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BBC DETAILED ANALYSIS 

case017_The Brexit effect： how leaving the EU hit the UK ｜ FT Film.en 

Broadcast: COMPLETE DETAIL ANALYSIS  |  Analyzed: 2026-05-11 18:56 

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

 

OVERALL 
SCORE 

7.3/10 
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) 2.9 / 10 Left-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: Untitled BBC Brexit Economic Impact Documentary (internal working title inferred: "The Brexit Effect") 

•  Date (from filename): Not specified in transcript; internal references to "mini budget" (Kwarteng, September 2022) 
and "last year" place production circa late 2022 / early 2023 

•  Estimated Length: Approximately 28 minutes (transcript runs 00:01–28:03) 

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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•  Presenter / Reporter: Not named in transcript; narrated documentary format with off-screen narrator voice 

•  Persons Interviewed (with function/party/affiliation): 

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum 

Danny Loughran Managing Director, Aston 
Chemicals (specialty 
chemical distributor) 

None stated / business Neutral-to-Remain leaning 
(by testimony) 

Kieran Towardy Founder, Hamster Organic 
Tea Company 

None stated / business Neutral-to-Remain leaning 
(by testimony) 

Rob & Vicky Co-founders, Little Star 
Jewelry (husband-and-wife 
team, est. 2017) 

None stated / business Neutral-to-Remain leaning 
(by testimony) 

Unnamed economist / 
analyst (voice 1) 

Economist / academic 
commentator (identity not 
given in transcript) 

Not stated Strongly Remain-aligned by 
content 

Unnamed economist / 
analyst (voice 2) 

Economist / academic 
commentator (identity not 
given in transcript) 

Not stated Strongly Remain-aligned by 
content 

Unnamed political 
commentator 

Political analyst / journalist 
(identity not given in 
transcript) 

Not stated Strongly Remain-aligned by 
content 

 

> Note: No pro-Leave voice, no Leave-voting business owner, no Leave-aligned economist, and no government 
spokesperson is identified or given speaking time in this documentary. 

Main Topic 

A single-perspective economic assessment of Brexit's impact on UK trade, investment, business operations, and living 
standards, presented as an evidence-based documentary. 

World-Knowledge Context 

Brexit — the United Kingdom's withdrawal from the European Union, formally completed on 31 January 2020 with the 
Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) entering into force on 1 January 2021 — remains one of the most contested 
political and economic decisions in modern British history. The economic debate is genuinely complex: mainstream 
economists broadly predicted negative trade effects, while Leave-aligned economists and politicians argued that 
regulatory freedom, new trade deals, and restored sovereignty would generate long-term gains. The OBR's 4% GDP 
reduction estimate is a central reference point but is itself contested in terms of methodology and counterfactual 
assumptions. The "mini budget" of September 2022 (Chancellor Kwasi Kwarteng) caused significant market 
turbulence but is disputed as a Brexit consequence versus a domestic fiscal policy failure. Both major parties — 
Labour and Conservative — had, by 2022–2023, adopted a "make Brexit work" posture, declining to advocate for 
rejoining the single market or customs union. The documentary was produced during a period of high inflation, energy 
crisis, and post-pandemic recovery, all of which complicate causal attribution of economic outcomes to Brexit 
specifically. 

Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed? 

[A] OMITTED 

Timestamp: Throughout — No timestamp available for a perspective that is entirely absent. 

Quote: No pro-Leave economic case is presented by any speaker. 

Assessment: The regulatory freedom and sovereignty dividend argument is mentioned only to be dismissed: "I don't 
understand anyone who says that deregulation is going to be a benefit to Industry" (13:34) — no proponent of this 
view is given airtime. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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[B] OMITTED 

Timestamp: 19:03–19:15 — Quote: "some businesses will win as a result of brexit businesses that can produce 
products for the UK Market that are now too complicated or too difficult to import from the EU" 

Assessment: Acknowledged in one sentence by a Remain-aligned commentator but no such business owner is 
interviewed; the acknowledgement is immediately qualified as not meaning "the UK economy is winning." 

[C] OMITTED 

Timestamp: 21:26–21:28 — Quote: "you have the creation of jobs like brexit opportunities Minister" 

Assessment: The government's position is referenced only mockingly (crown stamp on pint glasses, 22:00–22:05); no 
government spokesperson is interviewed or given a fair hearing. 

[D] OMITTED 

Timestamp: No timestamp — entirely absent. 

Assessment: No economist who disputes the OBR 4% figure, questions the counterfactual methodology, or argues for 
a more cautious causal attribution is featured. 

[E] PARTIALLY ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 11:14–11:27 — Quote: "plainly there's been a huge impact on the British economy caused by the covid 
pandemic equally the supply chain effects of the Ukraine war" 

Assessment: Acknowledged as a caveat but immediately subordinated to the Brexit narrative; no economist who 
argues COVID/energy are the primary drivers is given sustained airtime. 

[F] OMITTED 

Timestamp: 18:24–18:36 — Quote: "people who speak out against brexit are often decried as ramonas or romaniacs 
we're all being asked to accept something which in 2015 was only the official policy of the UK independence party" 

Assessment: Democratic legitimacy of the Leave vote is not treated as a valid ongoing consideration; the framing 
implies the vote was a mistake to be corrected. 

[G] OMITTED 

Timestamp: No timestamp — entirely absent. 

Assessment: No sector that has benefited from Brexit (fishing, domestic manufacturing, some financial services 
adaptations) is featured. 

[H] ANECDOTALLY ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 00:53–01:22 — Quote: "what we've ended up with through many years of back and forth has been pretty 
much the hardest least aligned version of brexit that you could get" 

Assessment: The "hard Brexit" choice is noted but the reasons why softer options were rejected (democratic mandate, 
ECJ jurisdiction, free movement) are not explored fairly. 

[I] OMITTED 

Timestamp: 16:52–17:00 — Quote: "it spans the government spans the labor party" 

Assessment: Labour's "make Brexit work" policy is mentioned only as evidence of a "conspiracy of silence," not as a 
substantive policy position worth examining. 

[J] OMITTED 

Timestamp: No timestamp — entirely absent. 

Assessment: No discussion of EU structural problems, Eurozone fragility, or long-term geopolitical arguments for UK 
independence from EU regulatory framework. 

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 10/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: Unnamed Economist/Analyst (Voice 1) 

Timestamp 01:52–02:23 (and throughout) 

Statement 

"we see it first of all in terms of the original vote to leave the EU that sent the pound down about 
10 against our trading partners... that raised inflation by about two to three percent so that simply 
made people poorer when it's been calculated that the immediate cost of that was about 870 
pounds per household" 

Classification 
Remain-aligned economist; identity withheld from viewers, preventing independent verification of 
credentials or track record. 

Missing countervoice: A Leave-aligned economist (e.g., Patrick Minford, Cardiff University; Julian Jessop, IEA) who 
would contest the causal chain and the counterfactual assumptions. 

 

Source Depth Check — Expert 1: 

(a) FUNDING: Identity not disclosed; institutional affiliation not stated. Cannot be verified. This is itself a 
transparency failure. 

(b) MANDATE: Unknown; no institutional context provided to assess compatibility with neutral assessment. 

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

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: The expert is presented as a neutral analytical voice despite clear Remain alignment. No 
disclosure of ideological position is made. This constitutes Technique 12 (source selection as framing). 

Expert 2: Unnamed Political Commentator 

Timestamp 16:52–18:22 (and throughout) 

Statement 
"there is a political conspiracy of Silence around brexit and the effects of brexit it spans the 
government spans the labor party... the truth is neither party can be honest about brexit" 

Classification Strongly Remain-aligned political commentator; identity withheld. 

Missing countervoice: A Leave-aligned political analyst who would contest the "conspiracy of silence" framing and 
argue that the political consensus reflects democratic respect for the referendum result. 

 

Source Depth Check — Expert 2: 

(a) FUNDING: Unknown; identity not disclosed. 

(b) MANDATE: Unknown. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: The "conspiracy of silence" framing is presented as political analysis but functions as 
advocacy. The claim that both parties are engaged in a conspiracy is a strong political assertion that goes 
unchallenged. 

Missing Expert Groups: 

•  Leave-aligned academic economist (e.g., Patrick Minford, Cardiff; Gerard Lyons, former Boris Johnson economic 
adviser) 

•  OBR or Bank of England representative to contextualise the 4% figure 

•  Trade economist specialising in counterfactual methodology 

 

Source Credibility Overview: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Signal 

Unnamed 
Economist/Analyst 
(Voice 1) 

-1 0 +1 0 0 -1 -1 YELLOW 

Unnamed Political 
Commentator 

-1 0 +1 0 -1 -1 -2 YELLOW 

 

Summary (Matrix Result): 

•  Expert 1 (unnamed economist): YELLOW — Remain-aligned, identity withheld, mix of data and advocacy 

•  Expert 2 (unnamed political commentator): YELLOW/borderline RED — Remain-aligned, "conspiracy" framing, no 
primary sources 

•  All three business owners: Remain-leaning by testimony; no Leave-voting business owner featured 

•  Overall: 100% of expert voices are Remain-aligned. Zero Leave-aligned expert voices are present. This is a 
complete failure of expert balance. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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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: London School of Economics (LSE) 

Timestamp 04:12–04:22 

Statement 
"the lse is calculated that the number of relationships between the UK and the EU fell by about a 
third in the first six months after the trading Corporation agreement came into Force" 

(a) Funding and governance: The LSE is a public research university, primarily funded through tuition fees, 
research grants, and endowments. It has a well-documented institutional culture that is broadly pro-European; its 
European Institute is explicitly oriented toward EU studies. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The LSE has significant institutional interests in EU research funding (Horizon 
programme), EU academic partnerships, and the free movement of researchers. These create structural incentives 
toward findings that support closer EU-UK relations. 

(c) Missing counterpoint: Research from Cardiff University's Patrick Minford or the IEA's Julian Jessop, which 
contests LSE trade relationship methodology, is not cited. 

Credibility Matrix: 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -1 — Institutional pro-EU orientation; Horizon funding interest 
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Academic publication carries reputational risk 
D3 Subject Competence: +2 — Leading economics research institution 
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — LSE has consistently held this position 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: +1 — Data-based research 
D6 Source Level: +1 — Primary research institution (secondary citation here) 
TOTAL: +5 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: GREEN (but with noted structural conflict of interest that is not disclosed in 
the programme) 

 

Source 2: Resolution Foundation 

Timestamp 04:24–04:32 

Statement 
"the resolution Foundation has calculated that the long run hit to wages will be 470 pounds per 
person" 

(a) Funding: The Resolution Foundation is a centre-left think tank. Funders include the Nuffield Foundation, various 
charitable trusts, and government grants. It has a specific policy orientation toward reducing inequality and has 
been broadly critical of Brexit's distributional effects. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: As a centre-left policy organisation, the Resolution Foundation has institutional 
alignment with the Remain-leaning political mainstream. Its Brexit analysis consistently supports the harm narrative. 

(c) Missing counterpoint: The IEA (Institute of Economic Affairs) or Centre for Policy Studies, which have 
produced competing analyses, are not cited. 

Credibility Matrix: 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Centre-left policy orientation; institutional alignment with Remain narrative 
D2 Personal Risk: 0 — Think tank publication; moderate reputational risk 
D3 Subject Competence: +1 — Specialises in wages and living standards 
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — Consistent position 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: +1 — Data-based projections 
D6 Source Level: 0 — Secondary research 
TOTAL: +1 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW 

(d) Presented as neutral economic authority; political orientation not disclosed. 
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Source 3: Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) 

Timestamp 12:21–12:44 

Statement 
"the office for Budget responsibility thinks that ultimately brexit will cause the UK to be four percent 
worse off" 

(a) Funding: Government-funded independent fiscal watchdog. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The OBR operates under a Labour government (at time of broadcast, 
Conservative) and has institutional incentives to maintain credibility with the Treasury. Its Brexit projections are 
based on specific trade model assumptions that are contested. 

(c) Missing counterpoint: The OBR's own uncertainty ranges and the existence of economists who contest its 
methodology are not disclosed. 

Credibility Matrix: 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -1 — Government-funded; Treasury relationship 
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Institutional reputation at stake 
D3 Subject Competence: +2 — Statutory fiscal forecasting body 
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — Consistent position 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: +2 — Data-based 
D6 Source Level: +1 — Primary institutional source 
TOTAL: +6 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: GREEN (but uncertainty ranges and contested methodology not disclosed) 

 

 

Source Credibility Overview: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Signal 

London School of 
Economics (LSE) 

-1 +1 +2 +1 +1 +1 +5 GREEN 

Resolution Foundation -2 0 +1 +1 +1 0 +1 YELLOW 

 

Summary: All three named sources are broadly aligned with the Brexit-harm narrative. No source from the Leave-
aligned economic tradition (IEA, Minford, Lyons) is cited. The Resolution Foundation's political orientation is not 
disclosed. The OBR figure is cited without its uncertainty range. Source selection is systematically one-directional. 

 

Source Credibility Overview: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Signal 

Office for Budget 
Responsibility (OBR) 

-1 +1 +2 +1 +2 +1 +6 GREEN 
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Remain-aligned economists/commentators (unnamed): approx. 14 minutes (50%) 

•  Business owners (all Remain-leaning by testimony): approx. 8 minutes (29%) 

•  Narrator (Remain-framed narration): approx. 4 minutes (14%) 

•  Leave-aligned voices: approx. 1.5 minutes (5%) — consisting solely of brief quoted slogans ("independence day," 
"we've got our country back," "brexit done," "leaving the European Union is the most fantastic opportunity") without 
any sustained argument 

•  Government/pro-Brexit spokesperson: 0 minutes (0%) 

Summary: Approximately 93% of substantive speaking time is allocated to Remain-aligned voices. Leave-aligned 
perspectives receive approximately 5% of time, exclusively in the form of brief slogans that are immediately 
contextualised negatively. This distribution is incompatible with BBC Charter requirements for due impartiality on a 
major ongoing political controversy. 
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 10/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context 
No pro-Leave economist is featured, interviewed, or quoted at any point in the 28-minute 
documentary. 

Relevant at: Throughout — most critically at 00:38–00:49 where the conclusion "act of economic self-harm" is 
stated without any counterpoint. 

Effect 
Viewers receive no information that a credible academic case for Brexit's long-term economic 
benefits exists. The impression created is that the economic case against Brexit is unanimous 
among experts. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context 

The OBR's 4% GDP reduction figure is cited (12:23–12:30) as if it were settled fact: "the office for 
Budget responsibility thinks that ultimately brexit will cause the UK to be four percent worse off." 
The figure's methodological assumptions, uncertainty range, and the existence of economists who 
contest it are entirely omitted. 

Relevant at: 12:23–12:44 

Effect 
A contested economic projection is presented as established economic reality. Viewers have no 
basis to evaluate the figure critically. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context 

The democratic legitimacy of the 2016 referendum — 17.4 million votes, the largest democratic 
mandate in UK history — is never acknowledged as a valid ongoing consideration. The 
documentary at 18:24–18:52 frames the referendum result as something imposed on the majority: 
"we're all being asked to accept something which in 2015 was only the official policy of the UK 
independence party." 

Relevant at: 18:24–18:52 

Effect 
The democratic argument for respecting the referendum result is entirely absent. The framing 
implies that the 52% who voted Leave were a minority imposing their will on the majority — a 
factually inverted characterisation. 

 

Summary: The documentary's omissions are not incidental but structural. Every omission removes evidence that 
would complicate or contradict the Brexit-as-harm narrative. The cumulative effect is to present a one-sided 
economic case as if it were the complete picture. 

 

Missing Voices 

•  Pro-Leave economist (e.g., Patrick Minford, Julian Jessop, Gerard Lyons): Would have provided the academic 
case for long-term Brexit gains, regulatory divergence benefits, and contested the OBR 4% methodology. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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•  Leave-voting business owner who has adapted or benefited: Would have provided balance to the exclusively 
negative business testimony; such businesses exist in domestic manufacturing, food production, and services. 

•  Government spokesperson (Conservative, 2022–2023): Would have presented the official case for Brexit 
opportunities, trade deals signed, and the high-wage economy strategy. 

•  OBR or Bank of England representative: Would have contextualised the 4% figure, its assumptions, and its 
uncertainty range — rather than having it cited as settled fact. 

•  Trade economist specialising in counterfactual analysis: Would have explained the methodological difficulty of 
isolating Brexit effects from COVID, energy crisis, and global trade slowdown. 

•  Northern Ireland business owner who has benefited from dual-market access: Would have provided a more 
nuanced picture of the Northern Ireland Protocol's economic effects. 

•  Fishing industry representative: One of the sectors most directly affected by Brexit in ways that include genuine 
gains (quota repatriation) alongside losses. 

•  Democratic theorist or constitutional lawyer: Would have addressed the legitimacy of the 2016 referendum result 
and the democratic argument for respecting it, regardless of economic cost. 
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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 02:19–02:23 

Figure: "it's been calculated that the immediate cost of that was about 870 pounds per household" 

Missing 
context 

No source is cited for this figure. "Calculated" by whom? Using what methodology? What time 
period? What assumptions about the counterfactual exchange rate? The figure is presented as 
established fact. 

Effect 
An unattributed, methodologically opaque figure is presented as settled economic reality, giving it 
false authority. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 04:26–04:32 

Figure: "the resolution Foundation has calculated that the long run hit to wages will be 470 pounds per person" 

Missing 
context 

"Long run" is undefined. The Resolution Foundation is a centre-left think tank with a specific policy 
orientation; this is not disclosed. The figure is a projection, not a measured outcome. The 
uncertainty range is not given. 

Effect 
A projection from a politically aligned think tank is presented as a factual measurement of Brexit's 
wage impact. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 12:23–12:44 

Figure: "the office for Budget responsibility thinks that ultimately brexit will cause the UK to be four percent worse off 
it's about a hundred billion pounds a year that the the economy is not producing 40 billion pounds of tax revenues" 

Missing 
context 

The OBR figure is a long-run projection (typically 15 years) with significant uncertainty ranges. It is 
based on a specific trade model with contested assumptions. The OBR itself has noted the 
difficulty of isolating Brexit effects. No uncertainty range is given. No competing estimate is cited. 

Effect 
A long-run projection with wide uncertainty bands is presented as a known, current economic cost, 
creating a false impression of precision and certainty. 

 

Summary: The documentary's use of statistics is systematically one-directional: all figures cited support the Brexit-
as-harm narrative, none are attributed to Leave-aligned sources, and methodological limitations are consistently 
omitted. The cumulative effect is to give the impression of overwhelming quantitative evidence for a position that is 
in fact contested. 
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 03:04–03:08 

Quote 
"I remember the statement of we've had enough of experts the mini budget was really the 
culmination of the economic policies that have been put in place since the brexit vote" 

Technique: Michael Gove's "had enough of experts" quote (from the 2016 referendum campaign) is associated with 
the 2022 mini budget crisis. The chain is: Brexit vote → anti-expert culture → reckless mini budget → market crisis. 
This associates the entire Brexit project with anti-intellectualism and financial recklessness. 

Effect 
Viewers are invited to see Brexit not merely as an economic policy choice but as the product of a 
dangerous anti-expert populism that led directly to market chaos. 

 

Association 2: 

Timestamp 21:26–22:05 

Quote 

"you have the creation of jobs like brexit opportunities Minister leaving the European Union is the 
most fantastic opportunity of the United Kingdom the benefits of brexit always just around the 
corner... what was the number one item that you were going to have a crown stamp back on your 
point what in the English pub" 

Technique: The Brexit Opportunities Minister role is associated with the trivial (crown stamps on pint glasses) to 
suggest that the entire Brexit dividend project is frivolous and empty. 

Effect 
The association of Brexit's promised benefits with a pub measurement stamp delegitimises the 
entire pro-Brexit economic case by reducing it to its most trivial example. 

 

Association 3: 

Timestamp 18:24–18:52 

Quote 
"people who speak out against brexit are often decried as ramonas or romaniacs we're all being 
asked to accept something which in 2015 was only the official policy of the UK independence 
party" 

Technique: Brexit is associated exclusively with UKIP — a party widely regarded as fringe and populist — erasing 
the fact that by 2016 it was the official policy of the Conservative government (David Cameron's renegotiation-then-
referendum strategy) and supported by significant portions of Labour, trade unions, and civic society. 

Effect 
Brexit is delegitimised by association with its most extreme political proponent, while the 
mainstream political support for Leave (including from Labour heartlands) is erased. 

 

Summary: The documentary uses association techniques to link Brexit with anti-intellectualism, political frivolity, 
and fringe populism. These associations are constructed through selective quotation and contextualisation rather 
than direct argument, making them harder for viewers to identify and challenge. 
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7. TIMING 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:01–00:49 (Opening) 

Content: "the UK's decision to leave the European Union is an act on economic self-harm... these are very clearly 
brexit effects" 

Timing Effect: The documentary opens with its conclusion. This is a deliberate editorial choice to prime viewers 
before any evidence is presented. The conclusion-first structure means all subsequent evidence is processed as 
confirmation rather than as the basis for a judgment. This is the most powerful timing manipulation in the 
programme. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 23:41–24:09 (Late middle — approximately 85% through) 

Content: The only moment where Project Fear failures are acknowledged: "all the aspects of project fear so far have 
been wrong we were promised a punishment budget that never happened" 

Timing Effect: The one concession to Leave-adjacent accuracy is placed late in the programme, after the harm 
narrative has been thoroughly established. By this point, viewers have been exposed to approximately 23 minutes 
of Brexit-as-harm testimony. The late placement minimises the impact of this acknowledgement. 

 

Finding 3: 

Position: 25:37–26:02 (Closing — final 3 minutes) 

Content: "I think we can conclude one that brexit was an act of economic self-harm two that the losers will be the 
nation as a whole... third... we can't run referendums on very simple economic slogans and it's dangerous to try and 
weaponize economies" 

Timing Effect: The documentary closes with a formal three-point "verdict" that not only condemns Brexit 
economically but delegitimises the referendum process itself. Closing with a verdict is the most powerful timing 
position in documentary filmmaking — it is the last thing viewers hear and the most likely to be retained. 

 

Summary: The documentary uses opening and closing positions for its most powerful editorial statements, 
ensuring that the Brexit-as-harm conclusion is both the first and last thing viewers encounter. The one concession 
to Leave-adjacent accuracy is buried at the 85% mark. 
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 7/10 

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 16:52–17:14 

Trigger Event: The claim that both the Conservative government and the Labour Party are engaged in a "political 
conspiracy of Silence" about Brexit's effects. 

Reaction: "there is a political conspiracy of Silence around brexit and the effects of brexit it spans the government 
spans the labor party in particular it's very hard to separate out the effects of covert and the effects of brexit the 
governor of the bank of England doesn't want to talk about it there's become a kind of taboo around this whole 
subject" 

Comparison 

The Leave campaign's alleged dishonesty about Brexit's costs is treated with similar outrage 
throughout the documentary (e.g., 27:11–27:18: "the brexiteers and those who sold it were not 
honest about the trade-offs"). However, the Remain campaign's own inaccurate predictions 
(punishment budget, 800,000 unemployment) are acknowledged at 23:47–24:09 without any 
comparable expression of outrage or accountability. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Leave campaign dishonesty generates sustained outrage across multiple segments; 
Remain campaign inaccuracy generates a brief, mild acknowledgement. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 27:11–27:57 

Trigger Event: Boris Johnson's "cakeism" — the claim that Brexit could deliver both single market access and 
regulatory freedom. 

Reaction: "Boris Johnson famously... the cakist approach have your cake and eat it... this idea that you could retain 
all the access you wanted to the EU single market and still be free to go off on what you might call your 
buccaneering brexit it was that cake ISM that was slowly but surely exploded" 

Comparison 

The Remain campaign's own "Project Fear" predictions — which were demonstrably inaccurate 
(no immediate recession, no 800,000 unemployment) — are acknowledged at 23:47 but described 
as merely unhelpful to the Remain cause ("remainers give themselves no service"), not as 
dishonest or reckless. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Leave campaign optimism is characterised as dishonest "cakeism"; Remain campaign 
pessimism that proved inaccurate is characterised as a tactical error, not a failure of honesty. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 09:35–09:45 

Trigger Event: A business owner states: "the whole story about EU red tape making things more difficult for 
businesses from our perspective as a complete lie" 

Reaction: This strong claim — that the entire Leave argument about EU red tape was "a complete lie" — is 
presented without challenge, qualification, or follow-up. 
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Comparison 
When Leave-adjacent claims are made (e.g., Project Fear predictions were wrong), they are 
immediately contextualised and qualified. The claim that EU red tape arguments were "a complete 
lie" is allowed to stand unchallenged. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Strong Remain-aligned claims go unchallenged; Leave-adjacent claims receive immediate 
contextualisation. 

 

Summary: The documentary applies a consistent double standard: Leave campaign claims are characterised as 
dishonest and reckless; Remain campaign inaccuracies are characterised as tactical errors. Strong Remain-
aligned assertions go unchallenged; Leave-adjacent points receive immediate qualification. 

 

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 16 

 

 

9. COMPLETENESS 0/10 

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). 

[A] Pro-Leave economic case: regulatory freedom, sovereignty dividend, ability to set own standards, long-term 
structural reform potential 

[B] Leave-voting business owners who have adapted successfully or found new markets outside the EU 

[C] Government (Conservative, 2022) perspective on Brexit opportunities, trade deals signed, and the "high-wage, 
high-skill" economy argument 

[D] Independent economists who dispute the 4% OBR figure or argue the counterfactual is unknowable 

[E] Economists who attribute UK underperformance primarily to COVID-19, energy crisis, or pre-existing structural 
weaknesses rather than Brexit 

[F] The democratic legitimacy argument: 17.4 million voters, the largest democratic mandate in UK history, and 
the right of a sovereign nation to determine its own trade policy 

[G] Sectors that have benefited from Brexit: UK fishing industry, some domestic manufacturers protected from 
EU competition, financial services firms that have adapted 

[H] The Norway/EEA model and why it was rejected — the political trade-offs involved in "softer" Brexit options 

[I] Labour Party's "make Brexit work" policy and what it concretely proposes 

[J] The long-term geopolitical argument: EU structural problems (Eurozone, democratic deficit, regulatory 
overreach) and why some economists argue distance from the EU may prove beneficial 
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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 00:38–00:49 

Quote 
"the UK's decision to leave the European Union is an act on economic self-harm in terms of prices 
investment and in terms of trade we're seeing negative effects not a pandemic effect not an 
energy crisis effect these are very clearly brexit effects" 

Manipulation 

The documentary opens with its conclusion. Brexit is framed not as a contested policy decision 
with trade-offs but as a proven act of self-harm. The causal attribution ("not a pandemic effect... 
these are very clearly brexit effects") is stated as established fact before any evidence is 
presented. 

Why 
problematic 

Viewers are primed from the first 49 seconds to interpret all subsequent evidence through the lens 
of Brexit-as-harm. The framing forecloses the possibility that the evidence might be ambiguous or 
contested. This is a classic "conclusion-first" framing technique that violates the BBC's 
requirement for due impartiality. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:53–01:39 

Quote 

"when the UK voted to leave the European Union in 2016 it seemed like a simple decision 
between leaving and staying what we've ended up with through many years of back and forth has 
been pretty much the hardest least aligned version of brexit that you could get... and it's not 
particularly pretty" 

Manipulation 

The narrator frames the outcome as a failure of process ("back and forth") and characterises the 
result as "not particularly pretty" — an editorial judgment presented as neutral narration. The 
phrase "hardest least aligned version" implies a better Brexit was available but was not chosen, 
without exploring why. 

Why 
problematic 

The narrator's voice carries institutional authority. Editorial judgments embedded in narration are 
presented as objective description, making them harder for viewers to identify and critically 
evaluate. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 25:37–26:02 

Quote 
"I think we can conclude one that brexit was an act of economic self-harm two that the losers will 
be the nation as a whole but also some of the poorest people because ultimately we are poor as a 
nation that hurts more vulnerable people more third I think something from economics we can say 
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is that we can't run referendums on very simple economic slogans and it's dangerous to try and 
weaponize economies" 

Manipulation 
The documentary closes with a numbered three-point "conclusion" delivered by an unnamed 
economist, structured to sound like a judicial verdict. The third point implicitly delegitimises the 
2016 referendum itself as a democratic exercise. 

Why 
problematic 

Ending with a formal "conclusion" that frames the referendum as dangerous and the result as self-
harm gives the documentary the appearance of an evidence-based verdict while having presented 
only one side of the evidence. This is the most powerful framing moment in the programme. 

 

Summary: The documentary is framed from opening to closing as a prosecution case against Brexit. The 
conclusion is stated before the evidence, the evidence is curated to support the conclusion, and the closing 
"verdict" delegitimises the democratic process that produced Brexit. This represents systematic framing bias of the 
highest order. 
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11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:38–00:41 / 25:40–25:42 

Quote 
"the UK's decision to leave the European Union is an act on economic self-harm" / "brexit was an 
act of economic self-harm" 

Manipulation 
"Self-harm" is a term with strong negative connotations, associated with deliberate injury to 
oneself. Its use to describe a democratic vote frames 17.4 million voters as having collectively 
harmed themselves — and by extension, as having acted irrationally or destructively. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative would be: "Brexit has had negative economic consequences according to some 
economists." The loaded term "self-harm" is used twice — at the opening and closing — 
functioning as a bookend that defines the entire documentary's register. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 19:21–19:24 / 21:47–21:51 

Quote 
"businesses that can produce products for the UK Market that are now too complicated or too 
difficult to import from the EU" / "the brexiteers haven't really formulated a cogent case as to why 
Walling the UK off from its largest market on its doorstep will lead to a better economy" 

Manipulation 
"Walling the UK off" is a metaphor of isolation and imprisonment. "Walling off" implies a deliberate, 
hostile act of self-enclosure. The term "brexiteers" (rather than "Leave voters" or "Brexit 
supporters") carries a slightly pejorative connotation in British media discourse. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative: "leaving the EU single market." The wall metaphor dehumanises the policy 
choice and implies irrationality without engaging with the actual arguments made by Leave 
economists. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 22:07–22:17 / 27:34–27:50 

Quote 
"the vote leave side presented a very optimistic view... Britain buccaneering around the world" / 
"Boris Johnson famously... the cakist approach have your cake and eat it cake is a more cherry 
picking as Michelle barnier used to call it" 

Manipulation 

"Buccaneering" (piracy connotation) and "cakeism" (childish greed connotation) are used to 
characterise the Leave economic vision. These are terms of mockery, not analysis. Notably, 
Michel Barnier — the EU's chief negotiator and therefore a structurally opposed party — is cited 
as an authority on characterising the UK's negotiating position. 

Why 
problematic 

Citing the opposing negotiator's pejorative term ("cherry picking") as if it were neutral analysis is a 
form of laundering partisan language through apparent expert authority. No equivalent mockery of 
Remain predictions ("Project Fear") is deployed with similar editorial endorsement. 
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Summary: The documentary's language consistently frames Brexit and its proponents in terms of irrationality, self-
destruction, and childishness, while Remain-aligned positions are described in the neutral register of economic 
analysis. This linguistic asymmetry is systematic and pervasive throughout the 28-minute programme. 
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 7/10 

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 23:41–24:09 

Trigger Event: A voice (the only moment in the documentary where a pro-Leave perspective is briefly 
acknowledged) states: "again and again on and on it goes but that all the aspects of project fear so far have been 
wrong we were promised a punishment budget that never happened we were promised an increase of 
unemployment by 800 000 by voting to leave that did not happen" 

Quote 
(narrator/framing) 

The statement is immediately followed at 23:59 by: "remainers give themselves no service by 
claiming that immediately after a brexit vote that Britain's economy would crash into recession 
and millions of people would be unemployed I mean that hasn't happened and probably was 
never going to happen" 

Comparison 
When Remain-aligned economists make strong causal claims ("these are very clearly brexit 
effects," 00:47–00:49), no equivalent qualification or pushback is provided. 

Asymmetry: The one moment where a Leave-adjacent point is made (Project Fear predictions were wrong) is 
immediately followed by a concession that partially validates it — but this concession is framed as a Remain self-
criticism, not as a genuine acknowledgement that Leave predictions may have been more accurate. The asymmetry 
is confirmed: strong Remain claims go unchallenged; the one Leave-adjacent point is immediately contextualised 
and minimised. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 24:13–24:34 

Trigger Event: The "Project Fear" label is introduced. 

Quote 
"the project fear tag was very effective from the leave campaign and lost to this day I think the 
trouble is that brexit's boring and detailed and wonky it was hard to talk about that wonky detail 
around trading arrangements and Customs unions and paperwork in a political campaign" 

Comparison 
The Leave campaign's communication strategy is characterised as exploiting voter ignorance 
("boring and detailed and wonky"). No equivalent characterisation of Remain campaign tactics 
(e.g., Treasury forecasts that proved inaccurate, "punishment budget" predictions) is offered. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Leave communication is framed as manipulation of an uninformed public; Remain 
communication failures are framed as a failure to educate rather than a failure of accuracy. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 14:56–15:10 

Trigger Event: A commentator makes the statement: "ultimately that's a political choice we don't have to have a soft 
fruit industry we had one as a result of free movement we now have to decide if we want one going forward" 
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Quote 
This is the closest the documentary comes to acknowledging a legitimate trade-off argument. It is 
not followed up, challenged, or developed. 

Comparison 
Every negative business testimony is followed by expert commentary reinforcing the harm 
narrative. This single acknowledgement of a legitimate political choice is left isolated without 
development. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Negative testimony receives expert reinforcement; the one acknowledgement of legitimate 
trade-offs receives no follow-up. 

 

Summary: In a documentary format without live moderation, asymmetry manifests through editorial choices about 
what receives expert reinforcement and what is left isolated. The pattern is consistent: Remain-aligned claims are 
reinforced; Leave-adjacent acknowledgements are minimised or immediately contextualised away. 
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Remain-aligned economists (throughout): Questions/prompts invite elaboration of harm narrative — e.g., the 
structure of the documentary consistently invites experts to explain "what went wrong" and "what the costs are." 

To Leave position (never directly interviewed): No Leave-aligned economist or politician is present to be questioned 
at all. 

Comparison 
The asymmetry is absolute — one side is questioned (softly, inviting elaboration), the other side is 
not present to be questioned. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To business owners (04:41–08:06): Questions invite detailed accounts of operational difficulties — customs delays, 
lost customers, relocation costs. 

To the question of whether these businesses explored alternative strategies or found new non-EU markets: Never 
asked. The documentary does not ask any business owner whether they have found new markets outside the EU, 
whether their difficulties might have other causes, or whether they would have voted differently. 

Comparison 
The interview structure is designed to elicit harm testimony, not to explore the full business 
picture. 

 

Asymmetry 3: 

At 19:03–19:15: The commentator acknowledges "some businesses will win as a result of brexit." This is the only 
moment where a positive business outcome is acknowledged. 

Follow-up question: None. No business that has benefited is interviewed. The acknowledgement is made and 
immediately qualified away. 

Comparison 
Every negative business experience receives 2–4 minutes of detailed testimony. The positive 
acknowledgement receives one sentence. 

 

Summary: The documentary's question structure is designed to elicit and reinforce negative testimony about 
Brexit. No Leave-aligned voice is present to receive questions of any kind. The asymmetry is not a matter of 
degree but of absolute exclusion. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 03:22–03:34 

Construct: "brexit opponents or remainers want to pin everything on brexit the truth is inevitably somewhere in 
between but to say that brexit isn't a factor in what you're seeing in the UK performance is silly of course it is" 

Analysis 

This is the documentary's one gesture toward balance — acknowledging that "the truth is 
inevitably somewhere in between." However, this acknowledgement is immediately undermined 
by the characterisation of the Leave position as "silly." The gesture toward balance functions as a 
rhetorical inoculation — appearing to acknowledge complexity while actually reinforcing the one-
sided narrative. This is a form of false balance in reverse: the appearance of acknowledging both 
sides while actually dismissing one. 

Why 
problematic 

The "somewhere in between" acknowledgement is never operationalised. No Leave-aligned 
evidence is subsequently presented. The gesture toward balance is purely rhetorical. 

 

Summary: The documentary makes one gesture toward balance (03:22–03:34) that is immediately undermined by 
characterising the Leave position as "silly." This rhetorical inoculation creates the appearance of fairness while 
maintaining the one-sided structure. True false balance (presenting two equally weighted sides when one is 
clearly correct) is not the primary problem here; the problem is the opposite — the appearance of balance without 
its substance. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 9/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda Element Set: Brexit is treated as a settled mistake whose economic costs are now being measured, not as 
an ongoing political choice whose merits remain debatable. 

Timestamp 
00:53–01:39 — Quote: "what we've ended up with through many years of back and forth has been 
pretty much the hardest least aligned version of brexit that you could get... and it's not particularly 
pretty" 

Alternative Agenda: The question of whether the UK's chosen Brexit model was the right one given the democratic 
mandate, and what the realistic alternatives were given EU negotiating positions, is never placed on the agenda. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda Element Set: The appropriate response to Brexit's costs is implicitly framed as closer EU alignment or re-
engagement, not adaptation and reform within the current framework. 

Timestamp 
16:23–16:51 — Quote: "one thing I'd say about the northern protocol is it's given Northern Ireland 
an incredible trading position in Europe it's the only place in the whole of Europe which has one 
foot in the UK single market and another foot in the European Union single Market" 

Alternative Agenda: The question of whether the UK should pursue its own regulatory agenda, develop new trade 
relationships, or reform domestic institutions to compensate for EU exit is never placed on the agenda. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda Element Set: The 2016 referendum result is implicitly treated as a democratic error that needs to be 
corrected or at minimum honestly acknowledged as harmful, rather than as a legitimate democratic choice to be 
implemented as effectively as possible. 

Timestamp 
25:53–26:02 — Quote: "we can't run referendums on very simple economic slogans and it's 
dangerous to try and weaponize economies" 

Alternative Agenda: The question of how to implement Brexit as effectively as possible, given that it is the 
expressed democratic will of the UK electorate, is never placed on the agenda. The agenda is set around "how bad 
is Brexit" rather than "how do we make Brexit work." 

 

Summary: The documentary's agenda-setting function is its most powerful and least visible manipulation 
technique. By treating Brexit as a settled mistake rather than an ongoing policy challenge, and by framing the 
question as "how much damage has been done" rather than "how do we proceed effectively," the documentary 
forecloses the entire space of constructive Brexit policy debate. 
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CHAPTER 2 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

Results 

> Note: The combined score of 6.4 reflects the weighting formula. The raw manipulation score of 8.3 is the more 
operationally significant figure for BBC Charter compliance assessment. 

Dominant Techniques 

The 3 strongest techniques in this programme: 

1. Expert Selection (Score 10): The complete exclusion of Leave-aligned economists and analysts from a 28-
minute documentary on Brexit's economic effects is the single most significant impartiality failure. When 100% of 
expert voices share one position on a contested political question, the programme cannot claim to provide due 
impartiality regardless of the quality of individual arguments made. 

2. Framing (Score 9): The conclusion-first structure — opening with "act of economic self-harm" and closing with a 
formal three-point verdict — transforms what could have been an investigative documentary into an advocacy piece. 
The framing forecloses viewer judgment before evidence is presented and after it has been heard. 

3. Agenda-Setting (Score 9): By treating Brexit as a settled mistake rather than an ongoing policy challenge, the 
documentary removes from the agenda the entire question of how to implement Brexit effectively. This is the most 
structurally powerful technique because it operates below the level of explicit argument, shaping what questions 
viewers consider legitimate to ask. 

Core Messages of the Programme 

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "Brexit is a proven act of economic self-harm whose costs are now measurable and 
whose benefits have never materialised." 

Technique: Framing + Expert Selection — Evidence: 00:38–00:49, 25:37–26:02 

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "Business owners who voted Leave or accepted Brexit were deceived; those who have 
suffered are victims of political dishonesty." 

Technique: Selective testimony + Guilt by Association — Evidence: 04:49–04:56 ("we were dumb enough to believe 
that"), 27:11–27:18 

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "There is a political conspiracy of silence about Brexit's damage, and the public deserves 
an honest debate that both major parties are refusing to have." 

Technique: Agenda-Setting + Selective Outrage — Evidence: 16:52–17:14, 17:35–18:22 

Manipulation Level Classification 

Justification: With a raw manipulation score of 8.3/10 and a completeness score of 2.0/10, this documentary 
represents a case of extreme systematic imbalance. The complete exclusion of Leave-aligned expert voices (Expert 
Selection: 10/10), the conclusion-first framing structure (Framing: 9/10), and the systematic omission of all evidence 
that would complicate the Brexit-as-harm narrative (Omission: 10/10) collectively constitute a fundamental breach of 
BBC Charter Article 6's requirement for due impartiality. The programme does not merely lean toward one side — it 
presents one side exclusively, with the structural appearance of balanced documentary journalism. Under BBC 
Charter Article 6, which requires that the BBC provides "duly accurate and impartial news, current affairs and factual 
programming," this documentary fails on both the impartiality and the accuracy dimensions: impartiality because no 
opposing expert voice is featured; accuracy because statistical claims are presented without uncertainty ranges, 
source attribution, or competing estimates. 

CONCLUSION 

This BBC documentary on Brexit's economic effects represents one of the most comprehensively one-sided 
treatments of a major ongoing political controversy that the analytical framework can identify. Across 15 criteria, the 
programme scores 8.3/10 for manipulation and 2.0/10 for completeness — indicating that it is both highly manipulative 
in its techniques and almost entirely incomplete in its coverage of relevant perspectives. The complete absence of 
Leave-aligned economic expertise, the conclusion-first framing structure, the systematic omission of all evidence that 
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would complicate the Brexit-as-harm narrative, and the delegitimisation of the 2016 referendum result in the closing 
"verdict" collectively constitute a serious and demonstrable breach of BBC Charter Article 6. Under the BBC's own 
Editorial Guidelines, which require that "we must ensure we avoid bias or an appearance of bias" and that 
"controversial subjects are treated with due accuracy and impartiality," this programme fails on every relevant 
dimension. The documentary would not withstand scrutiny under Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5, which requires 
that "due impartiality is preserved on matters of major political and industrial controversy and major matters relating to 
current public policy." Brexit — as the most significant political decision taken by the UK electorate in a generation, 
with ongoing policy implications and genuine expert disagreement about its economic effects — is precisely the kind 
of subject for which the highest standards of impartiality are required. 
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CHAPTER 3 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Party Score (-
5..+5) 

Programme Representation vs. Party Programme Position 

Conservative -4 21:26–21:28 "you have the creation of jobs like brexit opportunities Minister" — 
Programme position: Conservative Brexit policy mocked as trivial (crown stamps on 
pint glasses); government's high-wage/high-skill economy argument dismissed as 
"problematic" (14:27–14:36); no Conservative spokesperson given airtime. Party 
programme position on Brexit (seize opportunities, regulatory divergence, global 
trade deals) is characterised as empty and dishonest. Verdict: strongly 
distorted/negative 

Labour -1 16:57–18:03 "it spans the labor party... the labor party doesn't want to talk about 
brexit because it reminds voters why they voted Tory" — Labour's "make Brexit work" 
position is characterised as politically motivated silence rather than a substantive 
policy. However, Labour is not the primary target of the documentary; the criticism is 
relatively mild and shared with the Conservatives. Verdict: mildly distorted 

Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned. Verdict: absent 

SNP 0 Not mentioned. Verdict: absent 

Reform UK -2 18:24–18:52 "we're all being asked to accept something which in 2015 was only the 
official policy of the UK independence party" — Reform UK's predecessor (UKIP) is 
used to delegitimise Brexit by association with fringe politics. Reform UK's actual 
policy positions (net-zero immigration, full sovereignty) are not discussed. Verdict: 
distorted by association 

Green 0 Not mentioned. Verdict: absent 

 

Party Bias Summary 

•  Most Accurate Representation: Labour (Score -1) — mild criticism shared with Conservatives; not the primary 
target 

•  Strongest Distortion: Conservative Party (Score -4) — Brexit policy mocked, government arguments dismissed, no 
spokesperson given airtime 

•  Average Deviation from 0: 1.2 (across parties with non-zero scores: 2.3) 

•  Conclusion: The documentary's party-political bias is directed primarily against the Conservative Party and its 
Brexit legacy. The Conservative government's Brexit policy is characterised as dishonest, trivial, and economically 
reckless, with no Conservative voice given the opportunity to respond. Labour receives mild criticism for political 
cowardice but is not subjected to the same sustained negative treatment. The documentary was produced during 
the Conservative government period (2022–2023), and its effect — whether intended or not — is to reinforce the 
narrative that the Conservative Party's signature policy achievement was an act of national self-harm. 
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CHAPTER 4 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6) 

 

Assessment under BBC Charter Article 6 

The BBC Royal Charter and Agreement require the BBC to provide duly accurate and impartial news, current affairs 
and factual programming. Article 6 of the BBC Charter specifically requires the BBC to "provide impartial news and 
information to help people understand and engage with the world around them." The BBC's Editorial Guidelines, which 
implement the Charter, require "due impartiality" on "matters of major political and industrial controversy and major 
matters relating to current public policy." 

Violation 1: 

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

Offence: Complete exclusion of Leave-aligned expert voices from a documentary on Brexit's economic effects — a 
matter of major ongoing political controversy. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:01–28:03 — The entire documentary features zero Leave-aligned economists, zero Leave-
voting business owners, and zero government spokespersons. The closest to a Leave voice is brief audio clips of 
Boris Johnson and Boris Johnson-era slogans, used as ironic counterpoint to harm testimony. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4.4.2 states: "We must ensure we avoid bias or an appearance of 
bias... We must offer a full range of significant views and perspectives." The complete exclusion of one side of a major 
political controversy from a 28-minute documentary constitutes a clear and demonstrable violation of this requirement. 
This is not a marginal imbalance but a structural exclusion. 

Violation 2: 

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

Offence: Statistical claims presented without source attribution, uncertainty ranges, or competing estimates. 

Evidence: Timestamp 02:19–02:23 — "it's been calculated that the immediate cost of that was about 870 pounds per 
household" (no source cited); Timestamp 04:24–04:32 — Resolution Foundation £470 wage figure presented without 
disclosure of the organisation's political orientation; Timestamp 12:23–12:44 — OBR 4% figure presented without 
uncertainty range or competing estimates. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 3.2.2 requires that "statistical and numerical claims are presented with 
appropriate context, including their source, methodology, and limitations." The systematic omission of methodological 
context from all statistical claims in the documentary constitutes a violation of the accuracy standard, particularly given 
that these figures are presented as settled facts in support of a contested political argument. 

Violation 3: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4 (Impartiality) — specifically the requirement for 
"due weight" to be given to "the full range of significant views" 

Offence: The documentary's closing "verdict" (25:37–26:02) delegitimises the 2016 referendum as a democratic 
exercise, stating that "we can't run referendums on very simple economic slogans and it's dangerous to try and 
weaponize economies." This goes beyond economic analysis into political advocacy. 

Evidence: Timestamp 25:53–26:02 — "we can't run referendums on very simple economic slogans and it's dangerous 
to try and weaponize economies" 

Assessment: A BBC documentary that concludes by characterising a major democratic exercise as "dangerous" is 
making a political judgment that goes beyond the BBC's mandate. The BBC's Editorial Guidelines explicitly prohibit 
the BBC from "expressing its own views on matters of public policy." The closing verdict constitutes an editorial 
opinion on the legitimacy of the referendum process itself — a matter of major ongoing political controversy — in 
direct violation of this prohibition. 

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Article 6 

This documentary constitutes a serious and multi-dimensional breach of BBC Charter Article 6 and the BBC Editorial 
Guidelines implementing it. The three violations identified — complete exclusion of opposing expert voices, systematic 
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omission of statistical context, and editorial opinion on the legitimacy of a democratic exercise — are not isolated 
failures but form a coherent pattern of one-sided advocacy dressed as documentary journalism. The programme's 
overall manipulation score of 8.3/10 and completeness score of 2.0/10 place it in the category of extreme systematic 
imbalance. Under the BBC's own standards, a programme on a matter of major political controversy that features zero 
voices from one side of that controversy, presents contested statistics as settled facts, and closes with an editorial 
verdict on the legitimacy of the democratic process that produced the policy under discussion cannot be considered to 
have met the standard of "due impartiality" required by the Charter. This analysis would support a formal complaint to 
Ofcom under Broadcasting Code Section 5 (Due Impartiality and Due Accuracy) and to the BBC's own Editorial 
Complaints Unit. 

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

1. London School of Economics (LSE) 

1. FUNDING: Public research university; tuition fees, UKRI research grants, private endowments, EU research 
funding (Horizon programme). Significant EU funding interest. 

2. MANDATE: Academic research institution; mandate is compatible with neutral assessment in principle, but 
institutional culture and funding streams create structural incentives toward pro-EU findings. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Institutional interest in EU research partnerships, Horizon funding, and free 
movement of researchers. These create structural incentives toward findings that support closer EU-UK relations. 
Not disclosed in programme. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1: -1 (EU funding interest) / D2: +1 (academic reputational risk) / D3: +2 (leading 
economics institution) / D4: +1 (consistent position) / D5: +1 (data-based) / D6: +1 (primary research institution, 
secondary citation here) → TOTAL: +5 → GREEN (with undisclosed structural conflict of interest) 

5. COUNTERVOICE: Cardiff University (Patrick Minford), IEA (Julian Jessop) — not cited. 

2. Resolution Foundation 

1. FUNDING: Centre-left think tank; Nuffield Foundation, charitable trusts, government grants. Political orientation: 
broadly centre-left, critical of Brexit's distributional effects. 

2. MANDATE: Policy research on living standards and inequality; not a neutral academic institution. Mandate is 
compatible with the specific wage analysis cited but institutional orientation creates directional bias. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Institutional alignment with centre-left policy positions; Brexit analysis consistently 
supports harm narrative. Not disclosed in programme — presented as neutral economic authority. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1: -2 (centre-left orientation, institutional alignment with Remain narrative) / D2: 0 (think 
tank publication) / D3: +1 (specialises in wages/living standards) / D4: +1 (consistent) / D5: +1 (data-based 
projections) / D6: 0 (secondary research) → TOTAL: +1 → YELLOW 

5. COUNTERVOICE: IEA, Centre for Policy Studies, Adam Smith Institute — not cited. 

3. Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) 

1. FUNDING: Government-funded independent fiscal watchdog; statutory body established by the Budget 
Responsibility and National Audit Act 2011. 

2. MANDATE: Statutory fiscal forecasting; mandate is broadly compatible with neutral assessment, but OBR 
operates within Treasury framework and its Brexit projections are based on specific trade model assumptions. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Government funding creates potential sensitivity to Treasury preferences; OBR's 
Brexit projections are based on contested trade model assumptions (gravity model) that are not universally 
accepted. Uncertainty ranges not disclosed in programme. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1: -1 (government-funded, Treasury relationship) / D2: +1 (institutional reputation at 
stake) / D3: +2 (statutory fiscal forecasting body) / D4: +1 (consistent) / D5: +2 (data-based) / D6: +1 (primary 
institutional source) → TOTAL: +6 → GREEN (but uncertainty ranges and contested methodology not disclosed in 
programme) 

5. COUNTERVOICE: Economists who contest the gravity model methodology (e.g., Minford, Lyons) — not cited. 

> Overall Source Assessment: All three named sources receive GREEN or YELLOW ratings on the credibility matrix, 
indicating they are not inherently unreliable. However, the critical failure is not the quality of individual sources but their 
uniformity of direction: all three support the Brexit-harm narrative, none are from the Leave-aligned economic tradition, 
and the structural conflicts of interest of the Resolution Foundation are not disclosed. A programme that cites only 
sources aligned with one position on a contested political question fails the BBC's impartiality standard regardless of 
the individual credibility of those sources. 
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Analysis completed under Version 2.7-detail methodology. All timestamps refer to the provided transcript. All 
quotes are in original broadcast language. This analysis is prepared to evidentiary standard suitable for formal 
complaint proceedings. 
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria 

No. Criterion Score Rating 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 10 ●●●●● 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 9 ●●●●● 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 9 ●●●●● 

4 OMISSION (Selective Omission) 10 ●●●●● 

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 7 ●●●● 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6 ●●● 

7 TIMING 8 ●●●● 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 7 ●●●● 

9 COMPLETENESS 0 ● 

10 FRAMING 9 ●●●●● 

11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 8 ●●●● 

12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 7 ●●●● 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8 ●●●● 

14 FALSE BALANCE 3 ●● 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 9 ●●●●● 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 7.3/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 7.2/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

OVERALL SCORE 7.3/10 
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. 

 

  

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 35 

 

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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