EVALUATING SOURCES
(1) evaluating sources:  

· find writer’s purpose, audience, credentials, reputation, tone and language, and his/her work’s place of publication

· note your doubts (“BUT?!”) and their bias
· determine if evidence = adequate and accurate

· notice faulty logic
· hasty conclusions, circular reasoning, ad hominem attacks, 
· non sequiturs, false dichotomy/dilemma arguments 

(2) TYPES of ARTICLES: 

· scholarly (journals; database articles) 
· for non-specialists but serious (Atlantic Monthly)
· general audience (Newsweek, Time) 

· dubious sources (Star, Wikipedia, about.com, blogs)

(3) evaluate print sources:

· length and detail of analysis

· reputation and affiliation of author and publication

· timeliness of views and findings (check date of publication)

· remember most newspapers have political leanings

(4) recognize scholarly articles:
· scholarly 

· by scholars, professionals in the field

· journals; professional publications; database articles, esp. those that have been “peer-edited”

· *refers to works of other scholars in works cited, footnotes, endnotes

· names the author and gives her/his credentials
· includes notes, references, bibliography
· deals with serious issue in depth
· appears in journals without colorful ads or pictures
(5) evaluate web sources:

· quality of writing = quality of research and argument

· discover as much about the author as possible (same as print sources)

· is it just a personal Web page or blog (edu/~tilde +name)

· has the page been recently updated (see “timeliness” point above)
· are there ways to respond to author(s)

· .gov, .org, .edu vs/ .com 
· (former = usually informational, nonprofit)

(6) info needed for full record: 
	print book
	print article
	electronic sources

	· author(s), editor, translator

· title and subtitle

· publication info (place, publisher, year)

· volume or edition numbers (if necessary)

· call number
	· author(s), translator

· title and subtitle

· name of periodical

· publication info (volume number, issue number, date, inclusive page numbers of article)


	· author(s), editor, translator

· title and subtitle

· any print publication info (like book)

· name of site

· electronic publication info (CD-rom & version number, volume or issue number of online magazine)

· compiler of Web page or CD-rom

· date of your access of page

· URL

· save to disk, bookmark, e-mail to yourself, or print copy of online source




---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

*LINK TO MORE ON EVALUATING SOURCES AT CORNELL UNIVERSITY (http://www.library.cornell.edu/okuref/research/evaluate.html)

__________________________________________________________________________________________
CRITICAL EVALUATION of SOURCES
AUTHOR:
· be suspicious if no author is given
· look for the following of the given author(s):
· credentials

· affiliations

· educational background

· professional experience
· related publications
· What are the author’s purpose, audience, credentials, reputation, affiliation, publisher?

· Is the author a noted, recognized name in the field?

· Has the author been quoted by other sources?

· Is the article, book related to her/his field of expertise?

PUBLICATION DATE:
· copyright or publication date

· date of latest revision (of Web site)

· edition 

· later editions indicate revisions, corrections, updates

· multiple editions suggest reliability

· science, technology:  since frequently updated, sources should be recent

· history:  should could be recent or those near the original event

PUBLISHER:
· a university press (“UP”) suggests scholarly work

· non sequitur:  a reputable publisher does not guarantee quality, reliability of the source

· note the type of material it usually publishes

BIBLIOGRAPHY:
· reliable, scholarly works will include a bibliography, Works Cited page, or Works Consulted page

· note what type of research has been performed by the author (types of sources)
CONTENT:
· intended audience:  elementary, technical, or advanced? specialized? scholarly? public or popular? presumed educational level?
· support/sources:  (“critical reading”) 

· Analyze the writer’s use of LOGOS, PATHOS, ETHOS.

· Is the support/grounds adequate, accurate, relevant?

· What is the timeliness of the views?

· Does the writer support the claim with facts, statistics, opinions, inferences, assumptions?
· Is the evidence questionable or researched?

· Are there errors, oversights, omissions?

· Are the sources primary or secondary?

· PRIMARY SOURCES:  

· raw material

· court cases & decisions, government documents, journals, diaries

· first-hand accounts (eye-witness testimony)

· contemporary news coverage

· SECONDARY SOURCES:

· based on primary sources

· analyses of primary sources

· second-hand information

· books, journal articles, encyclopedia articles about the primary event

· coverage:  Does the writer give an in-depth, detailed account or a cursory overview?
· tone:  Does the writer employ loaded language, ad misericordium, ad hominem, ad populum?
· POV:  Does the writer remain OBJECTIVE and impartial, or does s/he become subjective and argumentative?
· book reviews:  consult book reviews of your source:  Book Review Index, Book Review Digest, Periodical Abstracts
__________________________________________________________________________________________
EVALUATING PRINT SOURCES
I. SCHOLARLY:
· *always uses citations and bibliography

· graphs, charts, diagrams, pictures, tables (not included to entertain or short cut)
· sober, serious, non-biased treatment of the issue

· author = scholar in a relevant field

· audience = presumed to be disciplined in the field; diction and approach is technical and professional

· first-hand/primary source: original research or experimentation

· purpose:  to add to the field of study, to the knowledge base; to analyze, elucidate, further

· *refers to works of other scholars in works cited, footnotes, endnotes

· names the author & gives her/his credentials

· includes notes, references, bibliography

· deals with serious issue in depth

· has “journal of” or “research” in title

II. SUBSTANTIVE:

· for non-specialists, but serious

· illustrated

· sometimes uses citations
· author=not necessarily an expert in the field; editorial staff, visiting scholar, freelance writer
· audience=educated, with a presumed level of intelligence and interest in the field  
· second-hand/secondary source:  analyses of primary source data

· purpose:  to provide generalized information to an interested audience

· Atlantic Monthly
III. POPULAR: 

· comes in all formats

· rarely cited
· author’s style:  short and simple, non-technical language (dumbed down)
· audience:  general audience, minimal education and intelligence
· second- or third-hand material:

· purpose:  to entertain, to sell, to promote

· Time, Newsweek
IV. SENSATIONAL:

· dubious sources
· author's style: sensational, elementary
· audience:  gullible, presumed inferior intelligence
· purpose:  to sell papers, to titillate, to arouse  curiosity, to cater

· Star
__________________________________________________________________________________________
evaluatING web sources
· author, with credentials

· authority

· accuracy

· objectivity

· publisher

· title of journal

· integrity, reliability

· date of posting

· updating

· date of most recent update, edition

· bibliography, Works Cited/Consulted

· balance of text and image (not all pictures and no substance)

· *quality of writing = quality of research & argument
· Is it just a personal Web page (.com/~tilde +name)?

· Has the page been recently updated?

· Are there ways to respond to author(s)?

· URL:  publisher

· homepages have personal name after a tilde (~)
· “users,” “members,” “people”

· commercial ISP (aol.com, geocities.com)

· DOMAIN NAME:

· educational (.edu)
· non-profit (.org)
· commercial (.com, .net)

· government (.gov, .mil, .us)

· SERVER:

· named between the (http://) and the first slash (/)
· publisher

· agency or person operating the server:  have you heard of them before, related to the site name?

· http://www.nytimes.com/
· BACKGROUND/PHILOSOPHY STATEMENT:
· “ABOUT US,” “PHILOSOPHY,” “BACKGROUND,” “BIOGRAPHY,” “RESUME/CV”

· located around the borders of the site

· or you can truncate the address back to the server
REPUTABLE INTERNET SOURCES  
* the standards for quality are the same for electronic sources as they are for print sources *

· sponsored by a governmental agency
· end with .gov or .mil

· sponsored by an educational institution (university)

· end with .edu

· beware of a student’s homepage, though

· sponsored by a professional organization
· end with .org (or .net)

· most of the data found on reputable sites can be found elsewhere 

· although this can be the “bandwagon” fallacy

· the quality of writing should be high

· quality of writing = quality of research

· information should be given on the organization and/or author

· the site should have been updated recently

· the article/page should have a bibliography, a Works Cited page, or a references page

** stay away from personal home pages or blogs 

** stay away from Wikipedia and the like (about.com, answers.com)

** rely upon instead the library’s databases to search for scholarly articles

· especially databases related to your topic

· especially articles that have been “peer reviewed” or “peer edited” by scholars in that particular field

** Google has beta bases like Google Scholar that attempts to assemble quality, reliable sources.
AVOID!!





USE!!








