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OVERALL

SCORE 5.1/10 Significant imbalance

0 = balanced, 10 = strongly biased/manipulative

POLITICAL SPECTRUM
Classification based on Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) 2024

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

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

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

IS AAEEN 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) Programme Representation vs. Party Programme Position

Conservative

3 01:41 "pile in by the Daily Mail and people on the right of the conservative party"
— Party programme position on immigration (Stop the Boats, lllegal Migration Bill)
is never presented on its own terms; Conservative ministers are referenced only
as sources of illegitimate pressure on the BBC. The substantive policy case is
omitted. Representation: distorted by omission.

Labour +1 16:50 David Lammy's LBC show mentioned neutrally. Labour's position on the
Lineker affair (broadly supportive of Lineker) is implicitly endorsed by the
programme's framing but not explicitly examined. No distortion of Labour policy
positions; party is simply not a focus. Representation: neutral/absent.

Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned. Representation: absent.
SNP 0 Not mentioned. Representation: absent.

Reform UK -2 16:47 "Richard Tice the leader of the Reform Party" mentioned as a Talk TV
presenter in a context implying partisan degradation of broadcasting standards.
Reform's policy positions are not examined; the party is referenced only as an
example of problematic partisan media. Representation: contextually negative, no
policy content.

Green 0 Not mentioned. Representation: absent.

Score Legend:

+5 = Party programme positions correctly and fully represented

0 = Party/topic not in programme

-5 = Party programme positions actively distorted or misrepresented

Party Bias Summary

» Most Accurate Representation: Labour (Score +1) — mentioned neutrally, no distortion

» Strongest Distortion: Conservative Party (Score -3) — policy positions never presented on their own terms; party
referenced only as source of illegitimate pressure

» Average Deviation from 0: 1.0 (across parties with non-zero scores)

» Conclusion: The programme's party-political bias is primarily expressed through omission and framing rather than
direct misrepresentation. The Conservative government's immigration policy — the substantive subject of
Lineker's tweet — is never examined on its merits. Conservative politicians and newspapers are characterised as
sources of illegitimate pressure. Reform UK is referenced in a context implying it represents a degradation of
broadcasting standards. Labour and other parties are either absent or treated neutrally. The net effect is a
programme that implicitly endorses the political position of those who supported Lineker (broadly centre-left) while
delegitimising those who supported the BBC's initial decision (broadly right-leaning).
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CHAPTER 2 — PROGRAMME INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAMEWORK

Programme Data

* Title: Untitled interview programme (BBC discussion on Gary Lineker affair and BBC impartiality)

» Date (from filename): Not specified in transcript; internal evidence places broadcast circa March 2023 (Lineker
suspension/reinstatement episode)

» Estimated Length: Approximately 25—-26 minutes (transcript runs [00:00]-[25:46])
» Presenter/Reporter: Unnamed interviewer (referred to as "you" throughout; likely a BBC or associated presenter)

* Persons Interviewed: Adam Bolton (sole guest)

Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum
Adam Bolton Former Editor-at-Large, Sky News; None declared; self-described  Centre (~5.0)
Times Radio presenter centrist
Unnamed Interviewer Programme host BBC (institutional) Not determinable
Main Topic

A single-guest discussion examining the Gary Lineker Twitter controversy, BBC impartiality standards, the conduct of
BBC Director-General Tim Davey and Chairman Richard Sharp, and the broader trend of partisan broadcasting in the
UK.

World-Knowledge Context

The Gary Lineker affair (March 2023) arose when the BBC's highest-paid presenter compared the language used in
the UK government's asylum-seeker policy announcement to that of 1930s Germany. The BBC suspended Lineker
from presenting Match of the Day, triggering a near-total boycott by sports presenters and pundits, forcing the BBC to
reinstate him within days. The episode exposed deep tensions between: (a) the BBC's impartiality obligations under
its Royal Charter and the Ofcom Broadcasting Code; (b) the political pressure exerted by right-wing newspapers and
Conservative ministers; (c) the BBC's own inconsistent application of its social media guidelines; and (d) questions
about the political independence of BBC leadership, particularly Chairman Richard Sharp's undisclosed role in
facilitating a loan guarantee for Boris Johnson. The affair occurred against the backdrop of ongoing licence-fee
negotiations and the BBC Charter renewal due in 2027, making the BBC institutionally vulnerable to government
pressure.

Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed?
[A] TOUCHED UPON

Timestamp: 05:29 — Quote: "impartiality is at the heart of Tim Davy's Mission" — The BBC's formal position is
referenced but only through the interviewer's narration, not through any BBC spokesperson or direct institutional
voice.

[B] OMITTED

No Conservative minister or government spokesperson is given direct voice. Their position is characterised negatively
as a "pile in by the Daily Mail and people on the right of the conservative party" (01:41) without any representative
articulating the case for suspension.

[C] TOUCHED UPON

Timestamp: 01:41 — Quote: "it was because the momentum built up on the right that they felt they had to respond" —
The implication that the BBC buckled to right-wing pressure is present but framed as Bolton's analysis, not as a
Labour or opposition voice.

[D] TOUCHED UPON
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Timestamp: 11:34 — Quote: "there's a difference between impartiality and due impartiality and Ofcom says... due
impartiality means adequate or appropriate to the subject" — Raised by the interviewer but not explored with a
regulatory or legal expert.

[E] OMITTED

The mass boycott by BBC sports presenters and pundits — arguably the decisive factor in the BBC's U-turn —
receives no dedicated discussion and no boycotting presenter is heard from.

[F] TOUCHED UPON

Timestamp: 12:34 — Quote: "the Reuters institute's digital news report from last year which looks into trust — the
BBC trust was at 55 distrust at 26" — Public trust data is cited briefly but not explored in depth.

[G] OMITTED

No voice is given to those who believed the BBC was right to act on Lineker's tweet. The case for suspension is never
seriously articulated; it is only referenced to be dismissed.

[H] OMITTED

The substantive policy Lineker was commenting on — the lllegal Migration Bill and its treatment of asylum seekers —
receives no independent examination. The human rights dimension is entirely absent.

[l OMITTED

Richard Sharp's own account is summarised in a brief narrated passage (05:57—-06:16) but he is not interviewed, and
no BBC Board statement is examined in detail.

[J] OMITTED

No historian or expert on 1930s Germany is consulted to assess whether Lineker's comparison was historically
defensible or hyperbolic.
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CHAPTER 3 — 15 CRITERIA: DETAILED ANALYSIS

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable

1. EXPERT SELECTION 710

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Expert 1: Adam Bolton — Former Editor-at-Large, Sky News; Times Radio presenter

Timestamp 00:00 (throughout)

*"| think Gary lineker has clearly won... the BBC appeared to buckle... it's a slightly pompous

Statement g o
defensive move

Bolton is a senior broadcast journalist with genuine professional expertise in media and
impartiality standards. However, he is not a regulatory expert, media lawyer, or academic
researcher. He is a practitioner with strong personal views, which he expresses freely throughout.
(6 EETT |1l He self-identifies as a centrist (19:01: *"you don't want you anymore because you're a Centrist"*)
and expresses admiration for both Tim Davey and Richard Sharp personally (08:51: *"l admire
both of them frankly"*) while simultaneously criticising their decisions — a combination that
creates analytical inconsistency.

Missing countervoice: A regulatory expert (Ofcom), a media law barrister, or a journalist who supported the BBC's
initial decision would have provided structural balance.

Source Depth Check:

(a) FUNDING: Bolton is employed by Times Radio (News UK/ Rupert Murdoch). He acknowledges this at 11:01:
"I've worked with companies associated with Rupert Murdoch for example." News UK has a commercial and
editorial interest in the BBC's relative weakness — a weaker BBC benefits commercial competitors. This is a
material conflict of interest that is not disclosed to viewers.

(b) MANDATE: Bolton's mandate as a Times Radio presenter is not compatible with neutral assessment of BBC
institutional questions. Times Radio competes directly with BBC Radio for audience and advertising-adjacent
revenue.

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Employed by BBC competitor (News UK/Times Radio); commercial interest in BBC weakness

D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Some reputational risk in criticising BBC publicly; limited career risk given established position

D3 Professional Competence: +2 — Genuine expertise in broadcast journalism and editorial standards

D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — Positions appear consistent with his known centrist, pro-impartiality stance

D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: 0 — Mix of analytical observation and personal opinion; some data cited (Reuters Institute) but

mostly anecdotal

D6 Source Level: 0 — Secondary source (practitioner opinion, not primary research or regulatory determination)

TOTAL: +2 —~ SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW (-4 to +4)
(c) PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE: Bolton's views are presented throughout as authoritative expert analysis. The
programme never discloses his employment by a BBC competitor, nor does it note that his employer has a
structural interest in the narrative he advances. This constitutes Technique 12 (source selection) — a structurally
partial source is framed as a neutral expert.

Missing Expert Groups:
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» Ofcom regulatory official or media law specialist
+ Academic researcher in media studies or broadcast regulation
+ Journalist or commentator who defended the BBC's initial decision

Source Credibility Overview:

Source

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

Summary (Matrix Result):

Expert Traffic Light Key Issue

Adam Bolton YELLOW (+2) Undisclosed conflict of interest as Times Radio/News UK employee;
genuine professional competence offset by structural partiality
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check)

Source 1: Reuters Institute Digital News Report

Timestam 12:34 — Statement: *"the Reuters institute's digital news report from last year which looks into
P trust — the BBC trust was at 55 distrust at 26™

(a) Funding and governance: The Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism is based at Oxford University. It
receives funding from the Thomson Reuters Foundation, Google, Facebook, and various media organisations. It is
academically credible but not entirely free of industry influence.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The Reuters Institute's work on media trust is generally methodologically sound.
No direct conflict of interest in this specific citation.

(c) Missing counterbalancing source: No source is cited that measures BBC impartiality perceptions by political
affiliation — which would be directly relevant to the question of whether the BBC has a perceived left or right bias
among different audience segments.

Missing counterbalancing source: Polling data on BBC impartiality perceptions broken down by political affiliation
(e.g., YouGov, Ipsos).

Source 2: Daily Mail and Daily Express (newspaper reactions)

05:00-05:08 — Statement: *"the male called it a slap in the face for license payers and the
express asked whether this actually had put a nail in the coffin for the license fee"

(a) Funding: Commercial newspapers with known right-leaning editorial positions.
(b) Structural conflict of interest: Both papers have a commercial and editorial interest in weakening the BBC
(reduced competition for readers/advertisers). Their reactions are cited as evidence of right-wing anger but without
this context being noted.
(c) Missing counterbalancing source: No left-leaning newspaper reactions are cited. The Guardian, for example,
strongly supported Lineker — its perspective would have provided balance.

Source 3: BBC Social Media Guidelines (2020 update)

03:36—04:06 — Statement: *"the social media guidelines which Tim Davey sort of updated in
Timestamp 2020... there are also others who are not journalists or involved in factual programming who
nevertheless have an additional responsibility to the BBC because of their profile"*

(a) Funding: BBC institutional document.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The guidelines are cited to question their fairness, not to assess their regulatory
basis. No Ofcom determination or legal opinion on their validity is cited.

(c) Missing counterbalancing source: An Ofcom ruling or legal opinion on whether the guidelines are compatible
with employment law and broadcasting regulation.

Summary: Source selection is narrow and directionally consistent. The Reuters Institute citation is the only
academically grounded source. Newspaper sources are cited selectively (right-leaning papers only). No
regulatory, legal, or academic sources are consulted on the core question of what "due impartiality" requires.
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 3/10

1 2 3

Estimated speaking time:

+ Adam Bolton: approximately 17 minutes (65%)

* Unnamed Interviewer: approximately 7 minutes (27%)

* Narrated passages (voiceover/reporter): approximately 2 minutes (8%)
» Tim Davey (archival clip): approximately 30 seconds (2%)

Note: This is a single-guest interview format. The time distribution is therefore structurally appropriate for the

format chosen. The editorial decision to use a single-guest format is itself the relevant impartiality question — not
the internal time split.

Summary: Within the chosen format, time distribution is broadly appropriate. However, the choice of a single-
guest format with no counterbalancing voice means that 100% of substantive analytical content comes from one
perspective. The format itself is the source of imbalance, not the internal time allocation.
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R\P

4. SELECTIVE OMISSION 7110
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Omission 1:

The case for the BBC's initial decision to suspend Lineker is never articulated. No voice is given to
those who believed the tweet breached impartiality standards.

Relevant at: 00:47—-01:00 (discussion of the tweet itself)

Viewers receive no serious engagement with the argument that a publicly funded broadcaster's
highest-profile presenter comparing government policy to Nazi Germany on social media raises
legitimate impartiality concerns. The suspension is treated as self-evidently wrong.

Context

Omission 2:

The mass boycott by BBC sports presenters (lan Wright, Alan Shearer, Micah Richards, and

L others) — the proximate cause of the BBC's U-turn — is not discussed.

Relevant at: 04:44—05:08 (discussion of the resolution)

The BBC's reversal is attributed to political calculation (Sunak's positioning, 23:46) rather than to
the collective action of its own talent. This misrepresents the causal sequence of events and
removes a significant dimension of the story.

Omission 3:

The substantive content of the government's lllegal Migration Bill — the policy Lineker was
Context commenting on — is never examined. Whether Lineker's characterisation had factual basis is
never assessed.

Relevant at: 00:47—-01:00 (discussion of the tweet)

The programme discusses whether Lineker should have said what he said without ever examining
whether what he said was accurate. This omission systematically favours Lineker by avoiding
scrutiny of his claim.

Summary: The three most consequential omissions all operate in the same direction: they remove material that
would complicate the programme's implicit narrative that Lineker was right and the BBC was wrong. The omission
of the boycott is particularly significant as it distorts the factual account of how the crisis was resolved.

Missing Voices

» BBC Director-General Tim Davey: Would have provided the institutional rationale for the suspension decision and
the subsequent U-turn.

» Conservative minister or spokesperson: Would have articulated the government's view that Lineker's tweet
breached impartiality standards — a position held by multiple cabinet members.

« Ofcom regulatory expert: Would have clarified the precise legal meaning of "due impartiality" and whether
Lineker's personal social media activity fell within its scope.
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BBC sports presenter who boycotted (e.g., lan Wright, Alan Shearer): Would have explained the solidarity action
that actually forced the BBC's hand.

Refugee or asylum-seeker advocacy representative: Would have contextualised the policy Lineker was
commenting on and assessed whether his characterisation had factual basis.

Richard Sharp or BBC Board representative: Would have addressed the governance questions about the loan
guarantee and political appointments directly.

Media law barrister: Would have assessed whether the BBC's social media guidelines, as applied to Lineker, were
legally defensible.

Historian of 1930s Germany: Would have assessed the historical accuracy or otherwise of Lineker's comparison.
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 2110

1 2

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

Finding 1:

Figure: "the BBC trust was at 55 distrust at 26" (Reuters Institute Digital News Report)

The year of the report is not specified ("from last year"). No comparison with previous years is
Missing offered. No breakdown by political affiliation of respondents is provided. The figure is used to
context argue there was no impartiality crisis, but trust figures do not directly measure impartiality — they
measure perceived trustworthiness, which is a different variable.

The statistic is used to dismiss concerns about BBC impartiality without the data actually
addressing the question of whether those concerns are substantively valid.

Effect

Summary: Numerical manipulation is limited and not a dominant technique in this programme. The Reuters
Institute figure is used selectively but not egregiously. Score reflects one instance of contextually incomplete
statistical citation.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 510

1 2 3 4 5

Association 1:

Timestamp 05:14-05:28

*"Richard Sharp who's donated money to the conservative party in the past used to work with
Quote Rishi sunak and acted as a go-between for a loan guarantee to Boris Johnson and didn't disclose
that involvement during his recruitment process"*

Technique: A chain of associations is constructed: Sharp — Conservative donor — Sunak associate — Boris
Johnson financial intermediary — concealment. Each link is individually factual but the cumulative presentation
implies corrupt intent without establishing it.

Viewers are invited to conclude that Sharp's chairmanship is politically compromised, without any
evidence being presented that his chairmanship decisions were actually influenced by these
associations.

Association 2:

Timestamp 17:43-17:51

*"vou've got Nigel farage or Jacob Reese smog presenting or Nadine Doris presenting television
Quote programs who make no secret of of where they're coming from politically and they are on things
called news channels"*

Technique: Farage, Rees-Mogg, and Doris are grouped together and associated with the degradation of broadcast
standards. The phrase "things called news channels" implies these outlets are not genuine news organisations.

Right-wing political presenters are associated with the debasement of journalism. No equivalent
association is made with left-leaning political figures who have moved into media (David Lammy's
LBC show is mentioned at 16:50 but without the same critical framing).

Association 3:

Timestamp 05:29-05:38

*impartiality is at the heart of Tim Davy's Mission and that means a lot of scrutiny is also placed
on his past as an unsuccessful Conservative candidate for local Council in the 1990s"*

Quote

Technique: Tim Davey's professional mission (impartiality) is immediately juxtaposed with his past as a
Conservative candidate. The word "unsuccessful" adds a note of personal diminishment. The association implies
his impartiality mission is undermined by his political past.

Effect Davey's credibility as a guardian of impartiality is pre-emptively undermined by association with
Conservative politics, without evidence that his past has influenced his editorial decisions.

Association chain: Sharp — Conservative Party — Boris Johnson — concealment — compromised BBC governance.

Summary (Category Assignment with Matrix Justification):
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Actors Category Justification

Richard Sharp B (borderline) Factual associations presented; governance concerns are legitimate;
but causal link to compromised decisions is not established

Tim Davey B (borderline) Past political involvement is factual; but no evidence presented that it
influenced editorial decisions

GB News/Talk TV B (borderline) Legitimate concerns about partisan broadcasting; but
characterisation as not genuine news is asserted, not demonstrated
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7. TIMING 510

1 2 3 4 5

Finding 1:

Position: 00:30—-00:37 (Opening — first 37 seconds)
Content: "l think Gary lineker has clearly won"

Timing effect: Declaring Lineker the winner in the first minute of the programme establishes the evaluative
framework before any evidence is examined. Viewers who continue watching do so within a frame that has already
determined the outcome. This is a classic anchoring technique — the conclusion precedes the analysis.

Finding 2:

Position: 05:14—-05:28 (Early middle — after initial discussion)

Content: The narrated passage listing Richard Sharp's Conservative associations, loan guarantee involvement, and
non-disclosure.

Timing effect: This passage is placed immediately after Bolton's relatively measured assessment of Sharp ("l
admire both of them frankly"), creating a jarring contrast that undermines Bolton's charitable reading. The placement
ensures that Sharp's associations are foregrounded before any substantive discussion of BBC governance.

Finding 3:

Position: 23:46-24:24 (Late — near conclusion)

Content: "l do think that Richard sunac has played a part in how this situation has been resolved at the BBC... |
think that probably sent out a signal to Tim Davey that you know he could afford to back down"

Timing effect: The suggestion that Sunak's political calculation drove the BBC's U-turn is placed near the end,
functioning as a closing interpretive frame. It leaves viewers with the impression that the BBC's reinstatement of
Lineker was politically managed from Downing Street — a significant claim placed where it cannot be challenged or
contextualised.

Summary: The programme's timing structure reinforces its framing: the conclusion (Lineker won) is stated first,
damaging information about BBC leadership is front-loaded, and the most politically charged interpretation (Sunak
orchestrated the outcome) is placed last for maximum retention.
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R\P

8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 510

1 2 3 4 5

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

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

Finding 1:

Timestamp 01:41-01:50

Trigger event: The Daily Mail and Conservative MPs criticised Lineker's tweet and called for BBC action.

Reaction: "there was such a pile in by the Daily Mail and people on the right of the conservative party that the BBC
appeared to buckle" — The criticism is characterised as a "pile in" (mob behaviour) and the BBC's response as
"buckling" (weakness under illegitimate pressure).

At 16:50, David Lammy (Labour Shadow Cabinet member) having an LBC show is mentioned
without any equivalent critical characterisation. Lammy's media presence raises comparable
questions about the blurring of political and journalistic roles, but no "pile in" language or
"buckling" framing is applied.

Comparison

Asymmetry: Demonstrable. Right-wing pressure on the BBC is characterised as a "pile in"; left-wing politicians in
media are mentioned neutrally.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 12:13-12:21

Trigger event: Alan Sugar tweeted "vote Tory" while a BBC presenter.

Reaction: "when Alan sugar said vote Tori on his tweet he didn't get a lot of protests from the incumbent
government because then that comes to the point about the perception that Tim Davey has come in and said there
is an impartiality problem"

Sugar's pro-Conservative tweet is cited as evidence of BBC double standards — the BBC did not
act against Sugar. However, the programme does not express outrage at Sugar's tweet itself; it
Comparison uses it instrumentally to criticise the BBC's inconsistency. The asymmetry in the BBC's treatment
of Sugar vs. Lineker is noted, but the programme's own treatment of the two cases is also
asymmetric: Lineker's tweet is defended, Sugar's is used as a rhetorical tool.

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrable. The programme notes the BBC's asymmetric treatment but does not apply
consistent standards in its own analysis.

Summary: The programme expresses clear critical energy toward right-wing pressure on the BBC and right-wing
media figures, while treating left-leaning figures and positions with greater neutrality or sympathy. The asymmetry
is consistent but not extreme.
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9. COMPLETENESS 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Share of covered perspectives

Inverted: original value measures coverage (higher = better). Shown as deviation (higher = larger gaps).
[A] The BBC's own institutional position and formal justification for its social media guidelines and the decision to
suspend Lineker.

[B] The Conservative government's perspective: why ministers believed Lineker's tweet breached impartiality
standards and what they expected the BBC to do.

[C] The Labour/opposition perspective: whether the BBC's capitulation to right-wing pressure itself constituted a
breach of impartiality.

[D] A media law or regulatory expert's view on what "due impartiality" under Ofcom Section 5 actually requires, and
whether Lineker's tweet legally breached it.

[E] The perspective of BBC journalists and staff who boycotted programmes in solidarity with Lineker.

[F] The perspective of licence-fee payers and the public, including polling data on trust in the BBC.

[G] The perspective of those who agreed with the BBC's initial decision to suspend Lineker: i.e., those who
believed his tweet was genuinely problematic for a publicly funded broadcaster.

[H] The perspective of asylum seekers or refugee advocacy organisations on the substantive policy Lineker was
commenting on.

[1] The perspective of Richard Sharp himself, or a formal response from the BBC Board, on the governance
questions raised.

[J] An academic or historian's perspective on the comparison Lineker made to 1930s Germany: whether it
was historically defensible or not.
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING

1

Finding 1:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 2:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 3:
Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic
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00:00-00:09
*"we're going to talk about the Garnica Tweet the BBC and the Fallout™
The episode is framed from the outset as a story about "fallout” — implying the BBC caused

damage by acting against Lineker, not that Lineker's tweet caused a legitimate problem. The word
"fallout" positions the BBC's decision as the error requiring explanation.

Viewers are primed to evaluate the BBC's conduct as the source of the controversy, rather than to
weigh competing claims about whether Lineker's tweet was appropriate. This forecloses the
alternative frame — that the BBC had a defensible reason to act.

00:30-00:37

*"| think Gary lineker has clearly won™*

The episode is framed as a battle with a winner and a loser. Declaring Lineker the winner in the
opening minute establishes the evaluative framework for the entire programme: the BBC lost,
Lineker was right.

A framing of "winner/loser" is inappropriate for a regulatory and editorial governance question. It
personalises and trivialises what is a structural question about public broadcasting standards.

01:41-01:50

*"it was just odd in a sense that because there was such a pile in by the Daily Mail and people on
the right of the conservative party that the BBC appeared to buckle"*

The BBC's decision to act on Lineker's tweet is framed exclusively as capitulation to right-wing
pressure, not as a considered editorial judgment. The phrase "pile in" is pejorative and
delegitimises the concerns raised.

This framing makes it structurally impossible to consider that the BBC's initial decision might have
had merit. Any defence of the BBC's action is pre-emptively discredited as mere compliance with
tabloid pressure.

SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
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Summary: The programme is framed throughout as a story of BBC institutional failure and Lineker's vindication.
Alternative frames — that the BBC had legitimate grounds to act, or that Lineker's tweet raised genuine

impartiality questions — are never seriously entertained.
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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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5/10

3 4 5

02:45-02:49

*it's a slightly pompous defensive move saying oh no this was my own decision but it just can't be
true™

The word "pompous" is a character judgement, not an analytical descriptor. Bolton characterises
the BBC Director-General's public statement as both dishonest ("can't be true") and arrogant
("pompous") without evidence for either claim.

Neutral alternative would be: "The Director-General's statement that the decision was made
independently has been questioned by some observers." The loaded language is adopted without
challenge by the interviewer.

01:41-01:44

*"there was such a pile in by the Daily Mail and people on the right of the conservative party™
"Pile in" is a colloquial term implying mob behaviour and illegitimate pressure. It delegitimises the
concerns raised by newspapers and Conservative politicians without engaging with their
substance.

Neutral alternative: "significant criticism from right-leaning newspapers and Conservative MPs."
The pejorative framing is never balanced by equivalent language for left-leaning pressure on the
BBC.

18:40-18:46

*"by and large the money is coming from people on the right to fund people on the right to
broadcast"*

This characterisation of GB News and Talk TV funding is presented as established fact without
citation or evidence. It implies a coordinated right-wing financial conspiracy in broadcasting.

The claim is unverified within the programme. No equivalent observation is made about left-
leaning funding of media. The asymmetric application of financial scrutiny reinforces a one-sided
narrative.

Summary: The language throughout favours Lineker and critics of the BBC's decision, while characterising the
BBC's institutional response and right-wing media criticism in consistently pejorative terms. No equivalent critical
language is applied to left-leaning positions.
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R\P

12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 4/10

1

N

3 4

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

Note on structural limitation: This is a single-guest interview. Asymmetry between guests cannot be assessed.
Assessment is therefore limited to: (a) whether the interviewer challenges Bolton's claims with the same rigour they
apply to institutional actors; (b) whether the interviewer's own framing questions are balanced.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 02:50-02:59

Trigger event: Bolton has just claimed the BBC's management statement that they acted independently "just can't
be true."

Interviewer quote: "do you think the BBC invited it on themselves as well because | mean they themselves started
leading on it"

When Bolton makes favourable statements about Lineker (e.g., 00:37: "Gary lineker has clearly
won"), no challenge is offered. When Bolton makes a strong claim about BBC management
dishonesty, the interviewer follows up not by challenging the claim but by adding a further criticism
of the BBC.

Asymmetry: Demonstrable. The interviewer consistently follows Bolton's critical lines about the BBC with reinforcing
questions, rather than challenging them. No instance is found where the interviewer pushes back on Bolton's
characterisation of events.

Comparison

Finding 2:

Timestamp 10:01-10:05

Trigger event: Interviewer raises the perception that Tim Davey's Conservative background may be influencing BBC
decision-making.
Interviewer quote: "is there an argument to say that the last few days have shown that maybe it does"

No equivalent question is posed about whether left-leaning backgrounds of BBC journalists might
influence coverage — a concern raised by Richard Sharp himself (referenced at 12:26).

Comparison

Asymmetry: Demonstrable. The interviewer raises the Conservative-bias hypothesis as a live question but does not
raise the liberal-bias hypothesis with equivalent seriousness, despite it being directly relevant to the programme's
subject matter.

Finding 3:

Timestamp 14:36-14:39
Trigger event: Interviewer asks Bolton whether he would find it difficult to do his job given public perceptions about
Davey and Sharp.

Interviewer quote: "would you find it difficult to do your job given the the belief amongst some out there in the public
now about Mr Davey and Mr Sharp that would that would call into question your own impartiality"

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 20



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

No equivalent question is posed about whether Bolton's own employment by Times Radio (a BBC
Comparison competitor) calls his impartiality into question — a more direct and immediate conflict of interest
than the one being discussed.

Asymmetry: Demonstrable. The interviewer scrutinises the impartiality of BBC leadership but does not apply
equivalent scrutiny to the guest's own structural position.

Summary: The interviewer functions more as a sympathetic interlocutor than as a rigorous challenger. Questions
consistently reinforce Bolton's critical narrative about the BBC rather than testing it. The asymmetry is structural
rather than dramatic — there are no hostile interruptions — but it is consistent and directional.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Asymmetry 1:

To Adam Bolton, 08:43: "how damaging if you know as a political journalist we're in that situation where that
perception existed because that must be quite damaging for those who might be working there" — Soft/leading. The

question presupposes that the perception of Conservative bias at the BBC is damaging and invites Bolton to confirm
this.

To Tim Davey (archival clip), 05:29-05:57: The clip shows Davey defending himself; the interviewer's narration
immediately contextualises it as a "convenient narrative" that "is not true" — Hard/dismissive. Davey's statement is
not engaged with on its merits.

c . Bolton's claims are accepted without challenge; Davey's claims are pre-emptively dismissed by
omparison , .
the programme's own narration.

Asymmetry 2:

To Adam Bolton, 23:16—23:30: "for the future of what you have worked for for that impartial journalism how
important is the maintaining of the BBC license fee" — Soft/sympathetic. The question frames Bolton as a defender
of impartial journalism and invites a positive statement about the licence fee.

No equivalent question is posed about whether the licence fee model itself creates the political vulnerabilities the
programme has been discussing — a harder, more analytical question that Bolton's own analysis would support.

Asymmetry 3:

To Richard Sharp (via narration), 05:14—05:28: "Richard Sharp who's donated money to the conservative party in
the past used to work with Rishi sunak and acted as a go-between for a loan guarantee to Boris Johnson and didn't

disclose that involvement during his recruitment process" — Hard/prosecutorial. Sharp's background is presented
as a list of damaging facts.

No equivalent biographical scrutiny is applied to Adam Bolton's background (Times Radio/News UK employment,
Murdoch connection) despite its direct relevance to his credibility on BBC impartiality questions.

Summary: Questions directed at or about BBC leadership (Davey, Sharp) are consistently harder and more
prosecutorial than questions directed at Bolton. Bolton's own structural conflicts of interest receive no scrutiny.
The asymmetry is consistent and directional.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10

1 2 3

Finding 1:

Timestamp 16:50-17:06

Construct: "elsewhere David Lammy who sits in the labor Shadow bench has an LBC show" — This is placed
alongside Jacob Rees-Mogg, Nadine Dorries, and Richard Tice as examples of politicians in broadcasting.

The inclusion of Lammy creates a superficial appearance of balance (one Labour figure alongside
multiple Conservative/Reform figures). However, the critical framing applied to the right-wing
presenters ("who make no secret of where they're coming from politically," "things called news
channels") is not applied to Lammy. The balance is formal but not substantive.

Analysis

Summary: False balance is a minor technique in this programme. The Lammy reference is the clearest example
— a token left-wing inclusion that does not receive equivalent critical scrutiny. The programme's overall approach
is not false balance but rather consistent one-sidedness, which is a different problem.
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 6/10
1 2 3 4 5 6
Finding 1:

Agenda element set: It is treated as self-evident that the BBC's decision to suspend Lineker was wrong and that his
reinstatement was correct.

00:30 — Evidence: *"l think Gary lineker has clearly won"* — stated as fact in the opening minute,

Timestam . .
P never revisited as a contestable claim.

Alternative agenda: Whether a publicly funded broadcaster's highest-paid presenter should be able to compare
government policy to Nazi Germany on social media without consequence — a legitimate question about the
boundaries of impartiality obligations — is never placed on the agenda.

Finding 2:

Agenda element set: The BBC's institutional vulnerability to right-wing political pressure is treated as the central
governance problem.

08:25-08:40 — Evidence: *"given Richard Sharp and his clear ties to the conservative party that

[ERESERE that is having an impact on the BBC decision making"*

Alternative agenda: The BBC's institutional vulnerability to left-wing cultural pressure — the "liberal bias" concern
raised by Sharp himself (referenced at 12:26) — is mentioned only to be dismissed, not examined as a parallel
governance question.

Finding 3:

Agenda element set: The licence fee is treated as worth preserving, and threats to it are framed as coming from
right-wing bad faith.

23:16-25:41 — Evidence: The closing discussion frames the licence fee as the "cornerstone of

[ERESERE the ecology" and positions right-wing newspaper criticism as a threat to it.

Alternative agenda: Structural questions about whether the licence fee model is compatible with modern media
consumption, or whether it creates the political vulnerabilities the programme has been discussing, are not placed
on the agenda.

Summary: The programme's agenda-setting function is significant. By treating Lineker's vindication, right-wing
political pressure as the primary threat to BBC independence, and the licence fee as self-evidently worth
preserving as settled premises, the programme forecloses a range of legitimate analytical questions.
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Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria

Rating

Pronounced imbalance
Significant imbalance
Slight imbalance
Pronounced imbalance
Unremarkable
Significant imbalance
Significant imbalance
Significant imbalance
Pronounced imbalance
Significant imbalance
Significant imbalance
Slight imbalance
Significant imbalance
Slight imbalance

Significant imbalance

No. ‘ Criterion Score
1 EXPERT SELECTION 7/10
2 SOURCE SELECTION 6/10
3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 3110
4 SELECTIVE OMISSION 7/10
5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 2/10
6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 5/10
7 TIMING 5/10
8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 5/10
9 COMPLETENESS 7/10
10 FRAMING 6/10
1 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 5/10
12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 4/10
13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10
14 FALSE BALANCE 3110
15 AGENDA-SETTING 6/10
5.2/10 Significant imbalance
5.0/10 Significant imbalance
51/10 Significant imbalance
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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 Article 6

The BBC Royal Charter and Agreement require the BBC to provide duly accurate and impartial news, current affairs
and factual programming.

Violation 1:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5 (Due Impartiality)

Facts: The programme presents a single guest with an undisclosed conflict of interest as the sole analytical voice on a
question of BBC impartiality. No voice is given to those who defended the BBC's initial decision to suspend Lineker.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00-25:46 (throughout) — the entire programme features only Adam Bolton as analytical
voice; his Times Radio/News UK employment is never disclosed.

Assessment: A programme about BBC impartiality that presents only one analytical perspective, from a guest
employed by a BBC competitor, without disclosure, fails the "due impartiality" standard. Due impartiality does not
require equal time for all views, but it does require that significant alternative perspectives are represented. The
perspective that the BBC had legitimate grounds to act on Lineker's tweet — held by multiple Conservative ministers,
right-leaning newspapers, and a significant portion of the public — receives no substantive representation.

Violation 2:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.1 (Matters of Major Political Controversy)

Facts: The Lineker affair directly engaged questions of government immigration policy (the lllegal Migration Bill), the
political independence of the BBC, and the conduct of a government-appointed BBC Chairman. These are matters of
maijor political controversy. The programme presents a one-sided analysis of these questions without adequate
representation of alternative views.

Evidence: Timestamp 03:18-03:21 — "what was in Suella Braverman's proposals took in the end second place
everywhere" — the government's immigration proposals are referenced only to note that they were displaced from the
news agenda, never examined on their merits.

Assessment: Under Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.1, matters of major political controversy require "due
impartiality." The programme's treatment of the government's immigration policy — the substantive subject of
Lineker's tweet — as a mere contextual reference rather than a subject requiring balanced examination falls below
this standard.

Violation 3:
Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines (Conflicts of Interest / Transparency)

Facts: Adam Bolton's employment by Times Radio (News UK/Rupert Murdoch) — a direct commercial competitor of
the BBC — is not disclosed to viewers. Bolton makes multiple claims about BBC institutional conduct that are directly
favourable to the interests of his employer.

Evidence: Timestamp 11:01-11:06 — "I've worked with companies associated with Rupert Murdoch for example" —
Bolton himself references the Murdoch connection, but the programme does not draw out its relevance to his
credibility on BBC questions.

Assessment: The BBC's own Editorial Guidelines require transparency about conflicts of interest. Presenting a guest
employed by a BBC competitor as a neutral expert on BBC impartiality, without disclosing that employment
relationship, fails the transparency standard that the BBC applies to others (as demonstrated by the programme's own
detailed disclosure of Richard Sharp's Conservative associations).

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Article 6

This programme, which takes BBC impartiality as its central subject, itself falls below the standard of due impartiality
required by BBC Charter Article 6 and the Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5. The violations are structural rather

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 27



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

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

than incidental: the choice of a single guest with an undisclosed conflict of interest, the systematic omission of
perspectives that would complicate the programme's narrative, and the framing of contested political questions as
settled premises collectively produce a programme that is directionally one-sided on matters of major political
controversy. The programme's treatment of the Conservative government's immigration policy — the substantive
subject of Lineker's tweet — as a mere contextual reference, never examined on its merits, is particularly significant: a
programme that defends Lineker's right to comment on government policy without examining whether that policy
warranted the characterisation he gave it is not providing the balanced analysis that Charter Article 6 requires. In a
legal context, these failures would be relevant to any Ofcom complaint or Charter compliance review, particularly
given that the programme was broadcast by or in association with the BBC on a subject directly concerning the BBC's
own regulatory obligations.
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CHAPTER 6 — Source Depth Check

Source 1: Reuters Institute for the Study of Journalism (Oxford University)

1. FUNDING: Thomson Reuters Foundation (primary funder); additional funding from Google, Facebook/Meta, and
various media industry partners. Academically housed at Oxford University.
2. MANDATE: Research into journalism, media, and communications. The Digital News Report is a large-scale
annual survey of news consumption and trust. Mandate is compatible with neutral assessment of media trust
questions.
3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The Reuters Institute receives funding from major technology platforms (Google,
Meta) that have a commercial interest in the relative weakness of traditional broadcasters including the BBC. This is
a potential but not determinative conflict. The Digital News Report methodology is publicly available and peer-
reviewed.
4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D -2/+2):
D1 Conflict of Interest: -1 — Tech platform funding creates potential but not determinative conflict
D2 Personal Risk: +1 — Academic institution; reputational risk from methodological failure
D3 Professional Competence: +2 — Leading academic centre for journalism research; robust methodology
D4 Opinion Consistency: +2 — Annual report with consistent methodology; findings reproducible
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: +2 — Data-driven; survey-based; quantitative
D6 Source Level: +2 — Primary research (original survey data)
TOTAL: +8 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: GREEN (2+5)
5. COUNTERVOICE: The trust figure (55% trust, 26% distrust) is used to argue there was no impartiality crisis. A
counterbalancing source would be polling data on BBC impartiality perceptions broken down by political affiliation —
which would likely show significant variation between Conservative and Labour voters, complicating the simple trust
figure cited.
Note on "recognised" sources: The Reuters Institute is cited as an authoritative source without its funding structure
being disclosed. While it passes the credibility matrix, the programme's selective use of one data point (overall trust)
without contextualisation (trust by political affiliation, trend over time) represents a use of a credible source in a
contextually incomplete manner.

Analysis completed under Version 2.7-detail methodology. All findings are based exclusively on the transcript
provided. Timestamps are as marked in the source transcript. All quotations are in the original language of the
transcript (English). This analysis does not constitute legal advice.

Source Credibility Overview:

Source

Reuters Institute for the
Study of Journalism -1 +1 +2 +2 +2 +2 +8 GREEN
(Oxford University)

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

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

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

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