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Research Note 

 

Beyond compliance: How European fact checkers correct 

their own errors  
 

Fact checkers should maintain high standards of accountability because they hold unique positions in 

society by verifying content that can influence political practices and society as a whole. To maintain these 

professional standards, fact-checking network organizations such as the International Fact-Checking 

Network (IFCN) and the European Fact-Checking Standards Network (EFCSN) have established codes of 

standards, and fact-checking organizations should comply with them in a substantive way. Analysis of 

published corrections to their original fact checks showed that many EFCSN member organizations ensured 

procedural compliance but did not meet substantive standards, given their unique role in knowledge 

verification within the information ecosystem.  
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Research questions  
• How frequently do EFCSN members correct errors relative to their output volume and in which 

formats? 

• How are values of accountability communicated in corrections? 

• To what extent do fact checkers comply with EFCSN Article 3.3 requirements? 

 

Research note summary  
• Fact-checking as a journalistic practice and fact-checking organizations have a central role in 

restoring trust in public communication and journalism. If their credibility is questioned, both fact-

checking and journalism are in serious trouble.  

• The study is based on quantitative and qualitative content analysis of EFCSN signatories’ websites 
(N = 62) and published error corrections (N = 1,555), using categories of media accountability 

(Brautović & Bebić, 2022; Kampf & Daskal, 2014) adapted to fact-checking to examine how error 

corrections were implemented. 

• More than half of the analyzed organizations (N = 37) did not publish (or acknowledge) any error 

corrections or published fewer than 10 corrections. 

 
1 A publication of the Shorenstein Center on Media, Politics and Public Policy at Harvard University, John F. Kennedy School of 

Government. 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
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• The value of accountability was communicated in a limited number of corrections as 78.6% (N = 

235) referred only to minor typographical errors and updates. In 65.8% (N = 197) cases, it was 

unclear who was responsible for the error, and 37.5% of corrections (N = 112) did not contain an 

explanation of what caused the error or update. 

• The study confirms that error correction practices can indicate substantive or procedural 

accountability and serve as a useful metric of accountability in fact-checking for self-regulatory 

intervention to ensure quality and, consequently, trust in fact-checking. 

 

Implications  
 

Accountability in fact-checking implies responsibility for the quality and consequences of published 

content. This is typically pursued through normative frameworks (codes) established by EFCSN and IFCN 

(Chaparro Domínguez et al., 2019; McQuail, 2003). Accountability in fact-checking is especially important 

because fact checkers hold a unique knowledge-verification position in the contemporary information 

ecosystem and are seen in society as a potential means of restoring trust in journalism. For that reason, 

EFCSN and IFCN have created Code of Standards and Code of Principles, which include recommendations 

regarding transparency, impartiality, fairness, and correction policies (Moreno-Gil & Salgado-de Dios, 

2022).  

Even though normative frameworks exist, there is a lack of empirical evidence on how these 

mechanisms are implemented in practice (Moreno-Gil & Salgado-de Dios, 2022; Singer, 2020). The aim of 

this study was to methodologically expand this evidence by assessing whether these commitments are 

symbolic or substantive. To assess it, we examined corrections as the most concrete and observable 

indicator of accountability. Unlike ethical codes and other accountability tools, corrections reveal more 

about the actual practice of accountability than codes or organizational policies, which represent a list of 

intentions (McQuail & Deuze, 2020). However, publishing a correction does not necessarily achieve 

accountability, as the correction should communicate the values of accountability (Kampf & Daskal, 2014). 

Corrections should clearly identify the error, provide accurate information, explain how and why the error 

occurred, explain how similar errors can be avoided, and include an apology to those affected by the error 

(Bugeja, 2007).  

Article 3.3 of the EFCSN Code of Standards regulates the correction of errors. Under this article, 

signatories are obliged to correct every known mistake, excluding typographical or grammatical errors, in 

the form of a note in the same publication (A). Corrections should be disseminated separately if the 

mistake cannot be edited in the same format and channel (B). If the error is substantial, the correction 

note should contain accurate information, as well as an explanation of the circumstances (C). Even the 

addition of new information should be acknowledged in an update note (D). The correction policy should 

be easily findable on the website, including a record of corrections (E). There should be a direct channel 

for requesting corrections (G), the rules for assessing requests should be explained in the policy (F), and 

there should be an explanation of how to appeal to EFCSN, including a complaint form link (H).2 

This study connects provisions from EFCSN’s Article 3.3 requirements with Kampf and Daskal’s (2014) 
conceptual model to evaluate how EFCSN signatories implement accountability and transparency by 

examining corrections (visibility, placement, timing) and their discursive features (explanatory detail, 

attribution of error, acknowledgment of affected actors), as well as Code obligations through correction 

practices. Kampf and Daskal (2014) proposed assessing the values of accountability in corrections through 

textual dimensions: (a) the corrective marker (location of the error and the correction, time between 

publishing the error and its correction), (b) the offender (identification of who was responsible for the 

 
2 The letters A–H are abbreviations taken from Article 3.3 of the EFCSN Code of Standards. 
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error), (c) the offense (how the error occurred), and (d) the offended party (who was affected by the 

error).3 

As shown in Table 1, some EFCSN members’ corrections do not fulfill their accountability role by 
acknowledging errors, explaining their causes, or ensuring transparency about why and how the error has 

occurred. These results suggest that current accountability frameworks rely too heavily on declarative 

compliance in the form of policies, registries, and notes, and that the practices are not systematically 

supervised by standard-setting bodies. As such, correction practices and fact-checking accountability in 

the case of EFCSN members are more dependent on organizational culture rather than shared operational 

norms.  

 

Table 1. Summary of key findings on EFCSN members/corrections practices. 

Area Key finding 

Correction activity 67.7% published corrections; 30.6% published none 

 

Correction type 78.5% minor updates or typographical/stylistic changes 

 

Substantive corrections 18.7% changed verdict or methodological basis 

 

Visibility 50.5% labeled at the top and bottom 

 

Responsibility 66.2% did not identify responsible party 

 

Explanation 37.5% did not explain the cause 

 

Formal compliance 61 policies published; 58 requests for correction 

 

Policy detail 54.8% had detailed correction policies 

 

Correction/update distinction 79% did not clearly distinguish them  

 

 

These findings have practical implications for fact-checking organizations and policy frameworks. They 

suggest that the EFCSN Code should set more detailed requirements for visibility, explanation, and 

attribution of responsibility, while preserving methodological diversity and editorial independence, and 

considering the diverse political, cultural, and linguistic contexts of fact-checking in Europe. Although fact 

checkers argue that increased visibility of corrections may expose organizations to reputational attacks, 

these concerns also contribute to perceptions of arbitrariness or lack of accountability. Increased 

transparency should be seen as a long-term investment in their legitimacy rather than a vulnerability. 

Additionally, correction transparency may be used to assess the accountability of fact checkers and 

incorporated into auditing procedures by EFCSN and IFCN.  

Suggestions that arise from findings concern standardizations of correction categories to formally 

distinguish substantial from minor corrections. Codes could also include a mandatory format of correction 

notes to include basic information about corrections: date, type of error, responsible party, and a brief 

explanation of the error. Additionally, there should be provisions on the location of corrections registry 

on the fact-checking website and the placement of correction notes on the original fact-check. Adoption 

of these recommendations could improve the level of public trust in fact-checking (Farkas & Schou, 2023).  

 
3 The letters a–d are abbreviations taken from Kampf and Daskal (2014). 
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Findings 
 

Finding 1: EFCSN signatories publish corrections irregularly and most corrections address minor errors, 

with substantial variation after accounting for output volume. 

 

The analysis identified a total of 1,555 corrections of errors published by EFCSN members between 

November 2013 and October 2025. When limited to the period during which all organizations were active 

EFCSN members from January 1, 2024, to October 15, 2025, 67.7% of organizations (N = 42) published 

490 corrections. More than a third, 30.6% of organizations (N = 19), did not publish any corrections. The 

normalized correction rates showed that most organizations had low relative frequencies, with median 

values below 0.01, and only a limited number showed rates higher than 0.05. Extremely high values were 

found among organizations with relatively small fact-check production. Pearson correlation (r = −.1486, p 

= .249) showed no significant relationship between fact-check output volume and normalized correction 

rate. Regression analysis (R² = .02) indicated that output volume explains approximately 2.2% of the 

variance in normalized correction rate.  

       These results suggest that higher production of fact checks does not result necessarily in more 

corrections. Some organizations have had higher correction rate than expected, relative to their 

production volume. Others had lower rates than expected and these differences could be explained with 

institutional transparency practices, internal editorial workflows, resources, and journalistic culture.  

       The impact of the political environment on the production of corrections was analyzed by comparing 

the total monthly volume of corrections from January to October 2024 with that from January to October 

2025, focusing on the U.S. presidential elections in November 2024. A paired t-test showed no significant 

difference between the compared periods, t(9) = 1.9, p = .086. 

       The findings showed that more than 57.1% (N = 171) of corrections addressed factual updates that do 

not alter the original assessment or conclusion (minor errors and updates), 21.4% (N = 64) of corrections 

were typographical or stylistic changes, and 18.7% corrections (N = 56) were substantial corrections that 

fundamentally changed the verdict or methodological basis of a fact check. 

 

Finding 2: The communication of accountability values is limited and inconsistent among EFCSN members. 

 

 As prescribed by the Code, all analyzed corrections were added to the original content. Most of the 

corrections 50.5% (N = 166) are labeled at the top and bottom of the page. Usually, this means the label 

“updated” appears at the top, with a correction note at the bottom. Clearly labelled corrections in multiple 
positions accounted for only 3% (N = 9) of those analyzed, 24.1% of corrections (N = 72) were labelled 

only at the bottom of the page, while 15.7 (N = 47) had a label only at the top of the page. 

In 66.2% of analyzed corrections (N = 198), it was not stated who was responsible for the error, while 

journalists (fact checkers) were responsible in only 0.6% of corrections (N = 2). The most common 

responsible parties were organizations, identified in 28.8% of corrections (N = 86). Fact checks were 

corrected or updated within 24 hours in 36.8% of analyzed corrections. Fact checks updated after seven 

days or more ranged between several days and several months after the original publication and account 

for 26.1% of the analyzed cases (N = 78). 

Correct and erroneous information were present in 46.2% (N = 138) of the analyzed corrections, while 

only correct information was stated in 19.7% (N = 59) of the corrections. The causes of the errors were 

methodological in 6.4% (N=19), factual in 30% (N = 90), contextual in 5% (N = 15), technical in 23.4% (N = 

70) and difficult to determine in 19.1% (N = 57) of the corrections, and a mix of the previous in 15.5% (N 

= 45) of the analyzed corrections.  
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In 42.4% of corrections (N = 127), the cause of error was explained, while 37.5% of corrections (N = 

112) did not include this information. The offended party was not mentioned in 64.5% of corrections (N = 

193), while in 16.4% of corrections (N = 49) the offended organization was mentioned, and in 15.7% of 

corrections (N = 46), individuals were mentioned. 

 

Finding 3: Fact-checking organizations generally demonstrate formal compliance with EFCSN Article 3.3, 

but substantive implementation varies. 

 

Almost all organizations publish corrections policies (N = 61) and have public registries of corrections, and 

the majority offer an option to submit a request for correction (N = 58). Information on how to complain 

to EFCSN is available for 70.1% of organizations (N = 44), while 29% (N = 18) do not provide information 

on the right to appeal to EFCSN. Correction policies are detailed in 54.8% of organizations (N = 34), while 

the correction policies are partial in 33.9% of organizations (N = 21). A detailed correction policy is one 

that includes information about the types of corrections, contact for claim submission, and the process 

for validating submitted claims. Partial policies are those that lack one or more of these elements. In 79% 

of the analyzed corrections (N = 49), a clear distinction between corrections and updates was not evident. 

The paths and names of the pages where corrections policies and registries are published are very 

diverse. Thus, corrections policies and registries are hidden under methodology, about us, and similar 

pages (N = 37), while they are found under Corrections or Corrections Policies in one third of cases (N = 

20). 

 

Methods 
 

The analysis of EFCSN signatories’ error correction practices was based on the frequency of corrections 

listed on their websites (N = 62) and on how the accountability, in the form of Code obligations and values 

of accountability (Brautović & Bebić, 2022; Kampf & Daskal, 2014), was communicated in corrections.  

Organizations were analyzed regardless of language or publication volume to cover the entire 

European fact-checking ecosystem represented in EFCSN. No active signatories were excluded from the 

analysis. The units of analysis, in addition to websites, were only visible instances of correction policies (N 

= 61) and corrections (N = 299) during the period from January 1, 2024, to October 15, 2025. One signatory 

did not have a correction policy nor list of corrections visible or accessible on their website. Although 490 

corrections were identified during the analyzed period, 299 were randomly selected for content analysis 

to ensure manageable coding volume while preserving representativeness. 

To enable comparison between organizations with different production volumes, the total production 

volume of published fact checks was primarily collected from organizations’ websites and, if unavailable, 
from the BENEDMO Factchecking Database or alternative sources as mentioned in Appendix A. 

Normalized correction rates were calculated as the ratio between the number of published corrections 

and the total number of published fact checks (corrections/fact checks). To assess the association 

between the volume of fact-check output, Pearson’s correlation was used, while to determine whether 
total production volume predicts normalized correction frequencies, linear regression analysis was 

performed using log-transformed output values.    

The temporal analysis of correction volume was conducted to assess the potential influence of 

political events on fact-checking practices. Data from January to October for 2024 and 2025 were 

compared by using parametric (paired t-test) and non-parametric (Wilcoxon signed rank) tests with 

significance level at p < .05. Pearson correlation, linear regression, paired t-test, and Wilcoxon signed-rank 

test were calculated using online calculators available at Social Science Statistics.4  

 
4 See https://www.socscistatistics.com/ 

https://www.socscistatistics.com/
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Two coding schemes were deductively developed to analyze 1) compliance with the EFCSN Code of 

Standards (drawing on the Article 3.3 Honest Corrections) and 2) the communicative dimensions of 

corrections, based on the model of Kampf and Daskal (2014). The initial set of categories and coding rules 

was devised and tested on a small sample to further refine final categories and codes, based on coders’ 
feedback. The full codebook is provided in Appendix C.  

Three coders conducted the content analysis, and inter-coder reliability was calculated with the online 

tool ReCal 0.1 Alpha for 3+ Coders. The Fleiss’ Kappa (κ = .709) and Krippendorff’s Alpha (α = .709) indicate 
a substantial level of agreement among coders and ensure methodological rigor and the validity of the 

content analysis. 

This analysis was limited to correction lists and policies publicly available on websites of fact-checking 

organizations. These findings refer to the corrections’ transparency, not to the full volume of errors that 
may have occurred. Some semantic inaccuracies may have occurred because while Croatian, Bosnian, 

Montenegrin, Serbian, English, and French websites were analyzed in their original languages, other 

websites were automatically translated with Google Translate. This research included limited contextual 

variables. Future research should include political, cultural, or regulatory variables, since they may 

influence the transparency of fact-checking organizations. Additionally, research should be extended to 

error correction practices on social media platforms, as most fact-checking organizations disseminate 

their fact checks through multiple channels. Despite these limitations, the large-scale cross-national 

sample provides a comparative overview of correction transparency among EFCSN signatory 

organizations.   

 

Bibliography 
 

Brautović, M., & Bebić, D. (2022). Corrections as indicators of media accountability: The case study of 
Croatian online media. Media Studies/Mediální Studia, 16(1), 25–45. 

https://medialnistudia.fsv.cuni.cz/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2024/04/2022-01-02-brautovic-

bebic.pdf 

Bugeja, M. (2007). Making whole: The ethics of correction. Journal of Mass Media Ethics, 22(1), 49–65. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08900520701315285 

Chaparro Domínguez, M. A., Suárez Villegas, J. C., & Rodríguez Martínez, R. (2019). Media accountability 

and journalists: To whom do Spanish professionals feel responsible? Journalism Practice, 9(6), 

835–863. https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2019.1655470 

Farkas, J., & Schou, J. (2023). Post-truth, fake news and democracy (2nd ed.). Routledge.  

Kampf, Z., & Daskal, E. (2014). Communicating imperfection: The ethical principles of news corrections. 

Communication Theory, 24(2), 165–185. https://doi.org/10.1111/comt.12035 

Landis, J. R., & Koch, G. G. (1977). The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. 

Biometrics, 33(1), 159–174. https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310 

McQuail, D. (2003). Media accountability and freedom of publication. Oxford University Press. 

McQuail, D., & Deuze, M. (2020). Mass communication theory (7th ed.). SAGE.  

Moreno-Gil, V., Ramón-Vegas, X., & Mauri-Ríos, M. (2022). Bringing journalism back to its roots: 

Examining fact-checking practices, methods, and challenges in the Mediterranean context. 

Profesional de la información, 31(2), Article e310215. https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.mar.15 

Singer, J. B. (2020). Border patrol: The rise and role of fact checkers and their challenge to journalists’ 
normative boundaries. Journalism, 22(8), 1929–1946. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884920933137 

 

 

https://medialnistudia.fsv.cuni.cz/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2024/04/2022-01-02-brautovic-bebic.pdf
https://medialnistudia.fsv.cuni.cz/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2024/04/2022-01-02-brautovic-bebic.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/08900520701315285
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2019.1655470
https://doi.org/10.1111/comt.12035
https://doi.org/10.2307/2529310
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2022.mar.15
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464884920933137


 

 

 
 Brautović; Grkeš Tošović; John 7 

 

 

   

 

Funding 

This research was conducted as part of the Adria Digital Media Observatory (ADMO 2.0) project, co-

funded by the European Union. 

 

Competing interests 

The authors declare no competing interests. 

 

Ethics 

The study analyzed publicly available online material and did not involve human subjects; therefore, 

institutional ethical approval was not required. 

 

Copyright 

This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, 

which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided that the original 

author and source are properly credited. 

 

Data availability 

All materials needed to replicate this study are available in the Harvard Dataverse: 

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/EDTRO8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/EDTRO8


 

 

 
 Beyond compliance: How European fact checkers correct their own errors 8 

 

 

Appendix A: Published fact checks and corrections by EFCSN signatories  
 

This table shows the number of fact checks and corrections published by fact-checking organizations from 

November 2013 to April 2026. It includes data on fact-checking organizations, the number of published 

fact checks and corrections on their websites or verified alternative locations, and the normalized 

correction rate, calculated as the ratio of corrections to total fact checks.  

 

Table A1. Number of corrections per organization and normalized corrections rates by fact-checking 

organization. 

Organization Fact checks 

(websites) 

Corrections 

(websites) 

Fact checks 

(BENEDMO and 

alternative 

sources) 

Total fact 

checks used 

for 

calculation  

Normalized 

correction 

rate  

 

Action for Democratic Society 

Hibrid.info 

 

1270 

 

0 

 

0 

 

1270 

 

0 

AFP (Agence France-Presse) 2912 259 7474 7474 0.0346 

APA (Austria Press Agency) 385 6 264 385 0.0156 

CivilNet 999 0 0 999 0 

CORRECTIV 255 231 2232 2232 0.1035 

Delfi Melo detektorius 782 5 0 782 0.0064 

Demagog.cz 516 50 0 516 0.0969 

Demagog.pl 3646 119 0 3646 0.0326 

Demagog.sk 288 13 0 288 0.0451 

dogrula.org 1669 0 0 1669 0 

dpa Fact-Checking 3273 68 4633 4633 0.0147 

EFE Verifica 1785 6 0 1785 0.0034 

Ellinika Hoaxes 2036 73 0 2036 0.0359 

Facta.news 2370 17 0 2370 0.0072 

Fact-Check Cyprus 247 4 0 247 0.0162 

FactCheck Georgia 7032 10 0 7032 0.0014 

Factcheck.bg 584 16 983 983 0.0163 

factcheck.vlaanderen 362 9 0 362 0.0249 

FactCheckNI 431 3 0 431 0.007 

FactReview 265 0 0 265 0 

Factual.ro 1373 9 0 1373 0.0066 

FakeNews Tragač 892 3 1926 1926 0.0016 

Faktisk.no 91 54 0 91 0.5934 

Faktograf.hr 1967 24 6349 6349 0.0038 

Faktoje 658 7 2114 2114 0.0033 

Full Fact 8212 72 0 8212 0.0088 

Fundación Maldita.es 10466 3 0 10466 0.0003 

GeoFacts 0 2 0 0 0 

Greece Fact Check 852 12 0 852 0.0141 

Green eFact 601 0 0 601 0 
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Organization Fact checks 

(websites) 

Corrections 

(websites) 

Fact checks 

(BENEDMO and 

alternative 

sources) 

Total fact 

checks used 

for 

calculation  

Normalized 

correction 

rate  

 

Infoveritas 730 6 0 730 0.0082 

Internews Kosova - KALLXO 3137 29 0 3137 0.0092 

Istinomer 3866 3 0 3866 0.0008 

Istinomjer 2075 31 0 2075 0.0149 

Källkritikbyrån 330 3 0 330 0.0091 

Knack 1710 0 0 1710 0 

Lakmusz 0 33 1067 1067 0.0309 

Lead Stories 223 40 21842 21842 0.0018 

Les Surligneurs 742 51 0 742 0.0687 

Lupa 0 3 383 383 0.0078 

Medizin transparent 569 62 0 569 0.109 

Myth Detector 3239 0 37 3239 0 

Newtral 1704 16 0 1704 0.0094 

Oštro 433 0 0 433 0 

PA Media 333 3 0 333 0.009 

Pagella Politica 192 49 541 541 0.0906 

Patikrinta 15min 3054 0 0 3054 0 

Polígrafo 11563 4 0 11563 0.0003 

Pravda 444 0 0 444 0 

Provereno Media 5240 48 0 5240 0.0092 

RasKRIKavanje 313 0 0 313 0 

Raskrinkavanje (BiH) 818 34 0 818 0.0416 

Raskrinkavanje.me 4121 8 0 4121 0.0019 

ReBaltica 1487 3 0 1487 0.002 

Science Feedback 1738 9 0 1738 0.0052 

Teyit 5887 0 0 5887 0 

TjekDet 603 11 0 603 0.0182 

Verificat 1566 13 0 1566 0.0083 

Viral Check 974 2 0 974 0.0021 

Vistinomer 3550 10 0 3550 0.0028 

VRT NWS 292 6 472 472 0.0127 

Weekly Top Fake 64 3 0 64 0.0469 

 

The normalized correction rate was calculated primarily from website data and supplemented with the 

BENEDMO Factchecking Database5 or alternative sources (Točnotako and HDMO). Alternatives were used 

for fact-checking organizations whose websites were unavailable at the time of data collection (April 2026) 

or when a higher total number of fact checks was available.  When multiple totals were available, we used 

the higher value to calculate the normalized rate.  

 
5 https://factcheck.benedmo.eu/ 

https://factcheck.benedmo.eu/
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Appendix B: Monthly volume of corrections 
 

Table B1. Monthly volume of corrections January to October 2024 vs. January to October 2025. 

Month 2024 2025 

January 27 27 

February 20 23 

March 26 23 

April 20 23 

May 35 19 

June 31 16 

July 21 17 

August 27 25 

September 20 21 

October 28 3 
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Appendix C: Codebooks for the analysis of EFCSN correction policies 

and published corrections 
 

The first codebook is used to assess commitment to EFCSN’s Code of Standards in Article 3.3, mainly the 
provisions on corrections policies, requesting corrections, and submitting complaints to the EFCSN. 

     Provisions B, I, and J from the Code of Standards, Article 3.3, were excluded from the analysis because 

it was difficult to determine whether corrections were disseminated in the same format and through the 

same channel as the original article, or if fact checkers were only encouraged to adopt them. 

 

Table C1. Codebook for the analysis of compliance with the EFCSN Code of Standards (Article 3.3 Honest 

Corrections). 

 Variable Coding EFCSN reference 

1. Channel for submitting correction 

requests 

1 = yes 

2 = no 

G 

2. Information on the right to appeal to 

EFCSN 

1 = yes (with link) 

2 = yes (without link) 

3 = no 

H 

3. Correction policy published online 1 = public 

2 = hidden 

3 = absent 

E 

4. The content of the corrections policy is 

detailed 

1 = yes 

2 = partially 

3 = no 

4 = no information 

F 

5. Register of published corrections 1 = yes 

2 = partial 

3 = no 

E 

6. Distinction correction and updates 1 = yes 

2 = no 

D 

 

The second codebook assesses EFCSN’s Code of Standards in Article 3.3, covering provisions not addressed 
by the previous codebook, and examines the manifestation of accountability in corrections by acting 

ethically beyond professional obligations by Kampf and Daskal (2014). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 Beyond compliance: How European fact checkers correct their own errors 12 

 

 

Table C2. Codebook for the analysis of the corrections. 

 Variable Coding EFCSN 

reference 

a.1 Locus (place of publication) 1 = within the same article 

2 = in a separate article 

3 = unclear / not specified 

A 

a.2 Chronos (time span) 1 = less than 24 hours 

2 = less than 3 days 

3 = less than 7 days 

4 = more than 7 days 

5 = cannot be determined 

A 

a.3 Type of correction 1 = substantial (fundamental change to 

conclusions) 

2 = minor (update or factual addition) 

3 = typographical/stylistic 

4 = difficult to determine 

A 

a.4 Visibility and accessibility of correction 1 = clearly marked on multiple positions 

2 = at the top of the page (headline, sub-

headline, or lead) 

3 = at the bottom of the page 

4 = not marked / no visible indication 

5 = at the top and the bottom of the 

page 

A, C 

b.1 Identification of the responsible party 1 = organization 

2 = journalist 

3 = external source 

4 = unclear 

C 

b.2 Explanation of the cause of the error 1 = yes 

2 = partially 

3 = no 

C 

c.1 Clarity of information 1 = yes, both clearly stated 

2 = only correct information stated 

3 = unclear 

4 = not applicable (N/A) 

C 

c.2 Type of error source 1 = methodological error 

2 = factual error 

3 = contextual error 

4 = technical error 

5 = difficult to determine 

C 

d.1 Identity of the affected party 1 = organization 

2 = individual 

3 = both organization and individual 

4 = unclear / not specified 

C 

Note: Numbering follows the categories of accountability values in corrections from Kampf and Daskal (2014). 
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