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89.2
SCORE

PASS

Structural Integrity: High

Scored as: Analysis/Explainer — The text is an academic research abstract with structured methodology sections ("Date Written,"
"Keywords," "Declaration of Interest," "Ethics Approval"), formal research language, and a findings-focused presentation rather than
news reporting or opinion argumentation.

This academic research abstract demonstrates strong structural integrity through explicit methodological transparency (sample

size, reliability measures, sensitivity analyses), appropriate epistemic hedging ("should not be read as an estimate of wartime

misinformation generally"), and adherence to scholarly disclosure norms (ethics, funding, licensing). The absence of direct quotes

and limited source naming reflect the abstract genre rather than attribution failure. The high emotive and attribution scores from the

heuristic scan align with the text's neutral, evidence-focused register.

How to read this score: Frametra measures how an article is built (attribution, evidence, hedging and framing), not whether it is accurate or well-intentioned. It is

not a grade. Features, analysis and opinion pieces score differently from wire news by design, so compare articles within the same genre rather than across

formats.

C L A I M  P R E S S U R E E V I D E N C E  S I G N A L S

E D I T O R I A L  I N T E G R I T Y S O U R C E  B E H AV I O R

The central claim "Authentic-content misuse accounted for 122 of 142

claims (85.9%)" is presented with precise numerical support and explicit

methodological boundaries, reducing unsupported assertion pressure.

→

The statement "These findings describe one bounded, retrieval-

dependent corpus and should not be read as an estimate of wartime

misinformation generally" explicitly limits the scope of claims,

demonstrating epistemic caution appropriate to the research design.

→

The framing "existing research on visual misinformation also shows that

authentic images and video can mislead" situates the study within prior

scholarship rather than presenting findings as unprecedented, reducing

novelty-claim pressure.

→

The phrase "We conducted a descriptive computational analysis of 142

unique Arabic- and English-language fact-checked misinformation

claims" provides explicit methodological transparency with sample size

and language scope clearly stated.

→

The finding "Agreement between the original and repeat classifications on

the grouped manipulation variable was 96.4% (Cohen's κ = 0.837)"

includes a statistical reliability measure (Cohen's kappa) that allows

readers to assess coding consistency, strengthening evidentiary

grounding.

→

The statement "Under the study's documented search protocol, 2 of 142

claims (1.4%) were identified as having penetrated professional news

coverage" uses passive construction ("were identified") but pairs it with

precise quantification and explicit protocol reference, partially mitigating

passive-voice ambiguity.

→

The text contains 21 numeric references across 299 words, yielding a high

density of quantitative evidence markers that support empirical

grounding, though numbers alone do not guarantee accuracy without

source traceability.

→

The phrase "Generative artificial intelligence has intensified concern that

synthetic media are reshaping misinformation" acknowledges a prevailing

narrative before presenting contrasting findings, demonstrating

awareness of the discourse context without adopting advocacy tone.

→

The inclusion of "Declaration of Interest" and "Ethics Approval" sections

signals adherence to academic transparency norms, though these are

structural elements rather than editorial choices within the analysis itself.

→

The hedging language "should not be read as an estimate of wartime

misinformation generally" explicitly flags the study's inferential limits,

→

The text references "a single fact-checking organization" as a corpus

limitation and conducts "source-sensitivity analyses addressing the

corpus's reliance" on it, explicitly acknowledging and testing for potential

source-concentration bias.

→

The phrase "existing research on visual misinformation also shows" cites

prior scholarship without naming specific studies or authors, limiting

traceability of the claim to its evidentiary base.

→

The statement "This study analyzed publicly available fact-checking and

news content" describes the data source category but does not name the

→



E M O T I V E  T O N E  M A P D R A F T  A U D I T  F L A G S

N A R R AT I V E  S H I F T S

C R O S S - S O U R C E  F L A G S D O M A I N  R E L I A B I L I T Y  S I G N A L S

S O U R C E  D I V E R S I T Y  —  J E R I  A N A LY S I S

Low source diversity

AUT 0

POL 0

EXP 1

Independent Researcher (author)

ORG 1

unnamed fact-checking organization

UNA 0

MED 1

professional news coverage (unnamed outlets)

CEL 0

The abstract is a research summary authored by a single independent researcher, with no direct quotes or attributed statements from external sources.

The study's data sources (fact-checking organizations, news outlets) are referenced as analytical inputs but not as voices contributing claims or

reflecting appropriate epistemic humility rather than overclaiming from a

bounded dataset.

The absence of first-person argumentation or value-laden language

throughout maintains a descriptive rather than prescriptive stance,

consistent with research-report conventions rather than opinion or

advocacy framing.

→

specific fact-checking organization(s) or news outlets analyzed, reducing

reproducibility.

Zero direct quotes appear in the text despite eight attribution hits in the

heuristic scan, suggesting that attribution references are to the study's

own methodology or prior research categories rather than to external

voices or stakeholders quoted verbatim.

→

intensified concern — frames AI-related misinformation as a source of

heightened anxiety, though the phrase is descriptive of public/research

discourse rather than the author's own alarm

→

mislead without any technical alteration — emphasizes the deceptive

potential of authentic content, but remains factual rather than

sensationalized

→

The overall tone is measured and technical, with no detected emotive

language that would inflate urgency or manipulate reader affect; the

heuristic emotive score of 100 (indicating zero emotive hits) aligns with

the text's neutral academic register

→

The phrase "existing research on visual misinformation also shows" should

cite specific studies or provide a reference anchor to allow readers to

trace the claim to its evidentiary base.

→

The statement "This study analyzed publicly available fact-checking and

news content" should name the specific fact-checking organization(s)

and news outlets to enable reproducibility and allow readers to assess

potential source bias.

→

The abstract format omits a discussion or limitations section that would

typically contextualize the finding that only 1.4% of claims penetrated

professional news coverage — clarify whether this reflects effective

gatekeeping, limited search scope, or other factors.

→

The opening sentence establishes AI-generated synthetic media as the dominant concern, then pivots to "authentic images and video can mislead" as an

alternative focus, setting up the study's contrarian finding without dismissing the initial framing.

→

The shift from presenting the 85.9% authentic-content finding to immediately noting "These findings describe one bounded, retrieval-dependent corpus"

tempers the result's generalizability, moving from empirical claim to epistemic caution.

→

The progression from methodology description to findings to explicit scope limitations follows a standard research-report structure rather than a

narrative arc designed to build persuasive momentum.

→

The claim that "Generative artificial intelligence has intensified concern"

about synthetic media is presented as established context but lacks

citation to specific surveys, reports, or studies documenting this

intensification.

→

The finding that only 1.4% of fact-checked claims penetrated professional

news coverage invites comparison with other conflict-misinformation

studies, but no such benchmarks are provided in the abstract to

contextualize whether this rate is typical or anomalous.

→

The statement that the corpus relies on "a single fact-checking

organization" as a dominant source raises questions about which

organization and whether its editorial focus might skew the manipulation-

type distribution, but this is flagged as a limitation rather than left

unacknowledged.

→

The domain papers.ssrn.com is the Social Science Research Network, a

widely used preprint and working-paper repository for academic

research, indicating scholarly context but not peer-review certification.

→

The inclusion of structured metadata ("Date Written: September 15, 2026,"

"Keywords," "License Information") follows academic preprint conventions

and supports discoverability and citation, signaling adherence to

research-sharing norms.

→

The "Declaration of Interest" and "Ethics Approval" sections demonstrate

transparency about funding and research ethics, though the statement

"This research received no external funding" and "Formal ethics approval

was therefore not sought" may raise questions about resource

constraints or institutional oversight depending on disciplinary norms.

→



perspectives within the abstract itself.
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Precise quantitative grounding with 21 numeric references across 299

words, including statistical reliability measures (Cohen's κ = 0.837) that

allow readers to assess methodological rigor.

→

Explicit scope limitations and epistemic caution ("bounded, retrieval-

dependent corpus") prevent overclaiming and signal awareness of the

study's inferential boundaries.

→

Transparent acknowledgment of potential bias sources ("reliance on a

single fact-checking organization") paired with documented sensitivity

analyses to test robustness.

→

The phrase "existing research on visual misinformation also shows" lacks

specific citations, reducing traceability of the contextualizing claim to its

evidentiary base.

→

The unnamed "single fact-checking organization" and unspecified

"professional news coverage" outlets limit reproducibility and prevent

readers from assessing potential source-selection bias.

→

The abstract format omits discussion of why only 1.4% of claims

penetrated news coverage — whether this reflects effective editorial

gatekeeping, narrow search parameters, or other factors — leaving a key

finding undercontextualized.

→


