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Confidentiality is at the heart of trust in regular
reporter-source relationships.  Bul relationships of
confidentiality between reparters and sources are different from
those found in other professionai settings such as between
lawyers and clients, physicians and patients, and clergy and
parishioners. In these relationships, the right of
confidentiality exists to protect privacy and to entcunrage the
apenness that 15 required o guarantee the client, patient, or
parishioner the full benefit of the professional's serviees. In
the case nf reporters and scurces, by contrast, there are
noafiduciary and even adversarial elements in the relationship,
with the reparter angling to feam more than the source wants to
tell and the source trying to promote a particular vicw; and, of
colrse, from the standpoim of the journalist, the public’s
interests, not the source’s, should ke paramount,
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1. Wnt of [1abeas Corpus

2. Corporatism
3. Patron-clisntalism
4. Consociational Democracy
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