
Evaluating News Sources in the Wild
A repeatable checklist for verifying information, reducing manipulation, and spotting misinformation

patterns.
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Eight Questions to Ask Every Time

Use these questions whenever you encounter a strong claim, headline, or viral post. You can simply glance,

pause, and mentally tick each box.

What emotion did this trigger in me?

Emotion before information. Notice if the piece is trying to spark anger, fear, or outrage to override

thinking.

Am I seeing this because of an algorithm?

Ask why this appeared in your feed now. Algorithms often prioritize engagement, not accuracy.

What’s missing from this story?

Look for absent context, missing numbers, or voices that are not represented.

Does this claim generalize millions of people?

Be alert to caricatures that turn complex groups into simple stereotypes.

Is this fact or opinion?

Check whether the language reports verifiable facts or is mostly commentary, tone, and spin.

Is the source transparent about authorship?

Real journalism identifies authors, outlets, and often editors; faceless posts are easier to abuse.

Have I seen this confirmed across different outlets?

Look for overlap among varied, credible sources before treating a claim as established.

Does the headline match the content?

Headlines often exaggerate to drive clicks; skim the article to see if the story actually supports the title.
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Signs of Manipulated Content

These patterns show up again and again in low-quality or misleading information. Spotting even one or two is a

cue to slow down and verify.

Outrage framing

The piece is written to make you feel furious or disgusted first, informed second.

“Everyone is saying…” claims

Vague “people say” or “everyone knows” language without clear sources or data.

Selective facts without baseline

Real numbers are used, but without comparison, history, or scale to interpret them.

Images taken out of context

Old or unrelated pictures are paired with new stories to intensify emotional impact.

Emotional wording instead of evidence

Strong adjectives and loaded phrases replace data, sources, or careful reasoning.

Headline ≠ Article

The headline promises shock or scandal, but the body is more limited or uncertain.

Cherry-picked or fragmented data

Only the most extreme examples or convenient statistics are highlighted.

Conspiracy-style narrative

Everything fits into one hidden plot, with dissenting facts dismissed as part of the cover-up.
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Cross-Verification Guide

You don’t need to investigate every story. For topics that influence your views, votes, or safety, this five-step

protocol keeps you grounded.

A Simple 5-Step Protocol

1. Step 1 — Find one mainstream source covering the same story

Search for the same event in at least one established, reputable outlet.

2. Step 2 — Compare center-left and center-right interpretations

Glance at how outlets with different leanings describe the same facts.

3. Step 3 — Identify overlapping facts

Notice which details are consistent across sources — those are your most reliable anchors.

4. Step 4 — Isolate the interpretive layer

Separate what happened (facts) from what it means (analysis, commentary, predictions).

5. Step 5 — Decide whether to trust, doubt, or further verify

With overlapping facts and visible biases, choose: accept provisionally, hold with doubt, or keep checking.

You don’t need perfect information — you need clarity, skepticism, and awareness. Treat big claims

as hypotheses, not conclusions. Slow thinking is your best defense in a fast, fragmented information

world.


