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Our Corrections policy at 211 Check - 211CHECKhttps://211check.org/our-corrections-policy-at-211-check/
[bookmark: _Toc2]Article summary:
1. The correction policy at 211 Check ensures staff behavior, sets expectations, and allows for corrections to be made if errors are discovered.
2. Feedback from the audience in the form of comments, emails, and phone calls is welcomed and valued.
3. Corrections to factual errors or additions of substantive facts that change an article will be made and a notice of the correction will be sent to all mediums in which the article has been published.
[bookmark: _Toc3]Article rating:
May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
[bookmark: _Toc4]Article analysis:
The article titled "Our Corrections policy at 211 Check" provides an overview of the correction policy followed by 211 Check, a fact-checking organization. While the article aims to highlight the organization's commitment to accuracy and transparency, there are several aspects that warrant critical analysis.

One potential bias in the article is the emphasis on the positive aspects of receiving feedback and corrections. The author repeatedly mentions that they welcome both positive and negative feedback, but there is a lack of discussion about how negative feedback or corrections are handled. This one-sided reporting suggests a potential bias towards presenting themselves in a favorable light.

Furthermore, the article does not provide any specific examples or evidence of how corrections have been made in the past. It would be beneficial for readers to see concrete instances where errors were identified and corrected, as this would lend credibility to their claims of being open to corrections.

The article also lacks information about the qualifications and expertise of the fact-checkers at 211 Check. Without knowing their background or training, it is difficult to assess their ability to accurately evaluate information and make corrections. This missing point of consideration raises questions about the reliability of their fact-checking process.

Additionally, while the article mentions that errors will be clarified and corrected as soon as possible, it does not specify any timeframe for these corrections. This lack of clarity leaves room for interpretation and raises concerns about timely updates when mistakes are identified.

Another issue with the article is its promotional tone. The author repeatedly highlights how 211 Check actively engages in fact-checking work and data analysis without providing substantial evidence or examples to support these claims. This promotional content undermines the objectivity of the article and raises doubts about its credibility.

Moreover, there is no mention of any potential risks associated with fact-checking or correction processes. It would be important for readers to understand if there are any safeguards in place to prevent biases or conflicts of interest from influencing correction decisions.

Furthermore, while the article mentions that requests for corrections or retractions will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, it does not elaborate on how these evaluations are conducted or what criteria are used. This lack of transparency raises concerns about potential partiality in addressing correction requests.

Lastly, the article does not adequately address the issue of presenting both sides equally. While it mentions that feedback should be clear and include reference material, there is no mention of actively seeking out opposing viewpoints or exploring counterarguments. This omission suggests a potential bias towards confirming existing beliefs rather than engaging in comprehensive fact-checking.

In conclusion, the article on 211 Check's correction policy lacks transparency, evidence, and balanced reporting. It presents a promotional tone and fails to address important considerations such as potential biases, missing evidence, unexplored counterarguments, and the evaluation process for correction requests. These shortcomings undermine the credibility and objectivity of the organization's fact-checking efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Qualifications and expertise of fact-checkers at 211 Check

· Examples of past corrections made by 211 Check

· Potential risks and safeguards in fact-checking processes

· Potential biases and conflicts of interest in correction decisions at 211 Check

· Evaluation process and criteria used for correction requests at 211 Check

· Importance of presenting both sides equally in fact-checking efforts
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