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Executive summary

Generative AI has reduced the cost of producing a plausible factual claim to near zero. The

cost of verifying that claim has not changed. We call the gap between the two the

verification deficit.

Across 2,400 claims drawn from five content categories, we find that verifying a claim took

a median of 31 times longer than generating it. For claims involving statistics or quotations

attributed to named people, the ratio exceeded 60 to 1.

We estimate that a single operator using commercially available tools can now produce

more checkable claims in an hour than a ten-person verification team can evaluate in a

week. We recommend three interventions: provenance-by-default publishing, verification

triage standards, and public funding for shared verification infrastructure.

1. Introduction

Verification has always cost more than assertion. A rumor travels faster than its correction, and a

fabricated figure takes seconds to write and hours to disprove. What has changed is the scale of

that imbalance.

Before generative systems, producing a convincing false claim still required time: drafting,

formatting, and attaching apparent sources. Those costs acted as a limit on volume. Generative

tools have largely removed them. A claim, its supporting citations, and a professional-looking

source document can now be produced in under a minute.

This paper measures the resulting asymmetry directly. We ask how long it takes to produce a

claim of a given type, how long it takes trained researchers to verify it, and how that ratio varies

across content categories.

2. Methods

2.1 Claim generation

We generated 2,400 factual claims using four commercially available language models. Claims

were distributed evenly across five categories: statistics, attributed quotations, scientific findings,

historical events, and organizational facts. Generation time was logged from prompt submission to

completed output, including any supporting citations the model produced.
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2.2 Verification

A team of twelve researchers with professional fact-checking experience verified each claim

using a standardized protocol. Researchers recorded total time to a confident verdict of supported,

unsupported, or unverifiable. Each claim was checked independently by two researchers, and

disagreements were resolved by a third.

2.3 Limitations

Verification time depends heavily on researcher skill and source availability. Our team was

experienced and well-resourced; real-world ratios are likely higher.

3. Findings

Figure 1. Median time to generate (light) and verify (blue) a single claim, by category

Statistics 0.4 min

26 min

Attributed quotations 0.3 min

19 min

Scientific findings 0.6 min

22 min

Historical events 0.5 min

9 min

Organizational facts 0.4 min

12 min

n = 2,400 claims. Generation time measured from prompt submission to complete output. Verification time measured to a

confident verdict.

Median generation time across all categories was 0.44 minutes. Median verification time was 13.7

minutes, a ratio of 31 to 1.

Attributed quotations and statistics produced the largest deficits. Generated quotations frequently

named real people and plausible venues, requiring researchers to search transcripts and archives

before ruling them out. Generated statistics often cited real organizations, forcing researchers to

locate and read the underlying reports.
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Category Ratio (verify : generate) Unverifiable

Statistics 65 : 1 22%

Attributed quotations 63 : 1 31%

Scientific findings 37 : 1 18%

Organizational facts 30 : 1 14%

Historical events 18 : 1 6%

Nearly one in five claims could not be confirmed or refuted within the protocol's two-hour limit.

These unverifiable claims are, in practice, the most useful to someone seeking to mislead: they

cannot be disproven quickly, and they persist.

4. Implications

At current ratios, verification capacity cannot keep pace with production through hiring alone. A

newsroom that doubles its research staff still faces an asymmetry measured in orders of

magnitude.

The deficit also changes incentives. When verification is expensive and production is cheap, the

volume of claims becomes a strategy in itself. Each additional claim imposes a cost on anyone

trying to evaluate it.

5. Recommendations

Provenance by default

Publishers and platforms should attach machine-readable origin information to content at the point

of creation, reducing the time required to trace a claim to its source.

Verification triage standards

Newsrooms and fact-checking organizations should adopt shared criteria for deciding which

claims to verify first, prioritizing reach and potential harm over volume.

Shared infrastructure

Public and philanthropic funders should support common verification resources, including archives,

transcript databases, and claim registries, that no single organization can maintain alone.
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