses whether the expla-
nation follows appropriate grammatical and
structural rules, and whether the sentences in
the explanation are appropriate and easy to
follow, on a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent).

3.3.2 Evaluation Baselines

In recent years, Multimodal Large Language
Models (MLLMs) (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017;
Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) have demonstrated
remarkable reasoning ability in natural language
understanding and generation tasks, especially in
complex tasks. Therefore, we chose MLLMs as a
baseline comparison: (1) Qwen2-VL (Wang et al.,
2024b) is an advanced MLLM capable of simul-
taneously processing visual and linguistic infor-
mation to achieve joint understanding and genera-
tion of images and text. (2) GPT-40 (Hurst et al.,
2024), as the most advanced LLM currently avail-
able, demonstrates excellent capabilities in multi-
modal understanding and complex reasoning tasks.
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Figure 4: Evaluation results of explanation quality using
a 5-Point Likert scale rating on four false aspects of the
FakeVE.

We use MLLMs causal reasoning capabilities
to interpret fake news videos. Given a news title
T and a video frame F', the audio is converted to
transcript as A and labeled Y. We have planned a
prompt template P. We use it to prompt MLLMs
to generate explanation E, which elicits reasons for
how Y = Flalse can be inferred from the interac-
tion of multimodal information from news videos.
We design P as:

Given a news video post containing a news title
(T), a video frame (F), and an audio transcript
(A). If the veracity of the current news video post
is (Y), please analyze the reason for the falsehood
from the point of view of the logical contradiction
of the video content and the consistency of the news
title with the video, and give a short and effective
explanation.

3.3.3 Evaluation Analysis

Figure 4 shows the quality of explanation gener-
ated by manual annotations evaluated by G-Eval
versus MLLMs (GPT-4 and Qwen2-VL). The re-
sults show that: 1) In terms of CD, manual an-
notation performs well in the four indicators of
persuasion, information, logic and readability, in-
dicating the high quality of its explanation. GPT-4
and Qwen2-VL have some performance, but there
is still a significant gap between them and manual
annotation. 2) In terms of ST, manual annotation
also performs well, showing stylistic consistency
and high quality of explanation. GPT-4 score is



And he is so proud saying so

1

: GPT-4: The title implies a strong emotional
rondesantis #Republicans 1
1

response to Governor Scott's actions, but the
audio summary presents a more nuanced
argument regarding DEI programs. The claim
that DEI leads to discrimination is a subjective
interpretation that lacks empirical evidence,
suggesting the title exaggerates the situation.

#

—
Can you imagine the

Annotators: The title implies a negative
sentiment towards Governor Ron DeSantis
without context. The audio and video summaries
clarify that the bill he proposed aims to end DEI
programs, framing it as a move towards individual
treatment rather than group identity. This
suggests that the portrayal in the title may be
misleading.

GOVERNOR saying
this ?

FLORIDA

—— Votehimout
THE EDUCATION STATE &

1 Things I learned on Tik Tok - the right
: way to put a garbage bagin

GPT-4: The title suggests a comprehensive
learning experience from TikTok, but the video
merely presents a single tip about garbage bags.
This oversimplification misleads viewers into
thinking the content is more informative than it
actually is, exaggerating the educational value
of TikTok.

Annotators: The audio summary incorrectly
emphasizes the importance of flipping the
garbage bag inside out to prevent suction.
However, the video shows a woman discussing a
TikTok tip without any mention of this method,
focusing instead on general kitchen tasks. This
discrepancy suggests that the audio may not
accurately reflect the video's content.

Illegal organ harvesting and largest
skin bank in Israel.

GPT-4: The video summary claims that over 398
Palestinian bodies are held in refrigerators as a
form of collective punishment, which is a highly
exaggerated assertion. Such a specific number
lacks independent verification and could be a
misrepresentation of the situation, as it is not
corroborated by credible sources.

Annotators: The video claims that bodies of
deceased Palestinians are kept in refrigerators as
a form of collective punishment. However, this
assertion lacks credible evidence and is not
supported by verified reports. The focus on
psychological torture and inhumane treatment is
exaggerated, as the context of the ongoing
conflict is complex and often misrepresented.

ST

Can you beat this bowling robot? #fyp 1
#bowling #ai #robot : GPT-4: The video claims that the bowling robot

] guarantees strikes, but this is misleading. While
the robot may perform well in controlled
conditions, it does not account for variables like
lane conditions or human error, which can
affect performance in real-life scenarios.

Annotators: The claim that a bowling robot can
guarantee strikes is misleading. Bowling is
inherently a skill-based sport influenced by
numerous factors such as ball weight, lane
conditions, and player technique. The video
showecases the robot performing well, but it
does not account for the variability in real-
world bowling.

Figure 5: Examples of the explainable aspects of four different errors analyzed by GPT-4 and the human annotators,
showing similarities and differences in explanation approaches, and their insights into the nature of these errors.

slightly higher than Qwen2-VL, indicating that it
is slightly better in style consistency. 3) In terms
of SV and CA, manual annotations maintain high
scores, indicating a high degree of accuracy and
reliability in their explanation. In contrast, GPT-
4 and Qwen2-VL scored between 3 and 4 on the
same assessment criteria, which means that there
is still a lot to be done in terms of information and
logic.

Examples of four error aspects of annotators and
GPT-4 are shown in Figure 5, respectively. We
found that annotators were more accurate and nu-
anced in understanding and interpreting the video
content than GPT-4. Specifically, in the CD as-
pect, the annotators more accurately pointed out
the misleading title and explained the actual intent
of the audio and video content; In the ST aspect,
annotators more accurately pointed out the lack
of evidence and exaggerated focus of the video
content, and explained the complexity of the back-
ground; In the SV aspect, annotators more specifi-
cally point out the inconsistency between the audio
summary and the video content, and explain the
actual content of the video; On the CA side, anno-
tators explain the intricacies of bowling in more
detail and point out the differences between video
presentations and real-world applications. From
these analyses, we can see that annotators not only

cover the false explanations of GPT-4, but also pro-
vide more detailed and accurate explanations and
background information.

4 Proposed Model

To benchmark FakeVE, we propose MRGT, a
multimodal Transformer based Encoder-Decoder
framework, as shown in Figure 6. We formally
define FNVE as follows: For a given fake news
video post V' = {T, F, A}, where F represents
the video frame, 7" is the news title and A is the
audio transcript. Our goal is to reveal the fakery
of news videos by generating a natural language
explanation Eleq, ea, - - - en], where E represents
the target explanation text consisting of N tokens.

4.1 Multimodal Feature Extraction

The news titles are usually the audience’s first im-
pression of the news content. An accurate and
objective title can guide the audience in forming
reasonable expectations about the news content
(McCrae et al., 2022). Therefore, we first use the
news title 7' [tq, ta, - - -, t1], where ¢; is the i-th to-
ken in the news title. We observe that key objects
in video frames often contain important semantic
information, which is crucial for identifying fake
content. For the visual mode, we extract the video
frame F [f1, fa,- -, fx] from the uniform sample



of each video, where f; is the ¢-th video frame in
the video. In fake news videos, audio can con-
vey the emotional semantics and live reports of the
video’s creators, and these verbal information are
critical to judging the veracity and intent of the
video content. For audio modes, we convert the
audio into transcript denoted as A [ay, az, - -, an],
where q; is the i-th frame audio transcript in the
video.

4.2 Multimodal Relation Graph Reasoning

So far, we obtained three kinds of modal sources for
news videos: the news title 7', the audio transcript
A, and the video frame F'. To extract the embed-
ded features, we turn to the Transformer (Lewis
et al., 2020) encoder, which has shown convinc-
ing success on various natural language processing
tasks. We first concatenate them into a sequence
of tokens, denoted as X, and then feed X into the
Transformer encoder T E' as follows:

H = TE(X), (1)

where H € R5*P is the coded representation ma-
trix, each column corresponds to a token, and S is
the total number of tokens in X.

In fact, there are rich relations among the three
modal sources available for false inference and cor-
responding explanation generation. For example,
the modal correlation between the input news title
and audio transcript tags can facilitate cross-modal
inconsistency uncovering; The modal correspon-
dence between the input video frame and audio
transcript data can help to mine modal intra-modal
inconsistencies. Hence, for each sample V', we
construct a multimodal relation graph G to compre-
hensively capture the above modal relations. Cor-
responding to S tokens in X, it can be divided into
three categories: news title nodes, audio transcript
nodes, and video frame nodes.

As shown in Figure 6, the edges of this graph are
defined according to the modal relations between
these nodes. We establish the following rules to
construct the edges: 1) We link semantically related
text nodes by adding an edge in the news title,
audio transcript and video frame by introducing
the dependency tree relations. 2) To capture the
modal relations of cross-modal, we establish an
edge between all video frames and their news title
tags with the highest modal similarity measured by
cosine similarity. 3) To capture the modal relations
within the video modality, we link the visual nodes

by adding an edge between the video frame and
audio transcript. Formally, let A € RS*S denote
the adjacency matrix of the multimodal relational
graph we constructed.

Thereafter, we resort to the commonly used
GCN for fake news video inference. Specifically,
suppose we adopt GCN L layer, all node represen-
tations are updated iteratively as follows:

GF:RiU<KGFﬂNOJe{LM, )

where A = (D)féA(D)fé is the normalized
symmetric adjacency matrix and D is the degree
matrix of A. Gy is the representation of the node
obtained in layer [ GCN, where Gg = H is the
initial node representation.

The final node obtained by the GCN indicates
that the GG, should absorb rich modal information
from its related nodes and be used as input for
the following falsity explanation generation. We
also introduce a residual connection (Vaswani et al.,
2017) to generate spurious explanations. Specifi-
cally, we first fuse the initial, final node representa-
tion as follows:

Z=H+ Gy, 3)

where Z € R5*P denotes the fusion node repre-
sentation.

4.3 Explanation Generation

In explanation generation, we feed Z to the decoder
T D of the pre-trained Transformer. The decoder
works in an autoregressive fashion, that is, it gener-
ates the next words by considering all previously
decoded outputs as follows:

i =TD(2.Yx), )

where Z € RS*P t € [1,N,] and 3, € RV are
the ¢-th token probability distributions of spurious
explanation. Y<t refers to the previously predicted
t-1 labeling.

To optimize the MRGT generation, we again
apply the standard cross entropy loss function as
follows:

Ny
Léen =—1/Ny > log (¥ilt]) )
=1

where y;[t] is the element of y; corresponding to
the -th token of the generated explanation, and N,
is the total number of tokens in the generated truth
explanation Y.
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Figure 6: The architecture of the proposed MRGT, which consists of three key components: Multimodal Feature
Extraction, Multimodal Relation Graph Reasoning and Explanation Generation.

Table 2: Results of comparison among different models on FakeVE dataset, where the best results are in bold. B@1,
B@2, B@3, B@4, M, R-1, R-2, R-L and Sent-B are short for BLEU-1, BLEU-2, BLEU-3, BLEU-4, METEOR,
ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2, ROUGE-L and SentBERT.

Method BLEU M Rouge Sent-B
B@1 B@2 B@3 B@4 R-1 R-2 R-L
MLLM-based approach
Qwen2-VL 2594  11.92 7.76 5.66 75.89  28.84 8.66 12.94 69.23
LLaVA 2932 1542 9.13 6.21 79.75  31.34 9.27 16.60 74.02
GPT-40 3259 1733 11.23 6.70 82.84  32.57 9.78 17.8 77.79
Fine-tuning approach
NCT 33.12 16.78 8.45 4.12 83.34  27.89 7.12 18.78 72.12
HAAV 34.45 16.90 9.23 4.78 84.67  28.12 8.90 18.45 75.67
AMFM 35.67 18.89  10.01 6.12 86.68 3345 10.89  22.67 78.12
MRGT 39.39 2244 13.08 8.21 91.62 38.07 1234 27.21 84.66

5 Experiments

5.1 Comparative Systems

We chose Multimodal Large Language Models
(MLLMs) and small pre-training models (SPMs)
for comparison:

MLLMs: 1) Qwen2-VL (Wang et al., 2024b):
A series of multimodal large language models de-
veloped by Qwen team of Alibaba Cloud, with
advanced image and video understanding capabili-
ties. 2) LLaVA (Liu et al., 2023b): is a large-scale
multimodal model of end-to-end train designed to
understand and generate content based on visual in-
put images and text instructions. 3) GPT-4o0 (Hurst
et al., 2024): The latest version of GPT-4 Omni, an
LLM developed by OpenAl for quick invocation.

SPMs: 1) NCT (Tu et al., 2023): A neighbor-
hood contrast converter is proposed to improve the
model’s ability to perceive various changes in com-
plex scenes and to recognize complex syntactic
structures. 2) HAAV (Kuo and Kira, 2023): each
view in the multimode is encoded independently
by a shared encoder, and the contrast loss is incor-
porated in the encoded view in a novel way. 3)
AMFM (Zhang et al., 2024): dynamic enhance-
ment of pre-trained visual features by learning the
underlying visual relationship between frame level
and video level embedment.

5.2 Experimental Setup

We conduct experiments on FakeVE and use an
8:1:1 split to create training (2138), validation



(267), and test (267) sets. We selected several
standard metrics for evaluating the performance
of generated explanations. These include 1) BLEU
(Papineni et al., 2002) (BLEU-1, BLEU-2, BLEU-
3, BLEU-4), which measures the similarity be-
tween the generated text and the reference text,
2) ROUGE (Lin, 2004) (ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2,
ROUGE-L), which evaluates the similarity between
the generated summary and the reference sum-
mary, 3) METEOR (Denkowski and Lavie, 2014),
which assesses explanation quality using synonym
matching strategies, and 4) SentBERT(Reimers and
Gurevych, 2019), which uses Sentence-BERT to
embed modal similarity between reference and gen-
erated explanations in the space.

We adopt the bart-base model (Lewis et al.,
2020) provided by huggingface as the backbone of
our model. In practice, we concatenate all modal
texts, unified to 312 by padding or truncation op-
erations. The feature dimension D is set to 768
and the maximum number of intercepts we allow
to be extracted from the image is set to 55. We
used AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017) as the
optimizer and set the learning rate to le-3 for the
GCN layer and 1e-4 for BART. The batch size is
set to 16 and the maximum number of epochs for
model training is set to 15.

Table 3: Ablation study on different modalities on the
FakeVE dataset.

Model B@l B@4 M R-L Sent-B
w/o Frame 34.36 5.43 83.44 23.16 75.90
w/o Transcript 34.62 6.65 83.75 23.35 76.23
w/o Graph 3543 6.32 84.52 22.60 78.75
MRGT 39.39 8.21 91.62 27.21 84.66

5.3 Experimental Results

Table 2 shows the results of benchmarking the var-
ious baseline models on the FakeVE generation
task, while comparing the MLLM performance of
the zero sample. We observe that: 1) GPT-40 has
higher scores than Qwen2-VL and LLaVA, and
even exceeds the fine-tuning model PTSN, which
indicates that GPT-40 has stronger language gen-
eration ability and stronger generalization ability
on FNVE tasks. 2) The scores of PTSN and HAAV
are lower than those of AMFM and MRGT because
they focus on multimodal representation of vision
and language and lack sufficient language gener-
ation capability and capturing nuance of text in

(a) MRGT and AMFM

(b) MRGT and GPT-40

Figure 7: Evaluation results of explanation quality using
a 5-Point Likert scale rating on FakeVE.

plain text generation tasks. 3) AMFM is compet-
itive in video summary generation and performs
better on M and Sent-B scores, indicating that the
generated explanation is highly consistent with the
video content at the semantic level. 4) MRGT has
the highest score in BLEU and Rouge indicators
compared with other models, which indicates that
the explanatory sentences generated by MRGT can
not only capture video content more accurately,
but also generate explanations with higher overall
similarity and coherence.

5.4 Ablation Study

We designed several model variants to evaluate
the role of different information sources in FNVE
generation. First, we remove the video frame infor-
mation (w/o Frame) to understand the contribution
of the video frame in the model. Second, we also
excluded audio transcript data (w/o Transcript) to
analyze the role of audio transcript in explanation
generation. Finally, to verify the necessity of multi-
source graphs in spurned inference, we remove the
Graph construction part (w/o Graph). As shown
in Table 3, model variants that remove the audio
transcript (w/o Transcript) and video frame (w/o
Frame) show a significant decline in performance
compared to MRGT. This is because the video
frame and audio transcript are the core information
sources for spurious reasoning, and their absence
naturally results in performance degradation. More
importantly, MRGT outperforms variants that re-
move the w/o Graph, which highlights the graph
structure’s indispensability in capturing the falsity
of multimodal news video posts.

5.5 Evaluation on Explanation

Figure 7 shows the generation performance of the
three models MRGT, AMFM and GPT-40 in the
four key indicators of persuasion (P), information
(D), readability (R) and logic (S). We can see that:



MRGT: The title of the video claims that the Trump campaign
ads have been banned from YouTube and Facebook, but the
video does not mention YouTube or Facebook. The video
misleads to conflate the different moderation actions of these
platforms in order to spin a broader censorship narrative that
is not supported by facts.

1
Banned by YouTube and]
Facebook 1

President Trump
campaign ad being
banned by Facebook

AMFM: This content is false as it claims Trump's ad was banned.
While the video references a Facebook ban, there's no verified
evidence of removing the ad. The exaggerated ban narrative
creates artificial controversy by conflating platforms' actions,
distorting factual content moderation practices.

Ground Truth: The video claims to discuss the ban of Trump's
campaign ad, but it fails to provide credible evidence of the
ban's legitimacy. Instead, it focuses on emotional appeals
about America's greatness without addressing the factual basis
for the ban, which raises questions about the accuracy of the

information presented.

(a) Good example

Karanji Region with
H the homo-piscis the
Human Faced Fish

MRGT: The title of the video claims to have found a fish with a
human face, but there is no evidence that a fish with a human
face has been found. The title misleads the audience by
maliciously fabricating facts.

AMFM: The video claims to have found a human face fish, but it is
obviously against common sense, it is impossible to find a human
face fish. By appealing to the audience through a narrative that
defies common sense, the facts are reversed and the audiovisual
is confused.

Ground Truth: The claim of a fish with human-like faces, referred
to as homo-piscis, is biologically implausible and lacks scientific
validation. While the audio and video mention conservation
conflicts, they do not provide credible evidence for such a
species existing in Lake Samsara, suggesting an exaggeration of
facts.

(b) Bad example

Figure 8: Examples of good and bad explanations produced by MRGT and AMFM in the FakeVE dataset.

1) Because the MRGT model absorbs rich semantic
information in relevant nodes by using Graph, it
has achieved excellent results in the four indicators.
This feature makes MRGT generation explanation
show extraordinary strength in constructing coher-
ent narrative and transmitting rich information gen-
eration. 2) The AMFM model, while excellent in
terms of information, is slightly inferior in terms of
persuasion and readability. The resulting text may
fall short in capturing the reader’s attention and
maintaining reading flow. 3) The GPT-40 model,
on the other hand, shows outstanding ability in
persuasion, and the text generated by it is often
very persuasive. However, in terms of information
and readability, GPT-40 is relatively weak. This
may be related to the fact that the model focuses
more on visual language processing, which may
lead to the excessive pursuit of visual effects in text
generation.

5.6 Case Study

In Figure 8, we show two examples of FNVE, each
including MRGT, AMFM explanation, and Ground
Truth. In example (a), the case for generating an
explanation good is shown. MRGT’s explanation is
more comprehensive and accurate, pointing out not
only the misleading claim by the video’s title that
Trump’s ads were banned on YouTube and Face-
book, but also how the video’s content misleads
viewers and creates broader censorship rhetoric. In
contrast, AMFM, while also pointing out errors
in the content, mainly focuses on the false claim
that the AD was banned and does not delve into
the inconsistency between the title and the content.
In example (b), the case of generating explanation
bad is shown. Neither MRGT’s nor AMFM'’s ex-
planations fully pinpoint the heart of the problem.

MRGT simply points out the misleading claim of
the title that a fish with a human face has been
found in Lake Laksamara, while AMFM, while
pointing out the common sense impossibility, does
not delve into the misleading nature of the title and
content.

6 Conclusion and Potential Applications

In this paper, we propose a novel fake news video
explanation task, which aims to analyze falsehood
in news videos by combining titles and video con-
tent. To do this, we built a brand new dataset,
FakeVE, with 2,672 fake news video posts anno-
tated with reference explanations in natural lan-
guage (English) sentences. To verify its validity, we
designed a robust baseline model, MRGT, which
introduces multimodal diagrams for benchmarking
FakeVE datasets. Through a series of evaluations,
it was found that MRGT demonstrated better per-
formance than other baseline models.

In addition to the work in this paper, the ex-
planations provided by FakeVE have significant
spillover value: 1) Fine-grained evidence chains.
The false aspects clearly labeled in the explanation
can be directly used to train the model to recognize
complex tampering techniques. 2) Public aware-
ness is improved. We can combine explanation to
transform professional analysis into popular sci-
ence materials that the public can understand, and
effectively reduce the threshold of fake news identi-
fication by revealing manipulation techniques such
as clickbait and context deception. 3) Model se-
curity improvement. The potential of adversarial
testing can expose the weakness of multimodal gen-
eration models and point out the direction of model
robustness optimization.



References

Yuyan Bu, Qiang Sheng, Juan Cao, Peng Qi, Dand-
ing Wang, and Jintao Li. 2023. Combating online
misinformation videos: Characterization, detection,
and future directions. In Proceedings of the 31st
ACM International Conference on Multimedia, pages
8770-8780.

Yuyan Bu, Qiang Sheng, Juan Cao, Peng Qi, Danding
Wang, and Jintao Li. 2024. Fakingrecipe: Detecting
fake news on short video platforms from the perspec-
tive of creative process. In Proceedings of the 32nd
ACM International Conference on Multimedia, pages
1351-1360.

Hyewon Choi and Youngjoong Ko. 2021. Using topic
modeling and adversarial neural networks for fake
news video detection. In Proceedings of the 30th
ACM international conference on information &
knowledge management, pages 2950-2954.

Christos Christodoulou, Nikos Salamanos, Pantelitsa
Leonidou, Michail Papadakis, and Michael Siriv-
ianos. 2023. Identifying misinformation on youtube
through transcript contextual analysis with trans-
former models. CoRR, abs/2307.12155.

Michael Denkowski and Alon Lavie. 2014. Meteor
universal: Language specific translation evaluation
for any target language. In Proceedings of the ninth

workshop on statistical machine translation, pages
376-380.

Joseph L Fleiss. 1971. Measuring nominal scale agree-

ment among many raters. Psychological bulletin,
76(5):378.

Xin Gu, Guang Chen, Yufei Wang, Libo Zhang, Tiejian
Luo, and Longyin Wen. 2023. Text with knowledge
graph augmented transformer for video captioning.
In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on com-
puter vision and pattern recognition, pages 18941—
18951.

Zhiwei Guo, Yang Li, Zhenguo Yang, Xiaoping Li, Lap-
Kei Lee, Qing Li, and Wenyin Liu. 2024. Cross-
modal attention network for detecting multimodal
misinformation from multiple platforms. I[EEE
Transactions on Computational Social Systems.

Lisa Anne Hendricks, Zeynep Akata, Marcus Rohrbach,
Jeff Donahue, Bernt Schiele, and Trevor Darrell.
2016. Generating visual explanations. In Computer
Vision—-ECCV 2016: 14th European Conference, Am-
sterdam, The Netherlands, October 11-14, 2016, Pro-
ceedings, Part IV 14, pages 3—19. Springer.

Aaron Hurst, Adam Lerer, Adam P Goucher, Adam
Perelman, Aditya Ramesh, Aidan Clark, AJ Os-
trow, Akila Welihinda, Alan Hayes, Alec Radford,
et al. 2024. Gpt-4o system card. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2410.21276.

Maxime Kayser, Oana-Maria Camburu, Leonard
Salewski, Cornelius Emde, Virginie Do, Zeynep

Akata, and Thomas Lukasiewicz. 2021. e-vil: A
dataset and benchmark for natural language expla-
nations in vision-language tasks. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF international conference on computer

vision, pages 1244—1254.

Chia-Wen Kuo and Zsolt Kira. 2023. Haav: Hierar-
chical aggregation of augmented views for image
captioning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF con-
ference on computer vision and pattern recognition,
pages 11039-11049.

Mike Lewis, Yinhan Liu, Naman Goyal, Marjan
Ghazvininejad, Abdelrahman Mohamed, Omer Levy,
Veselin Stoyanov, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2020.
BART: denoising sequence-to-sequence pre-training
for natural language generation, translation, and com-
prehension. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
ACL 2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, pages 7871-7880.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Chin-Yew Lin. 2004. Rouge: A package for automatic
evaluation of summaries. In Text summarization
branches out, pages 74-81.

Fuxiao Liu, Yaser Yacoob, and Abhinav Shrivastava.
2023a. COVID-VTS: fact extraction and verifica-
tion on short video platforms. In Proceedings of the
17th Conference of the European Chapter of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics, EACL 2023,
Dubrovnik, Croatia, May 2-6, 2023, pages 178—188.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae
Lee. 2023b. Visual instruction tuning. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 36:34892—
34916.

Yang Liu, Dan Iter, Yichong Xu, Shuohang Wang,
Ruochen Xu, and Chenguang Zhu. 2023c. G-eval:
NLG evaluation using gpt-4 with better human align-
ment. In Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing, EMNLP 2023, Singapore, December 6-10, 2023,
pages 2511-2522. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter. 2017.
weight decay regularization in adam.
abs/1711.05101.

Fixing
CoRR,

Scott McCrae, Kehan Wang, and Avideh Zakhor. 2022.
Multi-modal semantic inconsistency detection in so-
cial media news posts. In International Conference
on Multimedia Modeling, pages 331-343. Springer.

Salman Bin Naeem and Rubina Bhatti. 2020. The covid-
19 ‘infodemic’: a new front for information profes-
sionals. Health Information & Libraries Journal,

37(3):233-239.

Kishore Papineni, Salim Roukos, Todd Ward, and Wei-
Jing Zhu. 2002. Bleu: a method for automatic evalu-
ation of machine translation. In Proceedings of the
40th annual meeting of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics, pages 311-318.



Amir Bahador Parsa, Ali Movahedi, Homa Taghipour,
Sybil Derrible, and Abolfazl Kouros Mohammadian.
2020. Toward safer highways, application of xg-
boost and shap for real-time accident detection and
feature analysis. Accident Analysis & Prevention,
136:105405.

Peng Qi, Yuyan Bu, Juan Cao, Wei Ji, Ruihao Shui,
Junbin Xiao, Danding Wang, and Tat-Seng Chua.
2023. Fakesv: A multimodal benchmark with rich
social context for fake news detection on short video
platforms. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference
on Artificial Intelligence, volume 37, pages 14444—
14452.

Shengsheng Qian, Jinguang Wang, Jun Hu, Quan Fang,
and Changsheng Xu. 2021. Hierarchical multi-modal
contextual attention network for fake news detection.
In Proceedings of the 44th international ACM SIGIR
conference on research and development in informa-
tion retrieval, pages 153-162.

Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. 2019. Sentence-bert:
Sentence embeddings using siamese bert-networks.
In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empiri-
cal Methods in Natural Language Processing and
the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural
Language Processing, EMNLP-IJCNLP 2019, Hong
Kong, China, November 3-7, 2019, pages 3980-3990.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Lanyu Shang, Ziyi Kou, Yang Zhang, and Dong Wang.
2021. A multimodal misinformation detector for
covid-19 short videos on tiktok. In 2021 IEEE in-
ternational conference on big data (big data), pages
899-908. IEEE.

S Shyam Sundar, Maria D Molina, and Eugene Cho.
2021. Seeing is believing: Is video modality more
powerful in spreading fake news via online messag-
ing apps? Journal of Computer-Mediated Communi-
cation, 26(6):301-319.

Yunbin Tu, Liang Li, Li Su, Ke Lu, and Qingming
Huang. 2023. Neighborhood contrastive transformer
for change captioning. IEEE Transactions on Multi-
media, 25:9518-9529.

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N. Gomez, Lukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. 2017. Attention is all
you need. In Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural
Information Processing Systems 2017, December 4-9,
2017, Long Beach, CA, USA, pages 5998-6008.

Sukrit Venkatagiri, Joseph S. Schafer, and Stephen
Prochaska. 2023. The challenges of studying
misinformation on video-sharing platforms dur-
ing crises and mass-convergence events. CoORR,
abs/2303.14309.

Bo Wang, Jing Ma, Hongzhan Lin, Zhiwei Yang,
Ruichao Yang, Yuan Tian, and Yi Chang. 2024a. Ex-
plainable fake news detection with large language

model via defense among competing wisdom. In Pro-
ceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2024, pages
2452-2463.

Peng Wang, Shuai Bai, Sinan Tan, Shijie Wang, Zhi-
hao Fan, Jinze Bai, Keqin Chen, Xuejing Liu, Jialin
Wang, Wenbin Ge, Yang Fan, Kai Dang, Mengfei
Du, Xuancheng Ren, Rui Men, Dayiheng Liu,
Chang Zhou, Jingren Zhou, and Junyang Lin. 2024b.
Qwen2-vl: Enhancing vision-language model’s per-
ception of the world at any resolution. CoRR,
abs/2409.12191.

Yihao Wang, Zhong Qian, and Peifeng Li. 2025. Fmnv:
A dataset of media-published news videos for fake
news detection. Preprint, arXiv:2504.07687.

Chloe Wittenberg, Ben M Tappin, Adam J Berin-
sky, and David G Rand. 2021. The (minimal)
persuasive advantage of political video over text.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
118(47):e2114388118.

Kaixuan Wu, Yanghao Lin, Donglin Cao, and Dazhen
Lin. 2024. Interpretable short video rumor detection
based on modality tampering. In Proceedings of the
2024 Joint International Conference on Computa-
tional Linguistics, Language Resources and Evalua-
tion (LREC-COLING 2024), pages 9180-9189.

Shaowei Yao and Xiaojun Wan. 2020. Multimodal trans-
former for multimodal machine translation. In Pro-
ceedings of the 58th annual meeting of the associa-
tion for computational linguistics, pages 4346—4350.

Yunzuo Zhang, Yameng Liu, and Cunyu Wu. 2024.
Attention-guided multi-granularity fusion model for
video summarization. Expert Systems with Applica-
tions, 249:123568.

Yangming Zhou, Yuzhou Yang, Qichao Ying, Zhenxing
Qian, and Xinpeng Zhang. 2023. Multi-modal fake
news detection on social media via multi-grained
information fusion. In Proceedings of the 2023 ACM
International Conference on Multimedia Retrieval,

pages 343-352.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.07687
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.07687
https://arxiv.org/abs/2504.07687

