
 

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 1 

 

 

 

BBC DETAILED ANALYSIS 

case029_Alex Salmond vs Nick Robinson BBC.en 

Broadcast: COMPLETE DETAIL ANALYSIS  |  Analyzed: 2026-05-11 19:46 

Version 2.8-detail  |  Universal 2.8-detail  |  Konverter 3.5 (2026-05-29)  |  Standard: Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

 

OVERALL 
SCORE 

6.6/10 
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) 6.5 / 10 Right-favoring 

 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

← Left Right → 

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

 

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

 

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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CHAPTER 1 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Note: This exchange predates the 2024 political landscape described in the briefing. The relevant parties for this 
2014 referendum context are SNP (Yes campaign) and the UK government parties (Conservative-Liberal 
Democrat coalition, No campaign). The scoring below reflects the accuracy of party position representation in the 
exchange. 

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

Conservative +1 The No campaign's economic risk narrative (which was primarily a Conservative-
led UK government position) is presented as the default frame of Robinson's 
questions without being identified as a party-political position. The Conservative 
position is effectively laundered through Robinson's questioning as objective 
journalism. Slight positive score because the position is represented, albeit without 
attribution. 

Labour 0 Labour was part of the Better Together No campaign but is not specifically 
referenced in this exchange. Score: not applicable / neutral. 

Lib Dems 0 Not referenced in this exchange. Score: not applicable / neutral. 

SNP -3 SNP's core position — that Scotland can prosper as an independent nation, that 
corporation tax follows economic activity, that business warnings are coordinated 
scaremongering — is represented by Salmond but is systematically undermined 
by Robinson's framing, interruptions, and non-engagement with Salmond's 
evidence. The SNP's factual corrections are treated as evasion; their counter-
allegations are ignored. 

Reform UK 0 Not relevant to this 2014 exchange. 

Green 0 Not relevant to this 2014 exchange. 

 

Party Bias Summary 

•  Most accurate representation: Conservative/No campaign position (Score +1) — represented as objective fact 
rather than party position 

•  Strongest distortion: SNP/Yes campaign position (Score -3) — factual corrections ignored, counter-allegations not 
followed up, positive case not explored 

•  Average deviation from 0: 0.67 (across relevant parties) 

•  Conclusion: The exchange exhibits a clear directional bias against the SNP/Yes campaign position. The No 
campaign's economic narrative is structurally embedded in Robinson's questions as objective reality, while the 
Yes campaign's counter-evidence is treated as political deflection. This asymmetry is particularly significant given 
that the BBC Charter requires due impartiality on matters of major political controversy, and a constitutional 
referendum is the paradigm case of such a matter. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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CHAPTER 2 — PROGRAMME INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAMEWORK 

 

Programme Data 

•  Title: BBC News Press Conference / Campaign Event Interview — Scottish Independence Referendum 

•  Date (from context): September 2014 (two days before the referendum, 18 September 2014; internal references to 
RBS announcement and overnight share price movement place this at approximately 11–12 September 2014) 

•  Estimated Length: Approximately 14–15 minutes (transcript ends at ~14:32) 

•  Presenter / Reporter: Nick Robinson, BBC Political Editor 

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

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum 

Alex Salmond First Minister of Scotland; Leader of 
the Yes Campaign 

Scottish National Party 
(SNP) 

3.5 — Left-leaning, Scottish 
nationalist 

Nick Robinson BBC Political Editor BBC (public broadcaster) Institutional/neutral (claimed) 

 

Main Topic 

A BBC Political Editor questions the First Minister of Scotland about the economic consequences of Scottish 
independence, specifically the announced relocation of RBS's registered headquarters to London and warnings from 
major business leaders, during the final weeks of the 2014 Scottish independence referendum campaign. 

World-Knowledge Context 

The 2014 Scottish independence referendum (held 18 September 2014) was one of the most consequential 
constitutional votes in modern British history. The "Yes" campaign (SNP-led) argued Scotland could prosper as an 
independent nation; the "No" campaign ("Better Together") warned of economic risks. In the final days before the vote, 
several major corporations — RBS, Standard Life, BP, John Lewis — issued statements warning of negative 
consequences of independence. The UK Treasury and the No campaign used these statements extensively. The Yes 
campaign accused the UK government of orchestrating a coordinated business scare campaign. The BBC's coverage 
of the referendum was itself a major controversy: a protest of approximately 1,000 people gathered outside BBC 
Scotland headquarters in Glasgow on 14 September 2014, accusing the BBC of pro-Union bias. Nick Robinson's 
reporting of this specific press conference later became the subject of a formal complaint and significant public 
controversy, specifically because Robinson's subsequent BBC News at Ten report stated Salmond "didn't answer" 
Robinson's question — a claim contradicted by the video evidence of Salmond's lengthy response, which is partially 
captured in this transcript. 

Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed? 

[A] ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 01:38–07:10 — Quote: "I I I think the people of Scotland have moved Beyond uh these uh warnings and 
scaremongering" — Salmond presents the Yes economic case but is repeatedly interrupted; the framing of Robinson's 
questions does not invite elaboration of the positive case. 

[B] ADDRESSED — DOMINANTLY 

Timestamp: 00:00–00:31 — Quote: "John Lewis's boss says prices could go up standard life's boss says money will 
move out of Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out why should a Scottish voter believe you a politician against men 
who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits" — The No campaign's business warnings are presented as the 
primary frame of the entire exchange. 

[C] OMITTED 

No independent academic economist is cited or referenced at any point in the transcript. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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[D] ADDRESSED — BY SALMOND, NOT BY ROBINSON 

Timestamp: 02:35–03:09 — Quote: "it is my view as chief executive any decision to move a registered headquarters 
should have no impact on everyday banking services this is a technical procedure" — Salmond quotes the RBS CEO 
statement; Robinson does not acknowledge or engage with this evidence. 

[E] ADDRESSED — BY SALMOND, NOT BY ROBINSON 

Timestamp: 00:56–01:32 — Quote: "corporation tax does not depend on registered office but on economic activity" — 
Salmond corrects Robinson's factual premise; Robinson does not concede the point. 

[F] ADDRESSED — BY SALMOND 

Timestamp: 01:50–02:04 — Quote: "while the Prime Minister was busy telling us what a wonderful Nation we were his 
business advisor was busy desperately trying to get any business he possibly could uh to say something negative 
about uh Independence" — Raised by Salmond; not followed up by Robinson. 

[G] ADDRESSED — BY SALMOND 

Timestamp: 03:56–05:11 — Quote: "a treasury source told the BBC that it had discussed the plans with the Royal 
Bank of Scotland... Market sensitive information... cannot be released prior to the market announcement at 7:00 this 
morning the Royal Bank of Scotland share price changed overnight" — Raised by Salmond; Robinson does not 
respond to this allegation substantively. 

[H] ADDRESSED — BRIEFLY, BY SALMOND 

Timestamp: 06:42–07:10 — Quote: "the very sensible statements from Angus rosset and uh also from uh from Martin 
Gilbert of fabine asset management" — Mentioned by Salmond but not developed; Robinson does not follow up. 

[I] OMITTED 

No historical precedent for business warnings before constitutional votes is discussed. 

[J] ADDRESSED — OBLIQUELY, BY SALMOND 

Timestamp: 03:20–03:22 — Quote: "I would have thought given the headquarters of the BBC in London" — Salmond 
raises the BBC's London-centric perspective; not engaged with by Robinson. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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CHAPTER 3 — 15 CRITERIA: DETAILED ANALYSIS 

 

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable 

 

1. EXPERT SELECTION 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: John Lewis CEO / Standard Life CEO / BP CEO (unnamed, cited collectively) 

Timestamp 00:15–00:31 

Statement 
*"John Lewis's boss says prices could go up standard life's boss says money will move out of 
Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out"* 

Classification 
Three corporate executives cited as a unified bloc of expert authority on the economic 
consequences of Scottish independence. No names given for John Lewis or Standard Life CEOs; 
BP CEO Bob Dudley is named later by Salmond (02:15). 

Missing 
counter-voice 

Independent economists, Scottish financial sector voices (Angus Grossart, Martin Gilbert — 
mentioned by Salmond but not by Robinson), or the RBS CEO's actual statement (which 
contradicts Robinson's premise). 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: These are private sector executives with fiduciary duties to shareholders. Their companies operate 
across the UK. An independent Scotland with a different regulatory and tax environment could affect their business 
models. Standard Life in particular had significant pension fund exposure to currency uncertainty. 

Conflict of interest: Direct financial interest in the outcome of the referendum; their warnings may reflect genuine 
business risk assessment or may reflect preference for the status quo that protects their existing business structures. 

(b) MANDATE: Corporate executives have no mandate to provide neutral political analysis. Their statements are 
business risk communications, not independent economic assessments. 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Direct financial stake in referendum outcome 
D2 Personal Risk: -1 — Reputational risk if warnings prove wrong, but financial risk if independence proceeds and they have 
not warned shareholders 
D3 Technical Competence: +1 — Competent on their own sector; not competent on macroeconomic projections for an 
independent Scotland 
D4 Opinion Consistency: 0 — Salmond notes (02:15) that Bob Dudley made the same statement in February; recycled 
statements suggest coordinated messaging rather than fresh analysis 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: -1 — Statements are presented as warnings without detailed economic modelling 
D6 Source Level: -1 — Secondary (press statements, not primary research) 
TOTAL: -4 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW 

(c) PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE: These executives are framed by Robinson as neutral truth-tellers ("men 
responsible for billions of pounds of profits") when they are structurally partisan sources with direct financial 
interests in the referendum outcome. This is Technique 12 (Source Selection) applied to elevate interested parties 
as neutral experts. 

Expert 2: RBS CEO Ross McEwan (cited by Salmond, not by Robinson) 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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Timestamp 02:35–03:09 

Statement 
*"it is my view as chief executive any decision to move a registered headquarters should have no 
impact on everyday banking services this is a technical procedure regarding the location of our 
registered head office based on current strategy it's not intention to move operations or jobs"* 

Classification 
The RBS CEO's actual statement to staff, quoted in full by Salmond, directly contradicts the 
premise of Robinson's question. Robinson does not acknowledge this evidence. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: RBS was at this time majority state-owned (UK government held ~80% following 2008 bailout). The 
CEO's statement to staff is an internal communication, not a press release — it carries higher credibility as it was 
not designed for public consumption. 

(b) MANDATE: As CEO, McEwan has a duty to provide accurate information to staff. His statement is more reliable 
than a press statement designed for political effect. 

D1 Conflict of Interest: 0 — Statement to staff; less incentive to spin than public statement 
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Misleading staff would be a serious governance failure 
D3 Technical Competence: +2 — Directly competent on RBS's own operational plans 
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — Statement is internally consistent with corporation tax rules 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: +2 — Factual, operational statement 
D6 Source Level: +2 — Primary source (direct statement from decision-maker) 
TOTAL: +8 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: GREEN 

(c) PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE: Robinson does not engage with this source despite Salmond quoting it directly. 
The omission of the highest-credibility source in the exchange, in favour of unnamed press statements from other 
executives, represents a significant source selection failure. 

Missing Expert Groups: 

•  Independent academic economists specialising in Scottish public finance (e.g., from University of Strathclyde, 
University of Edinburgh) 

•  Constitutional economists with expertise in fiscal devolution and independence transitions 

•  Former central bank officials with expertise on currency and banking regulation in independence scenarios 

 

Source Credibility Overview: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Signal 

Source Depth Check -2 -1 +1 0 -1 -1 -4 YELLOW 

Source Depth Check 0 +1 +2 +1 +2 +2 +8 GREEN 

 

Summary (Matrix Result): 

•  Corporate CEOs (John Lewis/Standard Life/BP): YELLOW (-4) — Interested parties presented as neutral experts 

•  RBS CEO McEwan (quoted by Salmond): GREEN (+8) — Highest-credibility source in the exchange, ignored by 
Robinson 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check) 

 

Source 1: John Lewis CEO (unnamed) 

Timestamp 00:15–00:17 — Statement: *"John Lewis's boss says prices could go up"* 

(a) Funding and governance: John Lewis Partnership is an employee-owned retail cooperative. Its CEO has a 
duty to shareholders (employee-partners) to assess business risk. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: John Lewis operates UK-wide; an independent Scotland with different 
regulations could affect its business model. The CEO has a financial interest in the status quo. 

(c) Missing counter-source: An independent retail economist assessing the actual price impact of independence. 

SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW — interested party presented as neutral expert. 

 

Source 2: Standard Life CEO (unnamed) 

Timestamp 00:17–00:20 — Statement: *"standard life's boss says money will move out of Scotland"* 

(a) Funding: Standard Life is a major Edinburgh-based financial services company with significant UK-wide and 
international operations. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Standard Life had already announced contingency plans to reregister in 
England; its CEO had a direct financial interest in signalling risk to maintain investor confidence. 

(c) Missing counter-source: Salmond mentions Martin Gilbert of Aberdeen Asset Management as a counter-voice; 
Robinson does not follow up. 

SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: RED — direct financial interest in referendum outcome; statement is a business risk 
communication, not independent analysis. 

 

Source 3: BP CEO Bob Dudley (named by Salmond at 02:15) 

Timestamp 00:20–00:23 — Statement: *"BP's boss says oil will run out"* 

(a) Funding: BP is a global oil major with North Sea operations. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: BP has a direct financial interest in North Sea licensing arrangements; an 
independent Scotland might renegotiate these. Salmond notes (02:15) that Dudley made the same statement in 
February — suggesting a coordinated messaging campaign rather than a fresh assessment. 

(c) Missing counter-source: Independent geological surveys of North Sea reserves; Scottish government oil 
revenue projections. 

SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: RED — recycled statement, direct financial interest, no independent verification. 

 

Missing counter-source: Independent economic analysis from academic institutions; Scottish financial sector 
voices (Angus Grossart, Martin Gilbert — mentioned by Salmond but not by Robinson); HMRC guidance on 
corporation tax allocation. 

Summary: All three sources cited by Robinson are corporate executives with direct financial interests in the 
referendum outcome. None are independent. The highest-credibility source in the exchange — the RBS CEO's 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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statement to staff, quoted by Salmond — is ignored by Robinson. This source selection pattern systematically 
advantages the No campaign's narrative. 
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Alex Salmond (Yes/SNP position): approximately 10 minutes 30 seconds (approx. 72%) 

•  Nick Robinson (questions/interruptions): approximately 3 minutes 30 seconds (approx. 24%) 

•  Other voices: 0 minutes (0%) 

•  No campaign / business voices: 0 minutes direct speech; represented through Robinson's questions 

Summary: In terms of raw speaking time, Salmond dominates the exchange. However, this metric is misleading: 
Robinson's questions are structured to carry the No campaign's narrative, and Salmond's speaking time is largely 
consumed by responding to and correcting Robinson's premises rather than advancing his own positive case. The 
absence of any other voice — no No campaign representative, no independent expert — means the exchange is 
structurally a one-sided interrogation rather than a balanced discussion. 
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4. SELECTIVE OMISSION 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context 
Robinson's question asserts that RBS moving its registered headquarters would cause tax 
revenues to move to London. This premise is factually incorrect under UK corporation tax law, as 
Salmond explains. Robinson never acknowledges this correction. 

Relevant at: 00:56–01:32 and 05:51–06:20 

Effect 
Viewers are left with the impression that Salmond is evading the question rather than correcting a 
factual error in the question's premise. The omission of any acknowledgement of Salmond's 
factual correction creates a false picture of the exchange. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context 

Salmond raises the allegation that the UK government's business advisor actively solicited 
negative statements from businesses (01:50–02:04). This is a serious allegation about 
coordinated government interference in the referendum campaign. Robinson does not follow up 
on this allegation at any point. 

Relevant at: 01:50–02:04 

Effect 
A potentially significant story about government misconduct during a referendum campaign is 
entirely dropped. The omission protects the No campaign from scrutiny while the Yes campaign 
faces sustained questioning. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context 

Salmond raises the allegation that a Treasury source briefed the BBC about RBS's plans before 
the market announcement at 7:00am, causing the RBS share price to move overnight (03:56–
05:11). This is an allegation of a potential criminal offence (market manipulation / insider trading) 
and a serious breach of plebiscite rules. Robinson does not respond to this allegation 
substantively. 

Relevant at: 03:56–05:11 

Effect 
The most serious allegation in the entire exchange — a potential market manipulation involving 
the BBC itself — is met with silence from Robinson. The omission is particularly significant given 
that Robinson is the BBC's Political Editor and the allegation directly implicates his organisation. 

 

Summary: Three major omissions — the factual correction on corporation tax, the allegation of coordinated 
government business lobbying, and the market-sensitive information leak allegation — all favour the No campaign 
by removing scrutiny from the UK government's conduct while maintaining pressure on Salmond. This pattern of 
selective omission is inconsistent with BBC Charter Art. 6 requirements for due impartiality. 

 

Missing Voices 

•  Independent academic economist (e.g., from Scottish universities): Would have provided neutral assessment of 
corporation tax allocation rules and the actual fiscal impact of RBS registered office relocation. 
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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 11 

 

•  RBS CEO Ross McEwan (direct interview): His statement, quoted by Salmond, directly contradicts the premise of 
Robinson's question; his direct voice would have clarified the issue. 

•  UK Treasury spokesperson (on record): To respond to the market-sensitive information leak allegation raised by 
Salmond. 

•  Scottish financial sector representative (Angus Grossart / Martin Gilbert): Mentioned by Salmond as supporting 
independence; their perspective is entirely absent from Robinson's questioning. 

•  Constitutional law expert: To contextualise the legal framework for corporation tax in an independent Scotland. 

•  Media ethics expert: To address the BBC's role and potential conflicts of interest in referendum coverage. 

•  No campaign spokesperson: To provide the opposing political argument directly, rather than having Robinson act 
as a proxy for No campaign talking points. 

•  Scottish voter / polling expert: To contextualise whether business warnings were actually influencing public opinion 
as Robinson's framing implies. 
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

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

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:03–00:12 

Number: "tax revenues would move to London... Scottish taxpayers would have to make up the money they would 
lose from RBS moving to London" 

Missing 
context 

Robinson presents no figure for the alleged tax revenue loss. More critically, the premise is 
factually incorrect: UK corporation tax is allocated on the basis of economic activity, not registered 
office location. RBS's economic activity in Scotland would not change if only the registered office 
moved. The "number" implied (tax revenues lost) is based on a false premise. 

Effect 

Viewers are given the impression of a quantifiable, certain financial loss to Scotland without any 
actual figure being provided and without the legal framework being explained. The vagueness of 
"tax revenues would move" is more alarming than any specific figure would be, because it cannot 
be challenged. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:15–00:20 

Number: "men who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits" 

Missing 
context 

The "billions of pounds of profits" figure is used as a credibility metric, not as an economic 
argument. No context is provided for what these profits represent, whether they are UK-wide or 
Scotland-specific, or how they relate to the question of Scottish independence. 

Effect 
The large number functions rhetorically to establish authority rather than to illuminate the 
economic question. This is a form of numerical appeal to authority. 

 

Summary: The numerical manipulation in this exchange operates primarily through the use of implied large 
numbers (tax revenues, billions of profits) without specific figures or legal context, creating an impression of 
quantifiable economic catastrophe that Salmond's factual corrections cannot easily counter in a fast-moving press 
conference format. 
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 00:27–00:31 

Quote 
*"why should a Scottish voter believe you a politician against men who are responsible for billions 
of pounds of profits"* 

Technique: Salmond is associated with the category "politician" — a category that in contemporary discourse 
carries connotations of self-interest, spin, and unreliability — and contrasted with "men responsible for billions of 
pounds of profits," who are implicitly associated with competence, responsibility, and objectivity. 

Effect 
The association of "politician" with untrustworthiness, without any equivalent scrutiny of the 
business leaders' motivations, creates an implicit guilt-by-category: Salmond is discredited by 
virtue of his political role. 

 

For Salmond as a political figure subjected to credibility challenge: 

SOURCE CHECK: 

•  Does Salmond work with verifiable primary sources? YES — he quotes the RBS CEO statement directly, cites 
corporation tax law, identifies specific dates of recycled business statements. 

•  Are his core claims falsifiable? YES — his claims about corporation tax allocation rules are verifiable against 
HMRC guidance; his claim about Lloyds Banking Group's headquarters is verifiable as factually correct. 

RISK MATRIX: 

•  What has Salmond lost through his position? He is staking his political career and legacy on the referendum 
outcome; a loss would end his tenure as First Minister (which it did). 

•  What does he gain? If Yes wins, he becomes the founding father of an independent Scotland. 

•  Net: The personal risk is extremely high; this increases the credibility of his factual claims (though not necessarily 
his political judgements). 

TONALITY: Salmond's responses are largely analytical and data-focused; he cites specific documents, dates, and 
legal rules. He uses the term "scaremongering" but supports it with specific evidence (recycled statements, 
coordinated lobbying allegation). 

RESULT CATEGORY: A — Systemic critic with methodology (evidence + risk + analytical approach) 

Summary: The guilt-by-association technique operates primarily through the "politician vs. businessmen" framing, 
which systematically disadvantages Salmond by associating his role with unreliability. Salmond's own responses 
demonstrate Category A credibility characteristics — primary sources, falsifiable claims, high personal risk — 
which Robinson's framing obscures. 
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7. TIMING 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:00–00:31 (Opening) 

Content: "are you suggesting that the decision of RBS has no consequence... John Lewis's boss says prices could 
go up standard life's boss says money will move out of Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out why should a 
Scottish voter believe you a politician against men who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits" 

Timing Effect: The opening question establishes the entire frame of the exchange before Salmond can speak. By 
leading with three business warnings and a credibility challenge, Robinson sets the agenda for the entire press 
conference segment. Everything Salmond says subsequently is positioned as a response to this frame rather than 
as an independent presentation of the Yes case. The timing ensures that the No campaign's narrative is the first 
thing viewers hear and the frame within which all subsequent information is processed. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 03:56–05:11 (Middle) 

Content: Salmond's allegation about the Treasury market-sensitive information leak. 

Timing Effect: This is the most serious allegation in the exchange — a potential criminal matter — but it is raised in 
the middle of the exchange and receives no follow-up from Robinson. Its placement in the middle, surrounded by 
Robinson's persistent repetition of the RBS question, means it is structurally buried. In Robinson's subsequent BBC 
News at Ten report, this allegation was not reported at all. 

 

Finding 3: 

Position: 13:00–14:32 (End) 

Content: Salmond's references to positive financial sector voices (Angus Grossart, Martin Gilbert) are placed at the 
very end of the transcript and are cut off mid-sentence. 

Timing Effect: The positive economic case for independence is structurally relegated to the end of the exchange 
and is not completed in the available transcript. The No campaign's warnings dominate the opening; the Yes 
campaign's counter-evidence is placed last and is incomplete. 

 

Summary: The timing structure of the exchange — No campaign warnings at the opening, Yes campaign counter-
evidence at the end and cut off — follows a pattern that systematically advantages the No campaign's narrative in 
terms of primacy and recency effects. 
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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 did not produce an analogous reaction. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:35–00:39 

Trigger event: Salmond begins to answer Robinson's question. 

Reaction: "no let let let us answer" — Robinson interrupts Salmond before he has given any answer. 

Comparison 
Robinson does not interrupt or challenge the business leaders whose statements he cites. Their 
statements are presented without any critical engagement. 

Asymmetry: Robinson applies aggressive interruption to the Yes campaign representative while treating No 
campaign-aligned business statements as unquestionable. Asymmetry confirmed. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 01:45–01:47 

Trigger event: Salmond characterises the business warnings as "scaremongering" and alleges that the Prime 
Minister's business advisor actively solicited negative statements. 

Reaction: Robinson does not challenge the "scaremongering" characterisation, nor does he follow up on the 
allegation of coordinated government lobbying of businesses. 

Comparison 
Robinson challenges Salmond's positive economic claims (corporation tax, RBS impact) with 
persistent follow-up questions. He does not apply comparable persistence to the allegation of 
government misconduct. 

Asymmetry: Salmond's positive claims are challenged; Salmond's allegations against the No campaign are not 
followed up. Asymmetry confirmed. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 03:56–05:11 

Trigger event: Salmond raises the allegation that a Treasury source briefed the BBC about market-sensitive RBS 
information before the market announcement, causing the RBS share price to move overnight. 

Reaction: Robinson does not respond to this allegation at all. He subsequently re-asks the original RBS question. 

Comparison 

Robinson applies maximum persistence to the question of whether RBS's registered office move 
would affect Scottish tax revenues. He applies zero persistence to the allegation that the BBC 
itself may have been used to disseminate market-sensitive information in breach of financial 
regulations. 

Asymmetry: The most serious allegation in the exchange — one that implicates Robinson's own organisation — 
produces no reaction. Asymmetry confirmed and most severe in the exchange. 
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Summary: Robinson's selective engagement — persistent challenge to Yes campaign economic claims, zero 
engagement with No campaign misconduct allegations — represents a pattern of selective outrage that is 
inconsistent with BBC Charter Art. 6 requirements for due impartiality. 
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9. COMPLETENESS 6/10 

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] The Yes campaign's economic case for independence (White Paper projections, oil revenues, corporation tax 
methodology) 

[B] The No campaign's / UK Treasury's economic warnings (currency union, fiscal deficit, business relocation) 

[C] Independent academic economists' assessments of both sides' claims 

[D] The RBS CEO's actual statement to staff (which Salmond quotes directly and which contradicts the framing of 
Robinson's question) 

[E] The legal and regulatory framework for corporation tax allocation (economic activity vs. registered office) 

[F] The allegation of coordinated UK government/business messaging (the "business advisor" claim Salmond 
raises) 

[G] The market-sensitive information leak allegation (Treasury briefing BBC before RBS market announcement) 

[H] The perspective of Scottish financial sector voices supporting independence (Angus Grossart, Martin Gilbert) 

[I] Historical precedent for business warnings before constitutional votes (e.g., Quebec 1995) 

[J] The BBC's own institutional position and potential conflicts of interest in covering a referendum on the future of a 
public broadcaster funded by the UK government 
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques 

 

10. FRAMING 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:00–00:31 

Quote 
*"are you suggesting that the decision of RBS has no consequence or do you accept that by 
moving their base to London tax revenues would move to London in other words Scottish 
taxpayers would have to make up the money they would lose from RBS moving to London"* 

Manipulation 

False binary framing — the question presents only two options: either Salmond accepts the No 
campaign's economic catastrophe narrative, or he is accused of claiming there are "no 
consequences." The factually accurate middle ground (that corporation tax follows economic 
activity, not registered office, as Salmond explains) is excluded from the frame before Salmond 
can speak. 

Why 
problematic 

Viewers who do not know corporation tax law will accept Robinson's premise as factually correct. 
The question pre-loads a conclusion (tax revenues will move to London) that is legally contestable 
and that the RBS CEO's own statement does not support. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:15–00:31 

Quote 
*"John Lewis's boss says prices could go up standard life's boss says money will move out of 
Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out why should a Scottish voter believe you a politician 
against men who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits"* 

Manipulation 
The frame positions business leaders as objective truth-tellers and Salmond as a self-interested 
politician. The implicit hierarchy — corporate profit = credibility, political office = unreliability — is 
presented as self-evident rather than as a contestable value judgement. 

Why 
problematic 

This framing systematically delegitimises the elected First Minister of Scotland while elevating 
unelected corporate executives as the authoritative voice on Scottish democracy. It also ignores 
that corporate executives have their own financial interests in the outcome of the referendum. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 05:27–05:48 

Quote 
*"this has been a lively campaign with heckling at many meetings across Scotland this is the first 
opportunity the BBC have had to Heckle at a meeting congratulations Nick"* 

Manipulation 
Salmond's characterisation of Robinson's persistent interruptions as "heckling" reveals the 
underlying frame: Robinson is not conducting a neutral interview but is actively contesting 
Salmond's answers in a manner Salmond equates with campaign opposition. The frame of 
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"journalist holding politician to account" conceals what Salmond identifies as adversarial 
advocacy. 

Why 
problematic 

The BBC's institutional frame of neutral accountability journalism is used to shield what functions 
as oppositional questioning aligned with one side of the referendum debate. 

 

Summary: The entire exchange is framed as a confrontation between credible business warnings and an evasive 
politician, pre-loading the No campaign's economic narrative as the default reality against which Salmond must 
defend himself. This framing violates the BBC Charter's requirement for due impartiality on a major constitutional 
question. 
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11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:15–00:20 

Quote 
*"John Lewis's boss says prices could go up standard life's boss says money will move out of 
Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out"* 

Manipulation 

The accumulation of three corporate warnings in rapid succession, using the verb "will" (not 
"might" or "could" in all cases — note "oil will run out" is presented as fact), creates a rhetorical 
cascade of inevitability. The word "will" in "oil will run out" is particularly loaded — this is a 
geological claim presented as corporate authority. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative would be: "BP's chief executive has expressed concern about long-term oil 
reserves." The use of "will run out" as a direct quote attributed to BP's boss without qualification 
presents a contested projection as established fact. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:27–00:31 

Quote 
*"why should a Scottish voter believe you a politician against men who are responsible for billions 
of pounds of profits"* 

Manipulation 
The phrase "men who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits" is used as a credibility 
marker. This language equates financial power with epistemic authority — the ability to generate 
profit is presented as a qualification for political truth-telling. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative: "Why should voters weigh your assessment differently from that of these 
business leaders?" The original phrasing implies that wealth = trustworthiness, a value judgement 
that is itself politically loaded and favours a particular ideological position. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 01:45–01:47 

Quote *"warnings and scaremongering"* [Salmond's language, not Robinson's] 

Manipulation 

Robinson does not challenge or engage with Salmond's characterisation of the business warnings 
as "scaremongering." However, Robinson also does not use neutral language himself — his own 
questions use "will" and "would" to describe negative outcomes as certainties. The asymmetry 
between Robinson's language (certainty of negative outcomes) and Salmond's language 
(scaremongering) is never resolved or examined. 

Why 
problematic 

A neutral interviewer would have challenged both the certainty of Robinson's own framing and 
Salmond's dismissal of legitimate business concerns, rather than allowing the language 
asymmetry to stand unexamined. 
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Summary: Robinson's language consistently presents No campaign economic warnings as factual certainties 
while Salmond's counter-evidence is framed as political deflection. The vocabulary of "will," "would have to," and 
"men responsible for billions of pounds of profits" systematically advantages the No campaign's rhetorical position. 
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Methodological principle (v2.2): Before each assessment, the trigger event must be documented. An intervention 
can only be assessed as asymmetric if comparable triggers in other guests/positions did not produce an 
analogous intervention. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:35–00:39 

Trigger event: Salmond begins to answer Robinson's question by saying "well can I start" — i.e., he has not yet 
given any substantive answer. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

*"no let let let us answer"* [Robinson interrupting Salmond before he has spoken] 

Comparison 
No comparable guest is present in this exchange. However, the interruption occurs before 
Salmond has provided any answer, which means the trigger is not evasion or non-responsiveness 
but simply the act of beginning to speak. 

Asymmetry: Interrupting a guest before they have answered is an unusually aggressive intervention. The trigger 
(beginning to speak) does not justify the intervention. Asymmetry confirmed — the intervention is disproportionate to 
the trigger. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 05:27–05:48 

Trigger event: Salmond has given a lengthy, detailed answer covering corporation tax law, the RBS CEO statement, 
the Lloyds Banking Group factual error, and the market-sensitive information allegation. He then attempts to move 
to questions from international media. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

Robinson persists in re-asking the original question despite Salmond's comprehensive response. 

Comparison 
Robinson does not apply comparable persistence to following up on Salmond's counter-
allegations (coordinated business lobbying, market-sensitive information leak). 

Asymmetry: Robinson applies maximum persistence to the No campaign's economic narrative while applying zero 
persistence to Salmond's counter-allegations. Asymmetry confirmed — the trigger (Salmond attempting to move on) 
produces a different response than comparable triggers would produce if the roles were reversed. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 07:27–07:40 (second iteration of the same question) 

Trigger event: Robinson re-asks the identical question about RBS and corporation tax that Salmond has already 
answered in detail. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

*"are you suggesting that the decision of RBS has no consequence or do you accept that by 
moving their base to London tax revenues would move to London"* [verbatim repetition of original 
question] 
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Comparison 
Robinson does not re-ask any of Salmond's counter-questions (about the Treasury leak, about 
coordinated business lobbying, about the Lloyds factual error). 

Asymmetry: The repetition of the original question after a comprehensive answer, without acknowledging any 
element of that answer, functions as a refusal to accept Salmond's evidence. Asymmetry confirmed — the 
moderation behaviour treats Salmond's factual responses as non-answers requiring repetition of the original 
question. 

 

Summary: Robinson's moderation behaviour is characterised by three asymmetric patterns: interruption before 
answers are given, persistent repetition of No campaign talking points, and complete non-engagement with 
Salmond's counter-allegations. This pattern is inconsistent with the BBC's due impartiality obligations under the 
Royal Charter. 
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Salmond, 00:00–00:31: "are you suggesting that the decision of RBS has no consequence or do you accept that 
by moving their base to London tax revenues would move to London... why should a Scottish voter believe you a 
politician against men who are responsible for billions of pounds of profits" — Very hard, loaded with false binary, 
contains factual error presented as premise 

To business leaders (not present, cited by Robinson): Their statements are presented as authoritative facts without 
any critical questioning of their motivations, accuracy, or potential conflicts of interest. — No questioning at all 

Comparison 
The asymmetry is structural — business leaders are cited as unquestionable authorities while the 
elected First Minister is subjected to a question that contains a factual error and a loaded 
credibility comparison. The asymmetry is extreme. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To Salmond, 07:27–07:54: Robinson repeats the original RBS/corporation tax question verbatim after Salmond has 
given a detailed answer. 

To the allegation of Treasury market-sensitive information leak (raised by Salmond, 03:56–05:11): Robinson does 
not ask a single follow-up question about this allegation, despite it being a potentially criminal matter involving the 
BBC itself. 

Comparison 
Maximum persistence on No campaign economic narrative; zero engagement with Yes campaign 
counter-allegations. **Asymmetry confirmed and severe.** 

 

Asymmetry 3: 

To Salmond, 00:15–00:20: Robinson presents three business warnings as established facts ("John Lewis's boss 
says prices could go up... BP's boss says oil will run out"). 

To Salmond's counter-evidence (RBS CEO statement, Lloyds factual error, Angus Grossart/Martin Gilbert 
statements): Robinson does not acknowledge, engage with, or follow up on any of Salmond's counter-evidence. 

Comparison 
Business warnings receive the status of established fact; Salmond's counter-evidence receives no 
acknowledgement. **Asymmetry confirmed.** 

 

Summary: The question asymmetry in this exchange is among the most severe observable in BBC referendum 
coverage: business leaders are treated as unquestionable authorities, the elected First Minister is subjected to 
loaded questions containing factual errors, and Salmond's counter-evidence and counter-allegations receive zero 
follow-up. This pattern is inconsistent with BBC Charter Art. 6. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp Throughout 

Construct: The exchange presents itself as a journalist holding a politician to account — a format that implies 
balance through the adversarial interview model. 

Analysis 

The false balance here is structural: the adversarial interview format creates the appearance of 
balance (journalist challenges politician) while concealing the actual imbalance (journalist's 
questions carry one side's narrative; the other side's evidence is not engaged with). The format 
itself is the false balance — it looks like accountability journalism but functions as advocacy for 
one side of the referendum debate. 

 

Summary: The false balance in this exchange is relatively low-scoring because the exchange does not attempt to 
present two equal sides — it is openly adversarial. The more significant issues are framing, question asymmetry, 
and selective omission rather than false balance per se. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda element set: Business leaders' warnings about independence are treated as the primary legitimate frame 
for evaluating the referendum. 

Timestamp 
00:00–00:31 — Evidence: *"John Lewis's boss says prices could go up standard life's boss says 
money will move out of Scotland BP's boss says oil will run out"* 

Alternative agenda: The positive economic case for independence; the democratic argument for self-determination; 
the track record of business warnings in previous constitutional votes; the question of whether corporate executives 
should have privileged authority in democratic referendums. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda element set: The question of Scottish independence is framed as primarily an economic risk management 
question, not a democratic or constitutional question. 

Timestamp 
00:00–14:32 — Evidence: The entire exchange focuses on economic warnings; no question is 
asked about democratic legitimacy, constitutional arrangements, or the positive case for 
independence. 

Alternative agenda: The democratic mandate for a referendum; the constitutional framework for independence; the 
positive vision for an independent Scotland; the question of whether the UK government's conduct during the 
referendum campaign was appropriate. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda element set: The BBC's own role in the referendum campaign is treated as unproblematic and neutral. 

Timestamp 
03:20–03:22 — Evidence: Salmond raises the BBC's London headquarters as relevant context; 
Robinson does not engage with this. 

Alternative agenda: The BBC's institutional position as a UK-wide public broadcaster funded by the UK government, 
and the question of whether this creates structural bias in its referendum coverage, is entirely absent from the 
agenda. 

 

Summary: The agenda-setting in this exchange is among the most consequential of all fifteen criteria: by 
establishing business warnings as the primary frame and economic risk as the primary question, Robinson's 
questioning systematically excludes the democratic, constitutional, and positive economic dimensions of the 
independence debate. This agenda-setting aligns with the No campaign's strategy of making the referendum a 
risk assessment rather than a democratic choice. 
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria 

No. Criterion Score Rating 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 7/10 Pronounced imbalance 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 5/10 Significant imbalance 

4 SELECTIVE OMISSION 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 5/10 Significant imbalance 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4/10 Slight imbalance 

7 TIMING 6/10 Significant imbalance 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 7/10 Pronounced imbalance 

9 COMPLETENESS 6/10 Significant imbalance 

10 FRAMING 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 7/10 Pronounced imbalance 

12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

14 FALSE BALANCE 3/10 Slight imbalance 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 8/10 Pronounced imbalance 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 6.2/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 7.0/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree 
of deviation 

 

OVERALL SCORE 6.6/10 
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. 
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6) 

 

Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6 

Breach 1: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Agreement Clause 4 (Due Impartiality) / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5 

Facts: Robinson's questions present the No campaign's economic risk narrative as objective fact rather than as one 
side of a contested political debate. The question at 00:00–00:31 contains a factual error (that corporation tax follows 
registered office rather than economic activity) presented as an established premise. The BBC Charter requires that 
the BBC "do all it can to ensure that controversial subjects are treated with due accuracy and impartiality." 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00–00:31 — Quote: "are you suggesting that the decision of RBS has no consequence or do 
you accept that by moving their base to London tax revenues would move to London" 

Assessment: The question contains a factual error that favours the No campaign's narrative. Presenting a factually 
incorrect premise as the basis for a question about a major constitutional referendum is a breach of the BBC's due 
accuracy obligation under the Charter. 

Breach 2: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Agreement Clause 4 (Due Impartiality) / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.9 
(Major Political Controversy) 

Facts: The Scottish independence referendum was a matter of major political controversy requiring the highest 
standard of due impartiality. Robinson's moderation behaviour — interrupting Salmond before answers are given, 
persistently repeating No campaign talking points, and completely ignoring Salmond's counter-allegations — is 
inconsistent with the "breadth of view" requirement for major political controversy coverage. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:35–00:39 — Quote: "no let let let us answer" [interruption before answer given]; Timestamp 
03:56–05:11 — Salmond's market-sensitive information allegation receives zero follow-up from Robinson. 

Assessment: The systematic asymmetry in Robinson's moderation behaviour — maximum persistence on No 
campaign narrative, zero engagement with Yes campaign counter-allegations — constitutes a breach of the due 
impartiality requirement for major political controversy. 

Breach 3: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Agreement Clause 4 (Due Accuracy) 

Facts: Robinson's subsequent BBC News at Ten report (not in this transcript but directly related to this exchange) 
reportedly characterised Salmond as having "not answered" Robinson's question. The transcript of this exchange 
demonstrates that Salmond gave a lengthy, detailed, and substantive answer. If the BBC News at Ten report 
misrepresented the exchange in this way, this constitutes a breach of the BBC's due accuracy obligation. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:56–07:22 — Salmond's comprehensive answer covering corporation tax law, the RBS CEO 
statement, the Lloyds factual error, the coordinated business lobbying allegation, and the market-sensitive information 
leak allegation. 

Assessment: The characterisation of a comprehensive, evidence-based response as "no answer" would constitute a 
material inaccuracy in BBC reporting on a matter of major political controversy, in breach of BBC Charter Art. 6. 

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Art. 6 

This exchange raises three distinct potential breaches of BBC Charter Art. 6: (1) a factual error in Robinson's question 
premise that favours the No campaign; (2) systematic asymmetry in moderation behaviour inconsistent with due 
impartiality on a major constitutional question; and (3) the subsequent misrepresentation of Salmond's response in 
BBC broadcast reporting. The exchange does not meet the BBC Charter's standard of "due impartiality" for coverage 
of a major political controversy: it does not reflect "a breadth of view" on the referendum question, does not treat the 
subject with "due weight," and does not ensure that "controversial subjects are treated with due accuracy." The BBC's 
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own subsequent handling of the controversy — including the BBC Director General's partial apology — implicitly 
acknowledged that the coverage fell below Charter standards. 
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CHAPTER 6 — Source Depth Check 

 

Source 1: John Lewis CEO (unnamed) 

1. FUNDING: John Lewis Partnership — employee-owned retail cooperative. No public or state funding. 

2. MANDATE: CEO's mandate is to protect the interests of employee-partners (shareholders). Not mandated to 
provide neutral political analysis. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Direct financial interest in referendum outcome; an independent Scotland with 
different regulations could affect UK-wide retail operations. Institutional interest in status quo. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D): 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 (direct financial stake) 
D2 Personal Risk: -1 (reputational risk if wrong, but financial risk if independence proceeds without warning) 
D3 Technical Competence: 0 (retail expertise; not macroeconomic expertise) 
D4 Consistency: 0 (no information on prior statements) 
D5 Emotion vs. Data: -1 (warning without detailed modelling) 
D6 Source Level: -1 (press statement, secondary) 
TOTAL: -5 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: RED 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: Independent retail economists; Scottish consumer organisations. Neither cited. 

Source 2: Standard Life CEO (unnamed) 

1. FUNDING: Standard Life — publicly listed financial services company (Edinburgh-based). 

2. MANDATE: CEO's mandate is to protect shareholder value. Not mandated to provide neutral political analysis. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Standard Life had already announced contingency reregistration plans; CEO has 
direct financial interest in signalling risk to maintain investor confidence and justify contingency planning. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D): 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 (direct financial stake; had already announced contingency plans) 
D2 Personal Risk: -1 (reputational risk if wrong) 
D3 Technical Competence: +1 (financial services expertise relevant to currency/regulatory risk) 
D4 Consistency: 0 (no information on prior statements in transcript) 
D5 Emotion vs. Data: -1 (warning without detailed modelling) 
D6 Source Level: -1 (press statement, secondary) 
TOTAL: -4 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW/RED boundary 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: Aberdeen Asset Management (Martin Gilbert) — mentioned by Salmond as taking a positive 
view; not cited by Robinson. 

Source 3: BP CEO Bob Dudley 

1. FUNDING: BP plc — publicly listed global oil major. 

2. MANDATE: CEO's mandate is to protect shareholder value and manage business risk. Not mandated to provide 
neutral geological or economic analysis. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: BP has significant North Sea operations; an independent Scotland might renegotiate 
licensing terms. Salmond notes (02:15) that Dudley made the same statement in February — suggesting 
coordinated messaging rather than fresh analysis. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D): 

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 (direct financial stake in North Sea licensing) 
D2 Personal Risk: -1 (reputational risk if wrong) 
D3 Technical Competence: +1 (oil industry expertise; but "oil will run out" is a geological claim beyond his specific expertise) 
D4 Consistency: -1 (recycled statement from February — suggests coordinated campaign, not independent assessment) 
D5 Emotion vs. Data: -1 (apocalyptic framing "oil will run out" without geological data) 
D6 Source Level: -1 (press statement, secondary) 
TOTAL: -5 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: RED 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: Independent geological surveys of North Sea reserves; Scottish government oil revenue 
projections (OBR-comparable). Neither cited. 
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Source 4: RBS CEO Ross McEwan (cited by Salmond, not by Robinson) 

1. FUNDING: RBS — majority state-owned (UK government ~80% shareholder at time of exchange). 

2. MANDATE: CEO's mandate includes accurate communication to staff. Statement to staff is an internal 
communication with higher reliability than press statements. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: As CEO of a majority state-owned bank, McEwan operates under UK government 
oversight. However, his statement to staff directly contradicts the No campaign's narrative — suggesting he is not 
simply echoing government messaging. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D): 

D1 Conflict of Interest: 0 (statement to staff; less incentive to spin than public statement; contradicts government narrative) 
D2 Personal Risk: +1 (misleading staff would be a serious governance failure) 
D3 Technical Competence: +2 (directly competent on RBS's own operational plans) 
D4 Consistency: +1 (statement is internally consistent with corporation tax rules) 
D5 Emotion vs. Data: +2 (factual, operational statement) 
D6 Source Level: +2 (primary source — direct statement from decision-maker about his own organisation's plans) 
TOTAL: +8 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: GREEN 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: Not needed — this is the highest-credibility source in the exchange. Its omission by 
Robinson is the most significant source selection failure in the exchange. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: The pattern of source selection in this exchange — three RED/YELLOW sources cited by 
Robinson as authoritative, one GREEN source cited by Salmond and ignored by Robinson — is not random. It 
represents a systematic selection of interested parties whose statements support the No campaign narrative, while the 
most credible and directly relevant source (the RBS CEO's own statement about his own organisation's plans) is 
structurally excluded from Robinson's questioning. This is Technique 12 (Source Selection) operating at its most 
consequential. 

Analysis completed under Version 2.7-detail methodology. All findings are based exclusively on the provided 
transcript. The subsequent BBC News at Ten broadcast and its controversy are referenced as contextual 
background where directly relevant to the transcript content, but are not the subject of this analysis. 

Legal and Methodological Notes 

No factual 
determination 

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

 

No legal judgment 

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

 

No proof of 
causation 

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

 

No judgment of 
intent 

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

 

Heuristic 
comparison tool 

The index serves comparative pattern recognition across thousands of broadcasts, not 
precise metric measurement of individual segments. Threshold values serve heuristic 
orientation, not sharp legal qualification. 
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APPENDIX 1: 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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