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

OVERALL 5.9/10

SCORE Significant imbalance

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 O (far left) to 10 (far right).

Party Green SNP Lab Con Reform
CHES 1.85 2.90 3.50 4.60 7.30 8.80
Spectrum Left Left Left 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).

DI 6.8 / 10 Right-favoring

0 1 2 3 4+ s KM - & 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

Broadcast Data

« Title: BBC Panel Discussion — Brexit Referendum / Immigration Debate (untitled in transcript)

» Date (from filename): Not specified in transcript; internal evidence (Sarah Wollaston reference, referendum
context) places this circa May—June 2016

» Estimated Length: Approximately 4—5 minutes (transcript covers 00:00-04:40)
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» Presenter/Reporter: "David" (referenced at 02:22 — "David | think matters more than GDP") — likely David
Dimbleby or a BBC Question Time/debate host; "Eddie" also referenced (03:26)

* Guests/Interviewees:

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum

Nigel Farage Leader, UKIP; Brexit UKIP / Leave campaign 8.5 (far right, populist)
campaign figurehead

Unidentified Remain Remain campaign Unspecified / Remain Centre-left to centre
speaker ("Eddie" or similar) representative

Matt Dickinson Questioner (audience or Neutral/questioner N/A
journalist)

Note: The transcript does not provide full speaker identification. Attribution is inferred from content, rhetorical style,
and the reference to "Nigel" at 04:16 and "Nigel Farage" at 00:12. The Remain speaker is identified by their
arguments (EU migrant fiscal contribution, recession warning, personal background challenge to Farage).

Main Topic

A pre-Brexit referendum panel debate focusing on whether immigration should be the decisive factor in the
Leave/Remain vote, triggered by William Hague's statement that voters should not base their referendum decision on
immigration control.

World-View Context

The 2016 Brexit referendum was the most consequential constitutional vote in post-war British history, with the Leave
campaign making immigration control its central argument ("Take Back Control"). The Remain campaign countered
with economic risk arguments. William Hague's intervention — urging voters not to prioritise immigration —
represented an internal Conservative tension between pro-European Tories and the Eurosceptic wing. Farage's UKIP
had spent years making immigration the defining political issue, and polling consistently showed it as the top public
concern. The debate reflects a fundamental clash between economic-liberal and cultural-conservative worldviews on
national identity, sovereignty, and demographic change.

Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed?
[A] ADDRESSED

Timestamp: 02:31 — Quote: "between 2001 and 2011 uh EU migrants put in 20 billion into the EU economy they put
more in than they take out"

Assessment: Addressed briefly by the Remain speaker but with a factual error (should be "UK economy," not "EU
economy") and without depth.

[B] PARTIALLY ADDRESSED

Timestamp: 01:53 — Quote: "there are some reports that say we're slightly worse off economically with mass
immigration"

Assessment: Acknowledged by Farage but immediately subordinated to quality-of-life framing; no independent data
presented.

[C] ADDRESSED
Timestamp: 01:23 — Quote: "we have no control the only way we get control is to vote to leave the European Union"

Assessment: Sovereignty argument present but only from one side; no Remain rebuttal on democratic accountability
within EU structures.

[D] OMITTED

No social cohesion research, integration data, or community-level evidence presented at any point.
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[E] OMITTED

EU nationals already resident in the UK — their rights, uncertainty, and perspective — entirely absent.
[F] PARTIALLY ADDRESSED

Timestamp: 04:02 — Quote: "why do you want to stop people from the Commonwealth coming in"

Assessment: Raised as a personal challenge to Farage but not developed as a substantive policy discussion.
[G] PARTIALLY ADDRESSED

Timestamp: 00:02 — Quote: "yesterday William hag said that voters should not make their decision in the referendum
on the basis of controlling immigration"

Assessment: Hague's statement is the trigger but his reasoning is never explored; Farage immediately dismisses him
as having "sold out."

[H] PARTIALLY ADDRESSED

Timestamp: 03:15 — Quote: "we pull out we are going to go into recession”

Assessment: Recession claim made without citation; no independent forecasting body referenced.
[l OMITTED

No actual local authority data on school places, GP waiting times, or housing statistics presented; all claims are
anecdotal.

[J] OMITTED

No net migration figures, no breakdown of EU vs. non-EU migration, no historical trend data presented.
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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 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Expert 1: Nigel Farage (UKIP Leader / Leave Campaign)

Timestamp 00:13

*"immigration is the number one issue in British politics it has been for some years the opinion
polls are astonishing 77% of the British public want cuts to the numbers coming into Britain"*

Statement

Farage is a political campaigner, not an independent expert. He is the primary beneficiary of the
(T {1l immigration-as-decisive-issue framing. His claims are presented without fact-checking or
challenge from an independent source.

Missing An independent migration economist (e.g., from the Migration Advisory Committee or Oxford
(LI CITAYLII Migration Observatory) would have contextualised these claims.

Source Depth Check:
(a) FUNDING: UKIP / Leave.EU campaign funding. Direct financial and political interest in maximising immigration
salience.
Conflict of interest: Farage's entire political career and party's electoral viability depends on immigration being the
dominant issue.
(b) MANDATE: Explicitly partisan. Not compatible with neutral assessment.
(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: Farage is presented as a political leader making factual claims about public opinion and
economic impact. His assertions are not flagged as partisan; they are treated as statements of fact requiring rebuttal
rather than as campaign claims requiring independent verification.

Expert 2: Unidentified Remain Speaker

Timestamp 02:31

*"between 2001 and 2011 uh EU migrants put in 20 billion into the EU economy they put more in

Statement than they take out"

The speaker cites a specific figure but attributes it incorrectly ("EU economy" rather than "UK
(6 EELYI LT I economy" — likely referencing UCL/CREAM research). The error is not corrected by the
moderator.

Missing The UCL study being referenced (Dustmann & Frattini, 2014) should have been cited by name
(LTI CIAYI-I and its methodology explained.

Source Depth Check:
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(a) FUNDING: Remain campaign affiliation implied. Political interest in positive immigration framing.
(b) MANDATE: Partisan. Not compatible with neutral assessment.
(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: The speaker's factual error ("EU economy" vs. "UK economy") is not corrected, which
undermines the credibility of the only data-based counter-argument in the segment.

Missing Expert Groups:

* Independent migration economist (Migration Advisory Committee, Oxford Migration Observatory)
* NHS workforce analyst
* Independent constitutional lawyer on sovereignty claims

Source Credibility Overview:

Source

Nigel Farage (UKIP

Leader / Leave -2 -1 0 +2 -1 -2 -4 YELLOW
Campaign)

Unidentified Remain 2 A 0 +1 +1 1 2 YELLOW
Speaker

Summary (Matrix Result):

» Farage: YELLOW (-4) — Partisan source, no independent verification, presented as factual authority
* Remain speaker: YELLOW (-2) — Partisan source, data cited with attribution error, uncorrected
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check)

Source 1: Unnamed polling data

00:37 — Statement: *"the opinion polls are astonishing 77% of the British public want cuts"*

(a) Funding and governance: Source not identified. Cannot assess.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Polling on immigration is highly sensitive to question wording; without source
identification, the figure cannot be verified or contextualised.

(c) Missing counter-source: Migration Observatory (Oxford), British Social Attitudes Survey, or Ipsos MORI data
with full question wording would have provided context.

No source identification = cannot be treated as verified data.

Source 2: Sarah Wollaston's defection

. 02:49 — Statement: *"Sarah Williston she exited the brexit campaign today because she said that
Timestamp ) . Y . -
the figures that are coming out from uh the brexit side are coming out false
(a) Funding: Wollaston is a Conservative MP and GP; her statement is a political act.

(b) Conflict of interest: Her defection is newsworthy but her specific objections (the £350m/week NHS claim) are
not examined.

(c) Missing counter-source: The Leave campaign's response to Wollaston's specific objections is not presented.

Source 3: UCL/CREAM fiscal contribution study (misattributed)

02:31 — Statement: *"EU migrants put in 20 billion into the EU economy"*

(a) Funding: The Dustmann & Frattini (2014) study was UCL-based academic research, publicly funded.

(b) Conflict of interest: None structural, but the misattribution ("EU economy" vs. "UK economy") and lack of
citation prevent viewers from verifying the claim.

(c) Missing counter-source: The Migration Advisory Committee's concurrent work on migration impacts would
have provided balance.

CREDIBILITY MATRIX for UCL study (as cited):

Source Credibility Overview:

UCL/CREAM fiscal
contribution study +2 +1 +2 +1 +2 +1 +9 GREEN
(misattributed)

Summary: No source in the broadcast is properly cited with sufficient detail for independent verification. The one
academically credible source (the UCL fiscal study) is misattributed. The polling data is entirely unsourced. The
overall source quality is poor and asymmetrically serves the Leave narrative.
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 510

1 2 3 4 5

Estimated speaking time:
» Nigel Farage (Leave): approximately 2 min. 30 sec. (approx. 55%)
* Remain speaker: approximately 1 min. 30 sec. (approx. 33%)
* Presenter interventions: approximately 30 sec. (approx. 11%)
+ Matt Dickinson (questioner): approximately 5 sec. (approx. 1%)

Note: These are estimates from transcript word count and pacing; precise timing requires audio.

Summary: Farage receives substantially more speaking time than the Remain speaker, approximately 556% vs.
33%. While some imbalance is expected given Farage's more assertive speaking style, the gap is significant
enough to give the Leave position greater opportunity for elaboration. The moderator does not appear to actively
rebalance speaking time.

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 8



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

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

R\P

4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Omission 1:

Net migration figures under the Conservative government (2010-2016) — which had promised to

(S reduce net migration to "tens of thousands" and repeatedly failed to do so — are entirely absent.

Relevant at: 00:30 (immigration as "number one issue")

The omission prevents viewers from understanding that the government making the "control"
promise had already had six years to deliver it and failed. This would have complicated the Leave
argument that EU membership was the primary obstacle to control.

Omission 2:

The composition of net migration — the fact that non-EU migration (which the UK government

CEE already fully controlled) consistently exceeded EU migration — is never mentioned.

Relevant at: 01:23 — "the only way we get control is to vote to leave the European Union"

The omission allows the claim that leaving the EU would "give control" to stand unchallenged,
when in fact the majority of net migration was already within government control and was not
being reduced.

Omission 3:

Sarah Wollaston's actual stated reasons for leaving the Leave campaign are mentioned (02:49)
Context but her specific objection — that the £350 million/week NHS claim was false — is not developed
or fact-checked.

Relevant at: 02:49 — "she said that the figures that are coming out from uh the brexit side are coming out false"

A significant defection from the Leave campaign on grounds of deliberate misinformation is
reduced to a passing reference without examination of which specific claims were false.

Summary: The three most significant omissions all serve to protect the Leave campaign's central argument (EU
membership = loss of immigration control) from empirical challenge. The absence of net migration composition
data is particularly consequential, as it was the single most important factual context for evaluating the "control”
claim.

Missing Voices

* Independent economist: Would have provided peer-reviewed data on fiscal impact of EU migration, wage effects,
and GDP modelling

* NHS workforce analyst: Would have contextualised the claim that immigration strains GP services against the
reality of NHS dependency on migrant staff

* Local authority representative: Would have provided actual data on school places and housing pressure rather
than anecdotal assertion
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* EU national resident in UK: Would have represented the 3+ million people whose lives were directly at stake in this
vote

+ Constitutional lawyer: Would have addressed the sovereignty argument with precision regarding what "control"
actually means legally

» William Hague or his representative: The person whose statement triggered the entire discussion was not present
to defend or explain his position

Independent migration researcher: Would have provided peer-reviewed evidence on integration, social cohesion,
and long-term demographic modelling

« Commonwealth diaspora representative: Would have addressed the asymmetry between EU free movement and
Commonwealth immigration restrictions with lived experience
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

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

Finding 1:

Statistic: "77% of the British public want cuts to the numbers coming into Britain and over half the voters want a
reduction to near zero"

(1) Source of polling not cited. (2) Question wording not provided — "want cuts" is a very different
question from "want near zero." (3) No distinction between EU and non-EU migration preferences.
(4) No comparison with polling on economic priorities or NHS priorities.

Missing
context

The two statistics are presented as a single escalating consensus, implying that near-zero
Effect immigration is a mainstream majority position, when the "near zero" figure likely reflects a much
smaller and more extreme subset.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 02:31
Statistic: "between 2001 and 2011 uh EU migrants put in 20 billion into the EU economy"

(1) The figure should read "UK economy" not "EU economy" — this is a factual error, likely
Missing misremembering the Dustmann & Frattini (2014) UCL/CREAM study. (2) The £20bn figure refers
context to net fiscal contribution over a decade, not annual contribution. (3) No source cited. (4) The error
is not corrected.

The only data-based counter-argument in the segment contains a factual error that undermines its

Effect credibility and is not corrected by the moderator.

Finding 3:

Timestamp 04:28
Statistic: "our population from an immigrant family will be 80 Million by 2040"

(1) No source cited. (2) "From an immigrant family" is an undefined category — does it mean first
Missing generation, second generation, any ancestry? (3) UK population projections from the ONS at the
context time showed figures in the 70-74 million range by 2039, not 80 million. (4) The phrase "from an
immigrant family" is doing significant definitional work that is never examined.

An unsourced, likely inflated population projection is used to create urgency and alarm without any
methodological basis being provided.

Effect

Summary: All three numerical claims in the broadcast are either unsourced, misattributed, or presented without
essential context. The pattern consistently serves to amplify Leave concerns (77%, 80 million) while the one
Remain data point contains an uncorrected factual error.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4/10

1 2 3 4

Association 1:

Timestamp 00:13

Quote *"appears to have really rather sold out"

Technique: William Hague is associated with the concept of political betrayal and self-interest ("sold out") without
evidence of what personal benefit he would gain from this position.

Hague's argument is pre-discredited by association with the concept of political corruption before it
is examined.

Association 2:

Timestamp 03:39

* 1,

'vou are from an immigrant family and you're married to an immigrant why are you so against
immigration™

Technique: Farage is implicitly associated with hypocrisy and self-contradiction by linking his personal biography to
his policy position. The implication is that his anti-immigration stance is morally illegitimate given his family
background.

This is a form of ad hominem that substitutes biographical detail for policy argument. It implies that
only people without immigrant connections can legitimately advocate for immigration control — a
logical fallacy.

For Farage, who is implicitly framed as holding an extreme or hypocritical position:
SOURCE CHECK:

* Does Farage work with verifiable primary sources? PARTIALLY — he cites polling data (though selectively)

+ Are his core claims falsifiable? YES — his claims about polling figures and quality-of-life impacts are empirically
testable

RISK MATRIX:
* What has Farage lost through his position? Mainstream political acceptance, media credibility with centrist outlets,
cross-party alliances
* What does he gain? UKIP electoral support, media profile, Leave campaign prominence
* Net: Gain > Loss in short term; long-term reputational risk significant
TONALITY: Emotionally charged but not apocalyptic; mixes data with appeals to lived experience; does not claim
conspiracy

RESULT CATEGORY: B — Borderline case (some claims supported by data, some speculative; policy positions are
legitimate political positions even if contested)

Summary: The guilt-by-association techniques in this broadcast are moderate. The most significant instance is the
personal attack on Farage's family background (03:39), which attempts to delegitimise his policy position through
biographical association rather than argument. Hague's "sold out" framing is a secondary instance.
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7. TIMING 510

1 2 3 4 5

Finding 1:

Position: 00:00-00:35 (Opening)

Content: The broadcast opens with Farage's characterisation of Hague as having "sold out" and immediately pivots
to the 77% polling figure.

Timing effect: The opening establishes the Leave/immigration frame before any alternative framing is possible. The
first 35 seconds set the terms of the entire debate: immigration is the decisive issue, public opinion is

overwhelmingly on the Leave side, and those who disagree have "sold out." This is the most psychologically
impactful position in any broadcast.

Finding 2:

Position: 04:16 (End)

Content: "Nigel you told your followers to bully people to vote for you"

Timing effect: The personal accusation against Farage is placed at the end of the segment, leaving viewers with a
negative personal impression of Farage as the final note. However, this is partially counterbalanced by the fact that

Farage's population projection (04:28) is also near the end, leaving an alarming statistic as a competing final
impression.

Summary: The opening frames the debate on Leave terms; the closing introduces a personal attack on Farage.
The net timing effect is mixed, with the opening being more consequential than the closing.
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SN

8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 510

1 2 3 4 5

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

Methodological principle (v2.7): The trigger event must be documented before any assessment. A reaction can
only be rated as selective if comparable trigger events with other positions produced no analogous reaction.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 04:16

Trigger event: Farage continues to dominate the discussion and makes the 80 million population projection.
Reaction: "Nigel you told your followers to bully people to vote for you this is not the right attitude for you to have"

At 03:39, the Remain speaker makes a personal attack on Farage's family background and
Comparison marriage (*"you are from an immigrant family and you're married to an immigrant"*) — no
equivalent rebuke is recorded.

Asymmetry: Supported. The moderator expresses personal disapproval of Farage's conduct but does not express
equivalent disapproval of the Remain speaker's personal attack on Farage's ancestry. The trigger events are
comparable (both involve personal rather than policy-based argumentation) but the reactions are asymmetric.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 02:31
Trigger event: The Remain speaker misattributes a fiscal contribution figure ("EU economy" instead of "UK
economy").
Reaction: No correction or challenge from the moderator.

Comparison At 01:44, the moderator challenges Farage on a prior statement about economic trade-offs.

Asymmetry: Supported. A factual error by the Remain speaker passes without challenge; a prior statement by
Farage is actively challenged. The trigger events (factual claims requiring scrutiny) are comparable but the reactions
are asymmetric.

Summary: Selective outrage is present at a moderate level. The moderator's personal rebuke of Farage (04:16)
without equivalent response to the Remain speaker's personal attack (03:39) is the clearest instance. The pattern
is consistent with the broader asymmetry in scrutiny identified across multiple criteria.
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9. COMPLETENESS 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

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 genuine balance:
[A] Economic case for immigration: fiscal contributions, labour market gaps, NHS staffing dependency
[B] Economic case against high immigration: wage suppression for low-income workers, housing demand pressure

[C] Sovereignty and democratic control argument: the principle of parliamentary control over borders, independent
of economic outcomes

[D] Social cohesion research: evidence on integration timelines, community impact, second-generation outcomes
[E] EU citizens' perspective: rights of EU nationals already resident in the UK facing uncertainty

[F] Commonwealth immigration context: the asymmetry between EU free movement and Commonwealth
restrictions

[G] William Hague's actual argument in full: why a senior Eurosceptic urged voters to look beyond immigration
[H] Independent economic forecasting: Treasury, IFS, and independent assessments of Brexit economic impact
[1] Local government perspective: actual data on school places, GP capacity, housing — not anecdotal

[J] Historical immigration data: net migration figures, composition, trends under successive governments
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING

1

Finding 1:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 2:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 3:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic
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00:13

*"this was the hag who of course was the great euroskeptic leader of the conservative party who
fought against the Euro who railed against European integration and appears to have really rather
sold out™

Hague's position is framed not as a considered argument but as personal betrayal ("sold out").
The word "sold out" implies corruption or cowardice rather than a reasoned change of emphasis.

Viewers are primed to dismiss Hague's argument before it is examined. The framing forecloses
the possibility that a Eurosceptic might have legitimate reasons to separate the immigration
question from the referendum question.

01:01

*"that's why it's the number one issue and | think that the reason in this referendum why we have
to talk about this"*

The framing presents immigration as not merely important but as the definitionally correct lens
through which the referendum must be understood. The phrase "we have to talk about this"
positions any attempt to discuss other factors as evasion.

This frames the entire referendum as an immigration vote, marginalising economic, constitutional,
and geopolitical dimensions that were equally central to the public debate.

00:37

*"the opinion polls are astonishing 77% of the British public want cuts to the numbers coming into
Britain and over half the voters want a reduction to near zero"

Public opinion polling is used to frame immigration concern as near-universal and extreme, with
"near zero" presented as a mainstream position. The framing implies that any policy short of near-
zero immigration is a betrayal of democratic will.

Polling on immigration is highly sensitive to question wording; "want cuts" and "want near zero"
are very different positions. Presenting both as part of the same overwhelming consensus
conflates moderate concern with extreme preference.
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Summary: The broadcast is framed almost entirely through the Leave/immigration-control lens from the outset.
The opening question, the first substantive response, and the statistical claims all establish immigration restriction
as the natural, common-sense position, with Remain arguments positioned as defensive responses to this frame.
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11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY
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Finding 1:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 2:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 3:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Summary: The language throughout favours Leave framing ("mass immigration,

Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung
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710
3 4 5 6 7

00:24
*"appears to have really rather sold out"*

"Sold out" carries connotations of corruption, betrayal for personal gain, and abandonment of
principle. It is a morally loaded phrase applied to a political figure who has not been given the
opportunity to respond.

Neutral alternative would be: "appears to have changed his emphasis" or "has taken a different
position on this question." The loaded language pre-judges Hague's motives.

01:55

*1

'mass immigration

"

"Mass immigration" is a politically charged term used by the Leave campaign. It implies an
uncontrolled, overwhelming influx rather than the neutral "high levels of immigration" or "net
migration figures."

The term "mass immigration" was a deliberate rhetorical choice by the Leave campaign. Its
unchallenged use by the moderator or other speakers normalises Leave framing as the default
descriptive language.

03:15

*"brexit is almost an anagram of recession if you put two s's into the word brexit it's brex session
they almost designed it that way"

The Remain speaker uses a wordplay device ("brexession") that trivialises the economic
argument. While intended as rhetorical, it reduces a serious economic forecast to a pun.

This weakens the Remain economic case by making it sound frivolous, potentially undermining
the credibility of the speaker making the most substantive counter-argument in the segment.

"n

'sold out," "no control") while the

Remain speaker's most memorable contribution is a pun, creating an asymmetry in rhetorical seriousness that
disadvantages the Remain position.
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/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung
12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Methodological principle (v2.7): The trigger event must be documented before any assessment. An intervention
can only be rated as asymmetric if comparable trigger events with other guests produced no analogous
intervention.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 04:16
Trigger event: Farage continues speaking over other panellists, dominating the discussion.

Quote *"Nigel you told your followers to bully people to vote for you this is not the right attitude for you to
(moderator) have"*

The Remain speaker also speaks over Farage at multiple points (03:26—04:00) without receiving a

Comparison
P comparable personal rebuke.

Asymmetry: Partially supported. The moderator's intervention at 04:16 is directed specifically at Farage and
includes a personal character accusation ("bully people") rather than a neutral call for order. The Remain speaker's
interruptions do not generate an equivalent personal rebuke. However, Farage's behaviour at this point appears
more persistent, so the asymmetry is present but not conclusively disproportionate without full audio.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 03:39

Trigger event: The Remain speaker makes a personal argument about Farage's immigrant family background: "you
are from an immigrant family and you're married to an immigrant why are you so against immigration"

Quote No recorded intervention to redirect or challenge this personal line of attack.
(moderator)

When Farage makes policy arguments, the moderator intervenes (04:16). When the Remain

R speaker makes a personal attack on Farage's family background, no intervention is recorded.

Asymmetry: Supported. The personal attack on Farage's ancestry and marriage (03:39-04:01) is a rhetorical
technique that substitutes personal biography for policy argument. The absence of moderator intervention here,
contrasted with the personal rebuke directed at Farage at 04:16, suggests asymmetric treatment.

Finding 3:

Timestamp 01:44

Trigger event: Presenter challenges Farage on his earlier statement that economic costs of leaving were acceptable
if immigration was controlled.

Quote *"that and that's why you said it didn't matter if we weren't slightly richer by leaving as long as we
(moderator) cut immigration™*

No equivalent challenge is directed at the Remain speaker regarding the recession claim (03:15)
or the misattributed £20bn figure (02:31).

Asymmetry: Supported. Farage is challenged on a prior statement; the Remain speaker's factual error and
unsubstantiated recession claim are not challenged. This represents an asymmetry in evidential scrutiny.
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Summary: The moderation shows a pattern of greater scrutiny directed at Farage's factual claims and personal
conduct, while the Remain speaker's factual error, unsubstantiated recession claim, and personal attack on
Farage's family background pass without equivalent challenge. The asymmetry is moderate but consistent.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Asymmetry 1:

To Farage, 01:44: "that's why you said it didn't matter if we weren't slightly richer by leaving as long as we cut

immigration" — Hard/challenging — holds Farage to a prior statement, implying he prioritised immigration over
economic wellbeing.

To Remain speaker, no equivalent: The Remain speaker's claim that Brexit would cause recession (03:15) and the
misattributed £20bn figure (02:31) are not challenged with equivalent rigour.

. Farage is held accountable for a prior statement; the Remain speaker is not held accountable for a
Comparison X .
factual error or an unsubstantiated economic forecast.

Asymmetry 2:

To Farage, 04:16: "Nigel you told your followers to bully people to vote for you" — Personal/accusatory —
introduces a character accusation mid-debate.

To Remain speaker: No equivalent personal challenge is recorded despite the Remain speaker making a personal
attack on Farage's family background (03:39).

. Personal accountability is applied asymmetrically — Farage receives a character challenge; the
Comparison .
Remain speaker does not.

Summary: Questions directed at Farage are harder and more personal than those directed at the Remain

speaker. The Remain speaker's factual errors and personal attacks pass without equivalent scrutiny, creating a
pattern of asymmetric accountability.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10

1 2 3

Finding 1:

Timestamp Throughout

Construct: The debate is structured as a two-sided exchange (Leave vs. Remain) implying equal evidential standing
for both positions.

This is not a case of false balance in the traditional sense (presenting a fringe view as equivalent
to consensus). Both Leave and Remain were legitimate political positions with substantial public
support. However, the debate format creates a false equivalence between Farage's unsourced
claims and the Remain speaker's partially sourced claims, treating both as equally valid without
independent fact-checking. The absence of any independent expert or moderating data source
means the format implicitly treats political assertion as equivalent to evidence.

Analysis

Summary: False balance in the strict sense (fringe vs. consensus) is not present, as both positions had genuine
public support. However, the debate format creates a false equivalence between assertion and evidence by
treating all claims as equally valid without independent verification. Score of 3 reflects this structural issue rather
than a deliberate false balance technique.
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 710
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Finding 1:

Agenda element set: Immigration is the decisive issue in the referendum — this is treated as self-evident from the
first sentence.

: 00:30 — Evidence: *"immigration is the number one issue in British politics it has been for some
Timestamp years™

Alternative agenda: The referendum was also about constitutional sovereignty, trade relationships, financial
regulation, agricultural policy, and the long-term geopolitical orientation of the UK. None of these appear on the
agenda.

Finding 2:

Agenda element set: The question of whether to leave the EU is treated as primarily a question of immigration
control.

Timestamp 01:23 — Evidence: *"the only way we get control is to vote to leave the European Union"*

Alternative agenda: The relationship between EU membership and immigration control is empirically complex (non-
EU migration was already fully controlled and exceeded EU migration). This complexity is entirely off the agenda.

Finding 3:

Agenda element set: Public concern about immigration is treated as a legitimate and sufficient basis for a
constitutional decision, without examination of whether the proposed remedy (leaving the EU) would actually
address the concern.

00:45 — Evidence: *"over half the voters want a reduction to near zero"*

Alternative agenda: Whether leaving the EU would actually reduce immigration to the levels implied is never
examined. The government's own post-Brexit immigration figures (which subsequently rose) would have been
relevant context.

Summary: The agenda is set almost entirely by the Leave campaign's framing: immigration is the issue, EU
membership is the cause, leaving is the solution. Alternative framings of the referendum — constitutional,
economic, geopolitical — are entirely absent from the agenda, and the empirical relationship between EU
membership and immigration levels is never examined.
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CHAPTER 2 — OVERALL EVALUATION

Results

Dominant Techniques

The 3 strongest techniques in this broadcast:

1. Agenda-Setting (Score 7): The broadcast establishes immigration as the only legitimate lens through which the
referendum should be decided, treating this as self-evident rather than as one of many valid framings. The absence
of economic, constitutional, and geopolitical dimensions from the agenda is not accidental — it reflects the Leave
campaign's strategic interest in keeping the debate on immigration terrain where their polling advantage was
strongest.

2. Selective Omission (Score 8): The single most important factual context — that non-EU migration (fully within
government control) consistently exceeded EU migration — is entirely absent. This omission allows the claim that
"the only way we get control is to vote to leave" to stand unchallenged, when the empirical record showed that the
government already had control over the majority of net migration and was not using it.

3. Expert Selection (Score 8): The absence of any independent expert — migration economist, constitutional
lawyer, NHS workforce analyst — means the entire debate is conducted between two partisan campaigners. This
structural choice ensures that factual errors go uncorrected, unsourced claims go unverified, and the debate
generates rhetorical heat rather than evidential light.

Core Messages of the Broadcast

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "Immigration is the decisive issue in the Brexit referendum, and only leaving the EU
will give Britain control over its borders."

Technique: Agenda-setting + framing — Farage establishes this in the opening 90 seconds and it is never
successfully challenged.

Evidence: 00:30, 01:23

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "Those who argue against making immigration the central issue — including former
Eurosceptics like Hague — have betrayed the British public."

Technique: Guilt by association + loaded language ("sold out") — Evidence: 00:13, 00:24

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "The quality of life of ordinary British people — their children's schools, their GP access,
their housing — is being damaged by current immigration levels, and this matters more than economic statistics."

Technique: Emotional framing + selective omission of counter-evidence — Evidence: 00:48, 02:03

Manipulation Level Classification

Justification: The broadcast scores 5.9/10 on manipulation criteria and 3.0/10 on completeness, yielding a combined
score of 5.0/10. The dominant pattern is structural rather than overtly partisan: the debate format, guest selection, and
agenda-setting collectively ensure that the Leave/immigration frame dominates without requiring explicit editorial
intervention. The absence of independent experts, the failure to correct factual errors, the omission of the most
important contextual data (non-EU migration composition), and the asymmetric moderation all point to a broadcast
that falls short of the BBC Charter Art. 6 requirement for "due impartiality." The imbalance is not extreme but is
consistent and consequential given the constitutional significance of the referendum.

CONCLUSION

This broadcast segment fails to meet the BBC Charter Art. 6 standard of due impartiality in its coverage of the Brexit
referendum immigration debate. The structural choices — two partisan campaigners without independent expert input,
no fact-checking mechanism, no citation of primary sources, and an agenda set entirely by Leave campaign framing
— ensure that the most important factual context (the composition of net migration and the government's existing
control over non-EU immigration) never reaches the viewer. The moderation shows a consistent pattern of greater
scrutiny directed at the Leave speaker's conduct while the Remain speaker's factual errors and personal attacks pass
without equivalent challenge, creating an asymmetry that partially counterbalances the Leave-dominant framing but
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does not constitute genuine impartiality. The combined score of 5.0/10 places this broadcast in the "clear one-
sidedness" category, primarily driven by omission and agenda-setting rather than overt advocacy. For a topic of this
constitutional magnitude — a once-in-a-generation vote — the BBC's obligation under Art. 6 required a substantially
higher standard of evidential rigour, expert diversity, and factual verification than this segment demonstrates.
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CHAPTER 3 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS

Broadcast Representation vs. Programme Position

Conservative -1 00:13 "appears to have really rather sold out" — Programme position: Eurosceptic
wing supported Leave; pro-European wing supported Remain. Hague's Remain-
leaning statement is characterised as betrayal without examination of the internal
Conservative debate — partially distorted.

Labour 0 Not mentioned in the segment. Score reflects absence.
Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned in the segment. Score reflects absence.
SNP 0 Not mentioned in the segment. Score reflects absence.
Reform UK N/A Reform UK did not exist in 2016; UKIP (Farage's party) is the relevant vehicle.

UKIP's immigration position is represented accurately in substance, though without
independent verification of claims. Score: +1 (position represented, though

uncritically).
Green 0 Not mentioned in the segment. Score reflects absence.
UKIP (2016) +1 Farage's core position — immigration control as the decisive referendum issue — is

represented accurately and given substantial airtime without effective challenge.

Note: This broadcast predates the current party configuration. The relevant political actors are the 2016 Leave
campaign (Farage/UKIP) and the Remain campaign (unidentified speaker).

Party Bias Summary

* Most accurate representation: UKIP/Leave position (Score +1) — Farage's arguments are presented fully and at
length

» Strongest distortion: Conservative Party (Score -1) — Hague's position is characterised as betrayal without
examination

+ Average deviation from 0: 0.4

» Conclusion: The broadcast's party-political bias is primarily structural rather than partisan in the traditional sense.
The Leave/UKIP position receives more airtime, more sympathetic framing, and less factual scrutiny than the
Remain position. However, the Remain speaker also receives a personal platform without equivalent scrutiny of
their claims. The net effect is a broadcast that serves the Leave campaign's strategic interest in making
immigration the decisive issue, without this being the result of explicit pro-UKIP editorial intent.
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CHAPTER 4 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6)

Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6

Violation 1:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Agreement Clause 55 (Due Impartiality)

Facts: The broadcast presents a debate on a referendum question of constitutional significance without any
independent expert input, without fact-checking of specific numerical claims, and without correction of a demonstrable
factual error (the misattribution of the £20bn fiscal contribution figure at 02:31).

Evidence: Timestamp 02:31 — Quote: "EU migrants put in 20 billion into the EU economy" — The figure should read
"UK economy"; the error is not corrected.

Assessment: The BBC's due impartiality obligation requires not merely that opposing views be represented but that
factual claims be subject to verification. The failure to correct a factual error that supports the Remain case — while
challenging Farage's prior statements — creates an asymmetry that falls below the due impartiality standard.

Violation 2:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.7 (Undue Prominence)

Facts: The Leave/immigration frame is established in the opening 35 seconds and is never successfully displaced.
The agenda is set by Farage's framing and the Remain speaker responds within that frame throughout. The structural
choice to conduct a referendum debate without independent expert input gives undue prominence to the Leave
campaign's strategic framing of the referendum as primarily an immigration question.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:30 — Quote: "immigration is the number one issue in British politics" — This claim is treated
as self-evident and is never challenged by an independent source.

Assessment: For a referendum of this constitutional significance, the BBC's due impartiality obligation required a
broader range of perspectives and independent evidential input than a two-person partisan debate provides. The
structural choice to limit the segment to two campaigners gives undue prominence to the immigration frame at the
expense of economic, constitutional, and geopolitical dimensions.

Violation 3:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4 (Accuracy)

Facts: The 80 million population projection (04:28) is presented without source citation, without methodological basis,
and without challenge. ONS projections at the time showed figures significantly lower than 80 million by 2040. The
claim is allowed to stand as the near-final statement of the segment.

Evidence: Timestamp 04:28 — Quote: "our population from an immigrant family will be 80 Million by 2040" — No
source, no challenge, no correction.

Assessment: The BBC's accuracy obligation requires that specific factual claims — particularly alarming statistical
projections — be subject to verification or at minimum flagged as unverified. Allowing an unsourced and likely inflated
population projection to stand as a closing claim violates the accuracy standard.

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Art. 6

This broadcast segment falls below the BBC Charter Art. 6 standard of due impartiality and accuracy in three
identifiable respects: the failure to correct a factual error in the Remain speaker's fiscal contribution claim; the
structural choice to conduct a constitutionally significant referendum debate without independent expert input, giving
undue prominence to the Leave campaign's immigration framing; and the failure to challenge or source an alarming
population projection presented as a near-closing claim. The violations are structural rather than overtly partisan —
they result from format choices (two campaigners, no independent expert, no fact-checking mechanism) rather than
explicit editorial direction. However, the BBC's due impartiality obligation applies to structural choices as well as
explicit editorial decisions, and the cumulative effect of these choices is a broadcast that serves the Leave campaign's
strategic interest in making immigration the decisive referendum issue without the evidential rigour that the BBC
Charter requires.
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SOURCE DEPTH CHECK (Mandatory for all cited expert bodies / NGOs / advisory bodies)
Source 1: Unnamed polling data (00:37)

1. FUNDING: Not identified. Cannot assess.
2. MANDATE: Not identified. Cannot assess compatibility with neutral assessment.
3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Without source identification, conflict of interest cannot be assessed. The claim is
made by a partisan campaigner (Farage) with direct interest in maximising the salience of immigration concern.
4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

D1 Conflict of interest: -2 — Cited by partisan source with direct interest

D2 Personal risk: -2 — No personal risk to Farage if figure is inaccurate

D3 Subject competence: -1 — No methodological information provided

D4 Opinion consistency: 0 — Cannot assess

D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: -1 — Presented to maximise emotional impact ("astonishing")

D6 Source level: -2 — No primary source identified

TOTAL: -8 — SOURCE SIGNAL: RED
5. COUNTER-SOURCE: British Social Attitudes Survey, Ipsos MORI immigration tracker, or Migration Observatory
polling analysis would have provided context and methodological transparency.

Source 2: UCL/CREAM fiscal contribution study (02:31, misattributed)

1. FUNDING: UCL — publicly funded academic institution. No direct political funding.
2. MANDATE: Academic research on migration economics. Compatible with neutral assessment.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: None structural. The study (Dustmann & Frattini, 2014) is peer-reviewed academic
research.
4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX:
D1 Conflict of interest: +2 — Academic, no political funding
D2 Personal risk: +2 — Academic reputation at stake
D3 Subject competence: +2 — Specialist migration economics
D4 Opinion consistency: +1 — Consistent with broader fiscal impact literature
D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: +2 — Data-based methodology
D6 Source level: +2 — Primary peer-reviewed research
TOTAL: +11 — SOURCE SIGNAL: GREEN — but the misattribution in the broadcast ("EU economy" vs. "UK
economy") and absence of citation degrade the effective credibility to YELLOW
5. COUNTER-SOURCE: Migration Advisory Committee concurrent work; Robert Rowthorn's critique of fiscal impact
methodology would have provided balance.

Source 3: Sarah Wollaston's defection statement (02:49)

1. FUNDING: Conservative MP; publicly funded position. No external funding relevant.
2. MANDATE: Political statement, not expert testimony. Not compatible with neutral assessment.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Wollaston had a direct political interest in the Remain outcome following her
defection. Her statement is a political act, not an independent expert assessment.
4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

D1 Conflict of interest: -1 — Recent defector to Remain; political interest in validating her decision

D2 Personal risk: +2 — Significant political risk from defecting from Leave campaign

D3 Subject competence: +1 — GP background relevant to NHS claims specifically

D4 Opinion consistency: -1 — Recent change of position

D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: 0 — Mixed; specific objection to £350m claim is data-based

D6 Source level: 0 — Secondary (her characterisation of Leave figures, not primary data)

TOTAL: +1 — SOURCE SIGNAL: YELLOW
5. COUNTER-SOURCE: The Leave campaign's response to Wollaston's specific objections regarding the
£350m/week NHS claim is not presented, creating an asymmetry in the treatment of this defection.

Analysis completed under Methodology Version 2.7-detail. All trigger events documented per K6+K13
methodological principle. Asymmetry assessments based on comparable trigger events only. All quotes in original
broadcast language. Analysis language: English throughout.
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

No. Criterion ‘ Score Rating
1 EXPERT SELECTION 8 YY)
2 SOURCE SELECTION 7 YY)
3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 5 eoe
4  OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8 YY)
5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 6 eoe
6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4 '
7  TIMING 5 eoe
8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 5 eoe
9 COMPLETENESS 7 YY)
10 FRAMING 7 YYY)
11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 7 YYY)
12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 6 eoe
13  QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6 eoe
14 FALSE BALANCE 3 '
15 AGENDA-SETTING 7 (XYY}

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 6.1/10 gﬁgg\ﬁ tils,;/iation from the impartiality standard. High degree
SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 5.8/10 Significant imbalance
OVERALL SCORE 5.9/10 Significant imbalance

Average of Hardfacts and Softfacts
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KEY — Score Definitions

Individual Scores per Criterion (0-10)

0 No finding

1-2

34

6 Significant finding

Weak finding

Slight to moderate
finding

Moderate finding
with impact

(threshold)

7 Significant finding

8-9

10 Maximum severity

Severe finding

No relevant anomaly detected.
Minor anomaly without substantial impact on balance.

Recognizable tendency; low to moderate impact relevance.

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

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

Clear, well-documented imbalance with distinct impact relevance.
Pronounced imbalance; multiple documented individual findings in this criterion.

Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion.

Aggregated Deviation Index — Interpretation Ranges

0.0-2.5
2.6-4.0
41-6.0
6.1-8.0
8.1-10

Unremarkable

Slight imbalance
Significant imbalance

Serious deviation from
the impartiality
standard. High degree
of deviation

Fundamental systemic
one-sidedness. Very
high bias degree

Party-Political Bias (-5 to +5)

No significant patterns detected; broadcast meets the impartiality
standard.

Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within tolerance range.
Multiple significant findings; relevant impairment of perspective diversity.

Pronounced, cross-broadcast patterns; high impact relevance.

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

-5to -3

-2 to -1
0
+1 to +2

+3 to +5

Strongly
disadvantaged

Slightly disadvantaged
Neutral

Slightly favored
Strongly favored

Legal and Methodological Notes

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

Recognizable but minor disadvantage.
No detectable favoritism or disadvantage.
Recognizable but minor favoritism.

Party is significantly overrepresented in framing, airtime, or presentation.
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No proof of
causation

No judgment of
intent

Heuristic
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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.

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).

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.

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.

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

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

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

* 5.319(2)(c): News included in television and radio services is presented with due impartiality.

» 5.320(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)

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 33



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

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

APPENDIX 2: SCIENTIFIC REFERENCES

References

Bennett, W. L. (1990). Toward a theory of press-state relations in the United States. Journal of Communication, 40(2), 103—125.

Berelson, B. (1952). Content analysis in communication research. Free Press.

Entman, R. M. (1993). Framing: Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm. Journal of Communication, 43(4), 51-58.

fég — Forschungszentrum Offentlichkeit und Gesellschaft (2024). Jahrbuch Qualitat der Medien 2024. Schwabe.

Gilardi, F., Alizadeh, M. & Kubli, M. (2023). ChatGPT outperforms crowd workers for text-annotation tasks. PNAS, 120(30).

lyengar, S. & Kinder, D. R. (1987). News that matters: Television and American opinion. University of Chicago Press.

Jolly, S. et al. (2022). Chapel Hill Expert Survey trend file, 1999-2019. Electoral Studies, 75, 102420.

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology (2nd ed.). Sage.

McCombs, M. E. & Shaw, D. L. (1972). The agenda-setting function of mass media. Public Opinion Quarterly, 36(2), 176—187.

Shoemaker, P. J. & Vos, T. P. (2009). Gatekeeping theory. Routledge.

SVFAB (2026). Methodenbericht v4.1: Zahlbare Kriterien und Multi-Modell-Kreuzvalidierung.

Tornberg, P. (2023). ChatGPT-4 outperforms experts and crowd workers in annotating political Twitter messages.
arXiv:2304.06588.

SVFAB Working Papers

Schlapfer, D. (2026). Systematic Al-Assisted Analysis of Public Broadcaster Impartiality: A Scalable Methodological Framework for
Measuring Structural Bias in Public Service Media. SSRN 6688478

Schlapfer, D. (2026). Measuring Editorial Noise: A Retrospective Suppression Index for Public Broadcasting Content Analysis.
SSRN 6733280

Schlapfer, D. (2026). Source Traffic Light: A Six-Dimensional Credibility Framework for Systematic Source Assessment in Public
Service Media. SSRN 6733880

David Schlépfer — ORCID: 0009-0000-5671-9266

SVFAB — Swiss Association for Balanced Reporting | P.O. Box, 8021 Zurich 1 | www.svfab.ch | kontakt@svfab.ch | Methods
Report March 2026 | Converter 3.3 (2026-05-14)

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 34


mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6688478
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6733280
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=6733880

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

N, Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung
X Associazione svizzera per un reporting equilibrato

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 Zrich 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
® ',.;::“_‘}"5 numerous examples. Additionally, it becomes apparent where we
- Unausgewogene‘ ourselves apply these techniques - fostering not only awareness but
Pl MEE 550 empathy.
I'S_t Optionally the book comes with playing cards.
; Also available as an audiobook.

¥
¢ ‘ \ RIEDEN
Elys

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. Itis 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.

S mif vielen Beispleler- = And no longer so easily accepts a frame chosen by someone else.
— David Schlapfer

Ein, praxisorientiertes Lehrbuch
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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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