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Activity 2: Evaluating reliability
Source name/number: Article: Are sweeteners secretly sabotaging your health? by Chris, PulseFuel Nutrition Blog
Type of source (e.g. journal article, magazine article): Health and lifestyle blog
	[bookmark: _Hlk138416276]Factor
	What to Check
	Score (0–2)
	Reasoning

	Currency
	· The information is still relevant and is not outdated.
	1
	The article was published on 23 March 2021, which is relatively recent.

	Author
	· The author is clearly named.
· The author has relevant expertise, e.g. a PhD.
· The author is linked to a trustworthy organisation.
	0
	The author is named only as ‘Chris’ with no surname or qualifications provided. No professional expertise or academic credentials are listed. 

	Publication
	· The source is published by a recognised organisation (e.g. journal, government body, reputable news outlet).
· The publication has clear editorial standards or peer review processes.
	0
	The source is a blog run by a commercial sports supplement company. It is not a recognised scientific journal, government body or reputable news outlet. There is no mention of editorial standards or peer review processes.

	Accuracy
	· The information is consistent with other reliable sources.
· There are no obvious errors or inconsistencies.
· Conclusions are logically supported by the information provided.
	1
	Some claims are consistent with the wider scientific literature (e.g. links between artificial sweeteners and metabolic risk). Conclusions are mostly logically presented, but they are not always fully supported by the evidence cited.

	Bias
	· There are no obvious conflicts of interest or hidden agendas (e.g. study was not funded by a company that has something to gain).
· The article presents a balanced viewpoint. 
· The language is objective, not emotional or persuasive.
	0
	There is a clear conflict of interest: the company publishing the article sells “natural alternative” sweeteners, which are promoted. The language is emotive and persuasive (e.g. “quietly wreaking havoc”, “worn down, piece by piece”) rather than objective.

	Links
	· References or citations are included.
· The sources used are of high quality 
(e.g. academic studies, official data).
	1
	Researchers and institutions are named (e.g. Ben Gurion University of the Negev, the University of Manitoba, the Canadian Medical Association Journal), which partially meets this criterion. However, there are no direct hyperlinks or reference lists provided so the reader cannot easily verify the original studies. The sources mentioned appear to be scientific studies, but they cannot be checked.

	Evidence
	· The information is supported by clear evidence (not just opinions).
· Claims are supported using data from a scientific study (primary source).
· Evidence is clearly explained rather than just mentioned.
	1
	The article references specific studies (e.g. an analysis of 37 scientific studies by Zarychanski and colleagues involving over 400,000 individuals) and quotes named researchers. However, evidence is frequently mentioned only briefly rather than explained in detail. The article is a secondary, not primary, source. Some claims appear to be unsupported opinions rather than evidence-based conclusions.

	Critical reliability checks (must pass ALL)
If any of these are NO → the source has low reliability (even if other scores are high)

	· No strong bias or hidden agenda
· Claims are supported by some form of evidence
· Author or source is identifiable
· Information is not clearly inaccurate or misleading
	NO
YES / PARTIALLY
NO
NO



Summary
Overall, this source has low reliability. The main strengths are that the article is fairly recent (published March 2021) and it does reference named researchers and institutions, such as the University of Manitoba and the Canadian Medical Association Journal, which suggests that the claims are linked to real scientific studies. However, there are significant concerns. The most serious issue is bias: the article is published on the blog of PulseFuel Nutrition, a company that sells supplements, which creates a clear conflict of interest. A negative portrayal of artificial sweeteners could benefit the company commercially, and the article presents only one side of the argument using emotive language. The author is identified only by a first name with no qualifications listed, the publication has no editorial or peer-review standards, and no direct references or hyperlinks are provided to allow the reader to verify the studies cited.
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