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case027_Boris Johnson ‘careless with the truth' - BBC Newsnight.en

Broadcast: COMPLETE DETAIL ANALYSIS | Analyzed: 2026-05-11 19:29
Version 2.8-detail | Universal 2.8-detail | Konverter 3.5 (2026-05-29) | Standard: Ofcom Broadcasting Code

OVERALL 6.9/10 Serious deviation from the impatrtiality standard. High degree of
SCORE ' 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 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).

IS 3.2 / 10 Left-favoring

0 1 2“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.
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CHAPTER 1 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Score (-5..+5) Broadcast Representation vs. Programme Position

Conservative -4 03:13-03:51 "he made the cardinal error" / 04:13—04:19 "nationalist right so
rampant" — Programme position: Conservative policy on Brexit (sovereignty,
democratic mandate, trade flexibility) is entirely absent; the party is represented
only through internal criticism from a pro-Remain former official. Strongly distorted.

Labour 0 Not mentioned in broadcast. Score 0 = not present.

Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned in broadcast. Score 0 = not present.

SNP 0 Not mentioned in broadcast. Score 0 = not present.

Reform UK 0 Not applicable — Reform UK did not exist in its current form in July 2018
(predecessor UKIP not mentioned). Score 0 = not present.

Green 0 Not mentioned in broadcast. Score 0 = not present.

> Note on scoring: The Conservative Party is the only party substantively represented in this broadcast, and it is
represented exclusively through the critical perspective of a pro-Remain former official. The party's actual programme
positions on Brexit (democratic mandate, sovereignty, trade flexibility) are entirely absent. The score of -4 reflects
significant distortion of the Conservative position, stopping short of -5 only because the guest is himself a
Conservative and some internal party dynamics are accurately described.

Party Bias Summary

* Most accurate representation: N/A — No party is accurately represented; Labour, LibDem, SNP, Reform, Green
are absent

+ Strongest distortion: Conservative Party (Score -4) — represented exclusively through internal pro-Remain
criticism with no programme position presented

» Average deviation from 0: 0.67 (across 6 parties, only Conservative deviates: 4/6 = 0.67)

» Conclusion: The broadcast's party-political bias is directed against the Conservative Party's Brexit-supporting
wing. The party's actual policy positions are not presented; instead, the party is characterised through the lens of

internal division, personal failure, and association with Trumpian nationalism. This represents a significant
departure from accurate programme representation under BBC Charter Art. 6.
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CHAPTER 2 — BROADCAST INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAMEWORK

Broadcast Data

« Title: Unknown (no title given in transcript); content suggests a political interview/discussion programme, likely
BBC News Channel or similar current affairs format

+ Date (from filename): Not specified in transcript; internal references to Boris Johnson's resignation as Foreign
Secretary, Theresa May as PM, and the CIiff Richard BBC privacy ruling place this broadcast in July 2018 (the
Cliff Richard judgment was handed down 18 July 2018; Johnson resigned 9 July 2018)

» Estimated Length: Approximately 5 minutes 10 seconds (transcript runs 00:00—05:09)

» Presenter/Reporter: Not named in transcript; referred to implicitly as interviewer ("so what's your view of Boris
Johnson now"; "you'd agree that Teresa May inherited a mess")

* Interviewees:

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum
Unnamed guest Former senior Conservative Party official / Conservative Centre-right, pro-
(primary speaker) former Party Chairman (self-reference: "if | (former) Remain

was still Party Chairman")

Presenter/Interviewer  BBC journalist BBC (public N/A
broadcaster)

> Note on identification: The speaker explicitly states "if | was still Party Chairman" (02:52—-02:55), references working
under Heath, Thatcher, and Major (03:51-03:53), and expresses pro-Remain sympathies. This profile is consistent
with Lord Chris Patten (Conservative Party Chairman 1990-1992, later BBC Trust Chairman) or Kenneth Clarke or a
similar senior pro-Remain Conservative grandee. The analysis proceeds on the basis of the transcript content without
confirmed identification.

Main Topic

A single BBC interview in which a former senior Conservative figure delivers sustained criticism of Boris Johnson,
Jacob Rees-Mogg, David Cameron, and the Brexit process, while also briefly commenting on the BBC's Cliff Richard
privacy ruling.

World-View Context

In July 2018, the United Kingdom was in the midst of acute Brexit turmoil: Boris Johnson had just resigned as Foreign
Secretary (9 July 2018), Theresa May's Chequers plan was under attack from both Remain and Leave wings of the
Conservative Party, and Parliament faced the prospect of a chaotic no-deal exit. The political debate was sharply
polarised between those who viewed Brexit as a democratic mandate to be honoured and those who viewed it as a
project built on misinformation. The BBC, simultaneously, was facing a High Court ruling that its coverage of the police
search of Cliff Richard's home constituted an unlawful invasion of privacy — a significant institutional embarrassment.
The broadcast sits at the intersection of these two major stories, using a single pro-Remain Conservative voice to
frame both.

Check: Was Each Perspective Addressed?

[A] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — No pro-Leave Conservative voice is present at any point. Assessment: The entire broadcast
presents only one political viewpoint on Brexit — pro-Remain, anti-Johnson, anti-ERG.

[B] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Boris Johnson is characterised as "extremely careless with the truth" (00:39) with no right of reply
or counterpoint offered. Assessment: A serious personal attack on a named individual with no balance.
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[C] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Jacob Rees-Mogg is described as producing "speech or nonsense" (01:35-01:40) with no
representation of his or the ERG's actual policy arguments. Assessment: Dismissive characterisation without
substantive engagement.

[D] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — No Labour perspective on Brexit or parliamentary deadlock is sought. Assessment: Significant gap
given Labour's role as official opposition.

[E] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Legal/constitutional analysis of no-deal Brexit is absent despite the guest speculating about
"crashing out" (02:37). Assessment: Speculation presented without expert grounding.

[F] SUGGESTED (INDICATED)

Timestamp: 04:26—05:09 — The CIiff Richard ruling is briefly discussed, but only from the perspective of the guest
(who criticises the BBC). No media law expert, no BBC editorial defence, no freedom-of-press argument is presented.
Assessment: Superficially touched upon but not substantively balanced.

[G] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — CIliff Richard's own perspective is not represented beyond the guest's sympathy. Assessment: The
victim's voice is absent.

[H] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — No BBC editorial or institutional response to the ruling is included. Assessment: The BBC is
criticised without any institutional defence being offered.

[l OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Leave voters who believed the referendum campaign's arguments are not represented; the
framing of "lies" and "mendacity” (00:16) goes entirely unchallenged. Assessment: A significant democratic
constituency is entirely absent.

[J] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — No historical comparative context is provided for Conservative Party divisions. Assessment: The
guest's claim that he has "never seen the atmosphere so toxic" (03:59) is presented as authoritative without historical
challenge.

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 4



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

CHAPTER 3 — 15 CRITERIA: DETAILED ANALYSIS

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable

1. EXPERT SELECTION 9/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Expert 1: Unnamed former Conservative Party Chairman (primary guest)

Timestamp 00:00-05:09
Statement [Entire interview — see transcript]

A former senior Conservative official who is explicitly pro-Remain and deeply critical of the current
(6Tl Conservative leadership. He is not a neutral political analyst but an active participant in the
political debate he is being asked to assess.

Missing countervoice: A current Conservative minister, a pro-Leave Conservative grandee (e.g., Lord Lawson, Lord
Forsyth), or an independent political scientist.

Source Depth Check:

(a) FUNDING: As a former politician and likely life peer, the guest has no direct financial interest in the outcome.
However, he has strong ideological and reputational investment in the Remain position and in the discrediting of the
Johnson/ERG wing of the Conservative Party.
(b) MANDATE: His mandate is as a political commentator based on past experience. He has no current institutional
role that would require neutrality. His commentary is explicitly partisan.
D1 Conflict of Interest: -1 — Strong ideological investment in Remain; personal antipathy to Johnson/ERG wing evident
throughout
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — As a retired grandee, he faces limited career risk from his statements; modest credibility boost
D3 Subject Competence: +1 — Genuine experience of Conservative Party politics; however, his expertise is historical
(Heath/Thatcher/Major era) and his current assessments are opinion, not specialist analysis
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — His pro-Remain, anti-Johnson positions appear consistent with his known public record
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -2 — The interview is almost entirely opinion and characterisation with no data, statistics, or
documentary evidence cited
D6 Source Level: -1 — Secondary at best; he is commenting on events and people, not presenting primary research or
documentation
TOTAL: -1 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
(c) PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE: The guest is presented implicitly as a wise elder statesman whose views carry
authority by virtue of experience. This framing obscures the fact that he is a partisan actor with strong personal and
ideological motivations. His characterisations of Johnson, Rees-Mogg, and Cameron are presented as authoritative
assessments rather than as the opinions of a political opponent.

Missing Expert Groups:

* An independent political scientist or constitutional lawyer
» A pro-Leave Conservative voice
* A media law expert (for the Cliff Richard segment)
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Source Credibility Overview:

Source

Source Depth Check -1 +1 +1 +1 -2 -1 -1 YELLOW

Summary (Matrix Result):

Expert Traffic Light Key Issue
Former Conservative YELLOW Strong ideological conflict of interest; opinion-based, no data;
Chairman presented as authoritative elder statesman
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check)

Source 1: Max Hastings (cited by guest)
Timestamp 00:44-00:47

"Max Hastings who was his editor as pointed out" — cited as corroboration of Johnson's alleged
dishonesty

Statement

(a) Funding and governance: Max Hastings is a journalist and author; no institutional funding relevant here.
However, Hastings is publicly and consistently critical of Johnson — he is not a neutral source.
(b) Structural conflict of interest: Hastings has a personal and professional history with Johnson and has written
extensively criticising him. Citing him as corroboration is citing a known opponent as an authority.
(c) Missing counterpoint: A colleague or editor who would speak positively of Johnson's journalistic record is
entirely absent.
Traffic Light Assessment:

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Known personal antagonist of Johnson

D2 Personal Risk: 0 — Retired; limited risk

D3 Subject Competence: +1 — Was Johnson's editor; direct knowledge

D4 Opinion Consistency: +2 — Consistently critical of Johnson

D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -1 — Characterisation-based, not data-based

D6 Source Level: 0 — Secondary (personal recollection/opinion)

TOTAL: 0 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW

Source 2: Amber Rudd (cited by guest)

Timestamp 00:50-01:02

m "it was amber Rudd who said that he might be the life and soul of a party but he wouldn't want to

share a car with him or let him drive you home"

(a) Funding: N/A — political figure
(b) Structural conflict of interest: Amber Rudd was a Remain-supporting Conservative minister; citing her
criticism of Johnson is citing a political opponent within the same party.
(c) Missing counterpoint: No Johnson ally is cited.
Traffic Light Assessment:
D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Political opponent of Johnson within Conservative Party
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Public figure making public statement
D3 Subject Competence: 0 — Political colleague, not expert
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — Consistent Remain/anti-Johnson position
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -2 — Pure character anecdote, no data
D6 Source Level: -1 — Tertiary (reported speech of reported speech)
TOTAL: -3 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW (borderline RED)

Missing counter-source: Any pro-Johnson colleague, any Leave-supporting Conservative, any independent
political analyst.

Source Credibility Overview:

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 7



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

Max Hastings (cited by 2 0 +1 +2 -1 0 0 YELLOW
guest)

Summary: All sources cited in the broadcast are drawn from the same political tendency (pro-Remain, anti-
Johnson Conservatives). No independent, neutral, or opposing source is cited at any point. The source selection
is structurally homogeneous and reinforces rather than challenges the guest's narrative.

Source Credibility Overview:

Source

Amber Rudd (cited by 2 +1 0 +1 -2 1 -3 YELLOW
guest)
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Estimated speaking time:
* Guest (pro-Remain, anti-Johnson/ERG): approximately 4 minutes 20 seconds (~84%)
* Presenter/Interviewer: approximately 50 seconds (~16%)
» Pro-Leave / Conservative government position: 0 seconds (0%)
* Boris Johnson / Jacob Rees-Mogg position: 0 seconds (0%)

Summary: The broadcast allocates 100% of substantive speaking time to a single political perspective. No time is
allocated to any opposing viewpoint. While a one-on-one interview format necessarily concentrates time on one
guest, the complete absence of any counterpoint — either from a second guest or through the presenter's
questioning — means the time distribution is structurally one-sided.
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R\P

4. SELECTIVE OMISSION 9/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Omission 1:

The Leave campaign's actual arguments — sovereignty, democratic accountability of EU
Context institutions, immigration control, trade flexibility — are entirely absent. Only the most easily
dismissed claims (£350m bus, Turkish invasion) are mentioned.

Relevant at: 00:00-00:27

By selecting only the most discredited Leave claims and ignoring the substantive democratic and
constitutional arguments, the broadcast implies that the entire Leave case was built on lies, which
is a significant misrepresentation of the debate.

Omission 2:

Boris Johnson's actual policy record, achievements, or the reasons for his resignation (principled
objection to the Chequers plan) are entirely absent.

Relevant at: 00:28-01:14

The audience receives only a character assassination of Johnson with no contextual information
about why he resigned or what his policy position was. The resignation is implicitly framed as a
disruptive act rather than a principled political stand.

Context

Omission 3:

The CIiff Richard ruling's implications for investigative journalism and press freedom — the BBC's
editorial defence — are entirely absent from the discussion at 04:26—-05:09.

Relevant at: 04:26—05:09

The BBC is criticised by the guest without any institutional response, legal context, or discussion
of the tension between privacy rights and public interest journalism. The audience receives a one-
sided verdict on a complex legal and editorial question.

Context

Summary: The broadcast systematically omits all perspectives, arguments, and evidence that would complicate or
challenge the guest's pro-Remain, anti-Johnson narrative. The omissions are not random but structurally
consistent with a single editorial line.

Missing Voices

* Pro-Leave Conservative MP/Minister: Would have contested the "lies" framing and defended the democratic
legitimacy of the referendum result

» Boris Johnson spokesperson/ally: Would have responded to the personal character attacks made at 00:28—-01:14

» Jacob Rees-Mogg or ERG representative: Would have articulated the substantive policy case for a clean Brexit
rather than being dismissed as producing "nonsense"

* Media law barrister: Would have provided expert analysis of the Cliff Richard ruling's implications for investigative
journalism and press freedom
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Leave voter/campaigner: Would have challenged the characterisation of the referendum as a product of "lies" and
"mendacity"”

Labour Brexit spokesperson: Would have provided the official opposition's position on parliamentary deadlock

Political historian: Would have contextualised Conservative Party divisions against historical precedents (Corn
Laws, Suez, ERM)

BBC editorial representative: Would have provided the institutional response to the CIliff Richard ruling rather than
allowing one-sided criticism to stand unchallenged
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 3/10

1 2 3

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

Finding 1:

Number: "350 million on the side of a bus"

The £350m figure was contested during the referendum campaign; the actual net contribution
Missing figure was lower, but the gross figure had some basis. The guest presents it as a straightforward
context "lie" without acknowledging the complexity of the UK's EU financial relationship or the distinction
between gross and net contributions.

A contested statistical claim is presented as a clear-cut lie, which itself is a simplification.
However, this is the guest's opinion rather than a BBC editorial claim, which limits the score.

Effect

Summary: Numerical manipulation is limited in this broadcast, as few statistics are cited. The £350m reference is
the only numerical claim, and it is used rhetorically rather than analytically. Score reflects the absence of
systematic statistical manipulation rather than endorsement of the £350m framing.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Association 1:

Timestamp 01:42-01:45

Quote "some of the smaller Trump figures"

Technique: Jacob Rees-Mogg and other Eurosceptic Conservatives are implicitly associated with Donald Trump —
a figure with strongly negative connotations in UK liberal/centrist discourse — through the phrase "smaller Trump
figures." This is not an argument about policy but a reputational association.

Eurosceptic Conservative MPs are framed as British variants of Trumpian populism, which in the
BBC's typical audience context carries connotations of irrationality, dishonesty, and extremism.
Their policy arguments are pre-emptively discredited by association.

Association 2:

Timestamp 00:44-00:47

"Max Hastings who was his editor as pointed out"

Technique: Boris Johnson's character is validated negatively by citing his former editor Max Hastings — a figure
known for public criticism of Johnson. The citation of an authority figure lends the character attack an air of
corroboration.

The association of Johnson with his editor's negative assessment creates a chain of authority: not
just the guest's opinion, but a corroborated verdict from a journalistic superior.

Association 3:

Timestamp 01:12-01:14

"this is no Churchill"

Technique: Johnson's self-presentation as Churchillian is explicitly rejected, associating him with the negative space
of Churchill's legacy — implying he is a pretender or fraud.

Churchill is the most revered figure in British Conservative mythology. Explicitly denying Johnson
the Churchill comparison is a targeted reputational attack designed to resonate with Conservative-
leaning viewers.

Source Check for persons framed negatively:

Boris Johnson:

» Works with verifiable primary sources? PARTIALLY — Johnson's journalistic and political record is documented;
specific claims (£350m bus) are factually contested

* Are core claims falsifiable? YES — The £350m claim has been fact-checked; Johnson's record as journalist and
politician is documented

+ What has he lost through his position? Resigned as Foreign Secretary (significant career cost)
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* What does he gain? Political positioning for future leadership bid
* Net: Risk > Gain at point of resignation = some credibility
» Tone: Mixed — policy-oriented and self-promotional
* Result Category: B — Borderline (partly documented, partly contested)

Jacob Rees-Mogg:

* Framed as producing "nonsense" and as a "Trump figure"

* No specific claims attributed to him are examined or falsified

» Result Category: The broadcast's framing is NOT evidence of Category C. Categorisation based solely on
broadcast framing is itself a framing technique. Insufficient evidence in transcript to categorise.

Association Chain: Johnson — "careless with truth" — Max Hastings corroboration — "no Churchill" — Rees-Mogg —
"nonsense" — "Trump figures" — Brexit = "lies/mendacity”

Summary: The broadcast constructs a reputational association chain linking Johnson, Rees-Mogg, and the Brexit
project to dishonesty, Trumpism, and failure. These associations are made through rhetorical technique rather
than evidential argument. The Trump association in particular (01:42—01:45) is a classic guilt-by-association
technique with no substantive policy basis.
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7. TIMING 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Finding 1:

Position: 00:00-00:27 (Opening)
Content: "lies we've been fed... exaggerations... mendacity... fog of doubt"

Timing Effect: The broadcast opens with the most rhetorically loaded framing — Brexit as a product of lies and
mendacity. This is placed at the very beginning, establishing the interpretive framework for everything that follows.
All subsequent discussion of Johnson, Rees-Mogg, May, and Cameron is received through this initial frame. The
primacy effect ensures this framing has maximum cognitive impact.

Finding 2:

Position: 04:26—-05:09 (End)
Content: BBC CIiff Richard ruling discussion

Timing Effect: The Cliff Richard segment is placed at the end, after the political content. This positioning serves two
functions: (1) it allows the guest to criticise the BBC in a way that may appear to demonstrate the programme's
willingness to accept criticism (false balance signal); (2) it ends the broadcast on a note of institutional self-criticism
that may paradoxically enhance the BBC's credibility with viewers. The brevity of the segment (approximately 43
seconds) ensures it does not displace the dominant Brexit/Johnson narrative.

Summary: The opening placement of the "lies/mendacity” framing is the most significant timing manipulation,
establishing a cognitive frame that governs the entire broadcast. The end placement of the Cliff Richard segment
functions as a brief credibility-enhancing coda.
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SN

8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

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

Methodological Principle (v2.7): Before each assessment, the trigger event must be documented. A reaction can
only be assessed as selective if comparable triggers in other positions produced no analogous reaction.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 00:00-00:27

Trigger event: The Leave campaign's referendum arguments (£350m claim, Turkish accession warnings)
Reaction: "lies we've been fed... exaggerations... mendacity... fog of doubt"

The Remain campaign's own contested claims during the referendum (Treasury forecasts of
Comparison immediate recession, "punishment budget," job loss projections) are not mentioned and produce
no analogous reaction.

Asymmetry: Demonstrated. The guest expresses strong moral condemnation of Leave campaign claims while the
Remain campaign's contested claims are entirely absent from the discussion. The presenter does not raise Remain
campaign claims as a comparable trigger.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 03:13-03:51

Trigger event: David Cameron's decision to call the referendum
Reaction: "l think it was nonsense... | think he made the cardinal error... | think it was always likely to end badly and
did end very badly"

No comparable moral assessment is offered of the Remain campaign's strategy, Tony Blair's role
in European integration, or any other political decision that contributed to the Brexit situation.

Comparison

Asymmetry: Demonstrated. Strong condemnation is reserved exclusively for Conservative figures associated with
Brexit (Cameron, Johnson, Rees-Mogg). No comparable outrage is directed at any Remain-associated figure or
decision.

Summary: Moral condemnation in this broadcast is structurally asymmetric — it is directed exclusively at Leave-
associated figures and decisions. Comparable Remain campaign conduct (contested claims, failed predictions)
produces no reaction because it is not raised. The asymmetry is consistent throughout the broadcast.
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9. COMPLETENESS 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

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 necessary for genuinely balanced coverage of
the topics raised:
- [A] A pro-Leave Conservative MP or minister defending the Brexit mandate and contesting the "lies" framing
- [B] A Boris Johnson supporter or ally responding to the personal character attacks
- [C] A Jacob Rees-Mogg supporter or ERG (European Research Group) representative defending the Eurosceptic
position
- [D] A Labour perspective on Brexit and the state of Parliament
- [E] A legal expert on the constitutional implications of a potential no-deal Brexit
- [F] A media law expert on the CIliff Richard ruling and its implications for press/broadcast freedom
- [G] A CIiff Richard representative or victim-of-press-intrusion advocate
- [H] A BBC editorial defence or BBC spokesperson on the Cliff Richard decision
- [I] A Leave voter or grassroots Leave campaigner responding to the "lies" characterisation of the referendum
- [J] A political historian providing comparative context on Conservative Party divisions
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v
Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Finding 1:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 2:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 3:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address:

00:00-00:27

"I think the doubt is because of the some of the lies we've been fed some of the exaggerations

which we've been given from 350 million on the side of a bus to the idea that if we stayed in the
European Union we'd be invaded by Turks and all those little bits of mendacity added together

created the fog of doubt in which we took the decision we did on brexit"

The entire Brexit referendum result is framed as the product of deception ("lies," "exaggerations,"
"mendacity," "fog of doubt"). The democratic decision of 17.4 million voters is recast as a cognitive
failure induced by misinformation rather than a legitimate political choice.

This framing delegitimises the referendum result from the outset and establishes the entire
subsequent discussion within a Remain-sympathetic interpretive framework. No Leave-supporting
framing is offered as a counterpoint. Viewers are primed to interpret all subsequent Brexit
discussion through the lens of deception.

01:22-01:48

"some speech or nonsense from from Jacob or some of the others on the right and some of the
smaller Trump figures”

Eurosceptic Conservative MPs are framed as irrational disruptors ("nonsense") and implicitly
associated with Donald Trump ("smaller Trump figures"), a figure with strongly negative
connotations in UK liberal discourse. This frames the Eurosceptic position as not merely wrong but
as Trumpian populism.

The framing equates a mainstream Conservative parliamentary faction with a foreign populist
figure, pre-emptively discrediting their policy arguments without engaging with them substantively.

02:37-02:41
"we're faced with chaos and crashing out of the European Union"

A no-deal Brexit is framed exclusively as "chaos" and "crashing out" — catastrophist language
that presupposes negative outcomes rather than presenting no-deal as a contested policy option
with both risks and potential benefits.

SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
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The language "crashing out" is a politically loaded phrase associated with the Remain campaign.
Its use by the guest, unchallenged by the presenter, embeds a partisan framing as factual
description.

Why

problematic

Summary: The broadcast is framed entirely within a Remain-sympathetic worldview from the opening seconds.
Brexit is presented as a product of lies, its proponents as irrational or Trumpian, and its potential outcomes as
chaotic. No alternative framing is offered or challenged.
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11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY

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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8/10

3 4 5 6 7 8

00:00-00:20

"lies we've been fed... exaggerations... mendacity... fog of doubt"

Four consecutive negative terms ("lies," "exaggerations," "mendacity," "fog of doubt") are used to
describe the Leave campaign's arguments. The passive construction "we've been fed" positions
Leave voters as passive victims of manipulation rather than active democratic participants.

Neutral alternative would be: "contested claims during the referendum campaign." The loaded
language stack ("lies/exaggerations/mendacity") is cumulative and rhetorical rather than analytical.

00:39-00:41
"extremely careless with the truth”

This is a euphemistic but devastating personal character attack on Boris Johnson, framed as
diplomatic restraint ("let me be diplomatic"). The framing of the attack as diplomatic
understatement amplifies its rhetorical force — the implication is that the undiplomatic truth would
be worse.

Neutral alternative would be: "there have been documented inaccuracies in his public statements."
The phrase "careless with the truth" is a personal character judgement presented as established
fact, not as opinion.

01:35-01:42
"some speech or nonsense from from Jacob or some of the others on the right"

The word "nonsense" is used to describe the policy positions of Jacob Rees-Mogg and other
Eurosceptic Conservatives. This is not analysis but dismissal. The phrase "some of the others on
the right" further groups them as an undifferentiated bloc.

Neutral alternative would be: "interventions from Eurosceptic colleagues." "Nonsense" is a value
judgement that forecloses engagement with the substantive arguments being made.

Summary: The broadcast's language is consistently loaded in favour of a Remain-sympathetic, anti-Johnson, anti-

ERG position. Key terms — "lies," "mendacity,

"o

nonsense," "crashing out," "chaos," "toxic" — are all drawn from

the Remain campaign's rhetorical register and are used without challenge or qualification.
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SN

12. PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR 6/10

1

N

3 4 5 6

Methodological Principle (v2.7): Before each assessment, the trigger event must be documented. An intervention
can only be assessed as asymmetric if comparable triggers in other guests/positions produced no analogous
intervention.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 00:27-00:28

Trigger event: The guest has just delivered a sustained characterisation of the Brexit referendum as the product of
"lies," "exaggerations," and "mendacity."

Quote "so what's your view of Boris Johnson now"
(Presenter)

No comparable trigger — there is only one guest. However, the presenter does not challenge the
"lies/mendacity” framing before moving on to invite further personal criticism of Johnson.

Comparison

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrated. The presenter's failure to challenge the "lies/mendacity” framing and immediate
pivot to soliciting personal criticism of Johnson functions as implicit endorsement of the preceding framing. A neutral
presenter would have offered a counterpoint (e.g., "but Leave supporters would argue...") before proceeding.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 03:06-03:13
Trigger event: The presenter invites the guest to assess Theresa May's inheritance of the Brexit situation.

Quote "you'd agree that Teresa may inherited a mess a brexit that no one had a clear idea how to
(Presenter) execute that wasn't of her own making"

Comparison No comparable leading question is asked that would favour a pro-Leave or pro-Johnson position.

Asymmetry: Demonstrated. The question is structurally leading — it contains the answer ("you'd agree that...") and
frames Brexit as "a mess" as a shared premise. This is not a neutral question but an invitation to agree with a pre-
formed negative assessment. No equivalent leading question favouring a pro-Leave position is asked at any point.

Finding 3:

Timestamp 04:26-04:37
Trigger event: The presenter raises the Cliff Richard ruling.

Quote "the BBC has today been found guilty of illegal invasion of privacy of Cliff Richard how damaging
(Presenter) do you think that is for the organisation”

The question invites the guest — a former BBC Trust Chairman (if this is indeed Lord Patten) — to
Comparison assess damage to the BBC. No challenge to the guest's subsequent criticism of the BBC is
offered.

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrated. The presenter does not follow up the guest's criticism of the BBC with any
institutional defence or alternative perspective. The question is framed around "damage" rather than, for example,
"was the BBC right to report in the public interest?"
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Summary: The presenter consistently frames questions in ways that invite and reinforce the guest's critical
narrative about Brexit and named politicians. Leading questions ("you'd agree that...") and the absence of any
challenge to partisan characterisations represent a pattern of asymmetric facilitation rather than neutral
interviewing.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 7110
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Asymmetry 1:

To guest (pro-Remain), 00:27-00:28: "so what's your view of Boris Johnson now" — Soft/open invitation
To Boris Johnson (absent): No question asked; he is characterised without right of reply.

The guest is invited to deliver personal criticism of Johnson; Johnson has no opportunity to

respond. The asymmetry is structural — one party is present and invited to speak, the other is
absent and cannot defend himself.

Comparison

Asymmetry 2:
To guest, 03:06—03:13: "you'd agree that Teresa may inherited a mess a brexit that no one had a clear idea how to
execute that wasn't of her own making" — Leading/soft (invites agreement)

Hypothetical question to a pro-Leave guest: No equivalent leading question favouring a Leave position is asked at
any point in the broadcast.

. The only leading question in the broadcast presupposes a negative assessment of Brexit. No
Comparison leadi : . o > o
eading question presupposing a positive assessment of Brexit or of the Leave campaign is asked.

Asymmetry 3:

To guest, 04:26—04:37: "how damaging do you think that is for the organisation" (re: Cliff Richard ruling) — Soft
(invites opinion)

To BBC editorial position (absent): No challenge to the guest's criticism of the BBC is offered.
The guest criticises the BBC's editorial decisions; the presenter does not defend the BBC or offer

an alternative framing. This is notable given that the BBC is the broadcaster conducting the
interview.

Comparison

Summary: All questions in the broadcast are soft, open, or leading in a direction that invites criticism of Brexit,

Johnson, Rees-Mogg, Cameron, and the BBC. No hard or challenging question is directed at the guest's own
positions or the Remain campaign's record.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 4/10

1 2 3 4

Finding 1:

Timestamp 04:26-05:09

Construct: The inclusion of the Cliff Richard segment, in which the guest criticises the BBC, creates a superficial
appearance of balance — the programme appears willing to accept criticism of its own institution.

This is a form of false balance because: (1) the criticism of the BBC is brief (~43 seconds)
compared to ~4.5 minutes of political content; (2) the BBC criticism is itself one-sided (no BBC
Analysis editorial defence is offered); (3) the inclusion of self-criticism may function to inoculate the
broadcast against accusations of bias by demonstrating apparent willingness to accept criticism.
The structural imbalance of the political content is not addressed by this brief coda.

Summary: The CIliff Richard segment creates a supefficial impression of institutional self-criticism that may
function to deflect accusations of political bias. However, the broadcast does not exhibit classic false balance
(presenting two equally weighted but unequal positions) so much as near-total absence of balance. Score reflects
the limited but present false-balance element.
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 8/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Finding 1:

Agenda element set: Brexit as a mistake caused by dishonesty is treated as the self-evident starting point of the
discussion.

Evidence: "the lies we've been fed... the fog of doubt in which we took the decision we did on brexit"

Alternative agenda: The democratic legitimacy of the referendum result, the substantive arguments for Leave, the
failures of the Remain campaign, or the question of how to implement Brexit effectively — none of these reach the
agenda.

Finding 2:
Agenda element set: Boris Johnson's character flaws are treated as established fact requiring no evidence.

Timestamp 00:28-01:14

Evidence: "extremely careless with the truth... this is no Churchill"

Alternative agenda: Johnson's policy positions, his reasons for resignation, his support base within the Conservative
Party, or any positive assessment of his record — none of these reach the agenda.

Finding 3:

Agenda element set: The Conservative Party's internal divisions are framed as a crisis of the "nationalist right"
rather than as a legitimate policy disagreement.

Evidence: "I've never seen the nationalist right so rampant as they are today"

Alternative agenda: The substantive policy arguments of the Eurosceptic wing, the democratic mandate they
represent, or the question of whether their position reflects a significant portion of the electorate — none of these
reach the agenda.

Summary: The broadcast's agenda is set entirely by a pro-Remain, anti-Johnson interpretive framework. What is
treated as self-evident (Brexit = mistake, Johnson = dishonest, ERG = nationalist right) forecloses the discussion
of alternative framings. The agenda-setting function is the broadcast's most pervasive structural bias.
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL EVALUATION

OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria

No. ‘ Criterion

1 EXPERT SELECTION

2 SOURCE SELECTION

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION

4 SELECTIVE OMISSION

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION
6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION

7 TIMING

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE

9 COMPLETENESS

10 FRAMING

11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY
12 PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR
13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY

14 FALSE BALANCE

15 AGENDA-SETTING

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 7.0/10

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 6.8/10

OVERALL SCORE 6.9/10

Score Rating

9/10 Systematic imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
7110 Pronounced imbalance
9/10 Systematic imbalance
3/10 Slight imbalance

7110 Pronounced imbalance
6/10 Significant imbalance
6/10 Significant imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
6/10 Significant imbalance
7110 Pronounced imbalance
4/10 Slight imbalance

8/10 Pronounced imbalance

Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree
of deviation

Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree
of deviation

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)

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

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

6 Significant finding Scores of 6 and above are classified as 'significant findings."'
(threshold)

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

Pronounced imbalance; multiple documented individual findings in this

8-9 Severe finding criterion

10 Maximum severity Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion.

Aggregated Deviation Index — Interpretation Ranges

0.0-25 Unremarkable No significant patterns detected; broadcast meets the impartiality
standard.
2.6 -4.0 Slight imbalance Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within tolerance range.

41-6.0 Significant imbalance Multiple significant findings; relevant impairment of perspective

diversity.
Serious deviation from the Pronounced, cross-broadcast patterns; high impact relevance.
6.1 — 8.0 impartiality standard. High
degree of deviation
Fundamental systemic one- Maximum severity across nearly all criteria; systematically one-

8.1-10 sidedness. Very high bias degree sided reporting.

Party-Political Bias (-5 to +5)

Strongly Party is significantly underrepresented in framing, airtime, or

lioks disadvantaged 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.
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6)

Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6

Violation 1:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 (Due Impartiality) / BBC Agreement Clause 48

Facts: The broadcast presents a single partisan guest delivering sustained personal criticism of named politicians
(Boris Johnson, Jacob Rees-Mogg, David Cameron) and the Brexit project without any counterpoint, right of reply, or
alternative perspective.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00-05:09 — the entire broadcast; specifically 00:28—01:14: "I think he is... extremely
careless with the truth... this is no Churchill"

Assessment: BBC Charter Art. 6 and the BBC Agreement require that the BBC provides "due impartiality" on matters
of major political controversy. Brexit in July 2018 was unquestionably a matter of major political controversy. The
broadcast's failure to present any pro-Leave perspective, any Johnson/ERG defence, or any challenge to the guest's
characterisations constitutes a failure of due impartiality. The personal attacks on named politicians without right of
reply additionally engage the BBC's Editorial Guidelines on fairness and accuracy.

Violation 2:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines Section 4 (Impartiality) — "due weight"

Facts: The broadcast allocates 100% of substantive speaking time to a single political perspective on Brexit. The
Leave maijority (17.4 million voters, 51.9% of the referendum vote) is represented by zero speaking time and is
characterised as having been deceived ("fog of doubt").

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00-00:27: "the lies we've been fed... the fog of doubt in which we took the decision we did
on brexit"

Assessment: The BBC's impartiality standard requires "due weight" to be given to "the weight of opinion" on contested
matters. Characterising the majority referendum vote as the product of deception, without any counterpoint from
Leave supporters or any acknowledgement of the substantive democratic arguments for Leave, fails the "due weight"
standard. This is not a matter of requiring equal time but of requiring that a majority democratic position not be
dismissed as the product of manipulation without challenge.

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

Facts: The guest's characterisation of Boris Johnson as "extremely careless with the truth" is presented as an
established fact rather than as an opinion. The presenter does not identify it as opinion, does not challenge it, and
does not seek a response from Johnson or his representatives.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:39-00:41: "l think he is... extremely careless with the truth”

Assessment: While the "I think" construction technically marks this as opinion, the overall framing — corroborated by
Hastings and Rudd, unchallenged by the presenter — presents it as a settled verdict. BBC Editorial Guidelines require
that serious allegations about named individuals be clearly identified as allegations, be put to the subject where
possible, and be accompanied by the subject's response or an explanation of why it was not obtained. None of these
requirements are met.

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Art. 6

This broadcast fails to meet the standard of due impartiality required by BBC Charter Art. 6 and the BBC Agreement in
its coverage of Brexit — a matter of major political controversy. The structural failure is threefold: (1) a single partisan
guest is presented without counterpoint on contested political questions; (2) the majority democratic position (Leave)
is characterised as the product of deception without challenge; and (3) serious personal allegations against named
politicians are presented without right of reply or editorial qualification. The brief Cliff Richard segment does not
remedy these failures. The broadcast, as analysed, would be unlikely to withstand scrutiny under Ofcom's
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Broadcasting Code Section 5 (Due Impartiality) or the BBC's own Editorial Guidelines, and represents a demonstrable
departure from the BBC's Charter obligations.
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CHAPTER 6 — Source Depth Check

Source 1: Max Hastings (cited journalist/editor)

1. Funding: Independent journalist and author; no institutional funding. No financial conflict of interest identified.
2. Mandate: Former editor of The Daily Telegraph and Evening Standard; his mandate as Johnson's editor gives
him direct knowledge of Johnson's journalistic conduct. However, his mandate does not extend to neutral political
assessment — he is a known and consistent critic of Johnson.
3. Conflict of Interest: Hastings has a documented personal and professional antagonism towards Johnson,
having written extensively criticising him. Citing him as corroboration of Johnson's dishonesty is citing a known
opponent as an authority — a structural conflict of interest.
4. Credibility Matrix:

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 (known personal antagonist)

D2 Personal Risk: O (retired; limited risk)

D3 Subject Competence: +1 (direct editorial experience with Johnson)

D4 Opinion Consistency: +2 (consistently critical of Johnson)

D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -1 (characterisation-based)

D6 Source Level: 0 (secondary — personal recollection)

TOTAL: 0 -~ SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
5. Missing counterpoint: A colleague or editor who would speak positively of Johnson's journalistic record is
entirely absent.

Source 2: Amber Rudd (cited politician)

1. Funding: N/A — serving politician at time of broadcast
2. Mandate: Home Secretary at time of broadcast; no mandate for neutral assessment of Conservative colleagues
3. Conflict of Interest: Pro-Remain Conservative minister; political opponent of Johnson within the party. Citing her
criticism of Johnson is citing a political opponent as a character witness.
4. Credibility Matrix:

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 (political opponent)

D2 Personal Risk: +1 (public figure making public statement)

D3 Subject Competence: 0 (political colleague, not expert)

D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 (consistent Remain/anti-Johnson position)

D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -2 (pure character anecdote)

D6 Source Level: -1 (tertiary — reported speech of reported speech)

TOTAL: -3 —» SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW (borderline RED)

5. Missing counterpoint: No Johnson ally or supporter is cited.

> IMPORTANT NOTE: "Recognised" or "respected" are social attributions, not analytical qualifications. Both sources
cited in this broadcast are recognised figures whose recognition does not neutralise their documented conflicts of
interest. Their citations function rhetorically to lend authority to partisan characterisations rather than to provide
independent expert assessment.

Analysis completed. Version 2.7-detail. Methodological Principles K6+K13 applied throughout Step 1, Criteria 5
and 13.

Source Credibility Overview:
Source D1 p2 | D3 D4 D5 D6 | Total Signal
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Max Hastings (cited
journalist/editor)

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

Amber Rudd (cited

e -2 +1 0 +1 -2 -1 -3 YELLOW
politician)

Legal and Methodological Notes

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 factual
determination

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 legal judgment

Statistical correlations are not to be interpreted as proof of causal relationships or editorial

D propf il intent. Deviation values may be influenced by topic selection, news environment, political
causation .

controversy, or format logic.
No iudament of The analysis measures observable structural characteristics of broadcasts. A score of 7
o Judg means a significant imbalance was detected — not that the editorial team intended it. The
intent . . : C

methodology makes no claims about motives or strategic objectives.

. The index serves comparative pattern recognition across thousands of broadcasts, not

Heuristic

precise metric measurement of individual segments. Threshold values serve heuristic

BRI (2] orientation, not sharp legal qualification.
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APPENDIX 1: 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)
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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 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.

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 36



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

