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Abstract—The rapid proliferation of short video platforms has
necessitated advanced methods for detecting fake news. This
need arises from the widespread influence and ease of sharing
misinformation, which can lead to significant societal harm.
Current methods often struggle with the dynamic and multi-
modal nature of short video content. This paper presents HFN,
Heterogeneous Fusion Net, a novel multimodal framework that
integrates video, audio, and text data to evaluate the authenticity
of short video content. HFN introduces a Decision Network
that dynamically adjusts modality weights during inference
and a Weighted Multi-Modal Feature Fusion module to ensure
robust performance even with incomplete data. Additionally, we
contribute a comprehensive dataset VESV (VEracity on Short
Videos) specifically designed for short video fake news detection.
Experiments conducted on the FakeTT and newly collected
VESV datasets demonstrate improvements of 2.71% and 4.14%
in Marco F1 over state-of-the-art methods. This work establishes
a robust solution capable of effectively identifying fake news in
the complex landscape of short video platforms, paving the way
for more reliable and comprehensive approaches in combating
misinformation.

Index Terms—Fake News Detection, Multi-modal Framework,
Decision Network, Feature Fusion.

I. INTRODUCTION

Information dissemination channels have evolved signif-
icantly over the years, transitioning from traditional paper
media and television broadcasts to online video portals. In
recent times, short video platforms have rapidly gained pop-
ularity, emerging as a new mainstream medium for news
dissemination [22]–[24]. Consequently, the rapid spread of
large volumes of information, often with varying credibility,
has become a prevalent issue [25], [26]. This has created an
urgent need for robust methods to detect the authenticity of
content shared through short video carriers.

Unlike text and images in print media and television news,
the decentralized creation of short videos results in news
content lacking a fixed paradigm. Short video platforms often
offer user-friendly and accessible video editing tools, enabling
users to edit content with minimal training [25], [27]. These
characteristics present new challenges for detecting fake news
on short video platforms. Most past methods have relied on
traditional news detection techniques for text and images,
analyzing authenticity by extracting text content from images
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[34]–[36]. However, short videos frequently employ rapid
visual sequences and music to shape users’ first impressions
and potentially mislead them, blurring the boundaries between
false and real content. In response to these challenges in data
types, recent research has increasingly focused on multimodal
approaches to content analysis [29], [30], [38]. By establishing
cross-modal features, these approaches aim to provide more
sensitive and effective methods for detecting false content.

The development of multimodal methods has made sig-
nificant strides in addressing the complexities of fake news
detection [15], [28], [30], [39], [40]. By integrating vari-
ous modalities such as text, images, and audio, multimodal
techniques offer a more comprehensive analysis of content.
However, the adoption of these methods introduces several
key research challenges that this paper aims to address. One
primary issue is determining how to balance the contributions
of different modalities to ensure that each is appropriately
weighted in the overall analysis. In addition, this paper fo-
cuses on exploring strategies to solve the problem of missing
modalities by dynamically adjusting the importance of each
modality and effectively managing missing data to enhance
the robustness and accuracy of fake news detection on short
video platforms.

This paper proposes a novel multi-modal framework, Het-
erogeneous Fusion Net (HFN), for fake news detection on
short videos, providing predictions of content trustworthiness.
To address the issue of modality imbalance, we introduce
a Decision Network that dynamically adjusts the weight of
each modality during inference. We also introduce a Weighted
Multi-Modal Feature Fusion module to work with the Deci-
sion Network. HFN mechanism allows the model to adaptively
make more informed decisions by leveraging the strengths
of the available data. By processing video content clip by
clip and incorporating both visual and textual information, the
system builds a comprehensive understanding of the content.
At the same time, the Decision Network ensures that when
one modality is weaker or missing, the model can rely more
heavily on the stronger modality, thus improving robustness.
In addition to the model, we propose a new dataset, VESV,
specifically designed for short video fake news detection,
addressing the need for comprehensive multi-modal datasets in
this field. The dataset includes diverse short video content with
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both visual and textual information. VESV is annotated and
verified by linguistic experts, ensuring the dataset’s accuracy
and suitability as a ground truth to test our model.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II reviews related works in multi-modality fake news detec-
tion. Section III introduces the architecture of our proposed
model, detailing the Decision Network and Weighted Multi-
modal Fusion Module. Section IV describes our experimental
setup, including the new dataset, training process, and eval-
uation metrics. In Section V, we present the analysis of the
results along with the final conclusion.

II. METHOD

Short videos convey information through multiple channels,
including video, audio, and subtitles. Additionally, elements
such as usernames, URLs, hashtags, and captions added by the
publisher can influence the authenticity of the news. These
diverse sources of information correspond to three primary
modalities: video, audio, and text. In this section, we provide
a detailed description of how the proposed model handles
multimodal data for short video fake news detection. The
overall framework, as illustrated in Fig. 1, processes short
videos by segmentally extracting and integrating features from
the video and audio modalities. It aligns video and audio in the
temporal domain by embedding timestamps and subsequently
incorporates global text information for comprehensive anal-
ysis.

A. Overview

To begin with, each input video is divided into short clips,
denoted as {C1, C2, . . . , Ck}, where k is the total number of
clips. The last clip will be padded with zero padding. We
set the frame rate of the video to 3fps to reduce the cost
of calculation. So for each clip Ci, its corresponding frame
group could be represented as {Fi1, Fi2, . . . , Fi24}, where
Fij ∈ RH×W×3. H, W are the height and width of the video
frame respectively, and 3 is the RGB channel of the input
image. We also cut the audio accordingly into slices with 8
seconds long. The audio sequence is represented as Si, where
Si ∈ R1×Sr. Sr is the audio sample rate.

For the visual modality, we utilize a 3D Patch Embedding
mechanism to transform each frame group into a set of
patches. Specifically, each group Ci ∈ R24×H×W×3 is divided
into group of smaller patches Pi ∈ R 24

2 ×H
4 ×W

4 ×96. Where
96 is the patch embed dimension. The patch embeddings are
then fed into a Video Swin Transformer [47], which processes
the sequence of embeddings and captures spatiotemporal
dependencies. The output of this step is a set of visual feature
representations Vi ∈ R 24

2 × H
32×

W
32×dSwin , where dSwin is the

embed dimension set in Video Swin Transformer backbone.
For the audio modality, the raw audio waveform is first

transformed into a Mel-spectrogram using a Mel-filter bank.
Then we employ the Contrastive Language-Audio Pretraining
(CLAP) [49] tokenizer, which tokenizes the audio sequence
Si into a set of audio tokens Ti. These tokens are then
passed through the Audio Feature Extractor of CLAP model to

generate audio feature representations Ai ∈ R1×dCLAP , where
dCLAP is the embed dimension set in CLAP backbone.

The extracted visual features Vi and audio features Ai are
input to the I3D Head and Audio Head, respectively. The
structure of these two module are similar, which consist of
Pooling layer, Norm layer and MLP layer. Their function is
to obtain the features of current frame group Ci and audio
group Si. The processed features are then combined using the
weights WV i and WAi output from the DecisionNet, which
we will discuss more details in subsection II-B. The feature
and weight of each group will be stacked together to form
the feature of whole sequence. Then we proposed a Weighted
Attention-based Multi-modal Feature Fusion module to dy-
namically adjust the influence of each modality according
to the weights from DecisionNet, ensuring robust integration
even in the presence of missing or weak modalities. More
details will be present in subsection II-C.

The combined features Fi are processed through a LSTM
[50] network, capturing temporal dependencies across the
video clips. We introduce the global information contained
in the text into the model to further enhance the model’s
ability. Independent tags such as usernames and URLs will
be expanded into a sentence as shown in Fig. 1, making it
easier for the pre-trained language model to understand the
content. We then use a multimodal fusion module to fuse the
global video features with the text features.

Finally, the refined feature representation Fatt is passed
through a Classification Head to predict the authenticity of
the video content. The classification head consists of a fully
connected layer followed by a softmax function, providing the
probability distribution over the classes (real or fake).

B. Decision Network

The DecisionNet is designed to adaptively weigh the impor-
tance of visual and audio features, ensuring robust integration
even when certain modalities are weak or missing. The
architecture of DecisionNet is depicted in Fig. 2.

Firstly, the video frame patches Pi and the audio slice
tokens Ti are separately processed through a series of identical
operations. Each modality’s feature is subjected to an average
pooling layer to reduce its dimensionality and emphasize the
most salient aspects. Mathematically, given the visual feature
Vi and audio feature Ti, the average pooled features can be
represented as:

P̂i = AvgPool(Pi), T̂i = AvgPool(Ti) (1)

Next, dropout is applied to each pooled feature to prevent
overfitting and improve generalization during training. Subse-
quently, normalization is performed to stabilize the training
process and ensure numerical stability:

P̄i = Norm(Dropout(P̂i)), T̄i = Norm(Dropout(T̂i)) (2)

The normalized features are then concatenated and passed
through a shared convolutional layer layer with ReLU acti-
vation to capture interactions between the visual and audio



Fig. 1. Overall framework of the proposed multimodal fake news detection model. The video is divided into clips, with each segment of frames and audio input
into the blue processing module to extract features. The gray modules represent components that remain static and are not updated during training. Features
from the 3D Patch Embed and CLAP Tokenizer are processed through the Video Swin Transformer [47] and CLAP [49] Feature Extractor, respectively.
Outputs from these modules are fed into the I3D Head and Audio Head, and combined using DecisionNet. The combined features are then processed through
LSTM and Attention-Based Multi-Modalities Fusion modules, before reaching the Classification Head for final prediction.

Fig. 2. Details in Decision Net. The outputs of these layers are then summed
and passed through a series of Conv1D layers with ReLU activation. The final
outputs are denoted as Wv and Wa, representing the decision weights for
video and audio features, respectively.

features. Finally, another convolutional layer is applied to
produce the decision weights for both modalities

H = Conv1D(ReLU(Conv1D(V̄i ⊕ Āi))) (3)

where ⊕ denotes the concatenation operation.
These weights WVi and WAi are then used to combine

the visual and audio features dynamically, as described in the
previous subsection. The features for each group are stacked
together to form the feature of the entire sequence, which is
then processed by the Weighted Attention-based Multi-modal
Feature Fusion module.

C. Weighted Multi-modal Feature Fusion

The Weighted Multi-modal Feature Fusion (WMFF) mod-
ule integrates the visual and audio features of whole sequence,
and adjusts the attention to different modal according to
the weights produced by the DecisionNet to ensure effective
multimodal information fusion. The detailed architecture of
the WMFF module is depicted in Fig. 3.

The stacked video features and audio features is now
represented as V ∈ RL×d and A ∈ RL×d. The WMFF

Fig. 3. Details in Weighted Attention Molti-modal Fusion Module. The
decision weights Wv and Wa from the Decision Network are combined
with timestamp embeddings. The combined features are processed through
an Attention mechanism followed by Linear Projection, Dropout, and Nor-
malization layers. This fusion enables the integration of temporal information
and attention-based feature alignment for the final classification.

module takes the stacked weights features Wv ∈ RL×1 and
Wa ∈ RL×1 from the DecisionNet. After scaling the features
using the weights, we get the weighted feature Wvi

and Wai
.

Then the scaled feature will be embedded with timestamp
information to maintain temporal consistency. Let Et be
the timestamp embedding function, the timestamp-embedded
features for visual and audio modalities can be represented as:

W̃vi = Wvi + Et(t), W̃ai = Wai + Et(t) (4)

Then fed the features into a multi-head attention mechanism
to capture the inter-dependencies and relationships between
the visual and audio features across different time steps. The
multi-head attention operation can be described as follows:

Q = W̃vi , K = V = W̃ai
(5)

Attention(Q,K, V ) = Softmax
(
QKT

√
dk

)
V (6)

Here, dk is the dimensionality of the key vectors. The output
of the attention mechanism is then linearly projected, dropout



and normalization is applied to prevent overfitting and stabi-
lize the training process:

Ĥ = Norm(LinearProj(Attention(Q,K, V ))) (7)

The normalized output is the final fused feature representation,
capturing the integrated multi-modal information effectively.
This representation is then used for downstream tasks such
as classification or regression, depending on the specific
application.

III. EXPERIMENT

This section initiates with an introduction to the founda-
tional configuration of the interactive training and validation
strategy. Subsections include a report of accuracy of our
proposed algorithm on test dataset, some ablation experiments
and the computational analysis.

A. Datasets

To validate the generalization performance of the proposed
model, we conduct experiments on two datasets: FakeTT and
our newly collected VESV dataset.

FakeTT [16] is a publicly available English dataset for fake
news detection on short video platforms. The dataset focus on
videos from TikTok which related to events reported by the
face-checking website Snopes. It includes 1,172 fake news
videos and 819 real news from 2019 with video, audio and
some text description available.

VESV (VEracity on Short Videos) is our newly collected
dataset, comprising 603 TikTok videos (324 real videos, 279
fake videos) published in 2020 or later, covering topics such
as Covid-19, climate change, cancer, technology, and some
others. The videos range from 10 seconds to 10 minutes
in length.Annotation was performed by a team of three
annotators following a multi-step process, with the assistance
and verification by linguistic experts to ensure the accuracy
and reliability of the dataset. Hashtags were standardized
and captions that contained only hashtags were reclassified
under hashtag annotations. The speech was transcribed using
Wav2Vec2 [20], with manual edits for precision. On-screen
text, including relevant content from the screenshots, was
documented as thoroughly as possible. To ensure clarity in
defining veracity, we adopt the labeling criteria established
in prior benchmark, including SVFEND [15], FANVM [29],
and FakingRecipe [16]. Following these works, videos are
categorized as Fake, Real, or Ambiguous (if it narrates entirely
personal stories or unverifiable claims that cannot be cross-
checked). Two annotators independently assigned labels to
each video. Any discrepancies between the annotators were
reviewed and resolved by the first author to ensure consistent
classification.

B. Experimental Configuration

Training Protocol The training of the model was conducted
using a k-fold training strategy of two dataset. We cropped the
video into a size of 224× 224. All training was conducted in
an end-to-end manner. We used a batch size of 8 and trained

the model for 150 epoches. The early stop strategy will be
performed when the Marco F1 on validation dataset no longer
improve after 30 epoches.

The parameters in the feature extractors, including Video
Swin Transformer and CLAP model, were not updated during
training. We used the Adam optimizer with weight decay =
5e−5 with the learning rate 0.0001 to optimize the other
modules, like DecisionNet and the WMFF. We used the
Cosine Annealing strategy to reduce the learning rate, updated
by the end of each epoch with the minimum learning rate
of 0.000001. We combined the Cross Entropy Loss as the
optimization target. The training process was conducted on
two NVIDIA RTX6000 Ada GPU. The training process was
completed in approximately 12 hours.

Evaluation Protocol Evaluation was performed on the
FakeTT subset and VESV separately. Since there is no official
separation, to ensure fair comparison, we repeatedly trained
the model three times during evaluation. Each training will
randomly divide the data set into 6 parts, taking one as the
testing set, one as the val set, and the rest as the training
set. The final result is the average of the three validations.
For FakeTT, Each epoch consists of 1,328 training samples,
332 validating samples and 332 testing samples. For our new
dataset, each epoch consists of 400 training samples, 100
validating samples and 102 testing samples. We employed
average accuracy and Macro F1 score among three classes as
the evaluation metrics. This comprehensive evaluation strategy
ensured a thorough assessment of the model’s effectiveness
and robustness.

C. Quantitative analysis

In this section, we compare our method with current SOTA
methods [15], [16], [29], [30], [37] in terms of accuracy and
Marco F1, further analyzing the effectiveness of the proposed
models.

Comparison with State-of-the-Art Table I summarizes the
quantitative results of our model compared to several state-
of-the-art models on the FakeTT and VESV datasets. Our
method consistently outperforms all competing methods in
both Accuracy and Macro F1 on both datasets, validating its
effectiveness in detecting fake news videos. Specifically, on
the FakeTT dataset, our model achieves a 2.71% improvement
in Macro F1 score and a 3.26% improvement in Accuracy over
the previous best-performing method, FakingRecipe. On the
newly proposed VESV dataset, our model demonstrates even
greater improvements, with a 4.14% increase in Macro F1
score and a 4.02% increase in Accuracy.

In addition to overall performance, we evaluated our
method’s effectiveness on both fake (including Ambiguous on
VESV) and real samples across the two datasets. Our method
achieves the highest F1 scores for both fake and real samples,
underscoring its robustness and accuracy. On the FakeTT
dataset, while our Precision on fake samples is slightly lower
than that of FakingRecipe, our method delivers the best overall
performance for real samples. On the VESV dataset, our
method exhibits a lower Recall on fake samples and a lower



TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN OUR METHOD AND BASELINES ON THE FAKETT AND NEW PROPOSED VESV DATASETS. THE BOLD INDICATES

THE BEST PERFORMANCE. * INDICATES THAT THE RESULTS IS DIRECTLY QUOTED FROM THE ORIGINAL PAPER.

Fake (+Ambiguous) Real
Dataset Method Accuracy Macro F1 Precision Recall F1 Precision Recall F1
FakeTT *HCFC-Medina [37] 62.54 62.23 46.24 80.81 58.82 84.92 53.50 65.64

FANVM [29] 71.57 70.21 55.15 75.76 63.83 85.28 69.50 76.58
*TikTec [30] 66.22 65.08 49.32 72.73 58.78 82.35 63.00 71.39
SVFEND [15] 77.14 75.63 62.33 76.33 69.57 87.91 76.33 81.69
*FakingRecipe [16] 79.15 77.74 64.75 81.82 72.18 89.74 77.83 83.30
HFN (Ours) 81.73(+3.26%) 79.85 (+2.71%) 63.56 88.54 73.73 94.12 79.19 85.95

VESV HCFC-Medina [37] 64.34 64.28 59.14 74.19 65.82 71.54 55.86 62.74
FANVM [29] 70.14 70.08 66.78 70.61 68.64 73.38 69.75 71.52
TikTec [30] 68.16 68.11 62.54 77.78 69.33 75.78 59.88 66.90
SVFEND [15] 75.12 74.96 67.29 89.96 76.99 87.83 62.35 72.92
FakingRecipe [16] 77.28 77.14 69.09 92.11 78.96 91.55 64.51 75.32
HFN (Ours) 80.39(+4.02%) 80.33(+4.14%) 72.79 91.46 80.85 90.48 71.31 79.82

Precision on real samples compared to FakingRecipe. More-
over, we observed a trend where the accuracy of all methods
in detecting fake samples on FakeTT is generally lower than
for real samples, whereas the opposite trend is observed on
VESV. This discrepancy suggests inherent differences in the
distribution of the two datasets.

Computational Analysis We analyzed the computational
complexity of our Fake News Detection model by examin-
ing the parameters and floating point operations per second
(FLOPs) of each module. The model architecture is designed
to balance accuracy and efficiency. Table II provides a detailed
breakdown of the parameters and FLOPs for each module in
the model.

TABLE II
EFFICIENCY COMPARISON WITH SOTA METHODS

Params MB Infer Time s
SVFEND [15] 2,315 132
FakingRecipe [16] 2,734 90
HFN (Ours) 1,834 29

As can be seen from Table II, compared with previous meth-
ods, we have adopted a more lightweight feature extraction
model, which greatly reduces the number of parameters of the
entire model and the average inference time on both datasets.
At the same time, the proposed DecisionNet and WMFF
are two lightweight modules. They can improve the overall
performance of the model with very little computational
overhead.

D. Ablation Study

To understand the contribution of each component in our
model, we conducted an ablation study by systematically re-
moving or modifying specific modules. First, we removed the
decision network module and replaced the WMFF (Weighted
Multimodal Feature Fusion) module with alternative mul-
timodal feature fusion schemes (Concatenate, Add, Cross-
Attention) [51] to serve as the baseline models. Next, we
set the weights input to the WMFF module to 1, thereby
invalidating the weighted aspect of the WMFF module to
verify its performance. Finally, we reintroduced the decision

network, feeding its output weights into the WMFF module to
assess the effectiveness of the decision network module. The
results of this study are presented in Table III.

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY WITH INPUT OF ALL MODALITIES ON THE FAKETT

AND OUR DATASET, MEASURED BY F1-SCORE

FakeTT VESV
Configuration Accuracy Marco F1 Accuracy Marco F1
Concatenate 72.64 72.13 74.71 73.42
Add 76.01 75.25 71.76 71.66
Cross-Attn 75.69 75.43 75.36 74.40
WMFF without DN 76.44 74.23 79.41 77.55
WMFF with DN 81.73 79.85 80.39 80.33

The results in Table III indicate that the WMFF module
outperforms other multimodal feature fusion schemes. Specif-
ically, the Macro F1 score on the VESV dataset is improved
by approximately 4.23%. Although on the FakeTT dataset,
WMFF does not show a significant advantage over the Cross-
Attention scheme, the performance is markedly enhanced with
the addition of the DecisionNet module. This highlights the
critical role of the decision network in our model’s superior
performance.

We designed ablation experiments to simulate the situation
where audio and text are missing in real applications to
verify the effectiveness of our method in balancing multimodal
performance. The results is presented in Table IV.

TABLE IV
ABLATION EXPERIMENTS TO SIMULATE MODALITY LOSS

FakeTT video only video audio video text multimodal
FANVM 60.11 61.83 60.55 70.21
TikTec 62.35 61.88 60.91 65.08
SVFEND 70.23 69.62 75.74 75.63
FakingRecipe 71.36 71.97 72.09 77.74
HFN (Ours) 75.47 77.27 77.83 79.85
VESV video only video audio video text multimodal
FANVM 61.52 62.83 62.64 70.08
TikTec 61.45 62.13 63.63 68.11
SVFEND 71.24 71.96 72.01 74.96
FakingRecipe 72.12 69.84 70.34 77.14
HFN (Ours) 75.40 77.13 77.92 80.33



It can be seen form Table IV that when the audio was
missing, our model surpasses all other method, achieving the
F1 score of 77.83% and 77.92% on each dataset. When the
metadata was missing, our model still outperforms others,
leading with 77.13% and 77.27%. The results highlight the
robustness and superior performance of our model, especially
in multi-modal scenarios.

It is worth highlighted that our method shows minimal
performance degradation when the audio or text modality
is absent comparing with other method. Specifically, for the
FakeTT dataset, the performance decreases only slightly from
75.47% to 77.83% when audio is missing, and from 75.47% to
77.27% when text is missing. Similar trends are observed for
the VESV dataset. This resilience demonstrates our method’s
effectiveness in leveraging available information, maintaining
high performance even with incomplete multi-modal data,
making it a reliable choice for real-world applications.

IV. CONCLUSION

This paper presents a comprehensive multi-modal frame-
work for fake news detection on short video platforms, ad-
dressing the challenges posed by the diverse and dynamic
nature of such content. Our proposed Decision Network and
Weighted Multi-Modal Feature Fusion module enable the
model to adaptively balance the contributions of different
modalities, ensuring robust performance even when certain
data types are missing or incomplete. Experimental results
on the FakeTT and VESV datasets demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach, showing significant improvements
in accuracy and robustness compared to existing methods.
Our contributions, including the novel dataset and multi-modal
framework, pave the way for more reliable and comprehensive
solutions in the fight against misinformation in digital media.

Our study has several limitations. Reliance on the video
modality means performance decreases when video data is
unavailable. The dataset is relatively small, which may restrict
robustness and generalization. To address these issues, future
work will focus on improving resilience to missing modalities,
expanding the dataset with larger and more diverse collec-
tions from multiple platforms, and enhancing the efficiency
of training and inference. Optimizing the current clip-based
processing pipeline will help reduce computational overhead
and improve scalability.
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