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SUMMARY OF THESIS  
 
This master thesis explores the relationship between external and internal fact checking, and 

seeks to answer how external fact checking, and fact-checkers affect the way journalists are 

conducting their internal fact checking. The background is a steady rise of fact checkers in the 

Western world, often called “the rise of the fact checker movement”, over the last decades, 

combined with the recent spread of and the debate about so-called fake news. The case study 

is Norway, and the arrival of the first such fact checker organization in Norway, Faktisk, in 

2017.  

The thesis tries to explore how Norwegian journalist’s internal fact checking has been 

affected by the introduction of an external fact checker. The study includes a survey of 260 

Norwegian journalist designed after 12 in depth interviews with journalists and fact checkers. 

The thesis also encompasses an historical background of fact checking internationally and in 

Norway that places Faktisk and Norway as part of an international trend. The thesis concludes 

that 1 of 6 of very Norwegian reporter has changed several of their internal, pre-publication 

fact checking routines after the arrival of Faktisk – and 1 of 4 report that they changed 

routines after the recent debate of fake news. 1 of 4 also report to now omit details from a 

story, because of the external fact check. The study is one of very few on the effect of fact 

checking on journalists, a field where most of the studies have concentrated on  other groups, 

especially the audience in broad, voters, politicians or the specific instruments used for 

presenting fact-checks, but not the study of fact-checks effect on journalists. For the 

Norwegian setting, the study is one of the first reports on Faktisk as a new phenomenon and 

also includes a very throughout report on how large parts of the journalist in Norway see, 

read, use and feel impacted by Faktisk. The study also tries to answer if some group of 

journalists have been more affected than others, and the study finds that journalist with 10-20 

years of work experience are less affected and change their routine less than the less and the 

more experienced journalist, suggesting a possible generation gap, and that TV and radio-

journalists are slightly more inclined to increase their fact checking as a result of Faktisk than 

others.   
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SAMMENDRAG AV OPPGAVEN  
 

Denne masteroppgaven utforsker forholdet mellom ekstern og intern faktasjekking og prøver 

å svare på om og hvordan ekstern faktasjekking påvirker måten journalister gjennomfører sin 

interne faktasjekking. Bakteppet er en raskt og sterk vekst i faktasjekker-organisasjoner og 

nettsteder i den vestlige verden i løpet av de siste tiårene. Fenomenet kalles ofte 

«faktasjekkerbevegelsen» og startet i stor grad i USA. Det andre bakteppet er debatten om 

såkalte falske nyheter siden 2016. Case studien i oppgaven er Norge og oppgaven tar konkreet 

for seg effekten at den første norskeee faktsjekker-organisasjonen, Faktisk, ble etableret i 

2017. 

Avhandlingen prøver å undersøke hvordan norske journalisters egen faktasjekk er påvirket av 

tilstedeværelesen av Faktisk (og av debatten om falske nyheter). Studien inkluderer en 

spørreundersøkelse besvart av 260 norske journalister på et grundig pørrreskjema designet på 

bakgrunn av dybdeintervjuer med journalister fra hele presse-Norge og folk tilknyttet Faktisk. 

Oppgaven omfatter også en historisk bakgrunn om faktasjekking internasjonalt og plasserer 

Faktisk som en del av en internasjonal trend.  

Oppgaven konkluderer med at 1 av 6 av norske journalister (sier de) har endret sine 

faktasjekkingsrutiner etter Faktisk kom og at 1 av 4 (sier de har) endret rutiner etter debatten 

om falske nyheter. 1 av 4 sier dessuten at de utelater detaljer fra historier på grunn av eksterne 

faktasjekker.  

Studien er en av svært få, også internasjonalt, om effekten som faktasjekking/ og 

aktasjekkerbevgelsen har hatt på journalister i tradisjonelle medier. De fleste studier innen 

faktasjekking har konsentrert seg om andre grupper, som lesere, velgere, politikere eller de 

konkrete metodene som brukes til å presentere faktasjekker, men ikke effekten på journalister.  

Studien prøver også å svare på om noen grupper journalister har blitt mer berørt enn andre, og 

studien finner noen forskjeller, blant annet at journalist med 10-20 års arbeidserfaring endrer 

rutinen mindre enn journalister med mer enn 20 år og mindre enn 10 års erfaring, noe tyder på 

et  mulig generasjons-gap. Oppgaven inneholder også interessante observasjoner av hvordan 

norske journalister bruker og forholder seg til Faktisk, ett år etter Faktisk ble etablert. 
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“The real difference between us and chimpanzees is the mysterious glue made of stories” 

Yuval Noah Harari 

PROLOGUE 
 
 
This work is dedicated to my father, Birger Otto Libell, March 15, 1946 - March 18, 2019.  

He was the first to introduce me to what a story is and the greatest storyteller I learned from.  

A story is what we become when we pass.  

 

The first story my father told me, was a self-imagined, never-ending and improvised 

children's tale about “Petter Dykker´n”, “Peter the Diver”. Peter dove into his own toilet and 

went on to meet many creatures and adventures on his rocky road to the sea. A man diving 

into his own toilet, would never passed a good fact-check! Yet, I start this thesis with a piece 

of fiction because there is a connection. As a kid, I loved the fiction about the diver. I am a 

journalist today. My job is to distinguish fiction from facts. Journalism that is not based on 

facts, is just fiction. For that reason, fact-checking is as vital to journalism as writing itself.  

 

Fact-checking is the heart and soul of journalism. The last year, we have experienced a new 

genre in journalism that is dedicated solely to fact-checking: the fact-checking movement. 

Certainly a movement based on journalisms most vital condition and value, must somehow 

have an impact on my profession. How, and how much, is the topic of this thesis. 

 

I hope you read and enjoy.  

 

      Your sincerely student, Henrik Pryser Libell  
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“A truth that's told with bad intent beats all the lies you can invent”  
 

William Blake 
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 “A Lie Can Travel Halfway Around the World  

While the Truth Is Putting On Its Shoes” 

 

 Proverb  

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The idea for this master’s thesis came about when I came across a very odd post on my 

Facebook feed in 2015. The headline made it look like a news article, but the content was 

simply unbelievable. Then I noticed that it was lacking any named sources. I soon traced the 

odd post to a Norwegian site called Nyhetsspeilet.no. The site was at a sort of cross road for 

all sorts of conspiracy theories, from UFO-believers, neo-nazis (the Jewish world conspiracy), 

anti-islamists (the “EUrabia theory of a slow Arab invasion), Freemen (there is a “hidden 

constitution” behind the law), One World Order and Illuminati-believers (a secret group runs 

the world) and other conspiracies. What they presented was anything from UFO observations 

the military is covering up to immigrants committing horrendous crimes the established press 

is covering up. It was all written in a news-like style but based on no facts whatsoever. I 

remember wondering what would happen if those kinds of articles spread to too many. 

I guess I soon found out. This strange fringe phenomena quickly evolved into something 

bigger. It was the start of what we now call fake news. Fake news has later been given credit 

for getting Donald Trump elected President of the United States of America (Gunther et al, 

2017, unpaginated) and the United Kingdom voting to leave the European Union in 2016 

(Hall, 2016, Becker, 2016 and Bastos, 2017). Such fake news are the opposite of real news. 

Real news is real because they are based on facts.  

Facts are a fundamental value to news journalism. Fact-checking (and verification) is one of 

the most important tools for a journalist. Rumours and “fake news” have always existed (Soll, 

2016, unpaginated and Kapferer, 1988, unpaginated) but smart phones, social media and 

technological developments have given false information digital wings for in the age of 

Twitter and Facebook (Xiaoyan, 2017, unpaginated). If intentionally misused, false 

information which spread fast can threaten both the public debate, democracy, freedom, 
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science and security (Hofseth, 2019, unpaginated). Journalism is responding to this threat. 

Over the last decade fact-checking as a tool has been “taken out” of ordinary journalism, 

embedded in a new type of vehicle - fact-checker sites - and these fact-checks are used to 

counter and debunk false information. Originally these sites were set up to debunk false 

advertising, politicians’ false, or mistaken, claims and to counter hoax and spam. Now they 

have become more general debunkers - and fact-checkers.  

These separate institutions have become, what I call, “external fact-checking”. They are 

institutions outside of the news organisations using a journalistic tool. The phenomena 

originated in the USA, and it quickly spread across Europe to Norway. The first such external 

fact-checking organisation, Faktisk, was established 24th April 2017, with a corresponding 

website Faktisk.no. 

For the “external fact-checker”, the tool to making a story is the story, the fact-checking is the 

product, not just a method to make the product. You can also call it “visible” vs “invisible” 

fact-checker. External fact-checkers, like Faktisk, put their whole checking process on 

display. If a journalistic article is a car, a fact-checking site is a car with an open engine. So 

while journalism produces articles, use angles and storytelling elements and is often not 

taking sides, a fact-check produce a conclusion and describes how its found. Some see the 

new open style of fact-checking as a reform of journalism, and others see it as at defeat of 

journalism or a competition to it. 

1.1 Faktisk, my case study as external fact-checker  

Certainly, I thought, such an innovation regarding one of journalisms’ fundamental tools, 

must somehow affect journalism itself. That was my question back in 2017, when Norway 

saw the arrival of the fact-checker organisation Faktisk and the website Faktisk.no. It was the 

first, and so far only, Norwegian website solely dedicated to checking facts. It is a 

continuation of temporary projects run by BT, Dagbladet and NRK during election 

campaigns. I felt compelled to think ahead and ask how this (external) “fact-checker 

movement” will affect journalists’ (internal) fact-checking. Will journalists’ fact-checks 

compete with the new-arrived Faktisk and other fact-checkers? Will newsroom managers 

dedicate more time and resources? Or will they roll back and let the fact-checkers check facts 
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for them? Will they view them as a competitor or a colleague, or will they ignore the fact-

checkers and let them “have their own readers” among those who don't consume mainstream 

news? Those are some of the questions that inspired me to do this research.  

1.2 Why research on fact-checking and journalists is important 

There has been research on fact-checking in particular within areas as psychology, media and 

political studies. But Graves (2015) notes that “almost no research has considered the influence 

of fact-checking on journalists”. This in spite of journalists relation to fact-checking being a 

“vital question” for fact-checking, as reporters’ interest in fact-checking could greatly amplify 

the reach of fact-checks (Graves, 2015:1). The effect external fact-checkers have on media 

could be vital both for the public debate and politics, but also for the news industry and the fact-

checker movement itself, and ultimately for communication- and media studies and for 

journalist education (Stearns, 2016). The news industry’s understanding of how a phenomenon 

like external fact-check interacts with the news industry and politicians can help shape a 

strategy on how to deal with the gift or challenge from external fact-checking. It can help news 

organisations design strategies for improving their internal fact-checks, embed and use external 

fact-checks in journalism and cooperate with fact-checkers at home and abroad. This can help 

secure media’s image and role as a respected and well-used fact provider.  

It is, like Graves says, important for fact-checkers to understand if and how they are or might 

be coming across to a big-time influencer like the news industry, in their quest to present facts 

and debunk lies. They too can use it to design strategies for how to persuade journalists to fact-

check more, cooperate and to get their conclusions out to the public. In essence, the media and 

fact-checker need knowledge if they want to help the truth to “get its pants on before a lie is 

halfway around the world,'' as the proverb goes.  

1.3 My research question 

Other studies have examined the effect of external fact-checking on politicians, voters, readers 

and public debate. Being a reporter myself, I wish to examine how external fact-checking 

affects reporters. This research paper seeks to answer the following research question: 

How does external fact-checking services affect journalists’ internal fact-checking, if at all? 
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External fact-checking is here defined as the type of fact-checker services that solely perform 

and publish the fact-check itself. Internal fact-checking is here defined as the process a 

journalist or a group of journalists goes through, in order to check facts before the publication 

of a news story. By affecting (the verb affect) I mean I change in behaviour and/or attitudes. I 

will during the thesis use affecting and having impact as synonym.  

I have limited my research to Norway. In accordance with the definitions mentioned in 3.1, I 

have operationalised “journalist”, “external fact-check”, “internal fact-check”, “affect”/ 

“impact” for the Norwegian setting. Accordingly, I will be examining how Norway’s first 

fact-checker service, Faktisk, affects Norwegian reporters’ internal fact-checking. I will also 

investigate a sub question to my research question, regarding which types and/or groups of 

journalists who are most affected by external fact checking. 

1.4 Faktisk as an interesting case study for journalism studies 

I think a case study of the impact of Norwegian Faktisk on Norwegian journalists can be an 

interesting case, also in an international perspective. Norwegian media are relatively 

representative of European and even Western media. Norway, with the introduction of full-time 

fact-checker service, has a clear “before and after” moment in fact-checking (the arrival of 

Faktisk in 2017) that makes it possible to ask respondents about the change. There is accessible, 

reliable contact information for journalists and a culture of trust that makes it possible to contact 

and interview journalists for research.  

On the flipside, Norway’s fact-checking service is an unusual case, since it has been created in 

a split-cost by four major media outlets. This differs from the US where they historically were 

tied to news organizations (newspapers, TV and radio stations) or to other places, where they 

are independent or connected to the NGO sector or investigative projects outside the media. 

Sweden, for example, introduced its own Faktisk in 2018, but chose a model where the fact-

checking happens in the individual news organisation and is only published at, not produced 

by, a shared site and organisation. 
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1.5 Overview over thesis  

Enjoy! We are going to have some fun in this thesis, exploring fact-checking as a genre and a 

work tool. In this first chapter I will define key elements of my RQ: external and internal fact-

checking, affecting and journalists. I will also take the reader through the historical 

background of fact-checking. I will introduce the case, Faktisk, an external fact-checker 

established in Norway in 2017. In chapter 2 I present theoretical frameworks for the (external) 

fact-checker movement and previous research on external fact-checking. In chapter 3 I 

operationalise the elements of my RQ. I will explain why and how I used in-depth interviews 

of reporters and fact-checkers to form a 15-question survey to answer my RQ.  

In chapter 4 I present the data from interviews and the results of the survey and analyse how 

data can answer the RQ and the sub-hypothesis. In chapter 5 I conclude on my RQ.  

Buckle up! It is going to be a fun ride. 

1.6 The difference between internal and external fact-checking 

Although external and internal fact-checkers share methods, a basic difference is the focus and 

the level of transparency. While internal fact-checking is just part of the process of creating a 

larger story, an article and/or a news story, an external fact-checker only checks facts and 

publishes the results as such. In external fact-checking the method becomes the story, so to say, 

a goal in itself and not just a means. Overall, an external fact-check displays everything it does, 

while the internal fact-check is meant to be invisible. While “the routines of internal fact-

checking respond to the imperative to eliminate untruth” before publication; the external fact-

check exist precisely to “call attention to the untruth” after publication (Graves, 2016). Since 

internal fact-checking has always been a crucial characteristic of journalism, some see the 

external fact-checking services as a sign that journalists are failing their core values. Others see 

it as a supplement, a correction and reminder to journalism, and as a separate sub-genre or 

news-genre, that can reach new readers and target groups, and work as a positive influence on 

politicians. 
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1.7 Definition of Fact-checking  

The term fact-checking as used in journalism is defined in The Oxford dictionary of Journalism 

(2019) as 1) “establishing the veracity of the information contained within a piece of journalism 

before it is published or broadcast” or 2) “a practice of some bloggers and media organizations 

whereby the veracity of information is investigated after it has been published or broadcast, 

with the results then being made public”. These two definitions define “fact” as verifiable 

information, which implies that facts are distinguished from claim, comment interpretation and 

speculation. These two definitions reflect the contrasting aspects of fact-checking: the internal 

fact-checking done inside the editorial house as part of the journalists’ work method and the 

external fact-checking, which is conducted by an organization built solely for that purpose.  

1.8 Verification 

Fact-checking is overlapping with the term verification. Verification is defined in The Oxford 

dictionary of Journalism (2019) as “the process of establishing the veracity or otherwise of 

information before it is used in a piece of journalism”. It is also defined as “a distinct step in 

the process of reporting and editing” (Shapiro, 2013). Making a telephone call to check the 

accuracy of a claim or getting hold of an original document before you publish the claim, is 

verification. An example: Say someone launched an airstrike against certain targets in Syria, 

and the US military, the Russian military, the Syrian military and the ISIS all say it is not 

them. Or when someone launches an airstrike on Saudi-Arabia, and rebels in Yemen say it is 

them, Iran claims it is not Iran. Can those claims be verified by for example videos of the 

attack? Do satellite photos reveal any changes on the ground? What about the remainders of 

bullets and other equipment used?  

1.8.2 Internal fact-checking  

Journalistic (internal) fact-checking started, to use a metaphor, when the crime reporter sought 

out a crime scene, spoke to an eyewitness, searched for a document or looked for physical 

evidence before publishing the story. Lippmann launched the term ‘‘discipline of verification’’ 

that separates journalism from ‘‘entertainment, propaganda, fiction or art’’ (Lippmann, 1920, 

unpaginated). The “commitment to accuracy distinguishes journalism from other kinds of 

published content: “facts from fiction, lies and biased comments” (Colin, 2012:25). Shapiro 
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also argues that it defines journalism: “Verification is a marker of professionalism across all 

types of journalism” (Shapiro, 2013:669). Thus, verification/fact-checking has been used 

to build professional identity: “Journalists’ verification routines” (are) “strategies through 

which newsmen protect themselves from critics and lay professional claim to objectivity” 

(Tuchman 1972: 676).  

Checking facts is part of the code of ethics for journalist organizations around the world, 

including the Norwegian Ethical Code of Practice for the Press (“Be Considerate”1) (Norsk 

Presseforbund, 2019), the “Code of Ethics” from the first American journalist organization, 

Society of Professional Journalists (Society of Professional Journalists, 2014), of and the 

International Federation of Journalists (Porlezza and RussMohl 2013; 46). The Norwegian 

Code includes the following guidelines that apply to fact-checking:  

3.2. Be critical in the choice of sources, and make sure that the information provided is 
correct. It is good press practice to aim for diversity and relevance in the choice of 
sources. If anonymous sources are used or the publication is offered exclusivity, 
especially stringent requirements must be imposed on the critical evaluation of the 
sources.  

 
4.2. Make plain what is factual information and what is a comment. 
 
4.4. Make sure that headlines, introductions and leads do not go beyond what is being related 

in the text. It is considered good press conduct to reveal your source when the 
information is quoted from other media. 

 
The Society of Professional Journalists` code includes a commitment to 

Take responsibility for the accuracy of their work. Verify information before releasing it. Use 
original sources whenever possible. (...) Gather, update and correct information throughout the 
life of a news story. (...) Consider sources’ motives before promising anonymity.  
 

As several scholars have pointed out, verification is not always paid attention to (Saphiro, 2017, 

657–673) and has been under pressure the recent decades, due to a combination of falling 

revenues, less time from collection of information to publishing, due to online publishing and 

also competition in news spreading via social media.  

Social media have given readers opportunities to double-check a journalist's verification but 

also given journalists access to a sometimes endless amount of sources, like we have seen 

 
1 Vær Varsom, in Norwegian 
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during demonstrations in Hong Kong in 2019 and with Bellingcats use of open source 

information to establish who shot down the airline MH17 over Ukraine in 2014. Fact-checking 

and verification are key ingredients in all journalism, as much as the genre form for articles, 

(headline, ingress, byline, the top to low interest pyramid), news criteria (like importance and 

relevance), to find the story and a tool like the interview. The less fact-checking in a journalistic 

text, the closer it moves to fiction, propaganda or misinformation.  

1.8.3 External fact-checking  

Sivek defines Internal fact-checking as “establishing the veracity of the information contained 

within a piece of journalism before it is published or broadcast” (Sivek, 2017). Internal fact-

checking is quite simply the fact-checking that a journalist does during his or her work, when 

producing a news article or a broadcast. In my thesis, I will define this as all pieces of 

information published in any publication that are bound by the Vær Varsom-plakat (Norsk 

Presseforbund, 2019, unpaginated). While internal fact-checking is part of a news story, 

external fact-checking is a piece of an article, where the method of verification of a fact is the 

story itself. As I mentioned earlier, an external fact is “a practice of some bloggers and media 

organizations whereby the veracity of information is investigated after it has been published or 

broadcast, with the results then being made public”.  

Format of external fact-checks 

Fact-checking services are services that self-identify as fact-checkers and use a basic 

presentation structure: present a supposed fact (a claim, statement or other), a discussion of that 

fact and then reach a conclusion whether it really is a factual or a false claim.  Amazeen (2013, 

unpaginated) writes that “Fact-checking is distinguished from other forms of journalism” (by 

its) “focus on the accuracy of reported speech rather than on whether a reporter got a quote 

right”. Graves argues that “While traditional newsrooms strive to eliminate inaccuracies in their 

reporting, fact-checkers seek to publicize claims they determine are inaccurate” (Graves, 2016, 

unpaginated). 
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Truth-O-meters 

Most commonly the conclusion of the fact-checking procedure is presented as true or false or 

how true or false an alleged fact or claim is on a “truth-o-meter”-scale. Variations of such 

truth-o-meter-scales are numerous: Faktisk uses a similar scale to Politifacts’ Mentomethe. 

The ratings are “Factually completely true”, “Factually partially true”, “Factually not sure”, 

“Factually partially wrong” and “Factually completely wrong”2  

This five-point system is not a sophisticated as the “grandfather” of fact-checkers, Snopes, 

uses. Snopes rates their checks with “True”, “Mostly True”, “Mixture” (elements of both truth 

and falsity), “Mostly False”, “False”, “Unproven “ (insufficient evidence exists to establish 

the given claim as true, but the claim cannot be definitively proved false) , “Outdated” (the 

original truth rating is irrelevant (e.g. passage of a controversial law has since been repealed), 

“Miscaptioned” (photos and videos that are not faked with digital manipulation, but have 

misleading explanatory material), “Correct Attribution” (quoted material that has been 

correctly attributed), “Misattributed”, “Scam” (describe the details of verified scams) and 

“Legend” (items so general or lacking in detail that they could have happened to someone, 

somewhere, at some time and therefore unprovable) (Snopes, 2019, unpaginated). Snopes 

even has “Satire” and “Lost Legend”3.  

Independence and neutrality 

Defining a fact-checker service offers some dilemmas. The annual report of the Duke 

Reporter’s Lab, from Duke University, defines fact-checking services as a service that checks 

facts, but also “(1) examine all political parties and ideological sides, (2) examine discrete 

claims and reach conclusions, (3) track political promises, (4) are transparent about sources and 

methods, (5) disclose their funders and affiliations, and/or (6) are primarily driven by a mission 

of news and information” (Vargo, 2017;8). Michael Dobbs at the Washington Post’s “Fact-

Checker” put it like this: “If you’re only fact checking one side, you’re not a fact-checker” 

(Elizabeth, 2014:1). This definition rules out partisan/biased fact-checkers like Factcheck 

Armenia and FactChecking Turkey who have an overt political agenda to cover Western media 

 
2 Norwegian original: «Faktisk helt sann», «Faktisk delvis sann», «Faktisk ikke sikker», «Faktisk delvis feil» and 
«Faktisk helt feil» meaning 
3 The Repository of Lost Legends (TRoLL) are a collection of curiosa, like how the TV show about a talking 
horse, Mr Ed, was actually a zebra or that KFC changed its name to avoid “Fried”. 
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articles critical of the state of affairs in Armenia and Turkey (Brandtzaeg, 2017). A strict 

definition with emphasis on non-partisanship also excludes fact checker organizations like 

NewsBusters, Hardhatters and Media Matters in the US. Media Matters aim is to 

“systematically monitor media outlets for conservative misinformation” (Media Matters, 2019, 

unpaginated, Sivek, 2017, unpaginated). Another possible definition of a fact-checker is 

whether or not you are a member of The Poynter’s International Fact-Checking Network 

(IFCN). Faktisk is a member of IFCN. The IFCN defines its members as organizations that 

“that review statements by public figures, major institutions and other widely circulated claims 

that are of interest to society” and commit to the  IFCN principles: non-partisanship and 

fairness, (2) transparency of sources, (3) transparency of funding and organization, (4) 

transparency of methods, and (5) open and honest corrections. The members voluntarily follow 

a “Code of Principles” (IFCN, 2018, unpaginated), but as Alcalá (2019, unpaginated) points 

out, many IFCN members have a “dubious reputation”, like CheckYourFact.com and Weekly 

Standard. Even fact-checkers mainly considered independent, like PolitiFact.com, 

FactCheck.org and Truthorfiction.com are often accused of “liberal bias”. CNN give these” 

liberal” fact-checkers more attention, while conservative NewsBusters get it from conservative 

Fox New, InstaPundit and Power Line and Drudge Report. Progressive Media Matters gets it 

from progressive MSNBC, Daily Kos and Talking Points Memo (Graves, 2016, unpaginated).  

Other characteristics of external fact-checking services  

The most common professional background of fact-checking staff is journalism (Mantzarlis, 

2016, unpaginated). The fact-checkers primarily use online presence4 and run on low budgets. 

Three-quarters operate with annual budgets of $100,000 or less. Some fact-checkers only check 

political statements, others consumer topics or viral stories and some focus on sectors like 

HealthNewsReviews.org or Climate Feedback. Political fact-checkers traditionally check 

statements and statistics used in a political debate, while viral “rumour killers”, like Snopes, 

traditionally check if a news story has any root in reality. Fact-checker services differ on 

domains checked but share a transparency culture.  

 
480 percent of those surveyed in  Global Fact 3 publish primarily online 
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Finnicization 

Some fact-checkers are embedded in media organizations and financed by them. FactCheck.org 

and PolitiFact in the US, Argentina’s Chequeado and UK’s Full Fact have used crowdfunding 

campaigns (Mantzarlis, 2017, unpaginated) and in that regard, some sought advice from the 

Wikimedia Foundation, the parent organization of Wikipedia (Iannucci, 2017, unpaginated). 

Some seek foundation support and some public grants.  

Geography 

The first “wave” of modern fact-checkers emerged in the US. Most of them were established 

by existing media organizations. But internationally, fewer than half of all fact-checking 

services are tied to a news organization (Stencel, 2016, unpaginated). In the Spanish-speaking 

world fact-checking services are often investigative reporting projects. Around 1 of 8 fact-

checkers worldwide are affiliated with universities (Kessler, 2014, unpaginated). South Asia 

Check was launched by a Nepal-based development, NGO (Anderson et al, 2014, unpaginated) 

points out that “some NGOs have been supplying investigative material for traditional media 

for a long time, (...) but now often provide the whole package” (Anderson, 2014, unpaginated). 

1.9 What is journalism and a journalist 

Journalism is a profession and a method to provide and present factual information, in a format 

that is published in a news organization. Encyclopaedia Britannica says it originally meant “the 

reportage of current events in printed form, specifically newspapers”, but today their definition 

is “the collection, preparation, and distribution of news and related commentary and feature 

materials through such print and electronic media as newspapers, magazines, books, blogs, 

webcasts, podcasts, social networking and social media sites, and email as well as through 

radio, motion pictures, and television”.  

Media, by definition, is organizations that collect and present information and at the same time 

adhere to the codes of conduct for press. In Norway that means the Norwegian Ethical Code of 

Practice for the Press (dubbed “Be Considerate”) (Norsk Presseforbund, 2019, unpaginated). 

Any organization that collects and presents but does not declare that it is bound by the “Be 



 
20 

 

Considerate” code,5 is not media by definition. This means that blogs and content sites do not 

qualify as media by this definition. A journalist is any person who participates in collection and 

presenting information in the manner and publications mentioned above.  

1.10 A short history of fact-checking in journalism  

Fact-checking was introduced from the very dawn of journalism in Germany and England in 

the 17th Century (Encyclopaedia Britannica, 2019) and expressed into professional values 

during the organization of the press in the 1910s and 1920s in particular in the US. Though, 

still a basic part of every journalist's job, fact-checking turned into a specialized profession in 

large news organizations that kept internal fact-checker departments from the 1950s. In the 

1980s the first external fact-checking appears, focused on checking politicians’ statements in 

the election campaigns and political advertising. Later on, fact-checkers moved on to 

advertising in general, viral hoaxes and urban myths and even media itself. 

The United States saw a wave of such independent, external fact-checkers in the early 00s and 

Europe saw them in the 10s. External fact-checking as a method and format first appeared in 

Norway via short-lived temporary projects around election times, by various newspapers and 

newsrooms like Bergens Tidende (BT, 2007), Dagbladet (2005, unpaginated) and NRK 

(Detektor, 2009).  

In 2017 the first permanent service, Faktisk, was introduced to Norway as a joint effort by four 

Norwegian media outlets, with financial backing from the Fritt Ord foundation. Faktisk also 

concentrated on fact-checking statements from politicians in the beginning but widened the 

scope to also test urban myths and hoaxes and other fact-checkable claims in media and social 

media.  

1880s-1930s: Objectivity and professionalisation of journalism  

In the 19th Century several developments rapidly changed journalism. The telegraph 

nationalized local news audiences, sparking a more neutral news language (Graves, 2016; 105). 

The 20th century saw a shift from partisan party press to non-partisan, independent media, first 

 
5 Committing to this code implies, among other things, that if a complaint is put forward, the 
committed newsrooms can be taken to trial and given a verdict by the control board PFU  
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in the US and later in Europe- An important driver was the possibility of reaching a larger 

audience when not being partisan. A “commoditization of news promoted an industrial work 

model and made press barons less dependent on party or state ties” (Graves, 2016:105), and 

there was a "desire to pursue the widest possible audience by abandoning party ties” (Graves, 

2016, ref. to Hamilton). Fact-checking has always been an integral part of the journalistic 

process of seeking and presenting facts. Fact-checking can be described with other instruments 

that created journalism, like the interview and inverted pyramid. The first very systematic use 

of fact-checking journalism is often ascribed to early consumerism journalists in the 1800s. 

That includes the so-called muckrakers, like Samuel Hopkins Adams and Upton Sinclair, whose 

exposure of con products led to federal regulations protecting consumers (Amazeen et al, 2015). 

Fact-checking is formalized in professions code from the 1880s to 1930s. In the 1920s and 

1930s factual reporting, impartiality and objectivity became central ideas in the codes and 

journalism schools. The new trades self-identified both as a neutral observer and a watchdog. 

Although fact-checking was mostly a tool “inside” journalism, investigative journalists 

launched dedicated publications to challenge misinformation (Graves, Nyhan, Reifler, 2016).  

1930-1980 The golden age of internal fact-checkers 

In the 1950s some news organizations had designated employees and separate departments for 

fact-checks. German Der Spiegel was one of the first to have a fact-checking department. Later 

The New Yorker, WIRED, Harper’s, National Geographic, and The Atlantic had fact-checker 

departments (Sivek, 2017:2). The New Yorker’s head of fact-checking, Peter Canby (in a book 

edited by Navasky) recalled the late 1970s:  

Writers would work on pieces for as long as they felt was useful and necessary and that often 

meant years. Once the pieces were accepted, they were edited, copyedited, and fact-checked on 

a schedule that typically stretched out for weeks and sometimes for months (Navasky, 

2012:76).  

Internal fact-checking departments were reduced as media’s profit slowly dwindled from the 

1980s to the 2010s, while the speed of publication increased, and the digitalization changed the 

business. Internal fact-checkers are still in place some places, but mostly in printed magazines 

(Sivek, 2017, unpaginated).  
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2000s: The first rise of the new fact-checker movement  

Fact-checking’s big shift comes somewhere in the 2000s with the rise of external fact-checking 

services. Spivak (2010) calls it the “explosion of fact-checking” (Spivak, 2010; 38-43). The 

method goes from “traditional, ante hoc fact-checking” to “an evolving practice of public, post 

hoc distributed verification of digital content” (Sivek, 2017). The origins are found in American 

newspapers in the 1980s, often linked to election campaigns and various forms of “ad watchers” 

(Graves, 2016, unpaginated). An important backdrop was the extensive use of political PR 

during Ronald Reagan’s presidency with the introduction of “spin doctors” (Lowrey, 

2017;377). Ad-watching had its breakthrough in the 1988 US presidential election (Amazeen, 

2013, unpaginated). But ad-watches are far less prominent nowadays. Broader fact-checking 

services have emerged. Snopes was established in 1995 to kill hoaxes after the arrival of the 

internet. Snopes started check political claims in the 2000s. One of the first to check political 

claims was FactCheck.org from Annenberg Foundation. It was the first widely recognized non-

partisan political fact-checking website” (Schudson, 2013;70). Mainstream outlets followed 

suit, and the genre of political fact-checking had its breakthrough in the 2004 U.S. presidential 

race. In the 2012 US presidential elections, PolitiFact exceeded one million visitors per day 

(Adair, 2012, unpaginated). The spread of fact-checking Graves (2016) argues is largely due to 

the power of prestigious newspapers using it and it spreads from the US to other parts of the 

world (Kessler, 2014, unpaginated). Many fact-checking services are part of, or started as part 

of, influential, national newspapers, lie Washington Post Fact-Checker and Tampa Bays 

PolitiFact and fact-checkers from Chile’s El Mercurio, Germany’s Der Spiegel and Brazil’s O 

Globo. Many services are now independent from a newspaper they started in, like French 

newspapers Le Monde Les Decodeurs from 2009 and Libérations Desintox from 2008.  

The second rise of fact-checkers in the 2010s  

PolitiFact passed a landmark when it won a Pulitzer prize for its work in 2009 (Adair, 2009, 

unpaginated). During the years to follow, almost every large US news outlet offered some form 

of external fact checking, including Associated Press, New York Times, The Washington Post, 

USA Today, NPR, CNN, ABC, CBS and NBC (Graves, 2016, unpaginated). Social media giant 

Facebook, in its attempt to limit misinformation, cooperates with among other Snopes, 

PolitiFact, FactCheck and Associated Press (Isaac, 2016). The number of fact-checking stories 
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in the US news media increased by more than 50 percent from 2004 to 2008 and by over 300 

percent from 2008 to 2012 (Elizabeth, 2015, unpaginated). The online search for “fact-check,” 

“truth squad” and “ad watch” increases dramatically from 2000 to 2010, but “factcheck” takes 

over “adwatch” by 2010 (Graves, 2012, unpaginated).  

1.10.2 The spread of fact-checkers today 

Over the last decade over 110 external fact-checking organizations have appeared in 47 

countries (Stencel, 2016, unpaginated). An overview by The Duke Reporter’s Lab identified 

210 active fact-checker initiatives around the world in 2019 (Stencel, 2019, unpaginated). The 

number is up from 100 in 2016 and 64 in 2015.  

The database now lists 210 active fact-checkers in 68 countries. That nearly quintupled the 

number the Reporters’ Lab first counted in 2014. (...) The rapid expansion of Agence France-

Presse’s fact-checking in its news bureaus since 2018 was a big factor in reaching this milestone 

— including AFP’s dedicated editors in Hong Kong who coordinate fact-checkers there and 

across Asia. AFP attributes the growth to the support it receives from Facebook’s third-party 

fact-checking program. (...) Other 2019 launches include Namibia FactCheck, GhanaFact and, 

in the United States, local TV station KCRG-TV’s in Cedar Rapids, Iowa.  

The establishment of the International Fact-Checking Network (IFCN) at Poynter in October 

2015 was another sign of the “rise of fact-checker services”. IFCNs Code of Principles include 

67 signatories (IFCN, 2019, unpaginated). New fact-checking services follow different 

trajectories than those founded a decade ago, not least because the new fact-checking 

organizations are launched into a well-defined international network (Graves, 2016, 

unpaginated). 

1.11 Fact-checking in Norway  

This history of fact-checking, originating everywhere but progressing fastest in the US, bring 

us to Norway. Fact-checking has been applied in Norwegian newsrooms over time, often as 

short-time projects connected to election campaign. The main focus has been to test politicians’ 

statements. That is the case for Dagbladet in 2005 (Dagbladet, 2009, unpaginated), Bergens 

Tidende in 2009 (BT, 2019, unpaginated) and NRK Detektor in 2017. There have also been 
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certain bloggers like “Doremus”6, Jan Arild Snoen, Bjørn Stærk and Gunnar Tjomlid, who have 

provided correctives to facts in the press, especially on statistics. Faktisk (translated “In Fact” 

or “Factually”) is the first permanent fact-checker organization in Norway. Faktisk was hastily 

launched (Grønningsæter, 2018:5) before the parliamentary election in 2017. One of the 

reasons given, was to minimize risk of disinformation going viral during elections, according 

to an interview with a board member in Faktisk given for this paper. The start up of Faktisk 

was originally funded by the foundation Fritt Ord and four big media companies: Dagbladet, 

VG, NRK and TV27. It is relatively unique, internationally speaking, that four major news 

organizations work together to build a fact-checking organization. Most of the original fact-

checkers were recruited from these four media companies, except for one, and other fact-

checkers are borrowed from the four big media companies (Grønningsæter, 2019:3).  

Faktisk singles out only statements from Norwegian sources, according to the head of Faktisk, 

who gave an in-depth interview for this thesis in 2018. He explained that the criteria for what 

Faktisk decides to check were a mix of how important the issue was and how viral it was going. 

The latter is determined by monitoring social media monitoring with programs like Storyboard 

and Crowd Tangle. “We don’t fact-check points of views. We fact-check only factual 

statements and numbers. Once in a while we check an urban myth, something many think is a 

fact, that isn't necessarily so. “Like that idea that one million people visit Lofoten each year,” 

the head of Faktisk said.  

Faktisk uses a correction log and makes public every correction in a published text. As of 

November 21, 2019 Faktisk has run 337 fact-checks, and most of the checks are done on parties, 

very few are checking media itself. Of media checked, the four most frequent are NRK, TV2, 

VG and Nettavisen. A board member of Faktisk told me in an in-depth interview that the 

ambition for Faktisk ahead is to scale the technology behind the fact-check, produce good, but 

automatic debunking of false information that trend online and counter it with corrections and 

debunking that trends even more. “I hope in the future we can scan news feed and use 

technology to recognize false statements,” the board member said.  

 
6 pseudonym 
7 According to a professor of journalism studies at the Oslo School of Journalism, HiOA the 
idea to Faktisk was conceived at a seminar at HiOA.  
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1.12 Summary of introduction and history  

In chapter 1 I introduced my research question. Being a reporter myself, I wish to examine the 

impact of external fact-checking on reporters, and this will be my research question: How does 

external fact-checking services affect journalists’ internal fact-checking, if at all? 

I argued why external fact-checking is important to public debate, democracy and established 

media. I argued that academic research on external fact-checking, including its relation to 

journalism, could be important for politics and the public debate, but also media industry itself. 

I argued why research on fact-checking relation to journalism is of interest to the fact-checking 

industry/movement.  

I explained the difference between internal and external fact-checking, and I defined the basic 

elements we need to define in order to answer the RQ. I gave a history of fact-checking in 

journalism, an overview of external fact-checkers today and introduced my case study: 

Norway and Faktisk. 
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“Keeping to what is true and verifiable is the First Commandment for all news journalism8”  

  Respondent, survey 

2. THEORY AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH 

ON FACT-CHECKING  
In this chapter, I will brief you, my reader, on some of the main theories and literature already 

produced on the external fact-checker movement. I have chosen to focus on literature on 

external fact-checking, because it is the newest phenomenon in my research question, while 

internal fact-checking is more “built in” to journalism and needs less attention.  

Internal fact-checking follows as a consequence from the professions general methods on how 

to use sources: considering the motivation of sources, asking critical questions, preferring 

disclosed sources and other ways of finding facts. Many journalism handbooks refer to the 

process as verification (see e.g. Eide, 2013; Frost, 2002; Gaines, 1998; Harcup, 2004; 

Silverman, 2019; Spark, 1999). 

2.1 External fact-checking is a sign of strength vs defeat of journalism 

To summarize roughly, we can identify two main takes or “schools” in theory on external fact-

checking. One take is the positive view: “journalism reinvigorated”. This school sees the rise 

of fact-checkers as a positive force, a sort of rebirth of an ancient ideal in journalism that is 

gaining new traction and reinvigorating journalism. The opposite school has a more negative 

approach. This take sees external fact-checking services as an admittance of defeat of the 

internal fact-checking or even a way of news organizations outsourcing fact-checking in order 

to keep up with the speed in online publication and falling revenues.  

 
8 Original: “Å holde seg til det som er sant og etterprøvbart er bud nummer én for all 
nyhetsjournalistikk” 
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2.2 Truth vs opinions: the problem with truth vigilantes 

There is a higher, ancient philosophical debate about the fundamental question of facts (how 

can we know if something is true at all) (Popper, 2003/1935, unpaginated). There is also a 

higher and ancient, ethical debate on whether or not the truth is an objective or tool, and if we 

can lie to achieve greater good. That the majority holds something to be true, does not always 

mean it is true. To use a historical metaphor, a fact-checking service would probably disregard 

Einstein’s relativity theory as “False” or “Mostly false” in the early 1900s by asking 

acknowledged scholars in physics. So would Darwin's theory of evolution or Nils Bohr’s theory 

of the atom. One could even imagine the fact-check “No, washing your hands does not protect 

you against disease”. Many truths are held to be true until a new paradigm comes along. But 

also in the context of journalism and fact-check, we find a relevant debate about truth, in the 

borderline between fact and opinion. News organizations and fact-checking services risk 

becoming “truth vigilantes” when they fact-check. For example, Faktisk.no is getting criticized 

by immigration-sceptic blogs/newspapers like Document.no and Resett.no, partially because 

Faktisk checks what Faktisk.no sees as fact and Resett.no and Document.no see as opinions. 

Establishing “one truth” can make diversity of opinions difficult. Alcalá (2019, unpaginated) 

criticizes that a difference of opinion might get lost when issues are “settled” by a fact-checker. 

The risk is even higher in a case like Faktisk.no, being the only fact-checker around and 

“sanctioned” by four big media outlets. In contrast, the Swedish equivalent of Faktisk, 

established in 2018, works with various news rooms sharing a platform, but not outsourcing 

fact checking to an independent organization (Alcalá, 2019, unpaginated). The problem arises 

in many debates where experts disagree, as in pollution from electrical cars and the health 

effects of sugar, but also on larger issues, when sometimes the right choice is a matter of 

opinion, or interest, not just “right” or “wrong”.   

Walter Lippmann engaged in this dispute when he said “There are facts, but not objective truths 

deriving from them” (Maras, 2013:84). Deciding and settling something as fact, also means 

“agreeing on a mainstream opinion” - and thus dismissing minority views. Weaver and Willnat 

(2016, unpaginated) point out that commitment to facts is relative universal across countries, 

but Godler and Reich (2013: 77) argue that reporters are highly eclectic on what they count as 

a fact.  
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2.3 “Journalisms true child”. Fact-checking as a reform movement  

Graves is a defender of seeing external fact-checking as a reformation of journalism: “Fact-

checkers as ‘the core of a professional reform movement” (Graves, 2016:13). He attributes it 

to the breakdown of traditional, objective reporting and points to three main drivers: changes 

in journalistic standards and practices, transformations in technology that reduce capacity to 

play a gatekeeping role and the limitations of having sensible public debate in a fractured media 

landscape (Graves, 2016, unpaginated).  Graves believes the fact-checkers’ presence will affect 

journalists in a positive way, pushing them to perform more and better fact-checking; 

“Historical evidence shows that new practices can spread widely across journalism, ultimately 

transforming the field” (Graves, 2016:104). He points to how fast the inverted pyramid and the 

interview spread after being introduced (Chalaby, 1996, unpaginated). Engines driving fact-

checking’s impact will be “professional recognition as upholding the ideals of the profession” 

(Graves, 2016, 103). It will start with the elite news organizations and trickle down from 

“leading journalists to the rank and file” (Graves, 2016, 103). In a field experiment in 2014 

Graves found that reporters are more driven by professional prestige than by audience demand 

for fact-checking. McChesney (2007) call “the growth of fact-checking as a type of self-

regulatory effort (..) akin to a type of reform movement that tends to occur in the wake of 

‘critical junctures - an intervention taken when a threat is perceived”. McChesney compares it 

to consumer reform movements, the “muckrakes”9 of the 1800s, environmental impact in the 

1970s and global labor conditions and public health in the late 1990s (McChesney, 2007). 

External fact-checking can be interpreted as a new way of upholding the “truth-seeking” role 

of journalism (Dobbs, 2012). Graves argues that it is folding into a line of previous movements 

for change, such as the movements for interpretative reporting, contextual reporting, precision 

journalism (1970s), public journalism (1990s) and constructive journalism (00s) (Graves, 

2015:3). 

2.4 Fact-checking as a new type of journalism 

Another way to view the fact-checker movement is not as a reform but also, partially or 

completely, as a challenge and a separate alternative to traditional journalism. Spivak notes 

 
9 adulterated food products and dangerous patent medicine 
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that political journalism is challenged by fact-checking (Spivak, 2011). Örnebring (2013) 

described the weakening of the authority of journalism. Fact-checkers might be seen as a 

response to a decline in internal fact-checking and journalisms authority. Brouse, according to 

Saphiro (2013) argues that ‘‘fact-checking’’ exists mostly in well-funded magazines and 

almost never in daily news reporting, and Rosner argues that such routines would probably be 

impossible: “daily journalism would be ‘paralyzed’ (Saphiro, 2013: 658).  

2.5 Research on internal fact-checking 

Lewis et al. (2008) used a combination of interviews and content analysis to examine the 

process by which journalists seek to attain accuracy. They found that “fewer than half of the 

newspaper and broadcast stories studied, made any apparent attempt to contextualize or verify 

information” (Lewis et al., 2008: unpaginated). 9 out of 10 cases used just a single primary 

source, concluded that internal fact-checking is rather “the exception than the rule” (Lewis et 

al., 2008: unpaginated). A German study found that journalists spent 43 percent of their working 

time on research, but only about 11 minutes per workday checking the plausibility or 

correctness of sources and information. For every 4 hours of research, ‘‘cross-checking’’ 

accounted for only 5,5% percent of the time. 50 percent went to search for additional 

information and source (Saphiro, 2013: 659). 

2.6 Explaining the rise of fact-checking services 

Several drivers have been used to explain the growth of fact-checkers.  

2.6.1 The analytical turn  

Media has switched from publishing the “what, who and where” to focus on the “why”. Where 

a classical print headline used to be “X event happened”, now it’s often “This is why X event 

happened”. This transformation is partially due to online media publishing events instantly, 

which forces print media to turn from an observer to an analyst. A content analysis of the New 

York Times, the Washington Post and Milwaukee Journal Sentinel concluded that “just the 

facts news reports” made up 85 % of print front-page stories in 1955 and less than half in 2003 

(Schudson, 2013, unpaginated).  
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2.6.2 Reduced resources 

External fact-checking can be seen as a result of downsized staff. McChesney and Pickard 

(2011) describe how cutbacks reduce staffing and resources in newsrooms, who might let 

FactCheck, PolitiFact etc do the fact-checking that newsrooms can not (McChesney, 2011, 

unpaginated). Journalists working with online news publishing often report having insufficient 

time for verification and fact-checking due to a fast-paced publishing environment (Brandtzaeg 

et al. 2016; 333). 

2.6.3 Reaction to lost trust  

Media tries to find new ways to combat decreasing levels of trust. This explanation see fact-

checking as a response downfall of the authority of traditional media. Donald Trump, for 

example, won the 2016 US presidential election with media-critical rhetoric. Trust in 

“believability” in journalism fell from 33 pct in 1998 to 24 in 2010 (Peters, 2013) and the annual 

”Edelman Trust Barometer 2018” showed media being one of the least trusted institutions with 

less than 50% trust in most of 28 markets. 66% said the news are more concerned with getting 

audience than reporting and 65% think reporters sacrifice accuracy to be the first to break a 

story (Edelman Trust Barometer, 2018, unpaginated). In an annual poll made by Gallup trust in 

media has continued to decrease, and today it’s just 32% from a high point of 72% in 1976, at 

72% after the investigative journalism on Vietnam and the Watergate scandal. “After staying 

in the low to mid-50s through the late 1990s and into the early years of the new century, 

Americans' trust in the media has fallen slowly and steadily. (...)” (Rifkin, 2015, unpaginated). 

In a Norwegian media barometer,  ”Medievaner og Holdninger til Medier”, 17% of the 

audience had a “high” belief in the media and 62 % a general positive belief in 2015. The 

number however is up, not down, over the last decade, so that weakens the theory that Faktisk 

was established as a result of falling trust in the media.   

2.6.4 Pleasing the reader: Fact-checking as a response to readers demand 

Surveys and statistics suggest that fact-checking is quite popular with audiences. In one NPR 

survey in 2012, listeners rated fact-checking the most important style of political coverage; 

three of four asked to hear it daily (Schumacher-Matos, 2012, unpaginated). Fact-checking 

services can be seen as responses to a perceived reader demand, launched because they can 
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attract interest and loyalty from consumers.  Graves et al. (2016, unpaginated) quotes Ladd, 

Levi and Stoker on the trend that news audience are “growing more sophisticated as education 

levels have risen, and more suspicious of claims as trust in government and the press declines”.  

2.6.5 Fact-checking as a reaction to fake news 

As discussed in an article on how blockchain can be used in media, published in Nasdaq “the 

emergence of fact-checkers” (..) is a natural response to the problem of fake news” (Richmond, 

2017) which again is “a high-tech version of a problem that has been with us for at least 2,000 

years”10. Fact-checking is a high-tech response to that. This theory is parallel to the emergence 

of Internet itself leading to the establishment of the fact-checker Snopes: “The evolution of 

internet hoax-busting sites went hand-in-hand with the growth of the internet, which afforded 

easy, networked circulation of inaccurate, wildly diverse claims” (Lowrey, 2017, unpaginated). 

2.7 The criticism of fact-checker sites 

A lot of the attention paid to the rise of the fact-checkers is from those positive to it. Criticism 

has also been fierce. Not the least from actors on the political scene 

2.7.2 Too much focus on a small detail  

Fact-checkers risk not just getting their answers wrong, but also getting their questions wrong. 

If they check too marginal errors it might divert attention from more important issues. My 

informants raised this point many times. An editor and former investigative reporter for a 

bimonthly magazine, said that Faktisk and fact-checkers might arrest a larger piece of 

investigation on a detail.  

2.7.3 Political bias and loss of objectivity 

In Norway, Faktisk has come under criticism from politicians and their advisors. Political 

advisor to the PM Erna Solberg, Sigbjørn Aanes, attacked Faktisk for “føleri”, too much 

emotion/opinion (Krekling, 2017, unpaginated). An advisor to the former New York mayor 

Rudolph Guiliani criticized fact checking over its concluding style of political reporting, which 

 
10 Soll names s medieval example from Trent, Italy, on Easter Sunday, 1475. Richmond was btw 
quoting a story from Bloomberg.  
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he said made the reporter take sides: “As a journalist, you are ethically obliged to give both 

sides of the argument, without expressing your own opinion” (Dobbs 2012; 2). Uscinski and 

Butler (2013:162–180) criticize fact-checkers for “selecting statements, considering the 

evidence and rendering judgment” in a manner that “fail to stand up to the rigors of scientific 

inquiry and threaten to stifle political debate”. Uscinski and Butler (2013:165). For example, 

they said, fact-checkers are confounding multiple facts or picking apart a whole and using 

causal claims (“the egg and hen”) and have inexplicit selection criteria11. Uscinski and Butler 

also argue that “a group of journalists with grand designs but insufficient knowledge had 

arrogated to themselves the position of arbiters of “truth” and “without explicit selection 

criteria, letting fact-checkers’ own biases would invariably affect their choice of which actors 

and which statements to check”(...).  

A response from fact-checkers are that their methods now include ways of deciding which 

claims to prioritize, using the same criteria as news desks: materiality, identifying, sensation, 

timeliness and confidentiality12 (Handgaard, 2013; 43-57). This criticism of fact-checkers 

resembles a century long debate about the ideal of “objectivity”: being neutral, not taking sides, 

being independent, with plenty of theory connected. “The ideal of objectivity (…) (is) 

connected to news journalism and journalists should let facts speak for themselves”; 

(Handgaard, 2013, unpaginated).  In contrast to the objective reporter, the fact-checkers 

concludes.  Graves says fact-checking “is a new style of reporting dedicated to assessing the 

truth of political claims. Reporters have typically refrained from taking sides in factual disputes 

or contesting public political claims and focused instead on narrower definitions of accuracy” 

(Graves, 2016; 102). There have been a couple on comparative studies on the conclusions of 

fact-checking.  

2.7.4 Not sufficiently exact methods  

Faktisk is also from time to time criticized for its methods - and being incorrect (Lie, 2017, 

unpaginated). Mariette, Barker, and Browser (2015) compared how FactCheck, PolitiFact and 

 
11 This criticism was criticized for using examples from less professional fact-checkers and using 
anecdotal evidence. 
12 Norwegian: Vesentlighet, Identifisering, Sensasjon, Aktualitet og Konfidensialitet 
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the Washington Post’s Fact-Checker had rated the same claim differently13 – humorously 

concluding at “overall rating for the fact-check industry of two or three Pinocchios”14. But 

Amazeen (2016, unpaginated) found that from 36 claims across three fact-checkers, the 

conclusion was the same in 97% of the cases and in another study, 17 claims across three fact-

checkers conclusions were the same in 100% of cases (Amazeen, 2016, unpaginated).  

2.8 Previous research on fact-checking methods and relevant topics  

There is a variety of research on external fact-checking presentations, such as if video or text 

resonates best with audience, and which type of message and fact-check best change audience 

perception. Large part of such fact-checking research has been produced in the US. My ability 

to search for research in Spanish, German, Russian and Chinese has limited my search, although 

I have made searches also in Spanish and German. Some argue that the “US case is unique, as 

US journalism has borrowed so little from abroad”, but fact-checking seem to be more alike the 

world over, because it is, compared to traditional media, born into a globalized world and 

quickly taken into a global network.  

Large parts of existing research on fact-checking comes from psychology, where the main 

question is the ability to change perceptions, attitudes and behaviour.  The bulk of research on 

fact-checking’s impact I have come across is focused on the impact on audiences, politicians 

and elites. Few (who are those few?) or none, as I can tell, have researched the impact on 

journalists.  

2.8.1 Research that indicate that fact-checking is effective 

Amazeen (2016, unpaginated) and Nyhan and Reifler (2015, unpaginated) conclude that fact-

checking can reduce the likelihood that politicians will make inaccurate claims. They also found 

that political actors regularly “weaponize” fact-checks. Political teams devote significant time 

responding to this kind of reporting, and when not deemed “false”, politicians frequently cite 

fact-checks to validate their arguments. A review of House and Senate statements from 2013 

and 2014 found that lawmakers cited national media fact-checks 80 times in floor speeches and 

 
13 A statement by President Obama on deficits falling at the fastest rate in 60 years, was e.g “False” in 
Fact-Check and “True” in Politifact (Mariette, Barker, Browser, 2015 ). 
14 A type of truth-o-meter used in the Washington Post Fact-Checker 
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debates to reinforce their point or challenge their opponent and only quarrelled with the fact-

checkers’ findings three times. Wintersieck (2015) found that fact-checking increases in the 

run-up to the general election and spikes after major political events, like debates, but fact-

checkers were not influential in influencing the agenda of news media overall. One interesting 

study used historical Twitter data to test the relationship between fact-checking tweets and the 

false statements they were debunking. The false info outnumbered the fact-check-tweets, “but 

the amount of misinformation decreases over time” (Guess, 2015: unpaginated). 

Graves refer to DiFonzo and Bordia and Harrington show that “people can be swayed by 

rumours—unverified claims made without strong evidence — and by misinformation — false 

information presented as truth and often accompanied by (seemingly) compelling evidence” 

(Garret, 2013; 618). Wintersieck quotes O’Sullivan and Geigers finding from 1995 that a 

candidate attacked by an ad that was debunked by fact-check was less likely to be harmed by 

the attacking advertisement (Wintersieck, 2015). Graves (2013) cites Jamieson and Cappella’s 

1994 study which found corrective effects on audience. Marietta (2015) refer to Hochschild 

and Einstein’s 2015 findings suggesting that fact-checking is able to correct misinformation. 

Nyhan and Reifler (2017, pp. 303–330) refer to Pingrees 2014 study that concluded fact-

checking to be more effective at correcting false claims than “he-said/she-said reporting 

methods”. Wintersieck  (2015: unpaginated) found that the voters’ perception of a political 

“candidate’s debate performance improved if candidates ‘pass’ a fact-check” and the chance to 

get a vote increases. Amazeen et al. (2016, unpaginated) concluded that a news organisations 

offering fact-checking got more favourable evaluations in total than other news organisations.  

2.8.2 Research that indicate that fact-checking is not effective 

But other research indicates the opposite. Nyhan and Reifler (2010) refer to Anderson, Lepper 

and Ross, who conclude fact-checking seldom change existing beliefs:  

When confronted with attitude-discrepant information, many politically interested—often 

partisan—citizens counterargue, and thus reactivate and strengthen rather than change their 

misinformed belief. (...) political affiliation is an important “prior attitude” that undermines the 

effectiveness of fact-checking (Nyhan & Reifler, 2010: 310).  
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Graves (2016, unpaginated) quotes Garrett and Nisbet’s 2011-study that found media-based 

fact-checking’s “corrective effects to be limited”. Schwarz even found that debunking a hoax 

also risked helping the hoax because exposing people to false claims in an effort to debunk 

them, increases the exposure 15 (Garrett, 2013:633).  

Nyhan and Reifler (2012) point to literature on misperceptions in psychology that fact-checkers 

are not always effective in reducing false beliefs. Youjung (2017, unpaginated) ran an 

experiment suggesting that when misinformation is consistent with an individual’s existing 

worldview, corrections of it has minimal impact. Marietta, Barker & Bowser (2015) found that 

fact-checking was less effective in highly polarized debate and “disputed realities” like climate 

change, the role of racism and consequence of US debt.16 

2.9 Fact-checking impact on journalists 

Graves et al. (2015:1) note that “almost no research has considered the influence on fact-

checking on another important audience: fellow journalists”, although they consider this a “vital 

question” for fact-checking itself, as reporters interest in fact-checking can greatly amplify the 

reach of fact-checks, it can spread the method itself.  Elizabeth (2014: unpaginated) writes that 

“although previous studies have examined the effects of fact-checking on the public, little is 

known about why political journalists embrace this approach”. She referred to a study that 

showed the genre is popular among journalists (Graves, Nyhan, Reifler, 2016). The effect of 

fact-checking movements on other journalists is not necessarily clear. Some observers have 

worried that the rise of dedicated fact-checkers lifts the pressure on journalists to evaluate the 

accuracy of politicians’ statements, that external fact-check basically outsource fact-checking 

from the newsrooms. Some say the opposite: it will encourage reporters even more to question 

politicians claims (Graves et al., 2015:1-2). 

 
15 And thus the likelihood that they “sense“ the hoax being true, because they hear it more often 
16 In other studies relevant for fact-checking, (but not so much for my RQ, Amazeen, Muddiman, 
Thorson and Graves compare the effect of written analysis vs a graphic “Truth-O-Meter” and finds no 
difference in effect, but that a combination works better than just one of them. Familiar and credible 
sources on social media increase the likelihood of sharing a fact-check on social media (Hannak et al., 
2014; Shin and Thorson, 2017. Young, Jamieson, Poulsen, and Goldring (year) compared fact-
checking texts vs video, and found that video is more effective in reducing misperceptions. Margolin, 
Hannak & Weber (2017).  
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2.10 Summary of previous research  

In this chapter we have reviewed the debate on fact-checking as such, its positive and negative 

sides and the limits of what can be fact-checked. As Walter Lippmann said, “There are facts, 

but not objective truths deriving from them”. We have reviewed theories about various causes 

and effects of the rise of external fact-checkers. Some see it as a reform of journalism and a 

new response to new phenomenon like fake news. Other see it as a sign of defeat in 

confrontation with a declining trust from the audience and citizens in the news media. We also 

reviewed various research on fact-checking sites, from both media studies, political studies and 

psychology. Some research indicate that fact-checking have an effect on the audience, and even 

on how the media is evaluated, and others find small or even negative debunking effects of the 

fact-checks. There is little or no existing theory directly related to my RQ about external fact-

checks impact on journalists, – the lack of it is being pointed out – but there are generalizations 

to be made from fact-checking’s overall impact on audiences. This research can therefore be an 

addition to existing research on fact-checking’s effects.  
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“The purpose of the in-depth interviews is to understand the experience of other people and 

the meaning they make of that experience”  

Seidman 

3. STUDY DESIGN 
In this chapter I will explain how I designed my research. I have chosen a mix of both 

quantitative and qualitative data collection methodology combining in-depth qualitative 

interviews with quantitative survey data. I also included some open-ended questions in the 

survey that extended the use of qualitative data collection. I used the in-depth qualitative data 

together with literature to form hypotheses and a better survey to get the quantitative data. 

The qualitative data from the open-ended questions in the survey was used as a back-ground 

information to strengthen the conclusions from the quantitative data.  

 

In this chapter I will first re-cap the purpose of this thesis, my research question. Then I will 

explain how I operationalized the elements of the RQ and collected data. I will address 

research-related ethical dilemmas I encountered.  

 

I will first present how I collected qualitative data, and why I chose this method for my RQ. 

Then I present how I collected quantitative data: how and why I executed my survey. . In the 

end I add a comment on alternative survey designs rejected.  

3.1 Research question and hypothesis 

As explained in chapter 1 my research question (RQ) is How does external fact-checking 

services affect journalists’ internal fact-checking, if at all? By fact-checking I mean use 

multiple sources, more often use open sources (not closed sources) and more often than 

before takes an extra check on a detail because of the risk of being fact-checked. My main 

hypothesis is that Norwegian journalists’ fact-check their published work more than before 

the arrival of Faktisk.  
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A sub-question to my RQ is as follows: Do certain groups of journalist’s fact-check better 

after the arrival of Faktisk while certain other groups of journalists are impacted less?  

My hypothesis on the sub-question is that investigative reporters are impacted less than 

others, that young reporters are impacted more than older, online publications are impacted 

more than other platforms and local news organisations are less impacted than national news 

organizations.  

3.2. Operationalization of the definitions 

I have limited my research to Norway. In accordance with the definitions mentioned in 3.1 

and in chapter 1, I have operationalized the elements of my RQ as follows:  

 

Journalists: People whose main job is to produce news pieces (regardless of format:  print, 

online, TV or radio) for an organization that adheres to the Ethical Code of Practice for the 

Norwegian Press 17 and thus can be judged by the Norwegian Press Complaints 

Commission18for breaking the code. The operationalization includes temporary workers and 

freelancers but excludes editors/members of the Association of Norwegian Editors19. This 

operationalization of newsroom excludes among other journals, blogs, news-like websites 

(content) and books.  

 

External fact-checker service: Faktisk, introduced in 2017, and its website Faktisk.no. 20 

Internal fact-checking: the methods used by the journalists to check facts/verify information 

before publication, including the use of several sources for the same information, securing 

confirmation from sources and the use of open sources (not closed) and other means they 

define as fact-checking.  

 

 
17 Named: “Be cautious” from Norwegian Vær Varsom  
18 Norwegian: Pressens Faglige Utvalg, (PFU) 
19 Norwegian: Norsk Redaktørforening 
20 The organisation ID in the governmental Brønnøysund Register Centre  is 919 036 508.  
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Affect: changing behaviour in terms of using more time or new tools for fact-checking, 

dropping facts from a story or change the attitude to the importance of applying these 

methods.  

3.3 Overview, research methods 

In order to answer my RQ with the above-mentioned definitions and operationalization, I 

conducted in-depth interviews to collect qualitative data and to prepare a survey to collect 

quantitative data. I used descriptive analysis, univariate frequency distribution and bivariate 

frequency distribution, to analyse the data to strengthen or weaken my hypotheses.  

3.3.1 Overview, qualitative data collection 

I conducted 14 in-depth interviews with 8 reporters who would be expected to be involved in 

internal fact-checking and 4 people involved in external fact-checking via Faktisk. I also 

interviewed one person who is employed as a reporter, but worked temporarily as a fact-

checker. In addition, I interviewed a reporter and two editors of two publications that cover 

media and journalists. The interviews were conducted early 2018.  

 

My selection of interview subjects included a variation of strata like age, gender, type of 

journalism (news, investigation, political news, debate), platform (TV, radio, print newspaper, 

online newspaper) and local versus national press and specialized press21. With the result 

from in-depth interviews I formulated some basic working hypotheses about my RQ and I 

prepared questions for a questionnaire.  

3.3.2 Overview, quantitative data collection 

I conducted a survey with 15 questions (Appendix A) and invited around 600-700 Norwegian 

journalists to respond to it during spring 2018. The questionnaire was filled out by 262 

respondents. I used nettskjema.no to collect the data from the respondents. The data were 

analysed in the fall of 2019. I used SPSS to run descriptive analysis, univariate frequency 

distribution and bivariate frequency distribution, to see if the quantitative data would 

strengthen or weaken my hypotheses.  

 
21 Norwegian: Fagpresse 
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3.4 Research ethics and dilemmas 

The study was registered with Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) to use indirect 

personal data about my respondents, meaning they are known by the position and workplace 

(at the time of data collection), but not by names. I collected data via the sound recorder on 

my iPhone, which is protected by a six-digit pin code and I stored a transcribed version of the 

interviews on my laptop which is protected by password and has a private iCloud backup. The 

survey itself has been kept and stored on the UIO-recommended survey-tool nettskjema.no. 

The collected data have been stored safely during the process, and upon the completion of my 

project I will delete the recorded interviews and keep the written data on a separate physical 

USB-unit without digital copies and locked up in a safe place.  

 

Some ethical questions have occurred. One was to offer anonymity to sources when it is easy 

to recognize reporters on title and workplace (a news editor in Vi Menn or the head of 

political desk at Dagbladet can only be a restricted number of people). However, I asked by 

email and in person if all the respondents are comfortable with the degree of identification. I 

made a detailed transcript from the conversation, but my translation of the transcript into 

English might risk losing information or nuances. I've informed all the participants of the 

premises of the study and how the data are managed and stored (Seidman, 2013:61). None of 

the information respondents have given are what Fink calls “sensitive” (Fink, 2013) and 

which Haraldsen list as being race, political attitude, criminal record, health issue, drug use, 

sexual relations, religion and family relation (Haraldsen, 1999).  

3.5 Qualitative data & in-depth interviews 

3.5.1 Selection of interviews 

I chose to do 14 in-depth interviews to gather background information and create an informed 

guess about the impact of Faktisk. I selected 10 informants by “probability sample” (Groves, 

2004:6). The exact choice of subjects was based on a sort of creative randomness to avoid 

systematic similarity (Trost, 2010:30).  I wanted a representative selection of variables previous 

research had pointed out could matter in terms of impact. I also needed variation in gender, age, 

platforms (TV, radio, online, print), position (news reporter, investigative reporter, news 
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editor), length of work experience, local media as well as national, both employees and 

freelancers. I interviewed the following sources: News Editor, Vi Menn, Head of 

Debate/Opinion, Nationen, Head of Political desk, Dagbladet, News reporter, NRK.no, 

reporter, Sykepleien, news editor (and reporter), Gudbrandsdølen Dagningen, investigative 

reporters, VG and a freelancer.  

I also did an in-depth with the head and CTO (chief technical operative) of Faktisk and two 

board members at Faktisk that I found interesting because of their background. I interviewed 

staff members of the niche newspaper Medier24 and Journalisten. They cover journalism 

/media itself, so I assumed they might have knowledge of journalists in general. In addition, I 

did an interview with the head of the foundation Fritt Ord, that helped finance Faktisk, and two 

scholars or journalism, who both have specialized knowledge of the field. From the above-

mentioned interviews, I have only used quotes from Medier24 and the people involved in 

Faktisk.  

How did I find my sources? As for reporters, I asked colleagues or former colleagues who are 

journalists for suggestions of which people to ask (resulted in among other the source in NRK, 

Vi Menn and GD), advice from acquaintances (resulted in among other source the freelancer 

and Dagbladet) or used my own acquaintances (the VG investigator and NRK reporter) and 

found names by googling newsrooms lists of reporters (Sykepleien). As for Faktisk, Medier24, 

Journalisten, scholars and Fritt Ord, I googled them and made contact directly.  

3.5.2 Interview setting 

I invited the selected reporters by email, introducing myself and the project and asking them to 

take time for a telephone interview, or meeting. I offered relative anonymity (no name, only 

position and workplace/newsroom) to ensure a free conversation, without the informant 

worrying about how colleagues, editors and others would see their statement. Those who replied 

said it was ok to use their full name, but for the sake of equality, and to avoid attention on 

person rather than position, I identify them only by position and newsroom.  

I chose locations that would make the respondents “comfortable and safe”, and uninterrupted 

by “noises, interruption and the distraction of other people” (Trost, 1993:22). The majority of 

respondents preferred their workplace. Two interviews (GD and Vi Menn) were conducted on 
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phone and one (Nationen) in a public cafe. I recorded the interviews and transcribed them. I let 

the interviewed respondents see the transcripts (in Norwegian).  

3.5.3 Semi-structured interviews  

The in-depth interviews were semi-structured, with the broad topic being “fact-checking” and 

Faktisk. I asked more or less the same questions to everyone but picking up on new elements 

from each interview and testing those on the next respondent. I let the subject elaborate on 

topics and used follow up-questions and following hunches (Seidman, 2013, 88-91). Rubin 

calls it “iterative design” where one “cast one’s net broadly” at first (in-depth interviews) and 

then narrow it down later (in the survey) (Rubin, 1995; 46).  

As Trost (1993: 28) argues, recording ensures “detailed accounts (..) but might affect how free 

the subject feels”. I felt the condition of anonymity ensured respondents freedom to talk honest. 

Honesty is a common problem with any qualitative research (Rubin, 1995: 208). In my case, 

since all reporters want to be good fact-checkers (it’s a professional ideal), admitting that 

Faktisk has changed this, would be embarrassing to admit, as it means it wasn't good enough 

before. However, the anonymity offered to in-depth informants and survey respondents, gives 

an opportunity to be open/honest on this point. Groves (2004: 40) warns against “interference», 

misunderstanding the question or lying in the answers, or the interviewer making incorrect 

notes. To that end, regarding notes, the recordings have been a prevention.  

3.6 The survey  

The response from 262 respondents about my 15 questions in my survey are the data of my 

research. The survey was conducted in February, March and April 2018. The qualitative 

interviews helped me prepare the questionnaire for the survey, and also formulate hypotheses 

on how the introduction of Faktisk had impacted internal fact-checking among Norwegian 

journalists.  

3.6.1 Survey questionnaire 

Surveys most commonly include closed questions, but open questions can gather more 

information. The preferred option is often to use both and compare (Schuman, 2008; 54). I have 
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chosen mostly constructed closed question but based on interviews with some open-ended 

questions.  

For the closed questions have used a five-point Likert scale (Fink, 2013; 42) with the categories 

“Totally Completely disagree”, “Disagree”, “Don't know”, “Disagree” and “Completely 

disagree”. There is a certain “negativity bias” in putting “Disagree” first and “Agree” last since 

respondents tend to shy away from the lower side of the scale (Groves, 2004; 223). This bias 

was hard to reduce, but given the information from qualitative data, I don’t believe the scale 

has affected the answers to any large degree. It is good to avoid questions that are overly 

ambitious survey questions, for example regarding things people cannot recall, cannot judge 

with certainty (Fink, 2013: 4). Haraldsen (1999) recommends avoiding complicated words, 

sentence structure - and more than one question in a question. I have tried to adopt the survey 

questions to reduce these challenges (Haraldsen, 1999: 134).  

3.6.2 Selection of respondents  

I have used a convenience sample for the survey (Fink, 2013: 97). The intention was to reach 

as many reporters as possible, but to make sure, at least in the invitation to the survey, that there 

was a balance between national and local media; newspapers, online, TV and radio, and even 

specialty press; and employed reporters and freelancers alike. I searched for respondents in 

most of the national media outlets and local news media with circulation above 2.000. 

3.6.3 The setting: combating survey fatigue 

The survey has been stored and conducted online and all respondents were invited by email. In 

inviting respondents, I have had the advantage of being a journalist. That gives my respondents 

a certain “professional solidarity” that might have helped ensure the high number of replies. In 

my invitation to the survey, I also underlined the need for knowledge about Norwegian 

journalists’ relation to Faktisk. That Faktisk was a novelty in 2017, might have eased the risk 

of “journalists survey fatigue” in 2018. Fink describes the problems of how overloaded people 

don't respond and Groves calls it oversurvyeing (Groves, 2004:176). Rubin knows the antidote 

is to use persuasion (Rubin, 1995; 57). In order to minimize this effect, I have tried to send most 
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invitation emails to work addresses at opportune moments of the day and week, like around 

lunch time or before 8AM and never in weeks with public holidays.  

3.6.4 Invitations with persuasion 

The invitation included information about the purpose of the study, and a disclaimer of Faktisk 

or other media having no affiliation to the study (See Appendix D for email template). The first 

20 e-mails were pilot testing the invitation (Fink, 2013: 7). The first 10-20 initial e-mails went 

to friends and associates, who are journalists, asking for filling the questionnaire and feedback 

on possible misunderstanding of the questions. The questionnaire was slightly edited according 

to feedback from the pilot respondents. The second invitation went via my Facebook page, but 

only 5 responses there, so I took it down after some hours. The third invitation went via the 

closed Facebook group “Norske Journalister”. This produced both interest and response. Over 

a week in February I scraped email addresses of all national newspapers in Norway and all the 

local newspapers with a circulation above 2.000 issues, according to the Wikipedia list 

“Norwegian local papers” (Norske lokalaviser). I wrote to the department leaders of the 

regional newspapers (Head of Political Journalism, Head of News, etc) and asked them to 

distribute the invitation. Then I asked trade union clubs in the larger newsrooms. Since the 

bigger newspapers do not have lists of journalists listed on their site, as most local newspapers 

do, I wrote to the leaders of the journalist trade union/professional organization Norsk 

Journalistlag in VG, Dagbladet, NRKs regional offices, various NRK programs, P4, 

Morgenbladet and more. I also requested with Norsk Journalistlag to share it with freelancers 

via their Facebook page. Finally, I scraped emails of the large specialty press newsrooms I 

knew, and newspapers where this was possible, like Nationen and Klassekampen. I closed the 

survey on April 20, 2018.  

3.7 Validity and reliability of the study design  

I will present a short discussion on to what degree survey design is valid and reliable, and what 

strengthens and weakens its reliability and validity. Reliability and validity measures if my data 

is able to measure what I am trying to measure (which is the impact of external fact-checkers 

fact checking on internal journalist fact checking) in a meaningful way. I have conducted a one-

time study, a year after the introduction of a fact checker. In order to test the time consistency, 
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someone will have to do the same survey again later. The main reliability for my study is 

internal consistency –  the consistency of people’s responses across the items on a multiple-

item measure (Price, 2019), which in my case, means that the respondents are responding 

coherent and relative “rational” to several questions that are alike, for example if they have 

experienced a change in how they fact check, and in using more disclosed sources, and checking 

a number on their own, or adding more sources to a story. Those are several descriptions of the 

same, or similar, phenomena, and thus a similarity in responses, indicate that the method of 

measure is reliable. Equally, when I have asked both if the debate on fake news and Faktisk 

have affected various methods (disclosed source, multiple sources, etc) and the response 

matches, between the methods, that shows internal consistency.22  

Reliability can be tested by asking a group of responders twice (Fink, 2013: 66. ). To 

investigative internal consistency, one can see those who answer “yes” in question A are 

coherent in saying “no” in another question. In my survey, I can test reliability by comparing 

the question on how has Faktisk impacted your fact-checking with several sub-questions like if 

Faktisk made you use more open sources, has Faktisk made you check more sources in the same 

story and “Do you fear getting fact-checked by Faktisk?”. Similarly, I asked “Has the debate 

on fake news impacted on your fact-checking?”. Since the patterns of replies are relatively 

consistent, this strengthens the reliability of the survey.  

Another internal threat that could have occurred, is if anything major happened with the topic, 

while the survey was open, for example a new big debate on fact-checking, a scandal or the 

introduction of yet another service. But nothing major happened to fact-checking in Norway 

while the survey was open in March.  

Validity is the extent to which the scores from a measure represent the variable they are intended 

to. I am using Face Validity, measurement method appears “on its face” to measure the 

construct of interest. Most people would expect a self-esteem questionnaire to include items 

about whether they see themselves as a person of worth and whether they think they have good 

qualities. So a questionnaire that included these kinds of items would have good face validity.  

 
22 In general, all the items on such measures are supposed to reflect the same underlying construct, so 
people’s scores on those items should be correlated with each other (Price, 2019)  
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I think my design has a relatively high, or sufficient content validity, since I have been able to 

determine a suitable definition of fact-checking and an operationalization, and also a multi-

layer of questions to ensure comparable responses. I define fact-checker as Faktisk, fact-

checking as a method, that involves “sub”-methods, (disclosed sources, multiple sources, etc) 

and I am asking the respondents about both the “bigger” method definition, and the more hands-

on.  

3.7.1 Unrepresentative samples 

What decreases my internal validity, is if the selection of respondents. It is not systematically 

representative sample. I have not started with an exact overview over the complete population 

studied (all Norwegian journalists) and then chosen a “mirroring” piece of the population. In 

my survey there might be too many male journalists, too many investigative journalists, or too 

many local reporters or other misrepresentations compared to the population (Fink, 2013; 109). 

At face value, the demographics of my respondents seems balanced at least in basic fields like 

gender, age, experience and platforms. The survey has deliberately been spread to both local 

and national outlets, and various types of outlets.  

I cannot even guarantee and verify that absolutely all respondents are journalists according to 

my definition. I might have scraped of email for people working as advertising sellers or 

administrative staff. My email might have been forwarded to non-journalists, who responded. 

However, both the invitation text and the introduction to the survey makes it less likely that 

non-journalists would respond to it by mistake, and unless you work as a journalist the questions 

will not make much sense either. No one of the respondents felt odd or “off” either. There is a 

slight theoretical possibility someone would like to sabotage the experiment, by sending it to 

non-journalists, but I do not see any reasons that would actually have happened. If someone 

had tried to sabotage the survey, by answering randomly or systematically extreme, it would 

have been noticeable in forms of outliers, but there are few.  

Regarding representation, there are a couple of risks. Reporters who do investigative journalism 

and who are more enthusiastic about fact-checking, might be more eager to reply than the 

average. Journalists who have strong opinions about Faktisk as such, either being pro-Faktisk 

or sceptic to it, might be more inclined to answer. And people who have longer deadlines, and 



 
47 

 

therefore more time during a workday, than those with short, might have replied more often 

than the average. The response to the survey, however, seems to be aligned with the 8 interviews 

and respondents vary across both age, work experience, platform, type of journalism. 

A survey always runs the risk that the respondents do not understand the question, or understand 

them differently than the author, or than other respondents. I tried to minimize 

misunderstanding of the survey, by first doing in-depth interviews, then testing the survey on 

journalists I know, before releasing circa 20 invitations, and then adapting the survey according 

to objections and questions. I also changed the invitation. I had at least one respondent writing 

back after the first invitations saying he did not want to participate just to “legitimize Faktisk”. 

I replied to these that I need all the answers, also those who aren't reading Faktisk, and had ties 

to Faktisk. Both said they had responded to the survey after my reply, and from the invitations 

from then on included a “disclaimer” on any ties I might have to Faktisk. After these “pilots”, 

I sent the same invitation with the exact same survey questions to the remainder (ca 230+ 

respondents).  

3.7.2 Flaws in the questionnaire 

Some of the respondents did point out flaws. One said he would have liked to have “Don’t 

know” in some parts, or “Seldom”. Some respondents also reported that question 12 lacked an 

alternative for “always”, and question 19 lacked an alternative for “Seldom”. Some comments 

made by respondents demonstrated a confusion on whether the questions were meant for them. 

I do not have many missing data, but some few, among other one was explained (in the free 

commentary field) by “This doesn’t apply as I don’t write political content” and a freelancer 

replying, “This question isn’t for freelancers!” 

I let respondents reply to “multiple” options, even when I am asking for “primary” news topic 

(beats). The low number of respondents from the sport, entertainment, culture and 

commentaries fields, probably make any analysis of those less reliable. If a reporter has several 

“primary” beats, I guess you could say she has no primary beat. One respondent, who said 

Faktisk.no had fact-checked her story once said she had to choose “occasionally” in lack of 

“seldom” or “once”. The same respondent complained that some of the questions lacked “I 

partially agree”, and only displayed “disagree” or “agree”. 



 
48 

 

3.7.3 Lack of category: Named news organizations 

The analysis of the in-depth interviews (chapter 4) show that a relatively common assumption 

was that reporters from Dagbladet, VG, NRK and TV2 – who are behind Faktisk – would be 

more inclined to answers that give Faktisk a positive impact. I chose not to examine this 

assumption in the survey. I did not want to ask respondents for workplace, fearing this would 

make some respondents worry about anonymity and reply less honest or let be responding, to 

be on the safe side.  

3.7.4 Field work on my own tribe  

I am myself a journalist, so studying journalists, raises the dilemmas when researchers interview 

members of their own “tribe”. Rubin (1995) writes on the benefits and disadvantages of 

studying your own kind. You get an easier access, because you know key members, you know 

the local lingo and customs, you can gain a certain collegial trust. I think these advantages 

secured me a high number of respondents, and I deliberately used the professional link in my 

written invitation to the survey. At the same, you might risk being insufficiently neutral and 

distant, you risk being “color blind” to details, information and behavior, because you are too 

used to them (Rubin, 1995; 177). Wackerhausen calls this the “unarticulated self-evidence of 

the profession” (cited in Hansen and Glerup, 2004: 23). Another challenge is that the 

respondents might become uncertain - should I see the researcher as a colleague or even 

competitor (Wadel, 1991). This is one of the reasons I discarded newsroom observation as a 

method for me, as I would be seen as too much of an insider or competitor in most newsrooms. 

Yin stresses that such cases require high transparency on the role (Yin 2011: 19) and I tried to 

be transparent during the in-depth interviews. 

3.8 Alternative research designs methods for my RQ 
 

A combination of methods is often effective (Trost, 1993: 13) in a case like this, in-depth 

interviews, participatory observation, text analysis of documents, survey and archive data 

(Yin, 2011; 62, Tashakkori & Teddlie,1998; 128-135). I was recommended among other 

things to approach the RQ with a newsroom observation. But that I disregarded due to my 

role as a reporter (se 3.6). I also considered doing a content analysis of written and spoken 

debates about fact-check, especially arguments made by journalists, in debate meetings, 



 
49 

 

opinion letters in papers, in comment fields on media, on Twitter, Facebook, and Facebook 

groups. Content analysis was dropped because initial research on it showed, it was not 

productive enough: fact-checking in Norway was not much under written debate (the debates 

were often oral, and they were few). It is also fair to assume that the parties with strongest 

opinion (Faktisk itself, or its defenders, and its strongest critics) would be unproportionally 

more active than “the silent majority” of journalists. 

3.9 Summary of survey design 
 

In this chapter I presented my survey design and methodology. I used my role as a journalist 

to connect with sources. I used background knowledge to make a relative representative 

selection of reporters and fact-checkers to do semi-structure in-depth interviews with. The in-

depth interviews were not used as data, but to shape a coherent, valid and reliable survey 

questionnaire to collect quantitative data that could answer my RQ. I also used the in-depth 

interview to identify variables for my sub-question regarding some groups being more 

affected than others. I also discussed reliability and validity. I don’t have a systematic 

selection for my survey, but the number of respondents strengthen my reliability, and the 

thorough selection of in-depth interviews, and use of pilot-surveys, minimize potential 

misunderstandings and increases the chance that I am actually measuring what I intend to 

measure (validity). In chapter 4 I will present data from the interviews and the survey and 

consider how they can answer my RQ.  

 

 

  



 
50 

 

“There are facts, but not objective truths deriving from them”  

Walter Lippman 

4. DATA AND ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, I will go through the most important statements from the in-depth interviews 

and go on to analyse the data from the survey.  

Research question and hypothesis  

My research question has been: Does external fact-checking services affect journalists’ 

internal fact-checking, if at all?  

External fact-checking is here defined as the type of fact-checker services that solely perform 

and publish the fact-check itself (see chapter1). Internal fact-checking is defined as the 

process a journalist or a group of journalist goes through, in order to check his or hers or their 

facts before the publication of a news story. Affect means change in behaviour or attitudes. 

 It is important to emphasize that I have limited my research to Norway. In accordance to the 

definitions in chapter 1, I have operationalized “journalist”, “external fact-check”, “internal 

fact-check” and “impact” for the Norwegian setting in chapter 3. 

Part 1 Qualitative in-depth interviews 

4.1 The impact of Faktisk: analysis of qualitative interviews 

The introduction of Faktisk has caused debate. Faktisk has been both praised and criticized, 

for both having positive and negative impact and for having no impact at all.  

 

Supporters of Faktisk point to a disciplining effect on politicians and journalists, that Faktisk 

is raising awareness among the public and a tool to counter fake news and rumor 

(Grøningsæter, 2018:3). In contrast, others claim Faktisk has no or minimal impact. 

Nevertheless, some say it has a negative impact: It monopolizes the truth or polarizes or 
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complicates better debates (Alcala, 2019), it has a liberal political agenda (Thuestad, 2019), or 

its purpose discredits the trust in established media, since fact-checks are supposed to be part 

of the journalism trade already.  

 

Norwegian journalists, according to my survey, in general hold a relatively favourable view. 8 

out of 10 say “Faktisk plays an important societal role”. But journalists are divided in their 

view, as the viewpoints among my informants in in-depth interviews show. I will now make 

an analysis of what the informants said about external fact-checking’s impact on internal fact-

checking, and if the impact was positive or negative and what groups of journalists it had 

impacted most.  

4.1.2 Faktisk’s impact on journalists  

The yes-camp: Some impact  

Several of the informants said Faktisk had had an impact on their everyday job. The head of 

the political desk in Dagbladet said “Faktisk and other issues have set fact-checking on the 

agenda. It helps build a preparedness among reporters, especially with those reporters who 

(...) carry a certain fear of waiting too long and prefer to just get the story published as fast as 

possible”. She added that it was already a standard joke with dubious claims to say “Isn’t that 

a Faktisk.no?” (as in “Is that not a statement for Faktisk to fact check?”). The news editor in 

Vi Menn said he “experienced a greater understanding (after Faktisk was introduced) when I 

am “hung up” on a detail (...) after fact-check has come on the agenda and fake news has 

become a term.” The reporter in VG Dagsorden said he was learning new methods: “The 

other day, Faktisk had an interesting way to check a report, placing two digital documents on 

top of each other, highlighting the difference”.  

The no-camp: Not much impact  

Many informants argued that the introduction of Faktisk had limited impact on their working 

practices. A freelancer stated that “I have always been fascinated by fact-checks, but I doubt 

Faktisk itself has influenced me directly”. The news reporter at NRK.no said: “I can’t say I see 
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a before and after Faktisk in my newsroom apart from who’s been fact-checked being a topic 

for lunch conversation from time to time”. 

Even another NRK-informant, who had worked for three weeks in Faktisk, “did not see it 

influencing her work”, although “I might ask my sources another extra question or two, or do 

an extra check in the database myself when I get presented with numbers”.  

The investigative reporter from VG Dagsorden said that for his type of unit, Faktisk will have 

minimal impact in the broad picture. Verification is a highly important part of investigative 

journalism:  

We already had strong motivation. I work in a special unit with time-demanding 

projects, where facts are Alpha and Omega. We have continuous meeting and discuss 

details and open vs closed source and the motivation of our sources to say what they 

say. We write internal footnotes. We read every line out loud and ask: Is that fact we 

can verify? Every published sentence has to be verified (Investigative reporter, VG 

Dagsorden). 

4.1.3 Faktisk’s impact on politics and public debate 

A board member of Faktisk said she felt “Faktisk raises awareness, both within the editorial 

room, and among readers about what a fact is vs a claim”. She also pointed to how Faktisk 

may have more of an invisible impact, which we could never know the full extent of:  

 

We didn’t get Trumpism in the election of 2017. Maybe Faktisk can take part of the 

credit for that. We haven't gotten a massive attack23 on established media in Norway 

either. Nor have we had public debates based on false information. I think Faktisk is 

making an invisible impact, and barring politicians from just throwing out whatever 

they’d like to say (Board member, Faktisk).  

 

 
23 I did not ask, but I think the source is referring to the rethorics from Donald Trump about the media, the 
“lying press”, etc.  
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The board member pointed to political advisor Sigbjørn Aanes criticism of Faktisk.no for 

being pedantic and focusing on details so small that you lose the big picture. Aanes drew 

support from Labour Party’s Trond Giske, who was caught in a fact mistake in 2018 

regarding the number of schools that had closed down (Krekling, 2017). Also, the reporter 

from the media news site Medier24 made a similar point:  

 

Faktisk disciplines both politicians and journalists. For example, we recently spoke to 

a former deputy minister who said Faktisk had had an impact on how his ministry 

launches news. There is no doubt that Faktisk has impacted the political debate, and 

political journalism. It’s become tougher for any party in opposition to say “Nothing 

is going well in Norway or “Everything is going well” after Faktisk, because Faktisk 

has proven that many such statements can be fact-checked (News reporter, 

Medier24). 

 

The reporter added that “sadly my personal impression, after visiting around 100 newsrooms 

in a year, is that there is very little focus on fact-check” and Faktisk functions like needed 

“reminder”. The same opinion was expressed by the head of the debate column/opinion 

section in the newspaper Nationen. She said she had the challenge from being fact checked by 

Faktisk on her mind sometimes when she wrote editorial text. She hence made extra efforts 

not to get “caught” in a fact mistake by Faktisk.  

Another type of positive impact of Faktisk was mentioned by a freelancer, who argued 

Faktisk was bringing a culture of transparency to the Norwegian press:  

Faktisk is so transparent. That is something I miss in Aftenposten and something that 

for example The New York Times and others do: they publish the changes they make. 

This creates confidence for the audience, and it disciplines the reporters. I think many 

readers would gain more confidence, if the newspapers did the same (Freelancer). 
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4.1.4 Criticism of Faktisk: Ministry of truth 

Even Faktisk employees and board members who were positive did see the downside. As a 

Faktisk board member said, a powerful fact-checker, with “monopoly” on fact-checking, with 

four major news organizations closing ranks behind it risked becoming a semi-official “truth 

monopoly” or “guideline”24, a sort of ministry of truth. This objection might be even more 

important when Faktisk, a sit does is in cooperation with The Norwegian Media Authority, 

(Medietilsynet, 2019), the public-school system and other public institutions, and has applied 

governmental grants. Many reporters also warn about the limits of fact-checks. Some of my 

informants warned to not take it to the extreme, like fact-checking if global warming is man-

made or not, or if Jesus was the son of God or the meaning of life. But many also pointed to 

more down-to-earth things that can’t always be “true” or “not true”. The reporter from 

Dagbladet for example argued that fact-checking is always a process:  

When you want to check productivity increase, for example, if its rising or falling, it 

depends on the year you start counting. The curve looks differently starting in 1993 

than in 2003. That is as potential trap (Head of political desk, Dagbladet). 

The head of opinion section in Nation said her newspaper had been fact-checked on a matter 

concerning food soil being moved:  

Faktisk concluded Nationen was wrong, but I disagree. They based that on a small 

science report - which has been widely criticized among those who research food soil. 

So, in general, regarding sources, I think they can dig a little more (Head of opinion 

desk, Nationen). 

One of the respondents from Medier 24 said it was a common criticism of Faktisk from 

reporters that Faktisk too often fact-checks things that are not checkable, like if “the 

countryside has become more optimistic”. Some also felt it had a left-leaning bias, something 

Faktisk tried to reply to in 2018, by publishing which parties they had fact-checked and how 

 
24 The Norwegian expression used was rettetast, backspace key 
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often. Far right sides like Resett.no and HSR, had been fact-checked more often than their 

relative size would indicate that they should be. “We cannot proportion fact-checks, we have 

to follow our criteria”, the head of Faktisk commented.  

4.1.5 Criticism of Faktisk: Ruining media’s reputation 

Another important criticism was expressed by the informant from Medier24 who worried that 

people were getting the wrong signals: “Oh, so we are fact-checking now? Then what was the 

media already doing then?”. A journalist and news editor at Gudbrandsdølen Dagningen (GD) 

gave voice to the same argument:  

Those who mistrust us reporters, do so anyway, without a site like Faktisk. Faktisk 

only confirms to them that they were right when they said the media is mistaken. Or 

when they say politicians are often lying (News editor, Gudbrandsdølen Dagningen).  

4.1.6 Criticism of Faktisk: Focusing too much on detail 

The news editor 25 in Vi Menn was making a similar point: fact-checking services can be 

harmful if they come to incorrect conclusions or if they get hung up on details that do not 

matter in the larger picture. Such a detail could draw the attention away from the real matter 

in a larger investigation. As also the investigative reporter from VG and Sykepleien, feared a 

source criticized by the investigation could use a negative fact-check to disregard the reporter 

job in its totality. The news editor of Vi Menn argued that, “hypothetically speaking, sources 

subject to journalistic investigation could even deliberately plant a factual error in the material 

so that they can later let a fact-checker service ‘catch’ the reporter mistake”.  

He said he had experienced sources trying to feed him false facts before. The head of the 

political news desk in Dagbladet said that the seasonal fact-checker program Detektor in NRK 

caught a politician, Trygve Slagsvold Vedum, on a statement on centralization: “Detektor was 

right at the micro level, but Mr Vedum was right in the big picture”. The head of opinion 

 
25 Original: Reportasjeleder 
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section at th newspaper Nationen said Faktisk was sometimes “checking weird topics”, like if 

Halloween is an American imported tradition or not. The news reporter from Gudbrandsdølen 

Dagningen complained that Faktisk had fact-checked if the government pays 32 times more 

for a sheep lost to a wolf than for other sheep. The claim was only stated in fringe column in 

Vi Menn, he said, so fact-checking it was “like reaching for straws”.  

4.1.7 Criticism: A burden for free debate 

Some have also raised concerns for the way fact-checks affect public debate. Alcalá (2019) 

makes the point that the concluding style – “truth” or “not truth” – were harmful to the art of 

reasoning and longer lines of thoughts and political debates. The head of the political news 

department in Dagbladet mentioned how a fact-check could choke a debate. Her example was 

how Dagbladet was caught in a fact-check after an interview with a politician one day, before 

a political opponent was going to criticize the claim the next day, in another story. However, 

it had already been fact-checked and thus, as she saw it, the debate had been lost. Head of 

opinion section at Nationen, also said that people must be able to express themselves and that 

fact-checks should maybe “differentiate a lady of 79 writing in the paper for the first time and 

a veteran politician”. She also said she was “hesitating whether or not fact-checks should 

apply to debates” and that “fact-checkers can ruin a debate with their truth-o-meters”. 

4.1.8 Fake news as an alternative explanation to impact  

Many informants said that it is not the external fact-checking Faktisk that has changed their 

internal fact-checking the last years, but the debate on fake news. The news editor in Vi Menn 

said he had “become more aggressive on finding open, sources for my stories after the fake 

news debate” and that he also spends “more time getting a second source, and making sure to 

have at least two sources independent of each other confirming the same fact.” He indicated 

that more of the credit should go to the general focus on fake news, rather than to external 

fact-checking alone:  
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I feel that the focus on fake news, and on fact-checking afterwards, has had an effect 

on several of my colleagues and employees. It's disturbing, as I took it for granted that 

they already did this before. I doubt it’s so much Faktisk, as it’s the general debate on 

fake news (News editor, Vi Menn). 

A former Fact-checker that now worked in NRK said “something has changed in Norwegian 

reporters”, but “not just because of Faktisk”, but also “an American president with so many 

obviously incorrect statements.” 

4.1.9 Theories on how impact varies across types of journalists  

The informants had theories on how fact-checking might have different impacts depending on 

the type of reporters: those affiliated with Faktisk; young versus old; local versus national; or 

freelance versus employees. Some also argued that the debate about fake -news debate had 

more of an impact on internal fact-checking than did external fact-checking. 

“Founding Faktisk Fathers” VG, Dagbladet, NRK and TV2 vs Rest 

Dagbladet, VG, TV2 and NRK launched Faktisk, while Aftenposten and Dagens Næringsliv 

were outside the cooperation. The head of political news at Dagbladet imagined that 

“journalists from Dagbladet, VG, TV2 and NRK might be more positively tuned” to Faktisk 

since they feel Faktisk is “theirs”, than other journalists. A recent study showed VG and 

Dagbladet were prime forces behind Faktisk and NRK and TV2 backed it up (ref. 

Grønningsæter, 2018:3). An informant who worked shifts in Aftenposten on April 21 2017, 

said his impression was that Aftenposten’s leaders “were all taken by surprise” and 

Aftenposten clearly felt left “outside”.  

Young vs the old: Work experience 

The head of the political desk at Dagbladet said she noted a “generation gap in reporters’ 

relations to Faktisk” around the mid-40s: “Older journalists have much more objections. They 
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feel that political journalism has other qualities. The digital born generation, they are tech-

savvy and look for information outside of the media. They simply google SSB26 ”. 

Local vs national news organisations 

The news editor at Gudbrandsdølen Dagningen (GD) argued that there Faktisk has had no 

practical significance for medium-sized editors:  

For us in local presses, the focus isn't so often on fact-check, but on spell checks. That 

is on account on the general conditions for our work. When you work the night shift or 

the weekend shift, you don’t even have time to go out and meet the source. (...) We are 

far more concerned about getting caught by PFU than Faktisk (News editor, 

Gudbrandsdølen Dagningen).  

 A respondent in the survey also said the same. “I work in a regional medium, so I am seldom 

“checked” on by Faktisk”, he said. But added that “the debate itself sharps the senses, 

especially in a time where deadline pressure and time is much less than when I entered the 

business 35 years ago”. 

 4.1.10 Summary  

Based on the above analysis, I intend to examine the survey data with regard to how external 

fact-checking affects the internal fact-checking of journalists and whether a potential impact 

is associated with differences in platform, work experience, and local vs national news 

organizations.  

 

Part 2 Survey and descriptive data  

I will now go through the data from 262 respondents in my survey. First, I analyzed roughly 

who the respondents are. Then I ran a descriptive analysis on the basic questions about how 

they use and know Faktisk. This was followed by running a univariate frequency distribution 

and bivariate frequency distribution on the data connected to the theories in order to see if the 

 
26 Statistisk Sentralbyrå, Statistics Norway, the Norwegian statistics bureau.  
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data would strengthen or weaken my hypotheses and sub hypothesis. Based on the above 

mentioned, I ran a test to identify if there are variations in platform and work experience and 

local vs national news organizations.  

4.2 A demographic overview over my survey respondents 

The survey question reached about 600 reporters and of these over one third have replied. It 

was responded to by 262 reporters and news editors (journalists in a newsroom managing other 

journalists) in various newsrooms. The survey counts 44% female and 55% male respondents. 

16% are under 30 years, 33% from 30 to 40 years, 26% from 41 to 49 years and 23% more than 

50 years old. 1 of 3 work in print; 46%, almost half, work online, and only 11% work in TV 

and 9% in radio. On the whole, 50% work for national newspapers, 20% for local and 13% for 

regional papers; most of the remainder are in more specialized press outlets. Table 1 is a 

summarized list of the basic demography.  

Table 1: Demographic of respondents  

  Percentage Number 

Sex     

Female 44,3% 116 

Male 55,7% 146 

Age     

Under 30 years 16,8% 44 

30 to 40 years 33,6% 88 

41 to 49 years 26,3% 69 

50 years or more 23,3% 61 

Primary beat     
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News  72,5% 190 

Investigative 24,4% 64 

Day-to-day news 36,6% 96 

Political 19,5% 51 

Business story  19,5% 51 

Sport 5% 13 

Culture 11,8% 31 

Entertainment 7,3% 19 

Commentary debate 8,8% 23 

Type of media     

National 50% 131 

Regional 13,7% 36 

Local  21,4% 56 

Speciality press 13,4% 35 

Other 5,7 15 

Plattform     

Print 32,8% 86 

Online 46,9% 123 

TV 11,1% 29 

Radio 9,2% 24 
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About 7 of 10 have stated “news” as the primary type of journalism they work on, a question 

to which multiple answers were possible, since many reporters cover several areas. 1 of 4 are 

primarily investigative, 1 of 5 political reporters, and 1 of 5 business reporters. Only 1 of 10 

cover sport, entertainment, culture and commentaries. 

Respondents seem to be fairly evenly distributed on sex and age, and platforms, amounting to 

a fairly representative selection from among Norwegian journalists, according to my impression 

based on presentations I have heard given by the Norwegian Federation of Journalists.  

The number of investigative reporters seems surprisingly high, indicating the respondents either 

often self-identify as investigative or this group is overrepresented compared to the entire 

population. As mentioned in chapter 3, there was a weakness in giving respondents multiple 

options for “primary” news topic. This is therefore a variable I will not put much emphasis on 

testing hypotheses for. The same for the low number of respondents from sports, entertainment, 

culture and commentaries field.  

4. 3 Journalists impression of Faktisk  

Faktisk’s mission seems to enjoy a high standing among Norwegian reporters. Only 11% 

disagree it has an important mission and 67% agree that Faktisk has an important mission. 

However,32% disagree that Faktisk fact-checks in a reliable way. That is nearly one in every 

third journalist.  

Table 2: The reputation of Faktisk  

 Statement Agree Disagree Not sure 

Faktisk has an important mission 67% 11% 22% 

Faktisk fact-checks stories in a reliable way 58% 10% 32% 

Faktisk is too often fact-checking “kuriosa” 31% 17% 52% 
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One in every third journalist also feel they fact-check too much curiosa27. On this topic, half of 

the respondents are unsure, maybe because some respondents did not completely understand 

the question, or because curiosa can have several meanings. 

These numbers might have many explanations. Some are indicated in the in-depth interviews 

and the commentary field from the survey. Many journalists often tend to see politicians, not 

journalist, as Faktisk’s real target group. They also feel Faktisk audience might not be their own 

readers but “other”, people who don't follow regular news media. One respondent in the survey 

said he or she had seen an impact from Faktisk on debates in social media. One respondent that 

was sceptic said the problem was the truth-o'meter, the fact-checks very conclusive style: 

“Sometimes I feel “Completely Wrong” is a strange conclusion, like when a woman was raped 

by 6 men, not 20, like HRS reported. I think that (kind of conclusion) is counterproductive”. 

Another respondent said Faktisk has “an important mission in 2018. Unfortunately, compared 

to PolitiFact, Faktisk gets lost in questions without and clear, testable answers, or in evaluating 

opinions and slogans. They ought to stick to statements that of nature are facts.28 Another 

respondent, with a more negative view, said he was negatively “surprised how little agenda-

driving Faktisk has been” 29.  

4.4   How journalists read Faktisk 

About one of four journalists read Faktisk every week. A third of every journalist reads Faktisk 

at least one time per month. Nevertheless, over 40 % read Faktisk less than once per month or 

never. Ultimately, very few journalists check Faktisk daily. We can conclude that, at the time 

of the survey, a year after the introduction of Faktisk, half of Norwegian reporters have 

relatively active readership of Faktisk, and half have a very passive. Any effect of external fact-

checking on internal fact checking will be limited by the fact that just a quarter of the journalists 

pay attention to the service on a weekly basis and a third on a monthly basis.  

 

 
27 It means things of interest, but little importance 
28 Norwegian original: Faktisk har et svært viktig samfunnsoppdrag i 2018. Dessverre føler jeg at 
tjenesten, i motsetning til f eks PolitiFact, roter seg inn i spørsmål uten klare, etterprøvbare svar og 
vurdering meninger, spissformuleringer og utspill. De bør holde seg mer til påstander av faktisk art.  
 
29 Norwegian original: Faktisk overrasker det meg hvor lite dagsordensettende Faktisk.no har vært.  
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From those who read fact-checks at 

Faktisk at all, this is where they primarily 

read the fact-checks. 57 read of all 

respondents Faktisk via news sites and 

40 % via Facebook but only 7% via 

Twitter. 1 of 3 readers come to Faktisks 

website by themselves.  

Age and reading Faktisk  

Figure 1 shows that the younger read 

Faktisk more than older, but there is 

apparently no direct correlation between 

age and Faktisk-reading. Readers under 

30 years and from 40 to 50 years read 

Faktisk more often than others, and 

readers over 50 read it less than all other groups. Readers over 50 years report more often to 

read it “seldom” and “less than once per month” and more seldom than others to read it monthly. 

One possible explanation is that this group, more than others, work in political or investigative 

journalism, where it makes more sense to fact-check very well – thus lessening the impact from 

Faktisk on its own. Another explanation is that older reporters are more ruled by habit and less 

willing to change.  

In open commentary fields in the survey form, under the questions 9, 16, 18 and 20, some 

respondents mentioned other fact-checker sites they used. I did not prioritize to analyse these 

data, because the respondents were so few, but I would like to mention that Politifact and The 

Washington Post’s Fact-Checker were mentioned more than five times each and the Norwegian 

source Doremus was mentioned twice.  

Table 3 
 
How often do you read fact-checks 

from Faktisk.no?  

 

 

Total 

Never 9,2% 

Less than once a month 34,4% 

Monthly 30,5% 

Weekly 23,3% 

Daily 2,7% 

Total 100% 
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Figure 1: How often do you read fact-checks from Faktisk.no 
 

4.5 How Faktisk has affected your work as a journalist  

To my main question only 16% responded that Faktisk has impacted/affected their work 

methods. That is about 1 of every 6 journalists.  

The majority, 67%, 2 out of 3 have not changed anything in their work, as a result of Faktisk.  

 

 

Figure 2: Does Faktisk affect the way you as a reporter works? 
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All respondents were asked how they experienced their internal fact-checking had been 

impacted, differentiating between four concrete effects as shown in Table 4 below. As with the 

impact-question itself, in general 1 of 6 agree they changed various methods after Faktisk. Table 

5 is an overview over the respondents’ answers.  

Table 4: The chance of being fact-checked has made me... (valid percent reported).30 

  check claims or 

statistics from sources 

more carefully 

more conscious of 

finding more 

sources 

more conscious of 

finding disclosed 

sources 

omit facts from 

published stories 
  

Completely 

disagree 
27% 28% 28% 29% 

Disagree 27% 30% 28% 21% 

Neither 

disagree nor 

agree 

29% 25% 31% 27% 

Agree 15% 14% 12% 21% 

Completely 

agree 
2% 3% 3% 3% 

(n) 260 260 261 258 

Note: Percentages have been rounded. 

Overall, 1 in 6 agree with statements about specific impact from external fact-checks on their 

own working practice. Similarly, this seems to be in line with the finding that 1 of 6 journalists 

report to have been affected by Faktisk. Between 15 and 17% of respondents agree or 

completely agree that the chance of being fact-checked has made them check claims and 

statistics of sources more carefully. They agree it has made them more aware of finding more 

sources. Thus, more conscious of finding open sources. 16% say they now use multiple sources 

while 58 percent say they don't (disagree and strongly disagree). All things considered, the rest 

 
30 Original statements in Norwegian, See Appendixes  
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are simply not sure. Comparatively, 15% of the respondents report to be using more open 

sources and 56% do not.  

We can find an internal consistency in these numbers. In this case, the replies indicate that the 

survey has not been completed at random, as the numbers on different types of impact are 

relatively similar across the board.  

One effect stands out: A large share, 24%, agree or completely agree that the chance of being 

fact-checked has made them omit details (facts) that they are unsure about in their reporting.  To 

enumerate, that means every 4th journalist reports omitting details in order to avoid getting fact 

checked. This is the “easiest” way out, and it is interesting to note that so many say fact-

checking has had this effect on their journalism. This is the highest reported impact/way 

external fact-checking is affecting internal fact checking. A methodological weakness is that 

some respondents may have understood “the possibility of getting fact-checked” as the general 

the possibility of being fact-checked or “caught” by readers, sources, other reporters, bosses or 

otherwise, not necessarily by Faktisk. The introduction and invitation to the survey should 

minimize this risk. The respondents sometimes wrote, in the commentary field, that Faktisk had 

a certain impact on them. One respondent said “Faktisk has had not had much impact on my 

work as a journalist. (..) but it probably contributed to increased awareness”. Another said:  

Although I do not use Faktisk.no (but I intend to start using it actively now), what has 
been written about this fact-check service has affected my job in terms of checking more 
facts and more often using multiple sources. I have also become more careful about 
speaking to the sources orally, because it is easier to catch doubts etc. than it is in 
writing.  

 
The survey is, to a great extent, agreeing with my main impression from in depth interviews: 
that the degree to which Faktisk has changed internal fact checking varies much from reporter 
to reporter.  
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4.6 How often have you considered, during your work, that your 

result/article might later be subject to a fact-check by Faktisk?  

We see from this that being fact-checked by Faktisk is not a major concern with respondents. 

As many as 47 % of respondents, almost half, have never even considered that they could get 

fact checked by Faktisk and as many as 28% rarely.  

 

Figure 3: Considering the risk of getting fact checked 
 
That means 3 of 4 hardly consider the option. That being said, local media very seldom get 

checked, and constitute a part of the survey.  

4.7 Readers and colleagues correct reporters’ facts 

12% of the respondents reported to have been subjected to fact-checking by Faktisk according 

to the respondents on question 18. But according to question 19 (How has your facts been 

corrected) 7% have been corrected by Faktisk. This difference might sound like it weakens the 

internal consistency, but the missing 5 % could be fact-checks where the conclusion was “True” 

(meaning the fact was not corrected). But 83% of the reporters have been corrected by reader 

making contact directly, 64% have been corrected by readers in social media and 76% by 

colleagues and 68% by sources.   



 
68 

 

Table 5: How reporters get feedback and corrections 

Readers are by far the most 

common source of correction 

and Faktisk.no plays a 

miniscule role. This is not 

relevant to the RQ I am 

answering in this thesis, but 

it's a very interesting 

observation, and could be 

subject for further research.  

 

4.8 Observations and comments from respondents 

In addition to the questions and the table above, the survey showed that 12% of respondents 

had themselves used a fact-check from Faktisk in a new story. This is a very concrete effect. 

The sources report, in the open question about where they check facts, the following places: 

Store Norske Leksikon, Facebook (for names), Wikipedia, SSB, Kostra, Lovdata, 

Brønnøysundregisteret, proff.no, Purehelp, Bizweb, homepages, PubMed and Cochran. They 

also mentioned general sources like journals, registries, public archives, public documents, 

calculators, universities, reliable foreign media, colleagues and Google.  

Part 3 Exploring hypotheses  

4.9 The effect of the debate concerning fake news  

One hypothesis I created after insights from in-depth interviews is that the debate about fake 

news has had an impact on internal fact-checking, not just the fact-checker Faktisk itself. 

Therefore, I asked all the respondents similar questions as to the impact of Faktisk and regarding 

the impact of the debate about fake news. The responses are in line with the results of the impact 

from Faktisk, but the respondents reported an even bigger effect (more people agreeing that 

their methods had changed) as a result of the fake news debate, than as a result of Faktisk.  

Source of correction  

Readers, who respond directly to reporter 83% 

Colleagues 76% 

Sources 68% 

Readers on social media or in public comments 66% 

Editors and superiors 62% 

Faktisk.no 7% 
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Table 6: The debate on fake news has made me... (valid percent reported).31 

  check claims or 

statistics from 

sources more 

carefully 

more conscious of 

finding more 

sources 

more conscious of 

finding disclosed 

sources 

omit facts from 

published stories 
  

Completely 

disagree 
16% 16% 19% 22% 

Disagree 14% 54% 21% 23% 

Neither 

disagree nor 

agree 

27% - 37% 28% 

Agree 34% 23% 18% 23% 

Completely 

agree 
9% 7% 5% 5% 

(n) 260 262 261 258 

This is one of the most interesting finding and tables in the material. Overall, the respondents 

agree that the debate on fake news has had an impact on their own working practices. The 

number of respondents who agree or completely agree that the chance of being fact-checked 

has made them check claims and statistics of sources more carefully is especially high. 40% 

report being affected, 30% say the fake news debate has made them more conscious of finding 

more sources, and 22% had become more focused on finding disclosed sources. The effect is 

less on disclosed sources, but still 54% disagree that the fake news debate had made them use 

more disclosed sources – but this deviation from the otherwise consistent and similar pattern is 

likely explained by a mistake in the survey question: the option for “don’t disagree or agree” is 

missing. One of 4 agree or completely agree that they omit facts from published stories because 

of the debate on fake news. We have an internal consistency also in these numbers, like in the 

impact of Faktisk. This “shadow” question is indirectly linked to my RQ, but it does confirm 

an internal consistency in responses. It also shows a similarity in how Faktisk and the debate 

 
31 Original statements in Norwegian: See Appendix B  



 
70 

 

on fake news has affected internal fact-checking – but fake news has, according to respondents, 

had the biggest impact.  

4.10 Impact of fact-checking and gender  

Are male reporters’ fact-checking affected differently by Faktisk than that of females? 45% of 

the respondents in the survey are women and 55% are men. Men and women read Faktisk more 

or less with the same frequency.  

Table 7: How often do you read fact-checks from Faktisk.no? 

Male reporters in general 

read Faktisk somewhat 

more than their female 

counterparts.  

However, both men and 

women have more or less 

the same view on how they 

are affected. Gender does 

not seem to decide how 

external fact-check affect 

internal fact-check. 

Table 8: Has fact-checks, primarily Faktisk.no, had an effect on the way you work?  
 

  Total Women Men 

Yes 16% 13% 19% 

No 67% 66% 67% 

Don’t know 18% 22% 14% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

 

  Total Women Men 

Never 9,2% 9,5% 8,9% 

Less than once a month 34,4% 39,7% 30,1% 

Monthly 30,5% 32,8% 28,8% 

Weekly 23,3% 17,2% 28,1% 

Daily 2,7% 0,9% 4,1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
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4.11 Impact of fact-checking and length of work experience  

Respondents gave their years of work experience in numerical value. The shortest experience 

was 0 years32. I re-coded the numeric values for years of work experience into three groups:     

0-10 years, 10- 20 years and more than 20 years. Then made crosstabulations (in SPSS) with 

these three new variables against various measures of how internal fact-checking is affected by 

external. Work experience turns out to be one of the strongest variables explaining differences 

in the survey (it seems to explain a lot of how different journalists are affected differently):  

Table 9: Work experience and experienced impact on fact checking 
 

 Work experience Yes    No 

Under 10 years        18 % 82 % 

10-20 years 10 % 90 % 

Over 20 years 26 % 74 % 

(n) 212  

 

As we can see from this table, 18% of respondents with less experience than 10 years, and 26% 

of respondents with more experience than 20 years, both report a higher impact than the middle 

group, which has 10-20 years of work experience. While 29 % of the youngest agree that 

Faktisk has had them omitting details, and 23% the most experienced, only 16% of reporters in 

the middle group is lower are omitting details. Similar patterns are seen on all the questions. 

On many variables’ half as many from the lower and upper group changed work methods due 

to fact-check compared to the middle group. The conclusion is that years of work 

 

 
32 a reporter who had been employed only some months 
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Table 10: Work experience and running extra checks and checking for extra sources 

Years of work 

experience  

Agree or 

Completely 

Agree that I am 

more conscious 

of finding 

disclosed 

sources  

Disagree or 

Completely 

disagree that I am 

more conscious of 

finding disclosed 

sources  

Agree or 

Completely Agree 

that fact checks 

increases the 

chance to omit 

facts from 

published stories 

Disagree or 

Completely 

disagree that fact 

checks increases 

the chance to omit 

facts from 

published stories 

Under 10  14% 4% 29% 43% 

10-20  10% 55% 16% 53% 

Over 20  17% 57% 23% 55% 

 

 

Table 11: Work experience and running extra checks and checking for extra sources 

Years of work 

experience  

Agree or 

Completely 

agree that 

Faktisk has 

made me check 

claims or 

statistics from 

sources more 

carefully 

Agree or 

Completely 

agree that 

Faktisk has 

made me check 

claims or 

statistics from 

sources more 

carefully 

Agree or 

Completely 

Agree that I am 

more conscious 

of finding more 

sources  

Disagree or 

Completely disagree 

that I am more 

conscious of finding 

more sources  

Under 10  17 % 47 % 17% 52 % 

10-20  12 % 60 % 9 % 70 % 

Over 20  17 % 54 % 21 % 55 % 
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Table 12: Work experience and considering the possibility of fact check  

Years of 

work 

experience  

Faktisk has 

affected the 

way I do your 

work.  

Faktisk has 

not affected 

the way I do 

your work.  

I think 

about the 

possibility 

of being 

fact-check 

Often or 

Every time  

I think about 

the possibility 

of being fact-

check 

sometimes 

I think about 

the 

possibility of 

being fact-

check 

Seldom or 

Never 

Under 10  18% 82% 8% 17% 75% 

10-20  11% 89% 7% 10% 83% 

Over 20  26% 74% 8% 20% 72% 

 

experience seems to decide to what degree journalists are impacted by fact-checking. The less 

experienced and the most experienced reporters are - for unknown reasons - affected 

differently. Again, we see that years of work experience is a decisive variable when measuring 

the impact of external fact-checking on certain internal fact-checking methods: running another 

check, checking with more sources, using open sources and omitting details/facts from a story. 

This tendency was surprising. Based on my in-depth interviews and former research, I had the 

assumption that the more experienced reporters might be more “old school” and sceptic to 

Faktisk, and that they would report being less affected. Although, I assumed younger reporter 

would see themselves more affected, since they are newer to the “game” and since being caught 

in fact-checks would be a “bigger” blow to a career. 

Above all, one could imagine that the reporters in the middle age group are already heavily 

invested in a routine they don't like to change – or more busy than others (mid-life brings about 

kids, and other obligations outside work, that can note solved by more time)  or even more 

afraid than both younger and older in losing points in an ongoing career. This might explain 
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that they are less willing to state that they are impacted by Faktisk (it would mean they admit 

they were not doing their job well from before Faktisk came along). While in contrast, new 

beginners are not worried about having to change, and seniors are no longer worried about their 

job or career. But it could also reflect something else, for example it is possible that the bulk of 

the young respondents work in national, online media, more “affectable”, and the senior ones 

in investigative units, less “affectable”. The work experience differences are distinct throughout 

the thesis, and since nothing in my material points to an obvious explanation, so might be a 

topic for further research.  

Figure 4: “Agree or Completely Agree” that Faktisk has made them… (be)... 

 

 
 

4.12 Impact of fact-checking: National vs regional and local media 
 
Contrary to expected, local and regional news reporters report more or less exactly the same 

impact from external fact checking on their internal fact checking methods. The data does not 

confirm the hypothesis that local reporters are less impacted, at all. As table 13 shows, 80 % 

of local reporters note an impact, and so do 81% of national reporters. I have here merged the 

survey categories, national newspapers and specialty papers and national “others” into one 

variable and merged local and regional into the second.  
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Table 13: Local vs national media. Has Faktisk affected the way you do your work?  

The same lack of 

difference is evident in 

tables 14 and 15. The 

local/regional reporters 

respond more or less 

completely like all the 

reporters from national 

news media. This is in contrast with what the informer in the in-depth interview said about local 

reporters being more worried about PFU and deadlines than about Faktisk (4.1.9). The survey 

shows that local reporters have the same relation to Faktisk as national. This is in line with what 

one survey responder commented in the commentary field: “Faktisk has made me more aware 

of source- and fact-control during breaking news. That is transferable to local conditions” 33.  

Table 14: Respondents from national news media saying that they…  

  check claims 

or statistics 

from sources 

more carefully 

more 

conscious of 

finding more 

sources 

more conscious 

of finding 

disclosed sources 

omit facts from 

published stories 

  

Completely 

disagree 

30% 30% 30% 31% 

Disagree 25% 28% 28% 18% 

Neither disagree 

nor agree 

27% 28% 28% 27% 

Agree 16% 12% 12% 22% 

Completely agree 2% 3% 3% 3% 

(n) 261 260 261 258 

 
33 Norwegian: Overføringsverdi til lokale forhold  

  National media Local and regional media  

Yes                            20% 80% 

No 19% 81% 

(n) 212  
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Table 15: Respondents from local and regional news media saying that they…  

  check claims or 

statistics from 

sources more 

carefully 

more conscious of 

finding more 

sources 

more 

conscious of 

finding 

disclosed 

sources 

omit facts 

from 

published 

stories 
  

Completely 

disagree 

25% 21% 24% 27% 

Disagree 31% 32%          26% 25% 

Neither 

disagree nor 

agree 

           34% 25% 38% 27% 

Agree 11% 18% 10% 20% 

Completely 

agree 

3% 4% 3%         3% 

(n) 261 260 261 258 

4.13 Impact of fact-checking and news platforms 

The survey showed that which platform a journalist works from, might decide to what degree 

she or he has been affected by fact-checking. In particular, TV journalist stand out particularly 

as much more affected and print journalists at the least. I provide more clarity to this in in 

question 11, where 46 % of reporters in TV said the way their work is affected by Faktisk, while 

only 11-12% of print journalists and radio and 20% of online journalists  (Table 16). Print, radio 

and online journalists are here closest to the average of 1 in 6 journalists and the selection of 

respondents. However, only 22 respondents have identified as TV reporters and 18 as radio. 

This weakens the possibility of drawing clear conclusions. The high rate of Yes could be due 

to all of them belonging to a unit in NRK working with Faktisk-stories, or a specialized 

investigative program, like Brennpunkt, or Dagsrevyen or the evening TV2 news main news 

programs that come under extra scrutiny from external fact-checkers. It could also be connected 

to the “founding father-theory” (that I do not have data to test) if – but only if – the respondents 
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are from NRK and TV2, which is likely, since they are the two main TV news providers in 

Norway.  

Table 16: Platforms and Has Faktisk affected the way you do your work?  

  Newspaper print Online newspaper TV Radio 

Yes    12% 20% 46% 11% 

No 88% 80% 54% 89% 

(n) (total 212) 66 106 22 18 

 

We see the same trend in all questions that concern what kind of changes external fact-checks 

might have caused. Regarding “checking claims more carefully” (Table 17) radio journalists 

stand out as a bit more affected, in “finding more sources” (Table 18) print journalist disagree 

most (30%) and radio reporters disagree to the least degree (18%). TV journalists more often 

than others report being affected. The same regarding an increased use of disclosed sources 

(Table 19) where 1 of 3 print journalists completely disagree that fact-checks have affected 

their use of disclosed sources, and only 1 of 10 (11%) agree that it has. Still, 20% of the TV 

journalists agree that it has, and so do 17% of radio reporters. In the tables, the percentages of 

“completely agree” are so small (under 3 %) so I merged the category into Agree for better 

overview.   
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Table 17 
The chance of being fact-checked has made me check my claims or statistics from 
sources more careful... 
 

  Completely 

disagree 

Disagree Neither disagree  

nor agree 

Agree and completely 

Agree* 

Print 

newspaper 

29% 21% 37% 13% 

Online 

newspaper 

27% 31% 23% 18% 

TV 28% 21% 35% 17% 

Radio 18% 32% 27% 22% 

(n) 260    

 

Table 18:  
The chance of being fact-checked has made more conscious of finding more sources… 
 

  Completely 

disagree 

Disagree Neither disagree  

nor agree 

Agree and completely 

Agree* 

Print 

newspaper 

30% 26% 23% 19% 

Online 

newspaper 

28% 35% 25% 11% 

TV 24% 24% 24% 28% 

Radio 18% 27% 32% 22% 

(n) 260    
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Table 19 

The chance of being fact-checked has made me more conscious of finding disclosed 
sources 
 

  Completely 

disagree 

Disagree Neither disagree  

nor agree 

Agree and 

completely Agree 

Print 

newspaper 

32% 25% 32% 11% 

Online 

newspaper 

29% 31% 26% 14% 

TV 21% 24% 34% 20% 

Radio 17% 26% 39% 17% 

(n) 261    

 

The question on omitting facts because of fact-checks (Table 20) stands out, showing that as 

much as 28% of TV journalists report a higher risk of omitting facts to avoid getting fact-

checked, and as much as 46% of radio reporters. The total number is also interesting here, the 

fact that 19-46% of journalists from all four platforms actually risk omitting facts. The platform, 

therefore, seems to matter, and TV is more affected in most ways – but the number of 

respondents is not sufficient to conclude. The variation in this table calls for further research on 

platform as a variable, or creating new hypotheses concerning more specific sub-types of 

newsrooms – like “main broadcast shows”, or individual newsrooms (for example, there could 

be “fact-check friendly” culture in some organizations, and a “fact-check-sceptic” culture in 

others).   
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Table 20: 
 The chance of being fact-checked has made omit facts from published stories 
 

  Completely 

disagree 

Disagree Neither disagree  

nor agree 

Agree and 

completely Agree 

Print 

newspaper 

29% 16% 31% 22% 

Online 

newspaper 

32% 24% 25% 19% 

TV 24% 24% 24% 28% 

Radio 21% 12% 21% 46% 

(n) 258    

 

 

4.14 Summary of analysis 

In this chapter I presented how and why I collected both me quantitative and qualitative data 

and discussed strengths and weaknesses of the survey and thesis validity and reliability. I have 

also presented the main data from my in depth interviews, and how it helped shape the survey, 

and form hypothesizes to be tested by survey, and how it casts light on some aspects of the RQ 

and on the results from the survey. I then ran the crosstabulations and presented these.  

My data doees not support my main hypotheses to any large degree. On average 1 of 6 

respondents are making a change in their work method, after fact checking (Faktisk) was 

introduced in 2017. Making a change means they have started using more disclosed sources, 
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more sources than before, that they run an extra check and/or have Faktisk in mind before they 

are publishing. All of these aspects of internal fact checking were affected to more or less the 

same degree – by 1 of every 6 journalists.  

The number is somewhat higher for those who report to have changed method after the debate 

on fake news. Interesting observations made, although they don’t directly help answering my 

research question, is that quite a few many journalists read Faktisk on a regular basis, and 2/3 

of all journalists think the fact checker Faktisk has an important mission. 1/3 of the journalists 

however do not trust the way the fact, something the does matter for my RQ. We also find that 

12% of reporters have used Faktisk-checks in their stories, and about 5-10% have been fact-

checked themselves by Faktisk.  

So the degree of impact/being affected, is largely decided by how we consider 1 of 6 journalist 

to have made concrete changes. That is not a very high percentage, but it is still a noticeable 

number, and it means that external fact-checking has had a certain impact on journalists’ 

internal fact-checking, and on thousands of stories every week.  

The mentioned changes can mostly be seen as positive changes, in light of journalism’s ideal 

to check facts. However, as many as 1 of 4 report a greater chance of omitting details from 

stories in order not to avoid getting externally fact-checked. This could be seen as both a 

positive and negative effect. Negative if true facts are omitted and never published because 

there is not enough time or resources to internally fact-check them and find out that they are 

true. Positive, if it leads to less untrue facts becoming published – or to a greater trust from 

audience in medias ability to fact check.  

When it comes to my sub-research question about variation between different groups, some 

answers could be found, but no strong conclusions made. Faktisk seems to be both equally 

followed and read by women and men and have affected female and male reporters similarly. 

Faktisk is more often followed by young reporters than older, and 8 of 10 journalists have 

generally favorable view of Faktisk. But cross-tabulation analysis reveals that length of work 

experience explains some of the differences in how journalists are affected by external fact-

checks. The journalists with the least (under 10 years) or most (over 20 years) work experience 

are considerably more affected by fact checking than the middle group with 10 to 20 years of 
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experience. There is no obvious explanation to this. There are no significant differences 

between local and regional papers on one side, or national newspaper on the other, contrary to 

expectations. Platform do seem to matter, though and TV, and partially radio,  is more affected 

in most ways, maybe because they come under more scrutiny from Faktisk, or maybe because 

something in the way they publish, has let them be more affected in terms of interenal fact 

checking. However, the number of respondents from TV and radio are insufficient to conclude 

strongly.  
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5. CONCLUSION  

 

This thesis has assessed the relationship between external and internal fact checking in 

journalism, with the rise of a fact-checker movement over the last decades as a background. 

My departing point was a reason to assume that the fact checker movement, with its new 

methods, including a “open process”-model and conclusive style with publication of 

misinformation, might create changes in journalists´ existing methods for fact-checking before 

publication. The effects of external fact-checking on journalism is an important question, both 

public debates and democracy, trust in established media, methods in news production and 

journalist education and for factcheckers. There has been previous research on fact-checking 

sites, but often with more focus on politics and audience. There is scarce research on fact-

checking’s impact on journalists. This thesis can therefore be an addition to existing research 

on fact-checking’s effects.  

The research question for this thesis has been How does external fact-checking services affect 

journalists’ internal fact-checking, if at all? A sub-question has been if various groups of 

journalists have been affected differently, and if so who.  

 

I have chosen to study Norway as case, both because Norway is representative for Western 

media, but also because the arrival of the country´s first fact checker in 2017 (Faktisk), makes 

it interesting to study an effect of a before and after on Norwegian journalists.  I used my role 

as a journalist to connect with sources. The survey was conducted ca 8 months after Faktisk 

was introduced.   To answer my question/s, I conducted around 12 in depth interviews with 

reporters and fact-checkers and conducted survey with ca 260 respondents among Norwegian 

journalists, across several types of newsrooms, platforms and work experience.  

 

The survey showed that 1 in every 6 journalists report an actual change their own work 

methods after the arrival of the possibility of getting fact-checked by an external fact checker. 

This percentage was relatively consistent along an index of several indicators of internal (pre-

publication) fact-checking including use of more sources, more disclosed sources and running 
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an extra check on numbers and other sources. Even stronger was the impact on a variable 

called “omit details from a story” in order not to get caught as mistaken, in a fact check. 1 of 4 

journalists report to have omitted details from their stories, because of the risk of getting fact 

checked. This is a significant and important effect, and the most noticeable in my material. 

Another very noticeable effect is that as many as 1 of 3 journalist report to have increased 

some of their internal fact checking as a consequence of the debate on fake news, and 1 of 4 

have made those changes on all indicators. From this we can learn, that, most probably the 

debate on fake news, and the arrival of fact checkers, have had a relative strong effect on 

journalists – making them use more disclosed sources, run extra fact checks (verification) and 

omitting details in order to avoid being accused for wrong facts or fake news.  

 

As for the subquestion, there is a certain indicator that length of work experience  - or age – 

explains how these changes vary between journalist, with the relative fresh and the 

experienced journalists being affected less by external fact checking (and the debate on fake 

news) than the group in the middle, with 10-20 years work experience as journalists. TV and 

radio seemed to be slightly more affected than other platforms, but there were no difference in 

other variables, including gender and local vs national media.  

 

The finding suggest that both the debate on fake news and the rise of fact checking are 

producing changes in journalism, that call for more research, both in order to understand the 

changes, but also for parts that wish to influence and shape the form of the changes, from 

politicians and citizens wanting to safe guard public debate, the news industry, wanting to 

keep trust and readers and uphold its ideals, and the fact checker movement itself, that wishes 

to minimize the amount of false information in circulation. The relationship external and 

internal fact checking is vital to all of them – and of interest to media and communication 

studies.  
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7. APPENDIXES 
 

Appendix A The survey questionnaire in English 

Link to original survey (survey is now closed): 
https://nettskjema.uio.no/answer/faktasjekk.html. (Attach is a translated version in English. 
The original, in Norwegian, attached as Appendix B ) 
 
The fact-check services in Norwegian journalism 

Hello, and thank you for helping me with my research assignment on external fact-checking 
and journalism. 

I am asking Norwegian journalists about their use of Faktisk.no. The results will be published 
in the form of a master's thesis. The survey form has 17 questions and takes 5-10 minutes to 
answer. The questions are based on in-depth interviews with Norwegian journalists. 

All information is provided anonymously and all information is kept safe and used for research 
purposes only. No one from Faktisk.no itself, any media house or other actors has been involved 
in the design of the task. 

1. Are you a man or woman? * 

Woman 

Man 

2. How old are you? * Enter your age 

3. How long have you been a journalist? Write the number of years togethe 

4. Which of the following job categories is appropriate for your position? * 

Journalist - Employed 

Journalist - Temp 

Journalist - Freelancer 

Reportage leader / News manager 
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Other (editor, desk, etc.) 

5. What type of journalism do you work with / primarily? * Choose up to three categories. 

news journalism 

Investigative journalism 

news coverage / online news / desk 

Political journalism 

Business journalism / Economy 

Sport 

Culture 

Entertainment 

Comment / Debate 

6. What type of media house do you work for? * 

National media house 

Regional media house 

Local media house 

National trade magazine 

Other 

7. What type of platform do you work with most? * If you work exactly 50-50 on two platforms 
(or 1/3 on three), you still need to choose one platform - the one you find that you spend the 
most time on or for various reasons have most of your identity in.  

Print newspaper 

Online newspaper 

TV / Online TV 

Radi 

8. How often do you read fact-checks from Faktisk.no? * 
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Never Less often than once a month Monthly  Weekly  Daily 

9. What other fact-check sites do you read? (For example, could it be Snopes, PoliceFact, 
Washington Post Fact-Checker or the Viral Examiner, Norwegian bloggers or other external 
fact-checkers) 

10. On which website or platform do you read cases from Faktisk.no? * 

At Faktisk.n On other people's news sites On Twitter On Facebook Other 

11. Do you feel that fact-checking services, first and foremost, actually have had an effect on 
the way you work? 

Yes No  Don’t know 

12. How often, when creating articles / reports, have you thought that content you produce may 
be subject to an external fact-check in Faktisk.no? * 

Never  Rarely Some  Often Always / Every time 

13. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about Faktisk.no? 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree 

The fact of fact-checking has helped me to check a source's claims or numbers more than before 

The fact of fact-checking has helped me to be more aware of obtaining more sources than before 

The fact of fact-checking has helped me to be more conscious about using open sources 

The fact of fact-checking has helped me to drop details (which I'm unsure of) into a case 

13 B To what extent do you agree with the following statements? (Added after 88 answers) 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree 

The "fake news" debate has helped me to check a source's claims or numbers more than before 

The debate about "fake news" has helped me to be more aware of obtaining more sources than 
before 

The debate about "fake news" has helped me to be more conscious about using open sources 

The "fake news" debate has helped me to drop details (which I'm not sure about) in a case 

14. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about Faktisk.no? 
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Strongly Disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Strongly agree 

Faktisk.no has an important social role 

Faktisk.no fact-checks matters reliably 

Faktisk.no checks for many curiosity cases 

15. How often do you and your colleagues discuss cases from Faktisk.no? * 

Never Rarely  Some  Often  Very often 

16. What methods do you use to check that the facts in your case are correct?  

17. Do you remember if you have learned any new methods of reading fact-checks on 
Faktisk.no?Call, if you like, examples 

18. Have you ever used the result of an Faktisk check in your research or in a new case? * 

Yes  No  Do not know 

19. Do you sometimes find that your facts prove to be incorrect, and correct facts are proven 
by one of the following: 

Never  Occasionally  Often 

Readers who comment through social media or public comment 

Readers directly by email / phone / letter 

Colleagues (other journalists, desk, photographer, etc.) 

Managers (news managers, editors etc) 

Faktisk.no 

Sources in the case 

Other groups 

20. Do you have any further comments? 

Feel free to leave a comment about your use of and your view of Faktisk.no and other fact-
checking services, as well as questions in the survey and other feedback. Feel free to comment 
if you are thinking Faktisk has affected the way you plan or produce articles.  



 
100 

 

 

Appendix B Survey text, Faktasjekk-tjenestene i norsk journalistikk 

(This is the survey in its original language: Norwegian)  

Faktasjekk-tjenestene i norsk journalistikk 

Hei og takk for at du hjelper meg med min forskningsoppgave om ekstern faktasjekking og 

journalistikk. Jeg spør norske journalister om deres bruk av Faktisk.no. Funnene vil bli publisert 

i form av en masteroppgave.  Skjema har 17 spørsmål og tar 5 -10 minutter å besvare. 

Spørsmålene er basert på dybdeintervju med norske journalister. Alle opplysninger blir gitt 

anonymt og all informasjon blir oppbevart trygt og brukes kun til forskningsformål. Ingen fra 

Faktisk.no selv, noe mediehus eller andre aktører har vært involvert i designet av oppgaven.   

   
1. Er du mann eller kvinne? * 
Kvinne 
Mann 

  
2. Hvor gammel er du? *Skriv inn din alder  
 
3. Hvor lenge har du vært journalist? Skriv antall år tilsammen  
 
4. Hvilken av følgende stillingskategorier passer for din stilling? * 
Journalist - Fast 
Journalist - Vikar 
Journalist - Frilans 
Reportasje/nyhetsleder 
Annet (redaktør, desk, mm) 
 
5. Hvilken type journalistikk jobber du mest/primært med? *Velg inntil tre kategorier.  
 
Nyhetsjournalistikk 
Undersøkende journalistikk 
Løpende nyhetsdekning/nettnyheter/desk 
Politisk journalistikk 
Næringslivsjournalistikk/Økonomi 
Sport 
Kultur 
Underholdning 
Kommentar/Debatt 
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6. Hvilken type mediehus jobber du for? * 
Nasjonalt mediehus 
Regionalt mediehus 
Lokalt mediehus 
Nasjonalt fagblad 
Annet 
 
7. Hvilken type plattform jobber du mest med? *Hvis du jobber nøyaktig 50-50 på to 
plattformer (eller 1/3 på tre), velg likevel én plattform,-  den du opplever at du bruker mest tid 
på eller av ulike grunner har mest identitet til. 
Papiravis (Tekst på papir) 
Nettavis (Tekst på nett) 
TV/Nett-TV 
Radio 

 
8. Hvor ofte leser du faktasjekker fra Faktisk.no? * 
Aldri 
Sjeldnere enn en gang i måneden 
Månedlig 
Ukentlig 
Daglig 
 
9. Hvilke andre faktasjekkersteder hender det at du har lest? (eksempelsvis kunne det 
være Snopes, PolitiFact, Washington Post Fact-checker eller Viralgranskeren, norske 
bloggere eller andre eksterne faktasjekkere) 
 
10. På hvilket nettsted eller plattform leser du saker fra Faktisk.no? * 
På Faktisk.no 
På andres nyhetssteder 
På Twitter 
På Facebook 
Annet 
 
11. Opplever du at faktasjekk-tjenester, først og fremst Faktisk, har hatt en effekt på 
måten du arbeider på? 
Ja 
Nei 
Vet ikke 
 
12. Hvor ofte har du, når du lager artikler/reportasjer, tenkt over at innhold du 
produserer kan bli gjenstand for en ekstern faktasjekk i Faktisk.no? * 
Aldri 
Sjelden 
Innimellom 
Ofte 
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Alltid/Hver gang 
 
13. I hvilken grad er du enig i følgende påstander om Faktisk.no? 

 Helt uenig Uenig Hverken enig eller uenig Enig Helt enig 

Muligheten for faktasjekk har bidratt til at jeg sjekker en kildes påstander eller tall mer enn 
tidligere 

Muligheten for å faktasjekkes har bidratt til at jeg er mer bevisst på å få tak i flere kilder enn 
før 

Muligheten for faktasjekk har bidratt til at jeg er mer bevisst på å bruke åpne kilder 

Muligheten for faktasjekk har bidratt til at jeg dropper å inkludere detaljer (som jeg er usikker 
på) i en sak 

13 B I hvilken grad er du enig i følgende påstander ? (Added after 88 answers)  

 Helt uenig Uenig Hverken enig eller uenig Enig Helt enig 

Debatten om "fake news" har bidratt til at jeg sjekker en kildes påstander eller tall mer enn 
tidligere 

Debatten om "fake news" har bidratt til at jeg er mer bevisst på å få tak i flere kilder enn før 

Debatten om "fake news" har bidratt til at jeg er mer bevisst på å bruke åpne kilder 

Debatten om "fake news" har bidratt til at jeg dropper å inkludere detaljer (som jeg er usikker 
på) i en sak 

14. I hvilken grad er du enig i følgende påstander om Faktisk.no? 

Helt uenig Uenig Hverken enig eller uenig Enig Helt enig 

Faktisk.no har en viktig samfunnsrolle 

Faktisk.no faktasjekker saker på en pålitelig måte 

Faktisk.no sjekker for mange kuriosa-saker 

15. Hvor ofte diskuterer du og dine kollegaer saker fra Faktisk.no? * 
Aldri 
Sjelden 
Innimellom 
Ofte 
Svært ofte 
 
16. Hvilke metoder bruker du for å sjekke at fakta i din sak er riktige? * 
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17. Husker du om du har lært noen nye metoder av å lese faktasjekker på Faktisk.no? 
Nevn isåfall gjerne eksempler  

18. Har du noen gang brukt resultatet av en Faktisk-sjekk i din research eller i en ny 
sak? * 
Ja 
Nei 
Vet ikke 

19. Opplever du noen ganger at dine fakta viser seg å være feil, og korrekt fakta blir 
påvist av en av følgende: 

Aldri 

Iblant 

Ofte 

Lesere som sier fra gjennom sosiale medier eller offentlige kommentarer 

Lesere direkte på epost/telefon/brev 

Kolleger (andre journalister, desk, fotograf, mm) 

Sjefer (nyhetsledere, redaktører etc) 

Faktisk.no 

Kilder i saken 

Andre grupper 

20. Har du noen ytterligere kommentarer? 

Legg gjerne igjen kommentar om din bruk av og ditt syn på Faktisk.no og andre 
faktasjekkingstjenetser, samt om spørsmålene i survyen og andre 
tilbakemeldingerKommenter gjerne om du tenker Faktisk har påvirket måten du planlegger 
eller produserer artikler på.  
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Appendix C Semi structured questionnaire for qualitative interviews 

 
(English translation) 

Has the introduction of fact-checking services in Norway had an effect on the way you work? 

If so, which one? 

2. Do you read Faktisk.no? 

3. Did factual checking stories have an effect on how you work? 

  For example, whether you check claims / figures / facts in a case more than you did before? 

  Does it affect the fact that external angles are followed by which angles you choose, which 

stories you choose, whether you consider the source selection more often, use quotation 

marks more, double check more information, are worried about "ending up" on Faktisk.no (on 

a check)? 

 Is it different to being checked and proven wrong / allegedly wrong in a fact check than being 

mistaken for a source, a reader, published in another media, or on a social media? 

4. We have talked about Norwegian fact-checks, but there are also international ones. Has 

renewed press attention internationally and in Norway around major international fact-

checking services (after Trump became president and began "making rumors on Twitter") had 

an impact on the way you work? Has it caused you to use any of these anymore? Did focusing 

on these cause you to trust less in some sources or some stories? 

5. Do you discuss fact checking of matters in your editorial office? What are you discussing 

then? 

6. Have the editors said anything about fact-checking over the last two years - or - to be 

specific: Have any guidelines on fact-checking (or other types of pre-publication checks) 

changed in the last two years? What ? 

6. Do you use new tools to check the facts? 

7. Has Detector - who went during the election - had an effect on how you work? If so, which 

one 

8. Do you read Faktisk.no? When, how? Do you read other fact checks? Which, how often? 

9. What is your opinion on fact checking as a method? And about the debate about it, what is 

written about it? 

10. How do you check the facts in your texts / issues before they are published 
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11. When - in what cases / situations are fact checks most important? 

12. Where have you read stories that you think seemed factually poor? Are there any sources, 

such as web sites or people, that you experience come with a lot of false information, or 

information that does not match? 

 

( Norwegian)  
Spørreskjema - Semistrukturer dybde-intervju kvalitativ undersøkelse  

 

1. Har introduksjonen av faktasjekk-tjenester i Norge hatt en effekt på måten du arbeider på? 

Isåfall hvilken?  

2.   Leser du Faktisk.no?  

3.   Har det at Faktisk.no sjekker historier, hatt en effekt på hvordan du jobber?  

      F.eks på om du sjekker påstander/tall/fakta i en sak mer enn du gjorde før?  

      Påvirker det at det ettergåes fakta av eksterne hvilke vinklinger du velger, hvilke 

historier du velger,  om du vurderer kildevalget oftere, bruker sitatstrek mer, dobbeltsjekker 

flere opplysninger,   er bekymret for å “havne” på Faktisk.no (på en sjekk)?  

 Er det annerledes å bli sjekket og bevist feil/påstått feil  i en faktasjekk enn å bli tatt i faktafeil 

av en kilde, en leser, publisert i et annet medie, eller på et sosialt medie?  

4. Vi har snakket om norske faktasjekker, men det finnes også internasjonale. Har fornyet 

presse-oppmerksomheten internasjonalt og i Norge rundt større internasjonale faktasjekk-

tjenester (etter at Trump ble president og begynte å “sette rykter på Twitter”) hatt en effekt på 

måten du arbeider på? Har det ført til at du bruker noen av disse mer? Har fokus på disse ført 

til at du stoler mindre på noen kilder, eller noen historier?  

5. Diskuterer dere faktasjekk av saker i din redaksjon? Hva diskuterer dere da?  

6. Har redaktørene sagt noe om faktasjekking de siste to årene - eller - for å være spesifikt: Har 

noen retningslinjer rundt sjekk av fakta (eller andre typer sjekk før publisering) endret seg de 

siste to år? Hva da ?  
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6. Bruker dere nye verktøy for å sjekke fakta?  

7. Har Detektor - som gikk under valget - hatt effekt på hvordan dere jobber? Isåfall hvilken 

8. Leser du Faktisk.no? Når, hvordan? Leser du andre faktasjekk? Hvilke, hvor ofte?  

9. Hva er din mening om faktasjekk som metode? Og om debatten om det, det som skrives om 

det?  

10. Hvordan sjekker du fakta i dine tekster/saker før de publiseres 

11. Når - i hvilke saker/situasjoner er faktasjekker viktigst?  

12. Hvor har du lest historier du synes virket dårlig faktasjekket? Er det noen kilder, f eks 

nettsider eller personer, du opplever kommer med mye falsk informasjon, eller informasjon 

som ikke stemmer? 
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Appendix D   Standard invitation to survey (in English)  

 

(Translated from Norwegian)  

 

I have a request. My name is Henrik Pryser Libell. I am a journalist, but currently also a 
journalism student. I am doing a master's degree in journalism - at IMK at the University of 
Oslo. 
 
My theme is fact-checking, an international tradition that since last year has gotten a 
Norwegian version in the form of Faktisk.no. I am looking into if the fact-checking service 
Faktisk has had an effect/impact on Norwegian journalists (and if so, which one). In fact, the 
"Norwegian model" for fact-checking differs from many other countries. It is therefore 
interesting internationally to look at what effect it has on word exchange and journalism. 
 
To answer this, I have in-depth interviewed around 10 journalists from various types of the 
press- and then created a questionnaire. 
 
I spread the survey to staff journalists in newspapers, TV, news agencies and to freelancers. 
 
I need your help to distribute this invitation. I humbly ask this, because I know there are many 
scientists who want to talk to journalists. But I hope the study's theme is so exciting, fresh and 
new that it justifies the request. 
 
This is the survey: https://nettskjema.uio.no/answer/faktasjek.html 
It is open now and will be open until about April 20. 
 
Cross your fingers for help. Thank you in advance if you and you can contribute. 
 
(Signature)  
 
Practical information: 
The results will be published in the form of a master's thesis. My supervisor is Marika Lüders. 
The project number with the Privacy Policy is 57407. The form has 19 questions and takes 
experience and tests only 5-10 minutes to answer. All information is provided anonymously 
and all information is kept safe and used for research purposes only. No one from Faktisk.no, 
or any media house or others has been involved in the design of the project.  
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Appendix E 
 
Extra Table. Age and How often do you read fact-checks from Faktisk.no? 
 Reading Faktisk < 30 years 30-40 41-49 50 years > 

Never 9% 9% 7% 12% 

Less than once a month 32% 38% 29% 38% 

Monthly 32% 31% 35% 25% 

Weekly 23% 22% 36% 23% 

Daily 5% 1% 3% 3% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note: Percentages have been rounded. 

 

 

 


