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Speed Versus Accuracy:

A Content Analysis of Media Report Veracity and the Alacrity Hypothesis


Communication practices received a startling field test in the art of accurate information sharing during the late summer of last year.  At 8:45 am Eastern Daylight Time on September 11, 2001 the first of a number of airliners attacking national landmarks plowed into the north tower of the World Trade Center in New York City.  At 8:49 am CNN announced the first reports that a two engine commercial jet had crashed into the World Trade Center.  At 8:51 am NBC's Today show host Katie Couric  broadcast that "a small commuter plane" had crashed into the World Trade Center.  Plans for a promised interview with the star of a new NBC TV situation comedy show were scrapped.  Also responding at 8:51 am, ABC's Good Morning America program returned from a commercial (which was not interrupted), halted an interview with the Duchess of York who had been promoting a weight loss product, and reported that there had been an explosion at the World Trade Center.  One minute later, at 8:52 am CBS interrupted the Morning Show announcing that a plane--"it seems to be a small plane" Bryant Gumbel explained (apparently based on information obtained by CBS staffers who were watching NBC)--had crashed into the World Trade Center.  The first televised reports took no longer than seven minutes to be disseminated on all the major networks.  But for all the benefit of speedy communication in national crisis, it also must be noted that the accuracy of such reports remains a matter of concern.  This paper uses the opportunity of examining the attack on America as a setting to identify the trustworthiness of information supplied by news sources in times of crisis.  In particular, this paper will identify the communication context of the 9-11 coverage, will comment on the role of the believability of the news media in times of crisis, will advance hypotheses related to the accuracy of reports in the 9-11 attack, will report on a content analysis of the news coverage with samples across three media, and will share some comments regarding the implications of these findings.

The Communication Context of 9-11 News Coverage


Though students of communication studies traditionally have permitted schools of journalism and broadcasting to train newsreaders and broadcasters, the phenomenon of the transmission of news remains a topic of interest for both its rhetorical and social impact.  The significance of the communication in the September 11, 2001 attack on America cannot be overstated.   Changes in public policy and wholesale challenges to lifestyle have been involved.  But reactions to the changes have been stimulated, to one degree or another, by the quality of communication received about the events.  In this paper, the emphasis is on communication of news over mediated sources including television, newspapers, and Internet news sources.  Though this review of sources of mass media messages is not exhaustive, it is designed to begin some exploration of major categories.

Despite the differences from other news encounters, coverage of the 9-11 attacks were received in similar ways as broadcasts of many other encounters.  Though in the early 1990s, 60% of the viewing audience regularly turned to the major network sources for crisis news, that situation had changed by the time of this crisis.  Even so, the support of commercial network sources was impressive.  Surveys revealed that "Approximately 40 percent of the nation's homes watched ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox in prime time Tuesday, and that figure doesn't count the coverage on secondary channels" (Rosenthal, 2001c).  Though PBS continued its broadcast of children's programming and many stations, particularly shopping networks and those dedicated to reruns, scrambled for ways to provide coverage, the major players in television news were the major networks.  


Initially, the coverage involved shocked broadcasters opining on the fearsome nature of the events.  Then, as many broadcasters began to send crews to the streets, time was dominated by "person in the street interviews" of various levels of relevance to the attacks.  Fox and MSNBC were the first to get cameras to the WTC site  (Rosenthal, 2001b). Though no one could be expected to operate in a state other than shock, some of the coverage was astonishing in its banality.  At 9:06, a breathless Katie Couric asked an eyewitness to the second attack on the World Trade Center, "What can you see from your perspective? [who else's?]"  After the description of devastation, Couric sympathized "This is just awful for the viewers” [never mind about the actual victims].


After the initial coverage by morning show hosts and local news broadcasters, network sources began to assume responsibility for broadcasts.  Local stations frequently interrupted to provide regional information of their own.  Networks rapidly created visual logos and titles for their special coverage.  Fox called its broadcasts "Day of Terror,"  CNN chose "America Under Attack," and CBS and NBC settled on "Attack on America."  Though the coverage was captivating for the majority of viewers, most networks featured monotonous hourly updates and reviews of attack chronologies supplemented with expert opinions, person on the street interviews, and breaking news from government and law enforcement sources. 

Following an agreement to share a common video feed from the field, the broadcasts began to emphasize reviews of attack tapes and a frequent repetition of previous reports.  Despite sharing resources, some remarkable claims were made anyway: 

When PR types from CNN started calling reporters with statistics showing it was trouncing the Fox News Channel and MCNBC, the boast was seen as an opportunistic betrayal and the numbers were called "a distortion."  NBC also, for some reason, has started to stick an “exclusive” label on some of its reports. 

(Rosenthal, 2001d) 

What to keep off the air was a matter of some concern.  When early videotape of the World Trade Center showed desperate victims on the upper floors leaping to their deaths rather than waiting to be burned alive, the grisly scene was played without editing on some stations.  But others had to develop policies on the fly.  NBC and CBS did not replay video images of the victims actually leaping.  Yet, on ABC, the pictures of falling bodies were shown following extended warnings ahead of time (Rosenthal, 2001c). 


Though the network broadcasters clearly were under strain, there was no doubt that they varied their responses to the pressure.  Dan Rather urged viewers to realize that early reports frequently were unreliable and that reporters who trusted them might be embarrassed.  Tom Brokow started a routine of reading some news for the audience and then conducting a round-robin update from field reporters, regardless of whether they had anything important to say.   Of all the broadcasters, Peter Jennings, despite his lovely speaking voice, was frequently incoherent or seemingly occasionally unable to comprehend simple things.  Shortly after 10 am, when the first of the World Trade Towers collapsed, this exchange occurred between Jennings and a reporter at the scene:

Don Dahler:  Yeah. It's Don Dahler. The second building that was hit by the plane has just completely collapsed.  The entire building has just collapsed as if a demolition team set off--when you see the old demolitions of these old buildings. It is not there anymore. It has completely collapsed.

Peter Jennings: The whole side has collapsed? 

Don Dahler:  The whole building collapsed.

Peter Jennings: The whole building has collapsed? 

Don Dahler:  The building has collapsed.

Peter Jennings: That's the southern tower you're talking about. 

Don Dahler:  Exactly. The second building that we witnessed the airplane enter, has been--the top half had been fully involved in flame. It just collapsed.  There is panic on the streets. Thousands of people running up Church Street.  That’s what I'm looking out on, trying to get away. But the entire -- at least as far as I can see, the top half of the building, at least half of it--I can't see below that.  Half of it just started with a gigantic rumble, folded in on itself and collapsed in a huge plume of smoke and dust.

Peter Jennings:  We are talking about massive casualties here at the moment and we have . . . hoo  . . . that is extraordinary. (italics added;  periods indicate interruptions, not ellipses)

Others were similarly stressed during the events of the day.   One print media reporter covering media news explained:

Shaken newscasters struggled to describe the indescribable from a few miles to the north [of the World Trade Center].  For reasons best known to himself, CBS' Dan Rather at one point quoted a French politician.  Peter Jennings kept scolding his ABC crew that he needed to know which of his monitors was an on-air feed.  Tom Brokow on NBC kept harping on the failure of the intelligence community to anticipate this siege.  (Rosenthal, 2001a)

As the reports continued, television broadcasts increasingly relied on interviews with experts in foreign relations, terrorism, or--in the case of Tom Clancy--writing fiction about terrorism.  In the days that followed, newspapers and magazines also played a similar role in using experts to offer analysis as an alternative to news reporting.  Indeed, researchers looking at newsmagazines and network broadcasts in June, October, and December 2001 noticed that in comparison to news magazines and newspapers, broadcasts had increasingly begun to rely on analysis pieces rather than direct news reporting alone.  The jump in interpretive pieces increased from roughly 25% to 43% of what was presented on television (How the war on terrorism has changed . . ., 2002).  


Taken as communication events, the news reporting messages in the 9-11 disaster tended to respond to the public’s immediate need for information.  Furthermore, the messages tended to use the tools of repetition, reliance visual materials, and growing reliance of "expert analysis" to help respondents understand the nature of the attack.  But, the specific nature of this presentation of materials was challenged by the problems involved in assuring that the messages were trustworthy and accurate. 

The Role of Believability in Analysis of the News Media


It should be stated at the outset that this section of this paper examines an invitation to research, rather than discussing potential visions of conspiracy or bias in the press.  There are two interrelated questions that remain to be explored in the research literature:  Does news coverage of a crisis create a pressure to sacrifice accuracy?  Does it matter if the media presents accurate information?  The first issue may be addressed by direct research, whereas the second question requires making a value judgment about a philosophical premise.


First, one may argue that the modern practice of journalism invites sacrificing accuracy for speed.  Not only does the competitive nature of television require that a news operation attempt to identify a breaking news story immediately, but the perceived need by some news operations to “hook” an audience may create significant pressures on broadcasters and news people in other operations.  In such settings, the need for speedy reporting might create burdens to get out questionable reports, rather than to provide completely accurate information.  One media consultant wondered "whether traditional journalism had a home in a medium in which speed was often valued above verification . . ." (Lasica, 2001, pp. 2-3).   In coverage of political communication, the apparent lack of concern for accurately reporting the flow of political advocacy has long been an object of concern.

Actual news subjects and political candidates were vocal in their concern that the press tended to provide reports that were perceived as variously unfair and biased.  In 1992, candidates expressed this concern regardless of whether they were liberal or conservative.  (Altschull, 1992)   

It may be glib to suggest that speed may force out accuracy in reporting international crises, but there may be practical reasons to expect it.1   It seems that the pressure to be first and to get the story may be suspected of jeopardizing the veracity of some news reports.


Second, the question of the very importance of accuracy--and even truth telling--in journalism may invite research.  Although there are followers either of the philosophy of cynicism who believe that even low level truths cannot be identified (“ ‘What is truth?’ Pilate asked.  With this he went out . . . .” [John, 18:38]), or adherents to the view of extreme relativism (which views that in assessing the truth of a matter “any person’s views are as good as any one else’s” [Urmson & Ree, 1989, p. 275]),2 the concern for accurately expressing the truth of matters is meaningful in mass media for several reasons.  The first of these reasons is related to the means by which excellence in reporting is assessed.  In a comparative analysis of criteria used by readers and editors to determine the quality of newspapers, Gladney (1996) found that the standards included integrity, objectivity, independence, stress on local news, accuracy, and quality writing (italics added).  Similarly, among television news directors, concern for truth, justice, freedom, humaneness, and stewardship were the five dominant principles of journalism ethics (Hadley, 1989, italics added).  Of course, to some extent these standards may be culturally bound.  Some research has suggested that universal ethical principles of journalistic practices are elusive at best (Bullion, 1986).  Taking a position that is not so extreme, some have argued that mass media sources, especially television news sources, tend to marginalize the importance of truth telling, and they often find ways to construe the truth of reports through technologies and institutional inertia (Andrew, 1993).  For instance, though presenting photojournalism that reports of objective state of affairs is certainly recognized as important in photojournalism textbooks, these resources most often emphasize the superior role played by the pictures regardless of accompanying reports (Schwartz, 1992).  Thus, a tension exists between academic standards of news media excellence (which showcases accuracy as a value) and practical instruction in journalism. 

There also are practical reasons believe that accuracy in reporting matters.  The absence of accuracy in early reporting may create distracting pressures on officials charged with the responsibility of defending the Nation, just when their focused efforts may be most needed.  One defense analyst explained:

For the journalist, immediacy can override accuracy.  For the military, accuracy usually overrides immediacy.  The problem is compounded by the fact that journalists can relate any piece of new information much faster than the military.  While witnessing an incident a journalist just needs to set up his satellite phone to broadcast the news to his central office.  In a matter of minutes, the news may reach wide international audiences. . . . Higher headquarters will often (angrily) turn to subordinate elements for confirmation or explanation.  On occasions, it may affect decision-making, either by providing a lasting impression of by his feeling forced to react in the heat of the moment. (Siegel, 2002, p. 6)

Rather than cause simple inconvenience, the failure to provide consistently accurate reports carries the potential to distract individuals from their essential work.


It also may be noted that accuracy might matter because mass media news sources are trusted and that trust may involve a reciprocal obligation to be trustworthy.  Indeed, research indicates that the vast majority of American news consumers believe what they see on TV and read in newspapers (Robinson & Kohut, 1988).  Furthermore, contrary to some popular claims, print journalism is not viewed as more credible than electronic journalism.  Of course, criticizing the press sometimes is treated as great sport.  Taking a critical cultural perspective, Winter (1991) judged coverage of the Persian Gulf War to promote only the dominant ideology’s version of common sense interpretations.   Using “standpoint theory” as an orientation, Durham (1998) argued that as a basic value, objectivity had declined in journalistic practice in preference to a relativism about the validity of truth claims.  Even so, the trust desired by news media sources seems to invite a concern with the veracity of its speedy reports.  This matter of interest is not only a philosophic topic of interest, but also a matter that invites research and inquiry, such as that advanced in this paper.

Hypotheses


The tension that exists between the speed at which a news story is advanced and its probable accuracy constitutes a general area for hypotheses.  As applied to the 9-11 attack on America, one might imagine that many such examples could be found.  Whether they are systematic or random events, however, remains an area that is open to research.  The three hypotheses advanced here provide a foundation for testing these explanations.

Since the speed of reporting for television broadcast journalism can be so accelerated, the first hypothesis naturally focused attention of this matter.

H1:  
There will be a significant inverse correlation between the time a report is  broadcast and the inaccuracy of the story.

In essence, this hypothesis suggested an inverse relationship between speed and accuracy such that the earlier a story was reported, the more likely it was to be inaccurate.

Similar relationships were explored for various media forms.  Thus, the second hypothesis examined whether such a predicted speed-accuracy problem would be found in print media.

H2: 
There will be a significant inverse correlation between the date a report is published in newspapers and the inaccuracy of the story.

Though Internet news sources once were the "poor relation" of news sources, their growth has invited giving such outlets particular attention.  One report explained this shift:

More than one in three Americans [who regularly use the Net are] using the Net to routinely get their news.  In fact, the Pews' [sic] [The Pew Research Center] most recent survey on the subject, released in June 2000, made this surprising discovery:

As Americans grow more reliant on the Internet for news, they also have come to find online news outlets more credible . . . .  In fact, the online sites of such well- known news organizations as ABC News get better ratings from Internet users than the ratings according the traditional broadcast or print outlets.  (Lasic, 2001, p. 3)

Hence, these Internet-based professional news sources--as opposed to Internet chat rooms, discussion groups, and amateur web sites--are part of the mass media that probably should not be ignored in research.  Thus, the third hypothesis advanced a relevant prediction about this source.

H3:
There will be a significant inverse correlation between the date a report appears on a web site the inaccuracy of the story.

All these hypotheses predict that inaccurate reports are most likely to appear early in the reporting cycle for the news.

A Content Analysis of News Media Coverage of the 9-11 Attack


The method of content analysis was first applied to newspaper reports by retired New York World editor John Gilmer Speed in his effort to analyze four New York papers between 1881 and 1893 (Sumpter, 2001).   To promote understanding the amount and nature of reports, the tool is particularly appropriate.  In this case, since coding times and dates of individual reports was feasible, the method of content analysis seemed strongly invited.  This paper explored a content analysis of three media sources of news to examine the presentation of reports on the attack on America.  In this presentation, the samples will be described, the coding measures will be explained, and the results will be presented.

The Samples


Though sampling all major sources of news would have been impossible, a selection of major sources was practicable.  In each category at least two sources were involved.  Each of these sources will be mentioned.


Television.  Broadcasts from September 11, 2001 were analyzed for five networks. ABC, CBS, CNN, NBC, and PBS (the latter of which was the extended News Hour reports airing from 6:00 pm to 9:00 pm EDT).  Broadcast samples were obtained by analyzing 53 hours of recordings maintained by The Television Archive (http://tvnews1.televisionarchive.org/prog) located in San Francisco.  Though closed captioned transcripts initially were used (when available), a comparison of these transcripts with the actual broadcasts revealed that they often were incomplete.  Thus, the actual broadcasts were viewed anew and transcripts corrected to assure completeness.  Time periods for sample data collection for TV stations were the half hour broadcasts from 8:30 am through 9:00 pm (all times were Eastern Daylight Time).  Thus, 25 half hour broadcasts were coded.  

Originally, the USA (Voice of America) network was included in the sample.  But this source was excluded when its atypical qualities became obvious.  First, USA did not have its own news reporting operation and at 9:58 am the network began broadcasting the Bloomberg service, which specializes in financial news.  Second, the lack of experience in reporting general news seemed to result in great confusion.  The numbers of inaccurate reports were greater than the other television sources coded in this study.  For instance, at the 10 am half hour slot, Bloomberg reported 26 stories, of which five were plainly false.  These items included the following dramatic assertions:  “Tens of thousands of people are dead;” “A hotel near the White House is on fire;”  “A third explosion has been made at the World Trade Center;”  “There has been an explosion on Capitol Hill;”  “There has been an explosion on the Virginia side of the mall.”  Thus, this reporting clearly reflected a sampling "outlier" that did not reveal the mainstream reporting activity found in other television sources.


The commercial broadcasts on these sources actually were drawn from affiliated stations in the Washington, D.C. area.  In particular, the ABC data were drawn from the  broadcasts of WJLA, CBS data were gathered from the broadcasts of WUSA, and NBC broadcasts were tracked by examining WRC television.  


Newspapers.  Two newspapers were reviewed during the seven days following the 9-11 attacks.  These papers were the Los Angeles Times and the Orange County Register.  Though these papers are not "national papers," such as the New York Times or Wall Street Journal, their selection was deemed appropriate since they might reflect typical journalistic practices.  Since these papers differ in size and area of news coverage, comparisons between them were most appropriately made by using proportions of report types in comparison with the total numbers of report in each day’s papers.


Internet News Sources.  Two Internet sources specializing the in the presentation of news were covered during the week following the attack on America.  The sources were Time.com and the web site of the Chicago Sun-Times, SunTimes.com. There were many Internet choices that might have been made, but it was deemed important to exclude amateur or fringe Internet sources in this review.  Since there are news sites on the Internet that involve little more than rumor transmission locations, it would have been easy to select sources that would bias the data in such a way that Internet sources would not be comparable to professionally operated news sources.  But since such selective sampling would be misleading and inconsistent with most actual Internet news use, a selection was made of Internet sources sponsored by professional newsgathering organizations.  This assumed pattern of information use, in fact, reflects something of the actual Internet use by Americans on September 11.   Most heavily used Internet web sites were sponsored by professional news operations.  Mike Wendland, technology columnist for the Detroit Free Press, reported:  “So many people used online that MSNBC.com, CNN.com, ABCnews.com, FoxNews.com and most of the other major popular news sites were largely inaccessible for several hours because of the massive amounts of Internet traffic” (Wendland, 2001b, p. 1).  Indeed, these professional news sources were referenced rather than the sensational and conspiracy theory fringe sources.  Most people searched professional news sources to get useful information about such matters as public service interruptions and developments in local communities.  Other resources were not news sources but sites dedicated to such concerns as “heartbreaking poses of people looking for loved ones missing since the” attacks (Wendland, 2001a).   Thus, the emphasis on professional news sources was viewed as an appropriate guide in selecting Internet sample groups.

Measures and Coding



A coding check sheet was developed and tested for reliability.  With minor modification, the same check sheet was used for all three media forms included in the study.   For each station and news source, the time period was recorded.  For television sources, each half hour time period was identified.  For newspapers and Internet sources, the dates were noted.   Separate columns on the check sheet were dedicated to tallying:  the number of accurate reports;  the number of questionable reports;  the number of reports providing opinions and analysis rather than reporting of information;  the number of claims made about the importance of exercising caution in dealing with the information reported during the crises;  rumor mongering (the transmission of speculation not based in facts reported or transmission of reports identified as unverified or identified as likely rumors);  and the number of times the same story was repeated during the time frame isolated.



The following definitions were used for each category listed above:

· Accurate reports:  reports of events that actually occurred.

· Questionable reports:  reports asserting claims that were inaccurate, untrue, or very doubtful.  An example of such a report was the following report broadcast at 10:40 am on CBS affiliate WUSA: 

CBS is reporting that there has been another hijacking.  A 737--unknown what airline--has been hijacked.  CBS has been reporting that plane is now circling Dulles International Airport.  Again, CBS reporting another hijacking, 737 passenger jet has been hijacked.  Report is it's now circling in the area of Dulles International Airport.

In reality, there were no 737s involved in any of the attacks.  At that time no new hijackings had occurred (the plane crash of the last hijacked plane was at 10 am in Somerset County, Pennsylvania).  No hijacked plane was circling at Dulles International Airport.  Two military jets, however, flew in the D. C. area and the airport, unnerving nearby residents.  

· Reports providing opinions and analysis:  assertions that interpret or explain the significance or meaning of events, rather than reporting of information.  For example, Sandy Berger appeared several times on CBS during the 9-11 broadcast day and offered expert interpretation, such as the following:  

We may have to reach deep [sic] into a far away place in a very robust way to deal with this problem.  We may have to do this over a sustained period of time.  And those actions themselves will have their own consequences.  So, it

. . . it . . . there is no silver bullet literally or figuratively here [?] that is going to deal with the kind of unspeakable evil that we've seen today, the escalation in a massive way both in terms of capability and malevolent intent we've seen today.  What we need now is buckle down, serious, concerted effort that's going to have to be long-range.  (8:14 pm;  periods indicate interruptions, not ellipses)

The frequent advice to viewers to avoid blaming Islam for the attacks also were coded in this category.

· Caution urging:  claims made about the importance of exercising prudence in interpreting initial reports.  CBS’s Dan Rather was particularly aggressive about repeated warnings.  For instance, at 10:02 am Rather used a homespun simile to underscore his point, “I want to emphasize again--not to be redundant—but this is a day in which rumors are going to spread like mildew in damp basements.”  At 2:30 pm, during an interview referencing previous crises, Dan Rather bluntly warned Rand Corporation analyst Brian Jenkins, "On other occasions, there has been a lot of conclusion jumping, and a lot of conclusion jumping has been wrong."  

· Rumor mongering:  transmission of speculation not based in facts reported, transmission of reports identified as unverified, or reports identified as likely rumors.  There were various forms of these statements in televised broadcasts.

Speculation about the probable interpretation of facts not present was typical of reporters apparently trying to fill airtime. At 11:04 am, Peter Jennings noted that no information was available about the ways that hijackers managed to get control of aircraft.  Nevertheless, he made up a scenario or two, which he shared with the audience: 

Pilot either force to fly? [sic] Very hard to believe and, of course, we'll never know, unless they find the black boxes from these aircraft or somebody on board that aircraft killed or got rid of the pilot and went to the controls and flew the plane into the building themselves [sic].  And then as much of the country began to connect and try to grapple with this, then we had this horrifying circumstances [sic].

By the late afternoon of September 11, rumors about the impact of the event on the economy and financial markets were prominent. 

Reports presented as unverified sometimes were introduced nonetheless.  For instance at 11:21 am, after an Tony Dorsey of NBC affiliate station WRC announced that "no one seems to be telling us exactly why all of this is happening [evacuating Ronald Reagan Airport in Washington, D. C.]," he shared an unconfirmed rumor that since The Pentagon had been attacked, "They [?] suspect that Reagan National could as well be [the object of an attack]."

· Repeated reports:  the number of times the same story was repeated during the time frame isolated.

It is important to note that the unit of analysis was the report, not the story.  Hence a given story could--and many did--contain multiple reports and claims of fact that could be examined.



Reliability was determined for print and television media by having two independent raters complete analyses.  In particular, to determine reliability of rating of printed messages (including the printed materials posted on the Internet) two raters (one of whom was the lead author) completed a separate analysis of the Los Angeles Times for all the days included in the sample.  Then, coding was tested for reliability using Scott’s pi (Scott, 1955).  This coefficient is conservative in its estimates since it includes corrections for the number of categories used, the number of times rating categories are employed, and the rates of agreement that would be expected due to chance alone.  The resulting coefficient was .787.



To determine the reliability of ratings of television broadcasts, two coders (one of whom was the lead author and the other of whom was not the same rater involved in the reliability assessment of written messages) completed content analyses of three half-hour broadcasts across two networks (the 9:00-9:30 am ABC broadcast, the 9:00-9:30 am CBS broadcast, and the 10:00 to 10:30 am CBS broadcast).  The content analyses were compared and revealed a Scott’s pi coefficient of .751.  Though these reliabilities were not exceptionally high, this fact was ameliorated somewhat by recognizing that they were not inflated estimates and that they were generally in the acceptable range for this variety of initial research with a new measurement tool.

A Comment About Determining Which Reports are Questionable


Determining whether a report was questionable required access to sources where initial claims could be verified.  In this inquiry, three types of sources were used to determine if reports were questionable.  First, many questionable reports were corrected by the same news dissemination groups that transmitted them.  Hence, it was taken as a reliable identification of a questionable report when the same organization corrected or withdrew the claim.  For instance, at 10:26 am the news anchor at CBS affiliate WUSA  read a bulletin from the Associated Press that that a car bomb had exploded outside the State Department as "attributed to senior law enforcement officials, again a car bomb has exploded."  Within a minute, at 10:27 am, Frank Herzog, a field reporter, announced that he could verify, "Nothing is happening there now [at the State Department].  It looks all quiet.  But I am getting reports from park police that another plane was hijacked out of Pittsburgh" (it actually had departed out of Newark and crashed near Pittsburgh).  At 10:54 the same broadcast reported from an eyewitness that the plane crashing into The Pentagon was a small commuter plane.  In each case, half an hour later the errors in all these reports were "corrected" by CBS reporters.


Second, news reports from other sources sometimes were used to identify a questionable report.  For instance, September 11, a story began to spread that the jet that crashed in Pennsylvania was aiming its terror for Camp David.  The Camp David story apparently came from unnamed law enforcement officers in Pennsylvania.  At 11:27 am, a CBS reporter in Washington, D. C. described the Pennsylvania crash site and added, 

"The thinking is among law enforcement, only a theory or speculation, they were targeting Camp David.  Anchor:  Wow!"  The "only a theory or speculation" phrase was deleted in the next report:

We reported that one plane that crashed in Pennsylvania, there was speculation that it may have been targeted to go to Camp David.  Well now, authorities have closed Cunningham Falls State Park following the attacks, it is near Catoctin Mountain Park, the home of the presidential retreat at Camp David. (2:42 pm)

Within ten minutes (at  2:48), the report became, "And approximately at 10, larger plane crashed in western Pennsylvania.  We have had reports that that plane was possibly aimed at Camp David in the Catoctin Mountains."  At 3:31 pm, as reported by a WUSA broadcaster, the account became, “One of the reports we’re getting is that the plane that went down in Pennsylvania reportedly was targeting Camp David.”  Thus, within a short time "only a theory or speculation" turned into "speculation that it may have been targeted to go to Camp David" to "reports that that plane was possibly aimed at Camp David" to "reports that that plane was possibly aimed at Camp David" to "reports that the plane that went down in Pennsylvania reportedly was targeting Camp David."   Finally, on September 13, authoritative reports from other sources were published that the targets were the White House and Air Force One, not Camp David (Rosenthal, 2001c, C1).   In addition to other news sources, timelines prepared by news organizations were used to verify reports, especially those timelines of The Television Archive (http://tvnews3.televisionarchive.org/tvarchive
/html/chronology.html), Fox News (http://www.foxnews.com/story/
0,2933,34513,00.html), CNN http://www.cnn.com/2001/US/09/11/chronolgy.attack/
index.html), and AirDisaster (http://www.airdisaster.com/special/special-0911.shtml).

Third, dedicated sources of information about urban legends and hoaxes were reviewed.  Dedicated organizations that were referenced included the Urban Legends Reference Pages:  Rumors of War (http://www.snopes2.com/rumors/survivor.htm), the About Urban Legends and Folklore site (http://urbanlegends.about.com/library/weekly/

aa091101aa.htm), HoaxWatch sponsored by the Committee for the Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (http://www.csicop.org/hoaxwatch/), and SkepticWeb.com (http://www.skepticweb.com/sections.php?op=viewarticle&artid=3) Though there are other urban legends sources, these sources have dedicated sections to debunking errors in reports related to the 9-11 attacks.   Such myths as the attack survivor who "surfed" down 82 floors to safety when the World Trade Center collapsed and the alleged notices sent to Jewish workers in the World Trade Center are exposed effectively in these sites.

Coding for questionable reports posed some challenge.  A clearly false report was coded as 1, indicating one example of that form.  Yet, sometimes things were said that proved to be incorrect though they were accurately reported.  For instance, estimates of the number of dead in the attack were uncertain.  The appropriate response from officials might have been to give minimal or maximal estimates.  Yet, some officials announced exact numbers without qualifications.   Such statements from officials or spokespersons  were accurately reported, but subsequently proved to be false.  Examples in this category of questionable reports were scored as .5.  

Results


For purposes of data analysis, statistical tools will be identified as they are introduced in the presentation of results.  Alpha risk was set at .05 for all statistical testing and Levene's test of homogeneity of variances was computed.  Though normally heterogeneous variances would not significantly affect results, given the different sample sizes in some of the comparisons, the issue became important to consider.  These results will consider both hypothesized and unhypothesized results of interest.

The first hypothesis predicted a significant inverse correlation between the time a 

report was broadcast and the inaccuracy of the report.  The observed Pearson product moment correlation between time of broadcast and the frequency of questionable reports was -.482, n=100 (PBS broadcasts were excluded since they were only presented at 6:00 to 9:00 pm).  Individual networks showed some variability.  The highest inverse correlation was identified from CNN, which was -.672.  The lowest was from ABC (r = 

-.422).  For CBS the correlation was -.513 and for NBC the correlation was -.421.  None of these correlations was outside the 95% confidence interval of the other correlations (two-tailed 95% C.I. around r = .392).  Thus, support was claimed for the first hypothesis.

Efforts were made to determine the nature of the relationship.  It appeared from an examination of the data on Table 1 that an increase in the number of questionable reports dramatically shifted upward (from 3 questionable reports to 13) at 9 am and then started a steady decline.  To verify this pattern, a trends analysis was completed.  Since the curvilinear relationship is best reflected in a quadratic function, fitting orthogonal polynomials should have revealed a significant nonlinear quadratic function.  Table 2 reports significant effects observed for the weighted overall, linear, and quadratic effects.  Though some might see a bimodal pattern in the data, the results failed to indicate either a significant cubic or quartic (fourth-order) effect. When the PBS broadcasts were eliminated from the data set (since the PBS broadcast did not begin until the evening of the attack), a similar result was found (see Table 3).

 
A related question was whether there were differences in the frequency of questionable reports across the types of networks.  When the PBS station was included in the analysis, there was no significant difference in the frequency of questionable reports (F=1.152, p>.05, d.f.: 4, 101; Levene test of homogeneity of variance = 2.391, p>.05).  When the PBS station was excluded for the data set, no differences were found (F<1, p>.05, d.f.: 4, 101; Levene test of homogeneity of variance = 1.989, p>.05).  Even between 8:30 and noon, when the networks showed the greatest variability in the use of questionable reports, there was no significant difference in the use of questionable reports by the four television operations (PBS did not broadcast terrorism news during that time period).  The analysis of variance was not significant (F=1.006, p>.05, d.f.: 3, 24; Levene test of homogeneity of variance = 2.397, p>.05).  


Yet, significance testing might not have been particularly relevant if the research issue were focused on the 9-11 attack on America coverage as the sole population of interest, rather than taking such information as a samples of crisis news coverage.  If the 9-11 event itself were viewed as the population of interest, then eliminating sampling error as improbable would not be an issue since the entire population of television coverage would have been included in the "sample" of major networks.  In essence, all descriptions would be population characteristics.  If such were the interest here, one would be obliged to report that the most accurate reporting was found on CBS and its affiliates, followed by ABC, CNN, and NBC.


As Table 4 reveals, across the day, there was an average of 1.61 questionable reports.  When taken as a percentage of the total (not including admonitions to be cautious and repeats of the same report), the proportion of false reports across the day was 3.9% in each hour.  Yet, the time frame that featured the greatest numbers of questionable reports was between 8:30 am to noon.  During this time, 7.9% of the reports were in the questionable category.  In other words, from 8:30 to noon, nearly one report of every 12 proved to be untrustworthy.  From 9 am to 10 am, the proportion of questionable or false reports to the total was 11.7, which approached one out of every eight reports.   Curiously in this time period, CBS made only one questionable report.  When CBS was excluded from the data set, the number of questionable or false reports reported by ABC, CNN, and NBC averaged 13.6%, or nearly one questionable report out of every seven.  

    
The second hypothesis explored whether there would be an inverse relationship between the speed of the report and its accuracy among newspapers.  Correlations initially seemed to reveal support for the hypothesis.  Across newspaper types, the Pearson product moment correlation was -.61, which was statistically significant (p<.05, d.f.: 12).  For individual newspapers, the same pattern was found (Orange County Register r = -.633;  Los Angeles Times r = -.612,).  These correlations, of course, were not significantly different from each other, as indicated by their failure to be outside the confidence interval (95% C.I.= .523 for total sample across both newspaper samples).  But such comparisons were based on raw numbers, which may be inappropriate since the two newspapers were of different sizes.  Indeed, a paired samples t test completed on the number of reports presented by both newspapers on the six days for which data from both papers was available, revealed that there were significantly more reports in the Times (mean=15.83 across all days) than in the Register (mean=11.33 across all days) each day (t=5.892, d.f.: 5, p<.05).    Hence, assessments were made based on the proportions of the total numbers of reports.  Since such proportional data used for statistical significance testing tend to have distributions that are not consistent with asymptotic distributions, an arcsine transformation was completed (see Ostle, 1963,  p. 340).  With this step, the observed correlation was -.449 overall, a trend that, despite its size, was not statistically significant (p>.05) given the small sample size of 14 days of news coverage.  For the Register the correlation was -.304 (p>.05)  and for the Times the correlation was  -.518, both of which were not statistically significant.  Thus, despite initial support for the research hypothesis, no claims could be made when controlling for the length of the newspapers.

Similar to efforts made for television accounts, the contour of the relationship was explored.  Table 5 reveals a general reduction in the number of questionable terrorist attack reports from the first day, with a slight jump on the fifth day following the attacks.  These reports had most to do with inaccurate statements of the death toll.  To explore if the actual trend in the data was linear or quadratic, a trends analysis was completed.  The result revealed no statistically significant trends (see Table 6).  

 
A related question was whether there were differences in the frequency of questionable reports across the two newspapers.  A t test for independent groups was completed and revealed no significant difference in the proportion of questionable reports between the two newspapers (t= 2.064, p>.05, two-tailed, d.f.: 12;  Levene = .574, p>.05) (mean of arcsine transformed proportions of questionable reports from the Register =.075;  mean of arcsine transformed proportions of questionable reports from the Times =.029).   Furthermore, when a comparison was made on the number of questionable reports presented by both newspapers on the six days for which data from both papers was available, no significant differences were found (t=1.535, p>.05, two-tailed, d.f.: 5).  The failure to find a difference was despite the first post-attack reporting day's results in which fully 15.3% of the Register's reports were questionable and 2.7% of the Times' reports were questionable.  Of course, it might be noted that if the coverage of the 9-11 events were all that were of interest, rather than taking such information as samples of national crisis news covered in newspaper, there would be no sampling error issues.  Under these circumstances, one would have to report that between the two newspapers for the week of interest, the most trustworthy source for "attack on America" coverage was the Los Angeles Times.  


As Table 7 reveals, across the days of newspaper reporting, an average of 4.9% of the reports were questionable.  It appeared that the reports of doubtful trustworthiness were presented an average of one out of 37 reports fell into this category.

The third hypothesis explored whether there would be an inverse relationship between the speed of the report and its accuracy among Internet web sites.  Correlations revealed no support for the hypothesis.  Across Internet web sites, the Pearson product moment correlation was -.229,  which was not statistically significant.  For the Sun-Times.com site, the correlation was only -.033 and for the Time.com site the correlation was -.05, neither of which was statistically significant.  But since Time.com posts so many fewer articles on each day's web site than does the Sun-Times.com source, comparisons regarding the proportions are most noteworthy.  The Sun-Times.com outlet had a mean of 72.43 articles of all forms, whereas the same measure for Time.com revealed only an average of 11.07 relevant “attack on America” articles each day.  This difference, of course was statistically significant (t= 8.129, p<.01, two-tailed, d.f.: 6.046 separate variance estimate;  Levene = 12.477, p<.05).  Thus, it made the most sense to rely on proportions of the total numbers of reports whose scores had been adjusted by an arcsine transformation.  With this step, the observed correlation was .032 overall.  For the Sun-Times the correlation was .086 (p>.05) and for Time.com the correlation was  -.047, neither of which was significant.  Thus, no claims of support were made for the third hypothesis.

The contour of the relationship was explored.  When the arcsine adjusted proportional data were used, no statistically significant trends of any type were found across the time period of the study.  In addition, to determine if there were differences in the frequency of questionable reports across the two Internet news sites, a t test for independent groups was completed.  No significant differences were observed (t= -.41, p>.05, two-tailed, d.f.: 7.107, separate variance estimate;  Levene = 5.776, p<.05).  The mean of arcsine transformed proportions of questionable reports from Sun-Times.com was .015 and the similar mean of questionable reports from Time.com was .021 (a difference equivalent to only six tenths of one percent).  As Table 9 indicates, the proportion of questionable reports from these sources was quite low.  Fewer than one out of fifty was a questionable report.  A look at the actual materials revealed that these sources made a point of avoiding reports of announced death tolls and, on the few occasions when such materials were included, the reports tended to include qualifying statements that emphasized the tentativeness and inaccuracy inherent in such numbers. 


Though the concern for accuracy and speed of reporting was the central focus of this inquiry, other unhypothesized possible relationships also were explored.  The most obvious of these questions involved which medium could be trusted the most.  Using the proportional data it seemed that television sources were most likely to have serious problems with their broad veracity early in their news cycle.  But overall, the television sources were not significantly inferior per se to the newspaper or Internet news sources. Indeed, as Table 10 reports, there was no statistically significant difference in the accuracy found among the media types, nor was one medium significantly more likely than another to impart questionable reports.  They all had their flaws, but not at the same pace or time.  Indeed, the only way in which the media differed in a statistically significant way was their use of repetition of reports.  A significant effect was found for this variable.  Inspection of means revealed that newspapers had fewer examples of repeated reports (mean number of repeated reports per day = .36) than the remaining two sources (television mean number repeated reports = 2.89 each half hour segment;  Internet news sources mean number of repeated reports per day = 4.71).  This difference was significant using Tukey’s HSD multiple comparison test (Levene test of homogeneity of variance = 34.855, p<.05).  The failure to maintain homogeneous variances when sample sizes are unequal created a challenge to interpreting results.  If the largest variance is from the smallest sample, the true type I error rate in statistical significance testing will be greater that the alpha risk announced in the study.  In fact, this pattern is what was observed in the data.  The two smallest sample size groups included both the largest and the smallest standard deviations (s= .74 for newspapers and s= .651 for Internet news web sources).  Thus, it was deemed important to reduce testwise alpha risk to compensate for the inflated Type I error.  Hence, alpha for each test was set at .01, rather than the traditional .05.  The observed effect was still statistically significant even with this conservative strategy to deal with inflated Type I errors.  

Discussion


The most important and immediate finding of this content analysis is that a speed versus accuracy dilemma does, in fact, exist for television news broadcasters.  In the 9-11 attack it seemed that the stories presented early had an increased risk of being untrustworthy.  Indeed, within the first few hours of the crisis, one out of every 12 reports eventually had to be discounted.  It might be added that this number is as conservative as it is disturbing.  The total number of reports of all varieties (included opinion/analysis pieces) was used to determine the total score.  If the number of opinion reports were excluded (since an opinion is not really verifiable as true or false), nearly one out of every 8 reports asserting facts would have been questionable during the morning of September 11.


Interestingly, the findings did not support the notion that one medium is superior to others in avoiding problems with questionable stories (excluding television's troubled  8:30 am to noon period).  This fact may not mean that one medium is just as trustworthy in its news practices as another.  Instead, it may indicate an artifact of sorts.  Since a newspaper posts its stories at the end of its news day, it has had a number of hours--often ten or more--to consider the contours of a story.  During that time, changes can be made to correct errors.  When the average number of questionable reports from television network is tallied for a whole day--the same length of time to run through its news cycle as a newspaper would have--one might expect that the television news reports would reflect a similar pattern as newspapers.  Indeed, when the averages across entire days were examined--as in this study--it would have been surprising if the numbers of questionable reports varied much at all.  Similarly, the policy of Time.com and Sun-Times.com is to post stories on their web sites that are planned for their formal hard copy publications.  Thus, the entire cycle of editorial review was reflected in the two Internet sites examined here.  Thus, on average, the media should not have shown a difference in their trustworthiness when the unit of comparison was a day, rather than an hour.  Even though this research paper did not find evidence of differences among the media, it may be that no real comparison among them was possible--nor perhaps, is possible.

It is worth noting, however, that the Internet sources held up very well in comparison with the other media.  It seems that the assumption that newspapers are the most trustworthy medium because of their increased chances to benefit from editorial review may need to be reconsidered.  The Internet sources used here blur the line between newspaper and Internet sources (one Internet source was run by a newspaper, for instance) and, hence, it may be impossible to make bold claims about one's superiority to another.  
The emerging questions from this study involve why the televised news reports were plagued by the speed versus accuracy dilemma.   Several reasons may be suggested.  As such, they constitute invitations to subsequent research.  First, the pressure to get something--anything--on the air sometimes may lead to broadcasting stories that are not checked for veracity.  In the initial moments following the attack, whether intended or not, NBC and CBS seemed to be interviewing network employees who may had telephoned to report that they were not coming to work.  Instead, they were put on the air as "persons on the street."  Each was asked to give personal impressions of the first human reaction to the attack.  In other reports there seemed to be cases in which editorial propriety was completely absent, as reporters tried to find any kind of vivid material to get airtime.  For instance, at 3:41 pm, a CBS interviewer coaxed a survivor to outrage by requests for sanguinary details:


Survivor:  [A] Police officer told everybody to form a human chain, and we held on to each other, and he . . . he trashed the light and he directed us to Building 5 and we went out Building 5.


Reporter:  Did you see people bleeding?


Survivor:  Oh, you want blood.  Here's blood.  Everybody's is bleeding.  People are laying all over the floor.  It's horrible.  And I was there the first time [the World Trade Center was attacked in 1993] and his is twice.


Reporter:  Wow.  Thank you very much.  (periods indicate interruptions, not ellipses)

It would not be surprising that in the midst of the pressure to place anything on the air, editorial control might have suffered and some questionable materials might have sneaked in.

Second, the failure to exercise editorial influence while listening inattentively may occur on television more than in other media.  As a case in point, an announcement was made that airports would "not open until at least 12 noon on the twelfth."  Some reporters began to announce that the airports "would be closed until 12 noon on the twelfth."  On NBC, a confused airport official who apparently had been getting updates from television broadcasts was quoted as saying "Tony, we have said that we will be closed until 11:00 tomorrow morning" (2:25 pm).  In another case, Washington broadcasters for WUSA (CBS affiliate) at 1:24 pm asked and answered a provocative question:  “There has been a question about biological warfare.  Was it used?  A couple of things:  the hospital said, so far as we know, we have no sign of that yet.”  In addition, a report was made that the Centers for Disease Control were investigating the possibility.  For a brief time, the story was treated as indicating that a biological attack had been suspected since, otherwise the CDC would not have to act at all.  Fortunately, the error in listening to the information was corrected before the half hour segment was completed.  Though listening skills are not a typical part of journalism education, the fact is that the spontaneous nature of crisis news coverage invites such sloppiness more than may be the case with other media. 

Third, television's reliance on unnamed sources may lead to increased dissemination of questionable reports.  In one case on September 11, among the many rumors of events taking place at the State Department Building in Washington, D.C., at 10:09 am a reporter at CBS affiliate WUSA related that she received word from "a senior government official speaking on the condition of anonymity" that "Something has happened at the State Department.  We don't know what yet.  We hear it might have been a plane."  Unfortunately, the unnamed source's report was unconfirmed and proved to be an imaginative fabrication.  These flaws in the report were not surprising since the "senior government" official was not accountable for providing accurate reports.  In a similar case, at 11:15 am a WUSA reporter explained, “I had a couple of conversations just a short time ago with some uniformed Secret Service officers, one a lieutenant.  Both of them mentioned seeing or hearing a low flying plane in the vicinity of the White House.”  Not only was the reporter unable to keep details consistent regarding the number of secret service agents (the “couple” of conversations with “some” turned into references to “both” agents), but the report itself proved to be misleading since Air Force aircraft flew near The Pentagon and area airports, though the report implied that attacking aircraft might have targeted the White House.  Such reliance on unnamed sources, though not unique to televised media, did not seem to enhance useful reporting.

Fourth, television news seems not to have developed strong policies on transmission of rumors.  Despite frequent warnings from all the network news anchors, there was little control over spreading rumors.  Many news anchors would introduce a questionable report by stating that the material to follow might not be accurate.  Then, the material would be presented with the same sober delivery as credible materials.  During the late afternoon of September 11, the Maryland Governor Parris Glendening appeared on all major networks and announced that his state had received a number of threats of attacks.  All were subsequently later exposed as phony and probably the result of a prankster.  Though the Governor announced that there was no confirmation, the reports were treated with the same somber tone as highly credible reports.  Indeed, when rumor debunking was undertaken, attention seemed to be gathered only when special news conferences or "media events" were organized.  For instance, at 4:08 pm Admiral Craig Quigley appeared in a news briefing outside The Pentagon, in which he explained, 

There was a rumor earlier today, several hours ago now, that some F-16s or one F-16 had shot down some plane somewhere.  That did not happen.  I cannot explain to you the cause of the crash of the airplane near Pittsburgh, but it was not engagement by a U.S. fighter aircraft.

In the absence of policies on rumor detection and methods to give reduced attention to unconfirmed reports, it may be difficult to avoid the prospect of rumors being treated with the same respect that television gives other reports.

 
Fifth, though this matter is also not unique to television, there may be a tendency for the news media to accept inaccurate explanations that come from government sources rather than conducting serious inquiries and asking probing questions.  There may be a desire to make reporting supportive of the government in a crisis and to avoid checking facts that could appear to question the government's view of things.  Not only does television face this difficulty, of course.  Researchers have found that mainstream U.S. newsmagazines, Time and Newsweek essentially supported the U.S. government view of the Panama invasion (Gutierrez-Villalobos, Herzog, & Rush, 1994).  A liberal magazine, the Nation, was found to provide a showcase for critiques of the invasion.  To some extent, the reason for such reportage lies in the implications of the Edwards vs. National Audubon Society, which asserted that the First Amendment offers protection of the press' “accurate and disinterested” reporting of “newsworthy accusations,” of the variety made by public figures (Glasser, 1980).  Since the public figures with most access to the forum of “newsworthy accusations” include governmental figures, it is not surprising that these accusations would get primary attention.  It may be, then, that inaccuracies might emerge because of the desire not to "rock the boat" during a crisis.

Given the limitations of sampling in this analysis, it seems that future research in invited to extend the work to consideration of additional media sources, especially additional newspaper and Internet news sources.  It may be that the boundaries of this work will be most readily found as samples in this form are increased by use of sources from other regions and levels of readership.  Research also seems invited to compare the treatment of news in this crisis to others.  Though there can be little question that this attack was a singular event, it also is the case that regularities in media conduct might be noted by investigating other crisis events that involved news media.  Then, it might be reasonable to expect major adjustments in the consideration policies to guide news broadcasting and dissemination of information during times of crisis.

Conclusion


This paper explored whether there is a speed versus accuracy dilemma in the presentation of news during times of crisis.  Taking the 9-11 attacks on America as the basis for this work, such a pattern was found for television and newspapers, but not for Internet news sources.  Furthermore, the problem of inaccurate news information was most pronounced in televised news broadcasts before noon.  Suggestions were made regarding possible explanations of findings and invitations to future research.

NOTES

1This lack of concern for accuracy may be reflected in ways international news tends to be covered.  Though different from crisis coverage, international news tends not to be given great domestic attention.  For instance, coverage of earthquakes by U.S. news media was found to be determined not by location but by human interest and severity (Gaddy & Tanjong, 1986).  U.S. newspapers covered non-disaster reports if they involved significant threats to U.S. security or world peace, contained strong human interest, and suggested a high degree of U.S. involvement (Chang & Lee, 1992).   

2Some have used critical stances to deny that facts exist or that tolerably objective reports of them are possible.  For instance, Gouldner (1976) submitted a “dark dialectic” that looks elsewhere than history to determine truthfulness of statements should be pursued.
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Table 2


	
	
	
	d.f.
	Mean Square
	F
	Eta Squared


	Between Groups
	Combined
	
	24
	2.422
	3.398*
	.252


	
	Linear Term
	Unweighted

Weighted

Deviation
	1

1

23
	28.711

27.94

1.313
	40.27  *

39.188*

1.842
	


	
	Qudratic Term
	Unweighted

Weighted

Deviation
	1

1

22
	4.297

4.016

1.19
	6.027*

5.632*

1.669
	


	
	Cubic Term
	Unweighted

Weighted

Deviation
	1

1

21
	1.615

1.614

1.17
	2.266

2.264

1.641
	


	
	Quartic Term
	Unweighted

Weighted

Deviation
	1

1

20
	2.074

1.745

1.141
	2.99

2.448

1.601
	


	Within Groups
	
	
	81
	.713
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Levene test = 3.034, p<.05. d.f.: 24, 81

Table 3

Trends Analysis of Questionable Stories

Covered by the Television Networks Over Time

(Excluding PBS)

	
	
	
	d.f.
	Mean Square
	F
	Eta Squared


	Between Groups
	Combined
	
	24
	2.335
	3.062*
	.245


	
	Linear Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

23
	26.327

1.292
	34.527*

1.694*
	


	
	Qudratic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

22
	3.838

1.176
	5.034*

1.542
	


	
	Cubic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

21
	1.697

1.151
	2.226

1.51
	


	
	Quartic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

20
	2.029

1.107
	2.662

1.452
	


	Within Groups
	
	
	75
	.763
	
	



*Significant at p<.05

Levene test = 2.656, p<.05. d.f.: 24, 75

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Television Broadcasts All Day

	
	Number of Accurate Stories
	Number of Questionable Stories
	Person in the Street Stories
	Number of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Number of Warnings to be Cautious
	Number of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Number of Repeated Stories in the Half Hour Slots


	Mean

Median

Standard Deviation
	11.75

11

4.87
	.70

0

1.05
	1.68

1

1.58
	5.79

5

3.24
	.62

0

.84
	.7

0

.93
	0

2.89

2.67



Descriptive Statistics for Television Broadcasts from 8:30 to Noon

	
	Number of Accurate Stories
	Number of Questionable Stories
	Person in the Street Stories
	Number of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Number of Warnings to be Cautious
	Number of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Number of Repeated Stories in the Half Hour Slots


	Mean

Median

Standard Deviation
	10

10

4.81
	1.61

1

1.42
	1.71

1.5

1.18
	4.46

4

3.04
	.79

1

.99
	2.57

1

3.05
	2.57

1

3.05



Table 5

Table 6

Trends Analysis of Questionable Stories

Covered by Newspapers Over Time

	
	
	
	d.f.
	Mean Square
	F


	Between Groups
	Combined
	
	5
	.002
	.95 


	
	Linear Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

4
	.002

.002
	.573

1.044


	
	Qudratic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

3
	.003

.001
	1.603

.857


	
	Cubic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

2
	.00001

.003
	.006

1.283


	
	Quartic Term
	Contrast

Deviation
	1

1
	.003

.003
	1.221

1.345


	
	Quintic Term
	Contrast
	1
	.003
	1.345

	Within Groups
	
	
	6
	.002
	



*Significant at p<.05

Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Newspaper Reports of Each Type as  Proportion of the Total

	
	Number of Accurate Stories
	Number of Questionable Stories
	Person in the Street Stories
	Number of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Number of Warnings to be Cautious
	Number of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Number of Repeated Stories in the Half Hour Slots


	Mean

Median

Standard Deviation
	.688
.679
.071
	.048

.036

.046
	1.68

1

1.58
	5.79

5

3.24
	.62

0

.84
	.7

0

.93
	0

2.89

2.67



Table 8
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Internet News Sources

	
	Proportion of Accurate Stories
	Proportion of Questionable Stories
	Proportion of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Proportion of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Number of Repeated Stories in the Half Hour Slots


	Mean

Median

Standard Deviation
	.55
.514
.17
	.018

.007

.08
	.31

.3

.08
	.035

0

.04
	4.7

0

6.51



Table 10

Analyses of Variance of Reporting Information by Media

	Dependent Variable
	Source of Variance
	d.f.
	Mean Square
	F
	Eta Squared


	Proportion of Questionable Reports
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	   2

131
	.00373

.00382
	.979
	


	Proportion of Accurate Stories
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	   2

131
	.07049

.02662
	2.648
	


	Proportion of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	   2

131
	.04048

.02509
	1.613
	


	Proportion of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	   2

131
	.00001

.00194
	.006
	


	Number of Repeated Reports
	Between Groups

Within Groups
	   2

131
	67.811 

9.975
	6.798 *
	.094



* significant at p<.05

Table 11

Descriptive Statistics on Major Analysis Variables for each Medium

	
	Medium
	N
	Mean
	Standard Deviation


	Proportion of Questionable Reports
	Television

Newspapers

Internet News
	106

  14

  14
	.0395

.0487

.018
	.0663

.0462

.028


	Proportion of Accurate Stories
	Television

Newspapers

Internet News
	106

  14

  14
	.6073

.6883

.5477
	.1699

.0708

.1737


	Proportion of Opinion/Analysis Pieces
	Television

Newspapers

Internet News
	106

  14

  14
	.2934

.2177

.3129
	.1722

.0866

.0769


	Proportion of Reports of Rumors or Unconfirmed Stories
	Television

Newspapers

Internet News
	106

  14

  14
	.0332

.0334

.0346
	.0432

.0534

.0403


	Number of Repeated Reports
	Television

Newspapers

Internet News
	106

  14

  14
	2.89 

.36

4.71
	2.67

.74

6.51



Table 11
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		ABC		1				20		7		11		20				ABC		17:00		0		0		0		1						4		11		0		0		1

		ABC		1				9		13		7		14				ABC		17:30		1		0		0		1						0		0		0		1		2

		ABC		1				16		17		6		19		22		ABC		18:00		0		0.5		0		1.5		0				1		4		1		1		3

		ABC		1				9		17		8		21		15		ABC		18:30		0		0		0		1		0				1		4		1		1		3

		ABC		1				8		14		3		14		14		ABC		19:00		0		0		0		0		0				1		6		0		0		2

		ABC		1				12		21		7		19		2		ABC		19:30		0		0.5		1		0		1				2		3		0		1		0

		ABC		1				13		9		8		12		11		ABC		20:00		0		0		0		0		0				0		5		0		0		0

		ABC		1				7		17		4		5		7		ABC		20:30		0		0		0		0		0				0		11		0		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		8:30														0		1		0		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		9:00														3		4		0		2		1

		CBS		2														CBS		9:30														2		4		0		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		10:00														1		3		1		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		10:30														2		4		1		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		11:00														2		4		0		0		0

		CBS		2														CBS		11:30														1		3		1		1		0

		CBS		2														CBS		12:00														1		9		0		0		3

		CBS		2														CBS		12:30														2		4		1		1		3

		CBS		2														CBS		13:00														2		5		1		0		6

		CBS		2														CBS		13:30														1		8		2		1		1

		CBS		2														CBS		14:00														1		4		0		0		4

		CBS		2														CBS		14:30														0		6		1		0		2

		CBS		2														CBS		15:00														2		6		1		4		2

		CBS		2														CBS		15:30														2		5		0		1		1

		CBS		2														CBS		16:00														2		3		3		1		10

		CBS		2														CBS		16:30														1		9		2		1		6

		CBS		2														CBS		17:00														2		6		0		3		1

		CBS		2														CBS		17:30														4		6		0		1		7

		CBS		2														CBS		18:00														3		7		1		0		4

		CBS		2														CBS		18:30														4		7		1		1		5

		CBS		2														CBS		19:00														12		1		0		2		2

		CBS		2														CBS		19:30														3		4		3		4		2

		CBS		2														CBS		20:00														3		10		0		2		1

		CBS		2														CBS		20:30														3		8		0		2		5

		CNN		3														CNN		8:30														0		0		1		0		0

		CNN		3														CNN		9:00														1		4		2		0		6

		CNN		3														CNN		9:30														0		10		1		0		9

		CNN		3														CNN		10:00														2		2		1		1		7

		CNN		3														CNN		10:30														3		5		1		0		4

		CNN		3														CNN		11:00														2		5		4		1		9

		CNN		3														CNN		11:30														1		9		3		2		5

		CNN		3														CNN		12:00														2		4		0		0		1

		CNN		3														CNN		12:30														1		3		1		1		5

		CNN		3														CNN		13:00														1		10		0		1		4

		CNN		3														CNN		13:30														5		2		0		0		1

		CNN		3														CNN		14:00														1		2		0		0		1

		CNN		3														CNN		14:30														1		5		1		1		5

		CNN		3														CNN		15:00														3		9		0		0		5

		CNN		3														CNN		15:30														1		9		1		0		9

		CNN		3														CNN		16:00														1		6		0		0		9

		CNN		3														CNN		16:30														1		6		1		0		4

		CNN		3														CNN		17:00														1		8		1		0		5

		CNN		3														CNN		17:30														1		8		1		1		5

		CNN		3														CNN		18:00														0		9		2		2		1

		CNN		3														CNN		18:30														1		3		2		0		10

		CNN		3														CNN		19:00														0		7		0		0		3

		CNN		3														CNN		19:30														2		8		1		0		0

		CNN		3														CNN		20:00														0		7		1		0		2

		CNN		3														CNN		20:30														0		10		0		0		3

		NBC		4														NBC		8:30														1		2		0		0		0

		NBC		4														NBC		9:00														5		10		0		0		3

		NBC		4														NBC		9:30														1		10		0		0		3

		NBC		4														NBC		10:00														2		7		0		2		5

		NBC		4														NBC		10:30														2		9		0		1		9

		NBC		4														NBC		11:00														3		0		0		1		0

		NBC		4														NBC		11:30														2		2		1		1		3

		NBC		4														NBC		12:00														3		4		1		0		4

		NBC		4														NBC		12:30														3		4		1		0		4

		NBC		4														NBC		13:00														2		7		0		0		6

		NBC		4														NBC		13:30														1		6		0		1		3

		NBC		4														NBC		14:00														1		8		0		1		6

		NBC		4														NBC		14:30														1		6		1		0		4

		NBC		4														NBC		15:00														0		4		0		1		2

		NBC		4														NBC		15:30														0		4		2		1		2

		NBC		4														NBC		16:00														4		6		0		0		1

		NBC		4														NBC		16:30														3		6		1		0		2

		NBC		4														NBC		17:00														0		2		0		0		0

		NBC		4														NBC		17:30														1		3		0		1		1

		NBC		4														NBC		18:00														4		4		0		1		0

		NBC		4														NBC		18:30														0		7		0		1		0

		NBC		4														NBC		19:00														2		5		0		0		0

		NBC		4														NBC		19:30														2		7		0		1		0

		NBC		4														NBC		20:00														2		9		0		2		3

		NBC		4														NBC		20:30														2		5		0		2		0

		PBS		5														PBS		18:00														1		11		1		0		0

		PBS		5														PBS		18:30														1		10		0		0		0

		PBS		5														PBS		19:00														0		10		0		0		10

		PBS		5														PBS		19:30														0		18		1		0		4

		PBS		5														PBS		20:00														0		14		0		0		1

		PBS		5														PBS		20:30														0		14		0		0		1
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