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Although the Internet is changing news delivery, newsgathering rou-
tines have shown little change. Anonymous sources remain one of the staples 
of 21st century journalism despite concerns that the practice opens the doors 
to manipulation by “spin doctors” and “leakers.”1 Journalistic debacles, such 
as Janet Cooke’s invented child addict story2 and the Jayson Blair and Jack 
Kelley fabrications,3 have discouraged news organizations from much use of 
anonymous sources. But breaking stories in which information is limited, such 
as the Clinton-Lewinsky scandal4 and the Gulf War of 1991,5 routinely bring 
back scores of anonymous sources. 

This experimental study tests how the use of anonymous sources in print 
investigative stories affects readers’ perceptions of credibility. It tests this hy-
pothesis in both prize-winning stories (and hence the assumption that they are 
of very high quality) and those that were submitted for prizes, but failed to win 
(presumably of somewhat lower quality).

Value of Anonymous Sources

The first study on anonymous sources, which was conducted by Sigal6 in 
the 1970s, found background briefings accounted for 8 percent and leaks for 2 
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percent of news channels used by The Washington Post and The New York Times. 
Since then, many more studies have confirmed that anonymous sourcing is 
ubiquitous. Culbertson7 analyzed 12 newspapers and found anonymous attribu-
tions in one-third of the stories, with highest frequency in The Washington Post 
and The New York Times. The frequency was higher in newsmagazines. About 
70 percent of Newsweek stories and about 75 percent of Time stories contained 
anonymous attributions.8 Blankenburg observed that between 23 and 30 percent 
of national and international stories in The New York Times, The Washington Post 
and The Los Angeles Times contained anonymous sources. Similar ubiquity has 
been documented in broadcast news, as Wulfemeyer and McFadden9 found 
anonymous attributions in more than half of network stories. 

What makes the use of anonymous sources so popular? It is not taught to 
journalism students, and most educational texts caution against the practice. 
One textbook10 warns that the use of unnamed sources makes the reporter and 
the newspaper suspect, opens the door to sources lying or attempting a ma-
neuver and puts reporters at risk of lawsuits if they break anonymity promises. 
The Reporter’s Handbook11 advises journalists to find sources willing to identify 
themselves or convince the reticent to go on the record. If that fails, they should 
explain fully why a source requested and was granted anonymity. Claiming 
the initiative came from the source may also be inaccurate. Gassaway’s inter-
views12 with 15 confidential sources suggest most did not ask for anonymity 
but provided information anonymously at a reporter’s request. Most also said 
they were concerned with the public’s right to know. 

If anonymous sourcing is not always consciously pursued but happens 
regularly, perhaps it is because it serves a purpose. Blankenburg observed that 
the use of anonymous sources is “not just functional to newsgathering but of 
social value” because it sheds light on controversial topics.13 Recent concerns 
about news credibility were significant enough to bring back an idea about 
completely forgoing anonymous sources,14 but that quickly proved too uto-
pist for deadline newsroom operations. A Washington Post policy banning the 
use of anonymous sources in the 1970s lasted only two days and was quickly 
forgotten after the newspaper ended up scooped on major stories. According 
to Blankenburg, “prohibitions fail because anonymity works” and because it 
allows for antagonistic information to be reported.15

Another perspective on anonymous sources is that it is a way for the power-
ful (e.g., political officials and business executives) to promote the status quo. 
Brown and colleagues, who observed that conflict stories use no more anony-
mous sources than ordinary stories, suggest the practice “in all but a few cases 
perpetuates the invisibility of the truly powerful.”16 Gassaway17 found that the 
same anonymous sources tend to leak information to many reporters over many 
years, which limits a publication’s diversity of viewpoints over time.

If using anonymous sources is inevitable, perhaps journalists need to be 
more aware of the price they are paying, beyond the occasional embarrass-
ment from publishing something wrong. The following sections explore how 
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the literature on news credibility and source credibility relates to the use of 
anonymous sources.

Defining Credibility

Credibility research has its roots in persuasion research. In the 1950s, 
Hovland and Weiss18 were the first to explore the concept of source credibility, 
where “source” is viewed as either an individual or an organization sending 
out a persuasive message. Within that line of research, credibility has been 
defined as “attitude toward a source of communication,”19 “global evaluation 
of the believability of the message source,”20 or a combination of trustworthi-
ness, expertise and goodwill.21 Sources who have a vested interest in what they 
are trying to promote are viewed as less credible than are sources judged to be 
independent observers,22 and sources judged to have low expertise on a topic 
are also judged as less credible than are sources with high expertise.23

Journalism research suggests credibility and hard-nosed reporting do not 
go hand in hand. Meyer24 viewed newspaper credibility as a combination of 
believability and community affiliation. Investigations running “counter to 
the perceived economic or social interests of the community”25 can erode a 
newspaper’s credibility despite their journalistic quality. According to Meyer,26 
some dimensions of credibility are unstable, and subtleties involved in measur-
ing credibility may lead to inconsistent results. Gaziano and McGrath27 used 
a 12-item index to measure credibility with both believability and “likeabil-
ity” items on a semantic differential scale. Kiousis28 viewed credibility as the 
combined public perceptions of media’s approach to “quality, profit making, 
privacy, community well-being and trustworthiness.” Ultimately, the devil is 
in the perception. Sparrow observes that media are trying to “remain credible 
or at least credibly credible.”29

Based on this literature, news credibility here refers to the public perception 
of news quality, which may or may not match journalistic perceptions of news 
quality. This definition views credibility as similar to Meyer’s “likeability”30 and 
implies that so-called “legitimate”31 news created by following news routines 
may sometimes fall short of satisfying readers’ needs and wants. 

Perceptions of Anonymous Sources

Surveys conducted between the 1960s and the 1980s have produced am-
bivalent results about readers’ perceptions of anonymous sources. Adams32 
found there were five types of anonymous sources readers perceived as most 
credible—people affiliated with the U.S. government, the government in gen-
eral, official reports, official sources and government spokespeople. Wording 
also affected credibility. Readers scored “authoritative quarters” higher than 
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“well-informed quarters,” and “trustworthy indications” did better than just 
“indications.”33

In the wake of Watergate, readers appeared positive about anonymous 
sources. Some viewed anonymous sources as more knowledgeable and cred-
ible, and unnamed attribution seemed to make a story more interesting34 or 
even more accurate.35 Prior knowledge or opinions about a topic often played 
a much more significant role in influencing readers’ perceptions. Hale36 found 
readers perceived stories with anonymous sources to be just as believable as 
stories with named sources. 

Studies about what percentage of readers like or dislike about anonymous 
sources are ambivalent. In a 1980 survey by the Chicago Sun-Times, 55 percent 
of the readers approved of anonymous sources.37 Fielder and Weaver38 found 
40 percent of readers disapproved of unnamed attribution even in investiga-
tive stories. A Gallup poll from the early 1980s found 53 percent of Americans 
disapprove of anonymous sources. A 1979 study by the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors (ASNE) found 81 percent of readers see anonymous sources 
as less believable but 87 percent see the use of anonymous sources as good 
journalistic practice. Twenty years later, an ASNE focus-group study39 found 73 
percent of the public had become more skeptical about news accuracy. 

Hypotheses

Based on the literature from the last 25 years, the following hypothesis about 
the relationship between credibility and anonymous sources is proposed: 

H1:
Stories with no anonymous sources will be perceived as more credible than 

stories with a high number of anonymous sources.
The stimuli in this experimental study are abridged versions of stories from 

the annual contest of Investigative Reporters and Editors (IRE), an associa-
tion of journalists who view media’s role as watchdogs. In enterprise content, 
journalists tend to report on controversial topics and have more freedom to 
choose their sources,40 which makes anonymous sources relatively common.41 
Analyzing content from contests is important because such competitions sub-
tly promote guidelines by pointing to examples of quality work. Hansen,42 for 
instance, has observed prize-winning as an industry reward measure. Based on 
the presumption that contests are standard-setters and that journalistic quality 
translates into credibility, the following is proposed:

H2:
Winning investigative stories will be perceived as more credible than non-

winning stories.
The rationale here is that the quality of winning stories should fill in for the 

negative impact of a high number of anonymous sources. As Blankenburg and 
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others have suggested, a good story sometimes needs anonymous sources, “inte-
gral to newsgathering in a variety of settings and vital in some circumstances.”43 
In that sense, winning stories should have done a better job of creating what 
Ryfe calls “legitimacy,”44 recognition of appropriate use of journalistic rules by 
both journalists and public.

H3:
There will be an interaction between the use of anonymous sources and 

contest outcome, such that winning stories with no anonymous sources will be 
perceived as the most credible.

The rationale behind the third hypothesis is that a high-quality story is one 
that abides by high journalistic standards. This should make it more “legiti-
mate” and less damaged by the use of anonymous sources than would some 
more ordinary story.

Method

The experiment used a 2 (story quality) x 2 (anonymous sources) between-
subject design. The two levels of story quality were winners and non-winners. 
The two levels of anonymous sources were high and zero, stories with and 
without anonymous sources. The two dependent variables were perceived 
credibility and subject believability, measured by 31 questions targeting various 
aspects of news credibility. 

Participants
The participants were 60 undergraduate journalism students enrolled in 

a beginning newswriting class, who received extra credit for taking part in 
the experiment. All comparisons in the following data analyses were between 
subjects.

Stimuli
The stimuli consisted of 12 investigative stories selected from a pool of 

newspaper entries in the annual Investigative Reporters and Editors (IRE) 
contest from 1995 to 2002. Each participant read four stories, one in each of the 
following categories:

• Winner status, contains anonymous sources
• Winner status, contains no anonymous sources
• Non-winner, contains anonymous sources
• Non-winner, contains no anonymous sources.
The participants were not aware if, when and where the stories they read 

had been published. To avoid fatiguing participants, some of the shorter con-
test entries were selected, and each was reduced from its original size to about 
1,000 words. Half of the stories were contest winners. The rest were entries that 
neither won nor were nominated as finalists. This was done to ensure stimuli 
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were significantly different in quality. Stories selected as finalists were assumed 
to have been close in quality to the winners. Half of the stories contained quota-
tions from 10 to 12 anonymous sources; the others contained none. To increase 
the contrast between stimuli with low and high numbers of anonymous sources, 
slight textual changes were made to some of the original stories by adding a 
few extra anonymous sources. 

The 12 stories comprised:
• Three winners with anonymous sources: about street gangs (Chicago Sun 

Times), about campaign finance 
(The Los Angeles Times) and about 
mortgage fraud (Pocono [Strouds-
burg, Pa.] Record)

• Three winners without 
anonymous sources: about forced 
sterilization in developing coun-
tries (Wall Street Journal), about 
absentee judges (Baton Rouge 
Advocate) and about money laun-
dering (Bergen [North New Jersey] 
Record)

Three non-winning, non-nom-
inated stories with anonymous 
sources: about air travel security 
(USA Today), about abortion medi-
cal malpractice (Arizona Republic) 
and about underage dancers and 
corrupt cops (Minneapolis Star-
Tribune)

• Three non-winning/non-
nominated stories without anony-
mous sources: about eco-terrorism 
(Portland Oregonian), about vacant 
buildings and squatters (Detroit 
News), and about al-Qaeda’s train-
ing process (The New York Times)

Procedure
Each participant was asked to read four investigative stories, each of 

which were selected randomly from each of the four categories, and answer a 
31-item questionnaire after each reading. The 31 questions, aimed at measur-
ing aspects of perceived credibility, were developed by Kratzer and Thorson.45 
They loaded on six dimensions, discussed in the data reduction section below. 
The stories and the questionnaires were available online at surveyartisan.com. 
The data were automatically recorded in a spreadsheet. The study took each 

Story quality by 
anonymous sources 
interaction was significant. 
Winning stories with a 
high number of anonymous 
sources scored as the least 
credible. Winning stories 
with no anonymous sources 
scored as the most credible. 
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participant between 45 and 65 minutes. A random and unique set of stories was 
constructed for each participant by drawing numbers from randomizer.org. A 
1-to 7 scale—“not at all” to “very much”—was used for the answers to the 31 
questions after each assigned story. Participants completed a final questionnaire 
assessing their media use and perceptions of controversy.

Data Reduction
A factor analysis—missing values replaced with means, correlation matrix, 

varimax rotation—showed the 31 items loaded on six factors with eigenvalues 
higher than one. Indices were constructed based on the first two factors, which 
cumulatively explained nearly 46 percent of the variance. Factor 1, initial ei-
genvalue = 10.25, explained 33.1 percent of the variance. Factor 2, eigenvalue = 
3.98, explained 12.8 percent of the variance. The two indices included variables 
with individual values higher than 0.6 in the component matrix. 

Missing values in the dataset were replaced with mean scores. The first in-
dex, perceived credibility (Cronbach’s alpha = .92), was computed as the mean 
of the participants’ answers to the following 13 questions/statements:

• The story was fair.
• The story was complete.
• The story was accurate.
• I trust the information in this story.
• I trust the sources quoted in this story.
• The story was believable.
• The story was credible.
• The story was informative.
• The story explored the issue in depth.
• The story was interesting.
• I liked this story.
• The story was well written.
• The story was important.
This 13-item index is consistent with the literature on credibility measure-

ment reviewed earlier. 
In further exploration of the data, a second index, called source believability 

index, was constructed (Cronbach’s alpha = .86). The index was computed as the 
mean of the five items. It should be noted here that this index is not an indicator 
of the believability of all sources used. Rather, it is an indicator of believability 
of sources who disagree with a story’s main findings. For instance, in an article 
that uncovered medical malpractice, four of the variables were the answers to 
the following questions/statements on a scale of 1 to 7:

• How much do you believe the sources in the story who said it was NOT 
the doctor’s and the clinic’s fault that the patient died?

• How much do you trust the sources in the story who said it WAS NOT 
the doctor’s and the clinic’s fault that the patient died?

• The sources in the story who said that it WAS NOT the doctor’s and the 
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clinic’s fault that the patient died knew what they were talking about.
• The sources in the story who said it WAS NOT the doctor’s and the clinic’s 

fault that the patient died made strong arguments.
The fifth variable in the source believability index was the reversed value 

of the answer to the question, “How much do you believe the sources in the 
story who said it was the doctor’s and the clinic’s fault that the patient died?” 
See Table 1 for mean scores and standard deviations for the indices.

Results

The hypotheses were 
tested by submitting the data 
to a 2 (anonymous sources) x 
2 (story quality) ANOVA.

Hypotheses 1 stated that stories 
containing anonymous sources 
will be perceived as less credible 

Table 1
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Credibility and Resistance Indices

Story	 Perceived 	 Standard 	 Source 	 Standard
		  Credibility	 Believability 	 Deviation 	 Deviation
Assaults on Flights
	 (anonymous/non-winning)	 5.53	 .87	 2.95	 1.07
Medical Malpractice
	 (anonymous/non-winning)	 4.70	 1.03	 2.59	 .84
Underage Dancers
	 (anonymous/non-winning)	 4.90	 1.21	 2.82	 .91
Campaign Contributions
	 (anonymous/winning)	 4.15	 1.02	 3.67	 .80
Inflated Appraisals
	 (anonymous/winning)	 4.48	 1.13	 3.06	 .95
Street Gangs 
	 (anonymous/winning)	 4.61	 .65	 2.84	 .91
Al-Qaeda Training 
	 (no anonymous/non-winning)	 5.28	 .97	 3.30	 1.03
Eco-terrorism
	 (no anonymous/non-winning)	 5.24	 1.00	 3.15	 1.23
Vacant Buildings 
	 (no anonymous/non-winning)	 4.64	 .81	 3.15	 1.21
Absentee Judges
	 (no anonymous/winning)	 4.93	 .81	 3.00	 1.06
Chemical Sterilization
	 (no anonymous/winning)	 5.55	 .88	 5.01	 1.09
Money Laundering
	 (no anonymous/winning)	 5.15	 .72	 2.83	 .90

Table 2
Estimated Marginal Means for Effect
of Anonymous Sources on Perceived Credibility

Anonymous Sources	 Mean	 Std. Error

Low			   5.135	 .008
High			   4.702	 .008
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than stories without anonymous 
sources.

There was a main effect for 
anonymous sources (F = 12.13, 
p<.01, partial eta squared = 
.05), such that stories with no 
anonymous sources scored 
as more credible than stories 
with anonymous sources. [See 
Table 2] H1 was supported. 
There was also a main effect of anonymous sources for the second dependent 
variable (F=9.53, p<.01, partial eta squared=.04), such that source believability 
was higher for stories with no anonymous sources. [See Table 3]

Hypothesis 2 stated that winning stories will be perceived as more credible than non-
winning stories.

The main effect for story quality (F=3.46, p<.06, partial eta squared =.02) 
was only marginally significant and in the direction opposite to the one hy-
pothesized (M=5.04, SD=1.02 for 
non-winning stories; M=4.8, SD=1.01) 
for winning stories). H2 was not sup-
ported. There was a main effect for 
story quality (F=8.85, p<.01, partial 
eta squared=.04) for the second de-
pendent variable such that source 
believability was higher for winning 
stories than for non-winning stories. 
[See Table 4]

Hypothesis 3 stated there will be an interaction between anonymous sources and story 
quality.

The story quality x anonymous sources interaction was significant (F=9.75, 
p<.01, partial 
eta squared 
=.04). Win-
ning stories 
with a high 
number of 
anonymous 
s o u r c e s 
scored as the 
least credi-
ble. Winning 
stories with 

Table 3
Estimated Marginal Means for Effect
of Anonymous Sources on Source Believability

Anonymous Sources	 Mean	 Std. Error

None	 3.030	 .102
High	 2.585	 .102

Table 5
Estimated Marginal Means for Story Quality*
Anonymous Sources Interaction

Contest Outcome	 Anonymous sources	 Mean	 Std. Error

Non-winning 	 No anon. sources 	 5.061	 .125
	 High anon. sources	 5.016	 .124
Winning	 No anon. sources	 5.210	 .124
	 High anon. sources 	 4.388*	 .125

*Significantly different from other means at p<.05.

Table 4
Estimated Marginal Means for Source
Believability Based on Story Quality

Story Quality	 Mean	 Std. Error

Non-winning	 2.593	 .102
Winning	 3.022	 .102
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n o  a n o n y -
mous sources 
scored as the 
most credible, 
but post-hoc 
tests showed 
that was not 
significantly 
different from 
the scores in 
the two re-
maining con-
ditions. [See 
Figure 1 and Table 5] H3 was partially supported. There was no significant 
interaction for source believability.

Discussion

This study explored how the use of anonymous sources and journalistic 
quality affect perceptions of credibility. The findings confirm that the use of 
anonymous sources has a negative effect on readers’ perceptions of credibility. 
It is possible that anonymity elicits a reasonable assumption that the source 
has a vested interest, which is typically associated with low credibility, at least 
in persuasion research. It is also possible that the use of anonymous sources 
without sufficient explanation is interpreted by readers as a sign of journalistic 
incompetence, which in source credibility theory is another reason to assign 
lower credibility to a source.

Stories of presumably higher quality—contest winners—elicited more 
source believability toward sources who disagree with the main findings. This 
may suggest some degree of public disagreement with presentation of antago-
nistic information and the industry’s judgment of journalistic quality. This is 
not surprising in light of the findings of a 1998 ASNE credibility study, which 
found that many readers perceive media as out of touch with prevailing soci-
etal values. As Haiman46 points out, “We in the journalism business do seem to 
give ourselves a lot of prizes.” It is also possible that stories that elicited more 
source believability were on topics personally relevant to many participants. 
Chanowitz and Langner47 suggest people are more likely to make a “premature 
cognitive commitment” for what appears to be personally irrelevant informa-
tion but resist information on personally relevant topics. 

The experimental method, although not perfect, allowed establishing 
causality rather than a correlation between the use of anonymous sources and 
credibility. But the findings must be tempered by some limitations. Post-hoc 
tests showed significant differences among some indices’ scores for specific 
stories. Differences in topics within and across message categories, along with 
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information attributed to specific sources, named or anonymous, may have af-
fected participants’ evaluations. It should be noted, however, that it is common 
for experimental stimuli to differ, especially when they are real-world messages. 
Using several messages per category—three, in the case of this study—was in-
tended to allow some of these differences to cancel out, permitting a “separation 
of categorical features and idiosyncratic features of individual cases.”48 

Statistically speaking, results from experiments are not meant to be gen-
eralized to any population but to relationships between variables. Neverthe-
less, testing middle-aged and older adults would be an important next step. 
Furthermore, participants in this study read the stories on a computer screen 
in a university lab, which is certainly different from reading the newspaper in 
one’s home. However, at least one meta-analysis has offered strong support 
for the external validity of so-called “trivial laboratory studies.”49 Because the 
participants were enrolled in their first newswriting class, it is reasonable to 
believe that their opinions of anonymous sources are comparable to those of 
other young adults without much journalism knowledge. The abridgement of 
the original stories is another limitation, because eliminating some context may 
have affected the quality of the content. 

In conclusion, this study expanded on previous findings that use of anony-
mous sources has an adverse effect on credibility. Directions for future research 
include exploring if and how different types of anonymous sources—for 
instance, official versus non-government—affect perceived credibility. If the 
study is replicated, pre-testing participants about their views on anonymous 
sources could be used to eliminate the effect of pre-existing attitudes through 
an analysis of covariance. 

Future studies could test adults of various types and expand the pool of 
stimuli to include non-investigative stories. Although random assignment statisti-
cally eliminates individual differences, there may be generational differences in 
the relation between anonymity and credibility perceptions. Participants older 
than college students may confirm the findings of the early credibility studies, 
when anonymous sources were perceived as more knowledgeable. Or, as the 
1998 ASNE study found, older readers may be exactly the group that harbors 
the deepest suspicions of anonymous sources. It is also important to consider 
new studies on how journalists view the use of anonymous sources. Report-
ers in the 1970s attached great value to anonymous sources, but in 1984, less 
than a quarter of journalists said their work could be “seriously hampered” if 
they were not allowed to use anonymous sources.50 Asking that question more 
regularly could provide better understanding of the news industry’s inner 
workings over time.

Notes
1. Robert J. Haiman, “Hey, Editors: Just Stop the Nonsense,” Newspaper Research Journal 19, 

no. 4 (fall 1998): 2-9.
2. K. Tim Wulfemeyer, “Use of Anonymous Sources in Journalism,” Newspaper Research Journal 



Sternadori and Thorson: Anonymous Sources Harm Credibility of All Stories - 65

4 (winter 1983): 43-50; Byron St. Dizier, “Reporters’ Use of Confidential Sources, 1974 and 1984: A 
Comparative Study,” Newspaper Research Journal 6, no. 3 (summer 1985): 44-50.

3. Renee Martin-Kratzer and Esther Thorson, “Use of Anonymous Sources Declines in U.S. 
Newspapers,” Newspaper Research Journal 28, no. 2 (spring 2007): 56-70.

4. Bill Kovach and Tom Rosenstiel, The Elements of Journalism, (New York: Three Rivers Press, 
2001).

5. William B. Blankenburg, “The Utility of Anonymous Attribution,” Newspaper Research Journal 
13, nos. 1 and 2 (winter/spring 1992): 10-23. 

6. Leon Sigal, Reporters and Officials: The Organization and Politics of Newsgathering, (Lexington, 
Mass.: DC Heath & Co., 1973).

7. Hugh M. Culbertson, “Veiled News Sources—Who and What Are They?” American Newspaper 
Publishers Association News Research Bulletin, No. 3 (May 14, 1975): 3.

8. Hugh M. Culbertson, “Veiled Attribution: An Element of Style?” Journalism Quarterly 55, 
no. 3 (autumn 1978): 456-465; Hugh M. Culbertson and Nancy M. Somerick, “Cloaked Attribu-
tion—What Does It Mean to News Readers?” American Newspaper Publishers Association News 
Research Bulletin, 1 (May 19, 1976): 5. 

9. K. Tim Wulfemeyer and Lori L. McFadden, “Anonymous Attribution in Network News,” 
Journalism Quarterly 63, no. 3 (autumn 1986): 468-473.

10. Brian S. Brooks, George Kennedy, Daryl Moen, and Don Ranly, News Reporting and Writing, 
8th ed. (Boston, Mass.: Bedford/St. Martin’s Press, 2005): 89 

11. Steve Weinberg, The Reporter’s Handbook: An Investigator’s Guide to Documents and Techniques, 
(Boston, Mass.: Bedford/St. Martin’s Press, 1996), 491.

12. Bob M. Gassaway, “Are Secret Sources In the News Media Really Necessary?” Newspaper 
Research Journal 9, no. 2 (spring 1988): 69-77.

13. Blankenburg, ”The Utility of Anonymous Attribution,” 10.
14. Ben H. Bagdikian, “When the Post Banned Anonymous Sources,” American Journalism 

Review 27 no. 4 (August/September 2005): 33.
15. Blankenburg, “The Utility of Anonymous Attribution,” 17.
16. Jane Delano Brown, Carl R. Bybee, Stanley T. Wearden and Dulcie Murdock Straughan, 

“Invisible Power: Newspaper News Sources and the Limits of Diversity,” Journalism Quarterly 64, 
no. 1 (spring 1987): 45-54, 54.

17. Gassaway, “Are Secret Sources In the News Media Really Necessary?”
18. Carl Hovland and Walter Weiss, “The influence of source credibility on communication 

effectiveness,” Public Opinion Quarterly 15 (1951):635-660.
19. James C. McCroskey and Thomas J. Young, “Ethos and credibility: The construct and its 

measurement after three decades,” Central States Speech Journal 32 (1981): 24-34, 24.
20. Elizabeth J. Wilson and Daniel L. Sherrell, “Source effects in communication and persua-

sion research: A meta-analysis of effect size. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 21 (1993): 
101-112, 102.

21. James C. McCroskey and Jason J. Teven, “Goodwill: A reexamination of the construct and 
its measurement,” Communication Monographs 66 (1999): 90-103.

22. Zakary L. Tormala, Pablo Brinol and Richard Petty, “Multiple Roles for source credibility 
under high elaboration: It’s all in the timing,” Social Cognition 25 (2007): 536-552.

23. A. Celeste Farr, “The Effect of Race and Expertise on Source Credibility Ratings While 
Considering Resumes,” The Howard Journal of Communication 18 (2007), 239-258.

24. Philip Meyer, “Defining and Measuring Credibility of Newspapers: Developing an Index,” 
Journalism Quarterly 65, no. 2 (summer 1988): 567-588. 

25. Meyer, “Defining and Measuring Credibility of Newspapers,” 567.
26. Meyer, “Defining and Measuring Credibility of Newspapers.”
27. Cecilie Gaziano and Kristin McGrath, “Measuring the Concept of Credibility,” Journalism 

Quarterly 63, no. 3 (autumn 1986): 451-462.



66 - Newspaper Research Journal • Vol. 30, No. 4 • Fall 2009

28. Spiro Kiousis, “Public Trust or Mistrust? Perceptions of Media Credibility in the Informa-
tion Age,” Mass Communication & Society 4 (fall 2001): 381-403, 382.

29. Bartholomew H. Sparrow, “A Research Agenda for an Institutional Media,” Political Com-
munication 23 (April-June 2006): 145-157, 146.

30. Meyer, “Defining and Measuring Credibility of Newspapers.”
31. David Michael Ryfe, “The Nature of News Rules,” Political Communication 23 (April-June 

2006): 203-214.
32. John B. Adams, “The Relative Credibility of 20 Unnamed News Sources,” Journalism 

Quarterly 39, no. 4 (winter 1962): 79-82.
33. Adams, “The Relative Credibility of 20 Unnamed News Sources.”
34. Hugh M. Culbertson and Nancy M. Somerick, “Cloaked Attribution—What Does It Mean 

to News Readers?”
35. Fred Fedler and Tim Counts, “Variations in Attribution Affect Readers’ Evaluations of 

Stories,” Newspaper Research Journal 2 (April 1981): 25-34.
36. Dennis Hale, “Unnamed News Sources: Their Impact on the Perceptions of Stories,” 

Newspaper Research Journal 5, no. 1 (winter 1984): 49-56.
37. Edmund B. Lambeth, Committed Journalism: An Ethic for the Profession, 2nd ed. (Bloomington, 

Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1986), 149.
38. Virginia Dodge Fielder and David H. Weaver, “Public Opinion on Investigative Reporting,” 

Newspaper Research Journal 3 (January 1982): 54-62.
39. Journalism Credibility Project: Examining Our Credibility: Perspectives of the Public and the Pres, 

Aug. 6, 1999, American Society of Newspaper Editors.
40. Dan Berkowitz and Douglas W. Beach, “News Sources and News Context: The Effect of 

Routine News, Conflict and Proximity,” Journalism Quarterly 70, no. 1 (spring 1993): 4-12. 
41. Kathleen A. Hansen, “Source Diversity and Newspaper Enterprise Journalism,” Journalism 

Quarterly 68, no. 3 (autumn 1991): 674-681. 
42. Kathleen A. Hansen, “Information Richness and Newspaper Pulitzer Prizes,” Journalism 

Quarterly 67 (winter 1990): 930-935.
43. Blankenburg, ”The Utility of Anonymous Attribution,” 17.
44. Ryfe, “The Nature of News Rules,” 211.
45. Renee Martin-Kratzer, e-mail message to Esther Thorson, Feb. 9, 2006.
46. Haiman, ”Hey, Editors: Just Stop the Nonsense,” 2.
47. Benzion Chanowitz and Ellen J. Langer, “Premature Cognitive Commitment,” Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology 41 (1981): 1051-1063.
48. Sally A. Jackson, Message Effects Research: Principles of Design and Analysis (New York: 

Guilford Press, 1992), 34.
49. Craig A. Anderson and Brad J. Bushman, “External Validity of ‘Trivial’ Experiments: The 

Case of Laboratory Aggression,” Review of General Psychology 1 (1997): 19-41.
50. St. Dizier, “Reporters’ Use of Confidential Sources, 1974 and 1984: A Comparative 

Study.”


