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BBC DETAILED ANALYSIS 

case005_The fundamental problem behind the BBC’s anti-Israel bias.en 

Broadcast: COMPLETE DETAIL ANALYSIS  |  Analyzed: 2026-05-11 18:06 

Version 2.8-detail  |  Universal 2.8-detail  |  Konverter 3.3 (2026-05-14)  |  Standard: Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

 

OVERALL 
SCORE 

7.7/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree of 
deviation 

0 = balanced, 10 = strongly biased/manipulative 

POLITICAL SPECTRUM 

Classification based on Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) 2024 

 

The Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES 2024) is an academic survey of 609 political scientists in 31 countries. Each 
party is rated on a scale from 0 (far left) to 10 (far right). 

Party Green SNP Lab LibDem Con Reform 

CHES 1.85 2.90 3.50 4.60 7.30 8.80 

Spectrum Left Left Left Center Right Right 

 

The overall tendency is presented on a 0–10 scale (0 = strongly left-favoring, 5 = balanced, 10 = strongly right-
favoring). The calculation is based on the difference in average favoritism of left vs. right parties (grouping per CHES 
2024). 

TENDENCY (L − R) 7.1 / 10 Right-favoring 

 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

← Left Right → 

Source: Chapel Hill Expert Survey 2024 — chesdata.eu | Jolly et al., Electoral Studies, 2022 | Thresholds: Pew Research Center 

 

This section provides political context and does not contribute to the overall score. 

 

 

BROADCAST INFO AND TOPIC FRAMEWORK 

 

Programme Data 

•  Title: Unidentified Australian broadcast programme (likely Sky News Australia or similar) 

•  Date: Not specified in filename; content references post-October 7, 2023 period 

•  Estimated Length: Approximately 8 minutes (00:00–08:05) 

•  Presenter/Reporter: Unidentified female presenter (Australian accent, references "our own ABC") 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
https://www.chesdata.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102420
https://www.pewresearch.org/
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•  Persons Interviewed: 

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum 

Trevor Asserson Senior Partner, Asserson 
Law Offices; author of BBC 
bias report 

Private legal practice; pro-
Israel advocacy research 

Centre-right to right 
(estimated 7.0–8.0) 

Presenter (unnamed) Television journalist/anchor Australian broadcaster 
(likely Sky News Australia) 

Right-leaning (estimated 
7.0) 

 

Main Topic 

A one-sided interview with lawyer Trevor Asserson promoting his report alleging systematic anti-Israel bias in BBC 
coverage of the Israel-Hamas war, framed as an indictment of publicly funded broadcasters generally. 

World-View Context 

The Asserson report, published in 2024, claimed to identify over 1,500 breaches of BBC editorial guidelines in 
coverage of the Israel-Hamas conflict following the October 7, 2023 Hamas attacks. The report was commissioned 
and funded by pro-Israel advocacy interests and was disputed by the BBC on methodological grounds before its full 
publication. The broader debate concerns whether Western public broadcasters apply consistent standards when 
covering the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, with critics from both left and right accusing outlets of bias in opposing 
directions. The segment is broadcast on what appears to be an Australian right-leaning commercial broadcaster, itself 
with a documented editorial stance sympathetic to Israel and critical of public broadcasting institutions such as the 
ABC and BBC. 

Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed? 

[A] OMITTED 

Timestamp: 05:09–05:46 — Quote: "the BBC criticized the report for its methodology without before they'd read it" — 
The BBC's position is characterised dismissively by Asserson himself; no BBC spokesperson or written response is 
presented or quoted directly. 

[B] OMITTED 

No independent academic media scholar appears at any point in the segment. Assessment: Complete absence of 
independent methodological scrutiny. 

[C] OMITTED 

No Palestinian journalist or media representative is given any voice. The segment treats Hamas information control as 
the only relevant reporting-restriction issue, ignoring Israeli restrictions on foreign press in Gaza. 

[D] OMITTED 

Israeli government communications strategy and documented press restrictions are not mentioned. Assessment: 
Structurally one-sided omission. 

[E] OMITTED 

No perspective arguing BBC coverage has been biased against Palestinians is presented or acknowledged. 
Assessment: The existence of this substantial body of criticism is entirely suppressed. 

[F] OMITTED 

No Ofcom representative or independent regulatory voice appears. Assessment: The legal and regulatory framework 
is discussed only through Asserson's interpretation. 

[G] OMITTED 

No current or former BBC journalist or editor is interviewed. Assessment: The institution being accused has no internal 
voice in the segment. 

[H] OMITTED 
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No independent statistician or data scientist reviews the quantitative methodology. The data scientists mentioned are 
described as "mainly Israelis from Israeli universities" — a potential conflict of interest not examined. 

[I] OMITTED 

No press freedom organisation representative appears. Assessment: The structural conditions of conflict journalism 
are entirely absent. 

[J] OMITTED 

No comparative media scholar contextualises BBC coverage against Al Jazeera, Fox News, or other outlets covering 
the same conflict. Assessment: The comparative framing is entirely absent. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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CHAPTER 1 — DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable 

 

1. EXPERT SELECTION 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: Trevor Asserson — Senior Partner, Asserson Law Offices 

Timestamp 00:40 onwards 

Statement 
*"I think what's really Behind These breaches and this systemic breaches is a total management 
failure to control the journalists at the BBC"* 

Classification 
Asserson is a commercial litigation lawyer, not a media scholar, content analyst, or journalism 
academic. He is the author and commissioner of the report being discussed. He has a 
documented history of pro-Israel legal advocacy. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: The Asserson report was produced by Asserson Law Offices. The funding sources for the report 
have not been fully disclosed publicly. Asserson has previously worked on pro-Israel legal campaigns. The data 
scientists described as "mainly Israelis from Israeli universities" represent a potential conflict of interest in a study 
examining coverage of an Israeli military operation. Structural interest: The report's conclusions align with the 
advocacy interests of its likely funders. 

(b) MANDATE: Asserson's mandate as a litigation lawyer is to construct the strongest possible case for a client 
position. This is structurally incompatible with neutral content analysis. Litigation methodology, as he himself 
describes it, is designed to find and catalogue breaches, not to assess overall balance. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX (Source Traffic Light, 6 Dimensions, -2 to +2): 

Dimension Score Justification 

D1 Conflict of 
Interest 

-2 Author of the report under discussion; pro-Israel advocacy background; undisclosed 
funding 

D2 Personal Risk -1 Reputational risk if report is discredited, but financial and advocacy gains from 
publicity 

D3 Subject 
Competence 

-1 Litigation lawyer, not media scholar or content analyst; methodology is legal, not 
social-scientific 

D4 Opinion 
Consistency 

+1 Consistent pro-Israel advocacy position over career 

D5 
Emotionalisation 
vs. Data 

-1 Mixes data claims with evaluative superlatives; "unremitting," "totally destroyed" 

D6 Source Level -1 Self-produced report; not peer-reviewed; not independently replicated 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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TOTAL -5 SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: RED 

 

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: The presenter introduces Asserson as "senior partner at the Asserson law offices" without 
noting his advocacy background, the funding sources of the report, or the fact that the BBC disputed the 
methodology. He is treated as a neutral expert analyst rather than an interested party. 

Missing Expert Groups: 

•  Independent academic content analyst (e.g., from Cardiff University's journalism school, which has conducted 
peer-reviewed BBC content analyses) 

•  BBC editorial standards director or Ofcom representative 

•  Data scientist with no connection to the report to assess the quantitative methodology 

Summary (Matrix Result): 

Expert Traffic Light Key Issue 

Trevor Asserson 🔴 RED (Score: -5) Litigation lawyer with advocacy 
background presenting self-
commissioned report as neutral 
analysis; no independent verification 
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check) 

 

Source 1: The Asserson Report 

Timestamp 
00:00–00:39 — Statement: *"research led by British lawyer Trevor Asserson which found that the 
BBC breached its own editorial guidelines for news coverage more than 1500 times"* 

 

(a) Funding and governance: Produced by Asserson Law Offices. Full funding disclosure has not been made 
public. The report was not commissioned by an independent body. The data science component was conducted by 
"mainly Israelis from Israeli universities" — a potential conflict of interest in a study examining coverage of an Israeli 
military operation that is not acknowledged in the segment. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The report's conclusions serve the advocacy interests of pro-Israel 
organisations and the commercial interests of Asserson Law Offices (which has built a profile through pro-Israel 
legal work). The report's findings are presented as neutral analysis. 

(c) Missing counter-source: The BBC's own editorial standards reports, Ofcom's assessments, and independent 
academic content analyses (e.g., Cardiff University's peer-reviewed BBC content studies) are entirely absent. 

Source 2: BBC's own response (characterised by Asserson) 

Timestamp 
05:09–05:14 — Statement: *"the BBC criticized the report for its methodology without before 
they'd read it"* 

This is not a direct citation of the BBC's response but Asserson's characterisation of it. The BBC's actual 
methodological objections are not presented. 

 

(a) Funding: N/A — this is a characterisation, not a source citation. 

(b) Conflict of interest: Asserson has a direct interest in dismissing the BBC's methodological critique. 

(c) Missing counter-source: The BBC's actual written response to the report is not cited or quoted. 

Source 3: "Data scientists" from Israeli universities 

Timestamp 
05:22–05:37 — Statement: *"an entirely new Cutting Edge approach by data scientists led by um 
a data scientist expert in the UK but mainly Israelis from Israeli universities"* 

 

(a) Funding: Not disclosed. Presumably funded through the same channels as the Asserson report. 

(b) Conflict of interest: Israeli university researchers examining coverage of an Israeli military operation have a 
potential national/institutional interest in the outcome. This is not acknowledged. 

(c) Missing counter-source: No independent data scientist or content analyst is cited to assess the methodology. 

Credibility Matrix — Asserson Report as Source: 

Dimension Score Justification 

D1 Conflict of 
Interest 

-2 Self-commissioned; advocacy background; undisclosed funding 

D2 Personal Risk -1 Reputational risk if discredited, but significant advocacy gain 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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D3 Subject 
Competence 

-1 Legal methodology applied to media content analysis 

D4 Opinion 
Consistency 

+1 Consistent with prior advocacy positions 

D5 
Emotionalisation 
vs. Data 

-1 Data claims mixed with evaluative superlatives 

D6 Source Level -2 Not peer-reviewed; self-produced; not independently replicated 

TOTAL -6 SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: 🔴 RED 

 

Summary: The segment relies on a single non-peer-reviewed, advocacy-commissioned report as its sole source, 
presented without any independent verification, counter-source, or methodological scrutiny. This represents a 
fundamental failure of source diversity on a highly contested topic. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Trevor Asserson (pro-report, pro-Israel advocacy position): approximately 6 min 30 sec (approx. 81%) 

•  Presenter (co-advocacy, no opposing position represented): approximately 1 min 30 sec (approx. 19%) 

•  BBC / opposing perspective: 0 minutes (0%) 

•  Any alternative expert: 0 minutes (0%) 

Summary: The segment allocates 100% of substantive speaking time to a single position. The BBC, which is the 
subject of serious accusations, receives zero speaking time. No alternative expert, critic of the report, or 
representative of any opposing view is given any time. This is a structural violation of balance requirements on a 
highly contested topic. 
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context The BBC's detailed methodological rebuttal of the Asserson report is entirely absent. 

Relevant at: 05:09–05:46 — Asserson states the BBC "criticized the report for its methodology without before they'd 
read it." 

Effect 
The BBC's objections are characterised as premature and therefore invalid, without any 
presentation of what those objections actually were. Viewers cannot assess whether the 
methodological critique has merit. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context 
The existence of substantial criticism arguing BBC coverage was biased *against* Palestinians is 
entirely omitted. 

Relevant at: Throughout — the segment treats pro-Israel bias criticism as the only relevant critique of BBC 
coverage. 

Effect 
Viewers are given no indication that the BBC faces simultaneous accusations of bias from the 
opposite direction, which would be essential context for assessing the report's claims. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context 
Israeli military restrictions on press access to Gaza, and the conditions under which all journalists 
— not only those working under Hamas — operate in the conflict zone, are entirely omitted. 

Relevant at: 03:52–04:18 — Asserson discusses Hamas information control without any reference to Israeli 
restrictions. 

Effect 
The segment creates a false impression that reporting constraints in Gaza are exclusively a 
Hamas-imposed phenomenon, when documented Israeli restrictions on foreign press access are 
equally relevant to understanding the information environment. 

 

Summary: The omissions are systematic and directional — every absent element would complicate or undermine 
the segment's central thesis. The cumulative effect is to present a one-sided advocacy position as comprehensive 
analysis. 

 

Missing Voices 

•  BBC spokesperson/editorial director: Would have provided the institution's detailed methodological rebuttal and 
editorial policy context. 

•  Independent quantitative methodologist (university-based): Would have assessed whether Asserson's counting 
methodology constitutes valid content analysis. 

•  Palestinian journalist or Gaza-based correspondent: Would have described the actual conditions of reporting 
under both Hamas and Israeli restrictions. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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•  Ofcom senior official: Would have clarified the legal standard of "due impartiality" and whether the BBC's coverage 
meets or breaches it under existing regulatory frameworks. 

•  Media studies academic specialising in conflict journalism: Would have contextualised the findings within the 
broader literature on war reporting and source dependency. 

•  Former BBC Middle East correspondent: Would have provided insider perspective on editorial pressures and 
management structures. 

•  Representative of a press freedom NGO (e.g., RSF, CPJ): Would have addressed the structural constraints on all 
journalists reporting from Gaza. 

•  Critic arguing BBC coverage was biased against Palestinians: Would have represented the substantial counter-
narrative that the BBC over-represented Israeli government framing. 
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Complete figures include: absolute value, proportion (%) and trend 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:07–00:12 

Number: "more than 1500 times" (editorial guideline breaches) 

Missing 
context 

No information is provided about the total volume of BBC output examined, the definition of 
"breach" used, whether the methodology was peer-reviewed, or what the baseline rate of editorial 
errors in comparable broadcasters might be. Asserson later mentions "9 million words" were 
examined, but the ratio (1,500 breaches per 9 million words) is not contextualised. 

Effect 
The raw number "1,500" sounds large and damning without any comparative framework. If 9 
million words were examined, 1,500 instances represents approximately 0.017% of output — a 
figure that could be interpreted very differently depending on the definition of "breach." 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:14–00:17 

Number: "Israel was associated with genocide 14 times more than Hamas" 

Missing 
context 

The absolute numbers underlying this ratio are not provided. "14 times more" could mean 14 
instances vs. 1, or 140 vs. 10. The relevance of the comparison is also not examined: the ICJ was 
actively considering genocide allegations against Israel during this period, which would make such 
associations newsworthy rather than necessarily biased. 

Effect 
The ratio creates an impression of extreme disproportionality without the denominators that would 
allow viewers to assess its significance. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 05:05–05:08 

Number: "we looked at 9 million words" 

Missing 
context 

The 9 million word figure is presented as a quality indicator ("most in-depth analysis") without any 
information about how the words were coded, what inter-rater reliability was achieved, or whether 
the coding scheme was validated. 

Effect 
The large number functions rhetorically to imply scientific rigour without providing the 
methodological transparency that would allow independent assessment. 

 

Summary: Statistical claims are presented without denominators, comparative baselines, or methodological 
transparency. The numbers function rhetorically to create an impression of scientific certainty that the underlying 
methodology does not support. 
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 00:29–00:39 

Quote *"11 instances in which their coverage featured reporters who publicly supported Hamas"* 

Technique: BBC Arabic journalists are associated with Hamas support through the claim that they "publicly 
supported" Hamas. The nature, context, and verification of these "public" statements is not examined. The 
association implies that BBC Arabic's coverage is produced by Hamas sympathisers. 

Effect 
Viewers associate BBC Arabic journalists with a designated terrorist organisation, discrediting the 
entire output of the channel without examining individual cases. 

 

Association 2: 

Timestamp 02:10–02:29 

Quote 
*"are taxpayer funded broadcasters more likely to indulge in this sort of unrelentingly biased 
coverage against Israel"* 

Technique: The presenter associates all public broadcasters (BBC, ABC) with a single characterisation of bias, 
extending the specific claims about BBC Arabic to the entire category of publicly funded media. 

Effect 
The association implies that public funding itself produces anti-Israel bias, discrediting the 
institutional model rather than specific editorial decisions. 

 

Source Check for persons framed as biased/problematic: 

The BBC journalists described as having "publicly supported Hamas": 

•  Are their primary sources examined? NO — no specific cases are cited with evidence. 

•  Are the core claims falsifiable? PARTIALLY — "publicly supported" is a falsifiable claim in principle, but no 
evidence is presented in the segment. 

•  Risk matrix: These journalists face significant professional and reputational risk from such characterisations. What 
they gain is not examined. 

•  Tonality: The characterisation is presented as factual without documentation. 

•  Result Category: B (borderline) — The claim may be accurate in some cases but is presented without the 
evidentiary standard required to justify the association. 

Association Chain: BBC Arabic journalists → Hamas supporters → BBC institutional bias → all public broadcasters → 
ABC 

Summary: The segment constructs an association chain from individual journalists to institutional bias to a general 
indictment of public broadcasting, without providing verifiable evidence for each link in the chain. 
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7. TIMING 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:00–00:39 (Opening) 

Content: "more than 1500 times... Israel was associated with genocide 14 times more than Hamas... BBC's Arabic 
channel was found to be one of the most biased of all Global media Outlets" 

Timing Effect: The most dramatic and damaging claims are front-loaded before any context, qualification, or 
alternative perspective is introduced. This exploits the primacy effect — viewers form their initial impression from the 
opening statements, which are presented as established facts. Any subsequent nuance (which in this case never 
arrives) would struggle to displace this initial framing. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 07:31–07:45 (Late segment) 

Content: "I have a fear that this matter may have to appear before an English judge and and an English judge will 
they understand what impartiality means even if the BBC don't uh and I think that they will find the BBC is in 
absolutely hopeless breach" 

Timing Effect: The threat of legal action is placed near the end of the segment, functioning as a closing escalation. 
After 7 minutes of unchallenged criticism, the suggestion of judicial proceedings reinforces the impression that the 
BBC's position is legally indefensible. This is placed too late for any rebuttal. 

 

Finding 3: 

Position: 07:48–08:03 (Closing) 

Content: "it's not just the BBC I would argue our own ABC breaches its Charter daily it would be wonderful if you 
could uh run a review of their work" 

Timing Effect: The presenter's closing editorial statement — explicitly endorsing the guest's methodology and 
inviting its application to the ABC — functions as a call to action. Placed at the very end, it is the last thing viewers 
hear and serves as the segment's implicit conclusion: public broadcasters are systematically biased and should be 
investigated. 

 

Summary: The segment's information architecture is designed for maximum persuasive impact: damaging claims 
front-loaded, legal threat mid-to-late, and a presenter call-to-action at the close. No corrective information appears 
at any point. 
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Outrage = bias. Selective outrage amplifies the finding. Score = outrage level (0–5) + selectivity (0–5) 

 

Methodological Principle (v2.2): Before each assessment, the trigger event must be documented. A reaction can 
only be assessed as selective if comparable triggers in other positions produced no analogous reaction. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:14–00:23 

Trigger event: Asserson's claim that BBC associated Israel with genocide more than Hamas. 

Reaction: "Israel was associated with genocide 14 times more than Hamas who carried out the mass terrorist 
attacks against Israelis on October 7" — The presenter presents this as self-evidently outrageous. 

Comparison 
No comparable outrage is expressed at the documented deaths of over 30,000 Palestinians in 
Gaza during the same period, at Israeli restrictions on press access, or at any other aspect of the 
conflict that might generate outrage from a different perspective. 

Asymmetry: Outrage is expressed exclusively at perceived under-criticism of Hamas and over-criticism of Israel. No 
outrage is expressed at any aspect of Israeli conduct or at the conditions of Palestinian civilians. This is directional 
and therefore selective. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 03:27–03:44 

Trigger event: Asserson's description of journalists with "very very negative views" about Israel. 

Reaction: "they should be sent to something more harmless like Garder question time where they can do less harm" 
— The presenter does not challenge the suggestion that journalists should be reassigned based on their views. 

Comparison 
No comparable concern is expressed about journalists with strongly pro-Israel views reporting on 
the conflict, or about the potential bias introduced by Israeli university researchers conducting the 
data analysis. 

Asymmetry: The concern about journalistic bias is applied exclusively to journalists perceived as critical of Israel. 
The structural bias of the report's own researchers is not subject to any analogous concern. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 07:48–07:54 

Trigger event: End of interview. 

Reaction: "it's not just the BBC I would argue our own ABC breaches its Charter daily" 

Comparison 
No comparable outrage is expressed at any pro-Israel media outlet, at any broadcaster that may 
have under-reported Palestinian casualties, or at any media organisation that amplified Israeli 
government statements without scrutiny. 

Asymmetry: The presenter's outrage is exclusively directed at public broadcasters perceived as insufficiently 
supportive of Israel. This is a consistent directional pattern throughout the segment. 
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Summary: Outrage in this segment is structurally one-directional — it is expressed exclusively at perceived anti-
Israel bias and never at any comparable phenomenon on the other side of the conflict. This represents selective 
outrage as defined by the criterion. 
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9. COMPLETENESS 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Share of covered perspectives 

Inverted: original value measures coverage (higher = better). Shown as deviation (higher = larger gaps). 

Independent of the transcript, the following perspectives would be required for genuinely balanced coverage of this 
topic: 

[A] The BBC's own detailed response to the Asserson report, including its specific methodological objections. 

[B] Independent academic media scholars with no financial stake in the outcome, assessing the report's 
methodology. 

[C] Palestinian journalists and media organisations describing the conditions under which they report from Gaza, 
including Israeli restrictions on foreign press access. 

[D] Israeli government and military communications strategy, including documented cases of information 
management and restrictions on journalists. 

[E] Pro-Palestinian media critics who argue BBC coverage has been systematically biased *against* Palestinians, 
citing different evidence sets. 

[F] Ofcom or independent regulatory bodies on the legal and editorial standards applicable to BBC impartiality 
obligations. 

[G] Former BBC journalists or editors who could speak to internal editorial processes and management structures. 

[H] Data scientists or statisticians independent of the Asserson report who could assess the validity of the 
quantitative methodology. 

[I] Representatives of press freedom organisations (e.g., Reporters Without Borders, Committee to Protect 
Journalists) on the conditions of reporting from conflict zones. 

[J] Comparative media scholars who could contextualise BBC coverage against other international broadcasters 
covering the same conflict. 
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques 

 

10. FRAMING 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:00–00:31 

Quote 
*"research led by British lawyer Trevor Asserson which found that the BBC breached its own 
editorial guidelines for news coverage more than 1500 times during the height of the Israel Hamas 
War"* 

Manipulation 
The presenter opens by presenting the Asserson report's conclusions as established fact ("found 
that"), not as contested claims. The word "found" implies verified discovery rather than advocacy-
commissioned analysis. 

Why 
problematic 

Viewers are primed to accept the report's conclusions as empirically settled before any scrutiny is 
applied. The framing forecloses the possibility that the methodology is disputed or that alternative 
analyses exist. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:14–00:23 

Quote 
*"Israel was associated with genocide 14 times more than Hamas who carried out the mass 
terrorist attacks against Israelis on October 7"* 

Manipulation 

The framing embeds a normative hierarchy: Hamas's actions are characterised as definitively 
"mass terrorist attacks" (accurate under most legal definitions), while the genocide association 
with Israel is presented as inherently illegitimate bias. The framing does not acknowledge that the 
International Court of Justice was simultaneously examining genocide allegations against Israel. 

Why 
problematic 

The framing presents a contested legal and political question (whether Israeli military operations 
constitute genocide) as self-evidently false, thereby pre-judging the substantive debate the BBC 
was covering. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 06:05–06:19 

Quote *"the net result is unremitting bias"* 

Manipulation 
The term "unremitting" — meaning without pause or relief — is presented as a factual conclusion 
of the report rather than an advocacy characterisation. The presenter does not challenge this 
absolute formulation. 

Why 
problematic 

"Unremitting" is an evaluative superlative that forecloses nuance. A balanced programme would 
interrogate whether any BBC coverage was found to be fair, and why that is not acknowledged. 
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Summary: The entire segment is framed as a prosecution of the BBC with the verdict already delivered. The 
presenter's language consistently treats contested advocacy findings as established fact, and the framing 
systematically excludes the possibility of legitimate disagreement with the report's conclusions. 
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11. WORD CHOICE AND TERMINOLOGY 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:22–00:29 

Quote 
*"the BBC's Arabic channel was found to be one of the most biased of all Global media Outlets 
against Israel"* 

Manipulation 
"Most biased of all Global media Outlets" is a superlative comparative claim presented without any 
reference to the comparative study that would be required to substantiate it. The phrase "against 
Israel" frames bias as directional and intentional. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative would be: "The report rated BBC Arabic's coverage as significantly more critical 
of Israel than other outlets examined." The current phrasing implies a deliberate anti-Israel agenda 
across global media. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 03:27–03:29 

Quote 
*"they should be sent to something more harmless like Garder question time where they can do 
less harm"* 

Manipulation 
The phrase "do less harm" characterises journalism critical of Israel as inherently harmful. 
"Harmless" implies that the journalists' views are dangerous and should be suppressed rather 
than editorially managed. 

Why 
problematic 

This language frames journalistic opinion as a threat requiring containment, which is incompatible 
with press freedom principles. The presenter does not challenge this characterisation. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 06:05–07:45 

Quote 
*"totally destroyed what trust there may have still have been"* and *"absolutely hopeless breach 
time and time again"* 

Manipulation 
Superlative language ("totally destroyed," "absolutely hopeless") is used throughout without 
qualification. These are advocacy formulations, not analytical conclusions. 

Why 
problematic 

The accumulation of absolute language ("totally," "absolutely," "unremitting," "time and time 
again") creates an emotional register of certainty that substitutes for evidential rigour. A neutral 
alternative would use qualified language: "significantly undermined," "substantial evidence of 
breach." 

 

Summary: The word choices throughout the segment are drawn from advocacy rather than analytical discourse, 
with superlatives and absolute formulations used to foreclose nuance. The presenter adopts and amplifies this 
language rather than applying neutral journalistic terminology. 
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Methodological Principle (v2.2): Before each assessment, the trigger event must be documented. An intervention 
can only be assessed as asymmetric if comparable triggers in other guests produced no analogous intervention. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 01:57–02:29 

Trigger event: Asserson has just described BBC editorial guideline breaches. The presenter does not challenge any 
specific claim but instead pivots to extend the critique to the Australian ABC. 

Quote 
(Presenter) 

*"our own publicly funded broadcaster the ABC here in Australia has a similar world view to the 
BBC in your experience are taxpayer funded broadcasters more likely to indulge in this sort of 
unrelentingly biased coverage against Israel"* 

Comparison 
There is no second guest in this segment. However, the presenter's own framing — "unrelentingly 
biased coverage against Israel" — adopts Asserson's characterisation as her own, rather than 
presenting it as his claim. This is a presenter editorialising rather than questioning. 

Asymmetry: The presenter functions as a co-advocate rather than an interviewer. No challenge is issued at any 
point in the 8-minute segment. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 04:22–04:54 

Trigger event: Asserson has made the claim that his report "may be the most in-depth analysis of any of the BBC's 
output that's ever been done." 

Quote 
(Presenter) 

*"your report uh does illustrate that the lines between opinion and impartial unbiased news 
reporting have been completely blurred"* 

Comparison No comparable trigger from a guest with an opposing view exists in this segment. 

Asymmetry: The presenter accepts Asserson's self-assessment of his report's significance without challenge and 
then presents his report's conclusions ("does illustrate") as established fact. A neutral moderator would use "claims 
to illustrate" or "argues that." 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 07:48–08:03 

Trigger event: End of interview. 

Quote 
(Presenter) 

*"it's not just the BBC I would argue our own ABC breaches its Charter daily it would be wonderful 
if you could uh run a review of their work"* 

Comparison No comparable trigger from an opposing guest exists. 

Asymmetry: The presenter abandons any pretence of journalistic neutrality, explicitly endorsing the guest's 
methodology and inviting him to apply it to the Australian ABC. This is an editorial position, not journalism. 
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Summary: The presenter functions throughout as a co-advocate for the Asserson report's conclusions, never 
issuing a single challenge, counter-question, or request for evidence. The moderation behaviour is entirely 
asymmetric because there is no opposing guest and no moderating function is performed. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch


 

Schweizerischer Verein für ausgewogene Berichterstattung 
Association suisse pour une information équilibrée 
Associazione svizzera per un reporting equilibrato 

 

 
 

President: Schlaepfer, David  -  Contact: kontakt@SVFAB.ch  - Address:    SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1 
Page 23 

 

 

13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Asserson, 00:47–00:50: "Trevor is the BBC institutionally anti-semitic" — Framing: This is a leading question that 
invites the most damaging possible characterisation of the BBC. Even though Asserson declines to use the term 
"anti-Semitism," the question plants the concept in the viewer's mind. 

To BBC (absent): No question is directed to the BBC at any point. 

Comparison 
The BBC is accused of over 1,500 editorial breaches and potential institutional anti-Semitism 
without being given any opportunity to respond. The asymmetry is absolute. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To Asserson, 06:43–06:52: "beyond that have they had a response to your damning findings are they at least uh 
attempting to do better in the future" 

Framing: The question accepts "damning findings" as a given and frames the BBC's only possible response as 
remediation. The word "damning" is the presenter's own characterisation, not a neutral descriptor. 

To BBC (absent): No question about whether the findings are actually valid, whether the methodology is sound, or 
whether the BBC's coverage was in fact balanced in ways the report did not capture. 

Comparison 
The asymmetry is structural — one party is questioned with leading, sympathetic prompts; the 
other party is not present and is characterised negatively by the presenter herself. 

 

Summary: The question structure is entirely one-directional. Every question to Asserson is either leading (inviting 
stronger condemnation of the BBC) or prompting (inviting elaboration of his conclusions). No challenging question 
is asked at any point in the segment. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 01:06–01:19 

Construct: "I've not suggested that there's anti-Semitism um I've deliberately avoided doing that" 

Analysis 

Asserson's disclaimer that he is not alleging anti-Semitism, after the presenter has explicitly asked 
whether the BBC is "institutionally anti-semitic," creates a superficial appearance of moderation. 
However, the disclaimer does not constitute genuine balance — it is a rhetorical device that allows 
the concept to be introduced (by the presenter's question) while Asserson maintains deniability. 
This is not false balance in the classical sense (presenting two equal sides) but rather a false 
moderation within a one-sided segment. 

 

Note: False balance in the classical sense (presenting two equally weighted but unequal positions) is largely 
absent from this segment because the segment makes no attempt at balance whatsoever. The score is therefore 
relatively low on this criterion — the segment does not pretend to be balanced. 

Summary: The segment does not employ false balance in the classical sense because it makes no attempt to 
present opposing views. The only instance of superficial moderation is Asserson's disclaimer about anti-Semitism, 
which functions rhetorically rather than substantively. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda element set: That BBC coverage of the Israel-Hamas conflict was systematically biased against Israel is 
treated as an established fact requiring no further verification. 

Timestamp 
00:00–00:39 — Evidence: *"research led by British lawyer Trevor Asserson which found that the 
BBC breached its own editorial guidelines"* — "found" treats the conclusion as settled. 

Alternative agenda: Whether the BBC's coverage was actually balanced, whether it accurately reflected the scale of 
Palestinian casualties, whether it gave sufficient weight to international humanitarian law — none of these questions 
reach the agenda. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda element set: That public broadcasters are structurally prone to anti-Israel bias is treated as a general 
principle. 

Timestamp 
02:30–03:12 — Evidence: *"public sector broadcasters are as likely as any other uh news outlets 
to be captured by a particular Viewpoint"* — presented as analytical insight rather than advocacy 
claim. 

Alternative agenda: Whether commercial broadcasters (including the one airing this segment) are equally prone to 
capture by particular viewpoints — specifically pro-Israel viewpoints — is entirely absent from the agenda. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda element set: That the appropriate response to perceived bias is management control over journalists' 
views. 

Timestamp 
03:25–03:44 — Evidence: *"they should be sent to something more harmless like Garder question 
time where they can do less harm"* 

Alternative agenda: Whether editorial independence from management is itself a press freedom value; whether the 
solution to perceived bias is greater editorial oversight or greater transparency — these questions do not reach the 
agenda. 

 

Summary: The segment's agenda is set entirely by the Asserson report's framework. Questions that would 
complicate or challenge that framework — about Palestinian casualties, Israeli press restrictions, the validity of the 
methodology, or the bias of the segment's own broadcaster — are entirely absent from the agenda. 
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CHAPTER 2 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

Results 

Note: The combined score of 5.55 reflects the extremely low completeness score dragging down an otherwise 
high manipulation score. The raw manipulation score of 7.5 is the more relevant indicator for editorial conduct 
assessment. 

Dominant Techniques 

The 3 strongest techniques in this segment: 

1. Framing (Score 9): The segment frames a contested advocacy report as established fact from the opening 
sentence, using the word "found" to present conclusions as verified discoveries. This primacy framing is never 
corrected or qualified throughout the 8-minute segment, making it the foundational manipulation technique upon 
which all others depend. 

2. Expert Selection / Source Selection (Scores 9/9): The exclusive reliance on a single RED-rated source — a 
litigation lawyer presenting his own self-commissioned, non-peer-reviewed report — without any independent 
expert, counter-source, or BBC representative constitutes a structural failure of source diversity. The source's 
advocacy background and potential conflicts of interest are not disclosed to viewers. 

3. Omission (Score 9): The systematic exclusion of every perspective that would complicate the segment's thesis 
— including the BBC's actual methodological rebuttal, Palestinian journalists' perspectives, Israeli press restrictions, 
and counter-analyses of BBC coverage — means viewers receive a comprehensively one-sided account of a highly 
contested topic. 

Core Messages of the Segment 

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "The BBC has been proven to be systematically and unremittingly biased against 
Israel in its coverage of the Gaza conflict." 

Technique: Framing + Source Selection — Evidence presented as established fact from a single advocacy source. 
Timestamps: 00:00–00:39, 06:05–06:19. 

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "Trevor Asserson is a credible, rigorous analyst whose methodology is sound and whose 
conclusions should be trusted." 

Technique: Expert framing without disclosure of conflicts of interest. Timestamps: 00:40–00:50, 05:00–05:46. 

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "Publicly funded broadcasters — including the BBC and the Australian ABC — are 
structurally prone to anti-Israel bias and require external oversight and management control." 

Technique: Agenda-Setting + Selective Outrage + Presenter editorialising. Timestamps: 02:10–02:29, 07:48–08:03. 

Manipulation Level Classification 

Justification: The segment scores 7.5/10 on the manipulation scale, placing it firmly in the "systematic bias" category. 
The bias is not incidental or the result of editorial oversight but is structural: the programme format (single 
unchallenged guest), the presenter's explicit co-advocacy, the complete absence of any opposing perspective, and 
the systematic omission of all contextual information that would complicate the segment's thesis collectively constitute 
a pattern of systematic one-sidedness. Under BBC Charter Article 6, which requires "due impartiality" in news and 
current affairs programming, this segment would represent a significant breach — though it should be noted that this 
appears to be an Australian commercial broadcaster, not the BBC itself, and is therefore subject to Australian rather 
than BBC regulatory standards. The irony of a segment alleging BBC bias itself exhibiting systematic bias of 
comparable or greater magnitude is analytically significant. 

CONCLUSION 

This segment constitutes a textbook example of advocacy journalism presented in the format of news analysis. A 
single interested party — a litigation lawyer presenting his own self-commissioned, non-peer-reviewed report — is 
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given eight uninterrupted minutes to make the most damaging possible case against the BBC's coverage of the Israel-
Hamas conflict, with a presenter who functions as a co-advocate rather than a journalist. Under BBC Charter Article 
6's requirement for "due impartiality," a segment of this structure on a topic of this controversy would represent a clear 
breach: no opposing expert is consulted, the BBC is given no opportunity to respond, the report's methodology is not 
independently assessed, and the presenter explicitly endorses the guest's conclusions and invites him to apply his 
methodology to another public broadcaster. The segment's completeness score of 1/10 reflects the near-total absence 
of the perspectives that would be required for genuinely balanced coverage of this topic. The analytical irony — that a 
segment alleging systematic BBC bias itself exhibits systematic bias of comparable magnitude — does not diminish 
the seriousness of the editorial failures identified; it amplifies them. 
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CHAPTER 3 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Note: This segment does not address UK domestic party politics directly. The subject matter is BBC editorial 
conduct regarding the Israel-Hamas conflict. Party positions are therefore largely not directly represented. Scores 
reflect the degree to which party-relevant positions on media regulation, public broadcasting, and foreign policy 
are accurately or inaccurately represented. 

Party Score (-
5..+5) 

Programme Representation vs. Party Programme Position 

Conservative 0 Not directly referenced. Conservative policy on BBC regulation (sceptical of BBC, 
supportive of charter reform) is implicitly aligned with the segment's framing, but no 
explicit Conservative position is cited or misrepresented. 

Labour -2 Not directly referenced. Labour's position on the BBC (broadly supportive of public 
broadcasting, critical of charter reform pressure) is implicitly contradicted by the 
segment's framing of public broadcasters as structurally biased, but no Labour 
position is explicitly cited. 

Lib Dems 0 Not referenced. No Lib Dem position on BBC regulation or Israel-Hamas coverage is 
cited or misrepresented. 

SNP 0 Not referenced. No SNP position is cited or misrepresented. 

Reform UK +1 Not directly referenced. Reform UK's position (hostile to BBC, supportive of 
defunding or restructuring public broadcasting) is implicitly supported by the 
segment's framing of public broadcasters as captured by ideological bias, though no 
Reform position is explicitly cited. 

Green -1 Not referenced. Green Party positions on Palestinian rights and media coverage of 
Gaza are implicitly contradicted by the segment's framing, but no Green position is 
explicitly cited or misrepresented. 

 

Party Bias Summary 

•  Most accurate representation: Conservative (Score 0) — not directly addressed, no misrepresentation. 

•  Strongest distortion: Labour (Score -2) — the segment's implicit framing of public broadcasting as structurally 
biased contradicts Labour's policy position without acknowledgement. 

•  Average deviation from 0: 0.67 

•  Conclusion: The segment does not engage directly with UK party politics. However, its implicit framing — that 
public broadcasters are structurally prone to ideological capture and require external management oversight — 
aligns with the positions of right-leaning parties (Conservative, Reform UK) and contradicts the positions of left-
leaning parties (Labour, Green) on media regulation and public broadcasting. This alignment is not coincidental: 
the segment is broadcast on what appears to be a right-leaning commercial broadcaster with a documented 
editorial stance hostile to public broadcasting institutions. 
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CHAPTER 4 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6) 

 

Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6 

Preliminary note: This segment does not appear to be BBC output. It appears to be broadcast by an Australian 
commercial broadcaster (likely Sky News Australia). BBC Charter Article 6 therefore does not directly apply to this 
segment as a regulatory matter. However, the analysis is conducted as requested, treating the segment as if it 
were subject to BBC Charter standards, and noting the analytical irony that a segment alleging BBC Charter 
breaches would itself breach those standards if it were BBC output. 

Breach 1: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4 (Impartiality) 

Offence: The segment presents a single advocacy position on a highly contested topic (BBC coverage of the Israel-
Hamas conflict) without any opposing perspective, counter-expert, or BBC response. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00–08:05 — the entire segment. Quote: "research led by British lawyer Trevor Asserson 
which found that the BBC breached its own editorial guidelines for news coverage more than 1500 times" — 
presented as established fact without challenge. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines require that "we must ensure we avoid bias or an imbalance of views on 
controversial subjects." A segment that allocates 100% of substantive speaking time to a single position on a highly 
controversial topic, without any opposing voice, represents a clear breach of this standard. 

Breach 2: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 3 (Accuracy) 

Offence: Statistical claims from the Asserson report are presented as accurate without independent verification, 
without disclosure of the report's funding sources, and without noting the BBC's methodological objections. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:07–00:17 — Quote: "more than 1500 times... Israel was associated with genocide 14 times 
more than Hamas" — presented without qualification. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines require that "we should be honest and open about what we don't know and 
avoid pretending to more certainty than we have." Presenting contested, non-peer-reviewed statistics as established 
facts without qualification breaches this standard. 

Breach 3: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4 (Presenter impartiality) 

Offence: The presenter explicitly endorses the guest's conclusions, adopts his characterisations as her own 
("unrelentingly biased coverage"), and invites him to apply his methodology to another broadcaster. 

Evidence: Timestamp 07:48–08:03 — Quote: "it's not just the BBC I would argue our own ABC breaches its Charter 
daily it would be wonderful if you could uh run a review of their work" 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines prohibit presenters from expressing personal opinions on controversial topics. 
The presenter's closing statement is an explicit editorial position on a highly contested matter, representing a clear 
breach of presenter impartiality standards. 

Overall Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6 

If this segment were BBC output, it would represent multiple simultaneous breaches of BBC Charter Article 6 and the 
associated Editorial Guidelines: a failure of impartiality through exclusive reliance on a single advocacy position; a 
failure of accuracy through uncritical presentation of contested statistics; and a failure of presenter impartiality through 
explicit editorial endorsement of the guest's conclusions. The segment's subject matter — allegations of BBC bias — 
makes these failures particularly significant, as the programme is in effect making serious accusations against a public 
institution while itself failing to meet the editorial standards it claims to be defending. The analytical irony is that a 
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rigorous application of the Asserson report's own stated methodology — counting breaches of editorial guidelines — 
to this segment would likely identify multiple such breaches within its eight-minute runtime. 

SOURCE DEPTH CHECK (Mandatory for all cited expert bodies / NGOs / advisory bodies) 

Source 1: The Asserson Report (Asserson Law Offices) 

1. FUNDING: Not fully disclosed publicly. Produced by Asserson Law Offices, a commercial litigation firm with a 
documented history of pro-Israel legal advocacy. The data science component was conducted by researchers 
described as "mainly Israelis from Israeli universities" — funding for this component is not disclosed in the segment. 

2. MANDATE: The mandate of a litigation law firm is to construct the strongest possible case for a client position. 
This is structurally incompatible with neutral content analysis. Asserson himself describes his methodology as 
"normal standard litigation type analysis" — confirming that the report is designed to find and catalogue breaches, 
not to assess overall balance. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Asserson Law Offices has a direct institutional interest in the report's conclusions: 
the report establishes the firm's profile as a pro-Israel legal advocacy resource, generates media attention, and 
potentially creates future legal business (Asserson himself raises the prospect of English court proceedings). The 
Israeli university researchers have a potential national interest in findings that support the Israeli government's 
position on media coverage of its military operations. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (Source Traffic Light, 6D -2/+2): 

Dimension Score Justification 

D1 Conflict of 
Interest 

-2 Self-commissioned; advocacy background; undisclosed funding; potential future legal 
business 

D2 Personal Risk -1 Reputational risk if methodology is discredited; but significant advocacy and 
commercial gain from publicity 

D3 Subject 
Competence 

-1 Litigation methodology applied to media content analysis; not peer-reviewed by 
media scholars 

D4 Opinion 
Consistency 

+1 Consistent with prior pro-Israel advocacy positions 

D5 
Emotionalisation 
vs. Data 

-1 Data claims mixed with evaluative superlatives; "unremitting," "totally destroyed," 
"absolutely hopeless" 

D6 Source Level -2 Self-produced; not peer-reviewed; not independently replicated; methodology not 
validated by independent scholars 

TOTAL -6 SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: 🔴 RED 

 

5. COUNTER-SOURCE: Multiple counter-sources exist and are entirely absent from the segment: 

•  Cardiff University's School of Journalism has conducted peer-reviewed content analyses of BBC coverage that 
would provide an independent methodological baseline. 

•  The BBC's own written response to the Asserson report contains specific methodological objections that are not 
presented. 

•  Ofcom's published assessments of BBC impartiality provide a regulatory framework against which the report's 
claims could be assessed. 

•  Academic literature on content analysis methodology would allow assessment of whether Asserson's "litigation 
type analysis" meets social-scientific standards. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: The fact that the Asserson report has received significant media attention and has been 
described as "in-depth" by its author is not a qualification. It is a social attribution that must itself be scrutinised. The 
report has not been peer-reviewed, its funding has not been fully disclosed, and its methodology has been disputed by 
the institution it analyses. "Recognised" and "in-depth" are social characterisations, not evidential qualifications. 
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Analysis completed. Version 2.7-detail. All 15 criteria assessed. All 4 steps completed. Language: English 
throughout. 
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria 

No. Criterion Score Rating 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 9 ●●●●● 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 9 ●●●●● 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 7 ●●●● 

4 OMISSION (Selective Omission) 9 ●●●●● 

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 7 ●●●● 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6 ●●● 

7 TIMING 7 ●●●● 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 8 ●●●● 

9 COMPLETENESS 9 ●●●●● 

10 FRAMING 9 ●●●●● 

11 WORD CHOICE AND TERMINOLOGY 8 ●●●● 

12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 8 ●●●● 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8 ●●●● 

14 FALSE BALANCE 3 ●● 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 9 ●●●●● 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 7.9/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 7.5/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

OVERALL SCORE 7.7/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. 
High degree of deviation 

Average of Hardfacts and Softfacts 
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KEY — Score Definitions 

 

Individual Scores per Criterion (0–10) 

0 No finding No relevant anomaly detected. 

1–2 Weak finding Minor anomaly without substantial impact on balance. 

3–4 
Slight to moderate 
finding 

Recognizable tendency; low to moderate impact relevance. 

5 
Moderate finding 
with impact 

Relevant imbalance affecting the audience's opinion-forming potential. 

6 
Significant finding 
(threshold) 

Scores of 6 and above are classified as 'significant findings.' 

7 Significant finding Clear, well-documented imbalance with distinct impact relevance. 

8–9 Severe finding Pronounced imbalance; multiple documented individual findings in this criterion. 

10 Maximum severity Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion. 

 

Aggregated Deviation Index — Interpretation Ranges 

0.0 – 2.5 Unremarkable 
No significant patterns detected; broadcast meets the impartiality 
standard. 

2.6 – 4.0 Slight imbalance Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within tolerance range. 

4.1 – 6.0 Significant imbalance Multiple significant findings; relevant impairment of perspective diversity. 

6.1 – 8.0 

Serious deviation from 
the impartiality 
standard. High degree 
of deviation 

Pronounced, cross-broadcast patterns; high impact relevance. 

8.1 – 10 
Fundamental systemic 
one-sidedness. Very 
high bias degree 

Maximum severity across nearly all criteria; systematically one-sided 
reporting. 

 

Party-Political Bias (-5 to +5) 

-5 to -3 
Strongly 
disadvantaged 

Party is significantly underrepresented in framing, airtime, or 
presentation. 

-2 to -1 Slightly disadvantaged Recognizable but minor disadvantage. 

0 Neutral No detectable favoritism or disadvantage. 

+1 to +2 Slightly favored Recognizable but minor favoritism. 

+3 to +5 Strongly favored Party is significantly overrepresented in framing, airtime, or presentation. 

 

Legal and Methodological Notes 
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No factual 
determination 

The results presented do not constitute factual determinations about individual persons, 
editorial teams, or broadcasts. They are the product of a standardized operationalization, 
not a finding of individual responsibility. 

 

No legal judgment 

The aggregated deviation index does not replace a legal assessment under Ofcom 
Broadcasting Code. The determination of whether a specific broadcast violates legal 
requirements is exclusively the responsibility of the competent authorities (in particular 
Ofcom). 

 

No proof of 
causation 

Statistical correlations are not to be interpreted as proof of causal relationships or editorial 
intent. Deviation values may be influenced by topic selection, news environment, political 
controversy, or format logic. 

 

No judgment of 
intent 

The analysis measures observable structural characteristics of broadcasts. A score of 7 
means a significant imbalance was detected — not that the editorial team intended it. The 
methodology makes no claims about motives or strategic objectives. 

 

Heuristic 
comparison tool 

The index serves comparative pattern recognition across thousands of broadcasts, not 
precise metric measurement of individual segments. Threshold values serve heuristic 
orientation, not sharp legal qualification. 
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APPENDIX: NATIONAL BROADCASTING LAW 

 

Legal Framework United Kingdom — BBC 

Legislation 

•  BBC Royal Charter (2017, valid until 2027) 

•  Communications Act 2003 

•  Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

Relevant Provisions 

BBC Royal Charter 

•  Art. 5 (Public Purposes): Sustaining citizenship and civil society through the provision of impartial news and 
information to help people understand and engage with the world around them. 

•  Art. 6(4): The BBC must observe high standards of due impartiality. 

Communications Act 2003 

•  s.319(2)(c): News included in television and radio services is presented with due impartiality. 

•  s.320(1): Special impartiality requirements for matters of political controversy and matters relating to current public 
policy. 

Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

•  Section 5 (Due Impartiality): Due impartiality on matters of political or industrial controversy and matters relating to 
current public policy. "Due" means adequate or appropriate to the subject and nature of the programme. 

Core Obligations 

1. Due Impartiality: Not absolute equal treatment, but appropriate to the subject matter 

2. Due Accuracy: Adequate accuracy in reporting 

3. Editorial Independence: Independence from government and commercial interests 

Regulatory Authority 

•  Ofcom (Office of Communications): External regulator with sanctioning powers 

•  BBC Board: Internal governance 

Complaints Procedure 

1. BBC Complaints (internal, three-tier) 

2. Ofcom (external complaint after exhausting internal routes) 

3. Judicial Review (High Court) 
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Reports and Membership at SVFAB 

 

At SVFAB.ch you will find detailed reports and can also commission custom analyses for any broadcast (billed separately). 

To ensure the quality of our work, we depend on membership fees and donations. 

 

Contact and further information: 

www.SVFAB.ch  |  Kontakt@SVFAB.ch 

 

Bank details:  PostFinance – POFICHBE 

IBAN:  CH32 0900 0000 1675 6251 1 

Beneficiary:  SVFAB, Postfach, CH-8021 Zürich 1 
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The following books are available from SVFAB 

Orders via www.svfab.ch or kontakt@svfab.ch 

 

 

Unbalanced Reporting is the response to the halving initiative in 
Switzerland: Manipulation techniques are explained in detail, starting 
with the selection of staff and sourcesThen 15 principles are explained: 
omission, framing, temporal framing, guilt by association, 
emotionalisation, context removal and many more, illustrated with 
numerous examples. Additionally, it becomes apparent where we 
ourselves apply these techniques – fostering not only awareness but 
also empathy.  
Optionally the book comes with playing cards.  
Also available as an audiobook.  

  

 

The interview is not a conversation. It is a stage – and someone else 
has written the script. 
Those who don’t know this deliver material. Good quotes that get cut 
wrong. Correct statements that end up in the wrong context. Honest 
answers framed as confessions. 
This book is not a media criticism book. It is a toolbox – for everyone 
who faces a microphone and wants to know what to do about it. 7 
chapters. 7 tools: What an interview really is. The 7 most common 
traps. The three principles of sovereignty – anchoring, reframing, 
setting boundaries. Preparation in one hour. Body and voice. What to 
do when things go wrong. And what matters after the interview. 
For politicians, activists, entrepreneurs, whistleblowers – for everyone 
who is in the public eye and wants to understand how the game 
works. So they stop playing along – and start shaping it. 
In A5 format. Direct. For preparation, reference, follow-up and when 
difficulties arise 
 

 

You think you see the world.In reality you see the frame someone 
has placed around it. Framing is the oldest and most elegant 
manipulation technique in the world. It doesn’t change the facts – it 
changes what we make of the facts. How we feel. What we believe. 
How we decide. And it works – because we all play along. Every day. 
Unconsciously. You too. This book is not a dry textbook. It is a 
workbook – playful, direct, full of real-life examples. You don’t just 
learn how others frame you. You learn how you yourself frame – and 
how you can use it consciously and fairly. 
Because whoever understands framing sees the world more clearly. 
Hears news differently. Conducts conversations more confidently. 
And no longer so easily accepts a frame chosen by someone else. 
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With many exercises and concrete examples from politics, media and 
everyday life – and the occasional smile. 
Framing with style. Because the frame changes everything. 
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