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BBC DETAILED ANALYSIS 

case064_Stumbling Over Truth： The inside story of the 'sexed-up' dossier, Hutton and the.en 

Broadcast: COMPLETE DETAIL ANALYSIS  |  Analyzed: 2026-05-11 21:35 

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

 

OVERALL 
SCORE 

5.7/10 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 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) 3.2 / 10 Left-favoring 

 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

← Left Right → 

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

 

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

 

 

BROADCAST INFO AND TOPIC FRAMEWORK 

 

Broadcast Data 

•  Title: Book discussion: "Stumbling Over Truth" by Kevin Marsh — The Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell Affair 

•  Date: Not specified in filename; internal references suggest circa 2012–2013 (references to "10 years" since 2003, 
Chilcot inquiry still pending) 

•  Estimated Length: Approximately 90–95 minutes (based on transcript volume and audience Q&A) 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
https://www.chesdata.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102420
https://www.pewresearch.org/
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•  Presenter/Chair: Roy Greenslade (identified at 00:03 as declaring interest; friend of Alistair Campbell; lecturer on 
the Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair; opposed to Iraq War) 

•  Reporter: N/A — panel discussion format 

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum 

Kevin Marsh Author; former Editor, BBC 
Today Programme; former 
Editor, BBC World at One 

BBC (former) Centre-left (implicit) 

Richard Tate Former Editor, ITN; 
Professor of Journalism, 
Cardiff University 

Academic/Media Centre 

Lance Price Former BBC 
correspondent; former 
Special Adviser, No. 10 
Downing Street under Blair 

Labour (former) Centre-left (Labour-aligned) 

Clare Short (CLA) Former Secretary of State 
for International 
Development; resigned 
over Iraq War 

Labour (former) Left / Anti-war Labour 

Roy Greenslade Presenter; journalist; 
academic; declared friend 
of Alistair Campbell 

Media/Academic Centre-left 

Phil Harding (audience) Former Editor, BBC Today 
Programme; former Chief 
Political Adviser, BBC 

BBC (former) Centre 

Mary Dejevsky (audience) Former diplomatic 
correspondent, The 
Independent 

Media Centre 

Dennis Marx (audience) Documentary filmmaker; 40 
years BBC experience 

Media Centre 

 

Main Topic 

A panel discussion examining Kevin Marsh's book "Stumbling Over Truth," which documents the BBC's internal 
handling of the Andrew Gilligan broadcast (29 May 2003), the subsequent Alastair Campbell complaints campaign, 
the Hutton Inquiry, and the broader context of New Labour's media management strategy in the run-up to the Iraq 
War. 

World-Knowledge Context 

The Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair (2003) remains one of the most consequential media-government confrontations in 
modern British history. Andrew Gilligan's 6:07 a.m. broadcast on BBC Radio 4's Today Programme alleged that the 
September 2002 dossier on Iraqi WMD had been "sexed up" by Downing Street against the wishes of the intelligence 
community. Alastair Campbell, Blair's Director of Communications, launched an aggressive public campaign against 
the BBC. The subsequent Hutton Inquiry — following the death of Dr David Kelly, Gilligan's source — produced a 
report widely regarded as exonerating the government and heavily criticising the BBC, leading to the resignations of 
BBC Chairman Gavyn Davies and Director General Greg Dyke. The affair intersects with the broader question of 
whether the Blair government manipulated intelligence to justify the Iraq War — a question that remained live pending 
the Chilcot Inquiry (published 2016). The discussion sits at the intersection of media ethics, government spin, 
intelligence use, and democratic accountability. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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CHAPTER 1 — DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable 

 

1. EXPERT SELECTION 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: Kevin Marsh — Author; Former BBC Today Programme Editor 

Timestamp 13:49 onwards 

Statement 
"my reputation had been Trashed by Hunton he never heard a word of evidence from me and yet 
felt himself able to comment in quite precise detail about what he called the editorial system that I 
ran" 

Classification 
Marsh is the primary subject of the discussion — the author of the book being examined. He is 
simultaneously the key witness, the expert commentator, and the aggrieved party whose 
reputation was damaged by Hutton. This triple role creates a fundamental conflict of interest. 

Missing 
counter-voice 

A representative of the Hutton Inquiry's findings, or a legal expert on the inquiry's methodology, 
would have provided essential counterbalance. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: Marsh's book is commercially published; his account is self-funded in the sense that it represents his 
personal professional rehabilitation. No institutional funding conflict, but strong personal interest in a particular 
narrative outcome. 

Conflict of interest: Marsh has a direct personal and professional interest in the narrative that Hutton was wrong, that 
his editorial decisions were sound, and that Campbell was the aggressor. This is not a neutral expert perspective. 

(b) MANDATE: Marsh's mandate as author is explicitly to present his own account of events in which he was a 
central participant. This is incompatible with neutral expert assessment. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: his account is treated as documentary evidence when it is advocacy memoir. 

Expert 2: Clare Short — Former Secretary of State for International Development 

Timestamp 10:44 onwards 

Statement "I want to say what Gilligan said whatever you think of Gillian was fundamentally true" 

Classification 
Short is a former Labour cabinet minister who resigned over the Iraq War. She is a political actor 
with strong established views on the affair, not a neutral expert. 

Missing 
counter-voice 

A former Labour minister who supported the war and the government's communications strategy 
would have provided essential balance. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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(a) FUNDING: No relevant funding conflict; Short speaks as a private individual and former politician. 

(b) MANDATE: Short's mandate is as a political participant and commentator; she has no claim to neutral expertise 
on the BBC's editorial decisions. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

Expert 3: Lance Price — Former BBC Correspondent; Former No. 10 Special Adviser 

Timestamp 08:04 onwards 

Statement 
"I was genuinely surprised surprised although I'm ashamed to say I didn't really speak up about it 
because as CLA says uh aliser was an enormous presence" 

Classification 
Price is the most genuinely dual-perspective participant, having worked for both the BBC and the 
Blair government. However, his framing is consistently self-exculpatory and broadly sympathetic to 
the anti-spin narrative. 

Missing 
counter-voice 

A current No. 10 communications professional who could contextualise the Campbell operation 
within normal government communications practice. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: No relevant funding conflict. 

(b) MANDATE: Price speaks as a memoirist and commentator; his published diaries are referenced. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

Expert 4: Richard Tate — Former ITN Editor; Former Professor of Journalism, Cardiff 

Timestamp 04:38 onwards 

Statement 

"it's a world which fortunately we have now lost it's a world where because of the way in which the 
labor government uh allowed Alisa Campbell in particular Jonathan Powell as well who who were 
political appointees they were special advisers the labor government did a very um ill advised 
thing" 

Classification 
Tate is a media professional with no direct involvement in the BBC/Campbell affair. He provides 
institutional media perspective but speaks from a position broadly sympathetic to the BBC and 
critical of the Labour government. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: Academic/media professional; no relevant funding conflict. 

(b) MANDATE: Speaks as a media industry expert; legitimate expertise on broadcasting practice. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

Missing Expert Groups: 

•  Legal expert on judicial inquiry methodology (to assess Hutton's procedures) 

•  Intelligence studies academic (to assess the dossier's production and use) 

•  Government communications professional defending the Campbell operation 

 

Source Credibility Overview: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Signal 

Kevin Marsh — Author; 
Former BBC Today 
Programme Editor 

-2 +2 +2 +1 +1 +2 +6 GREEN 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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Clare Short — Former 
Secretary of State for 
International 
Development 

-1 +2 +1 +2 -1 +1 +4 YELLOW 

Lance Price — Former 
BBC Correspondent; 
Former No. 10 Special 
Adviser 

-1 +1 +2 +1 +1 +2 +6 GREEN 

Richard Tate — Former 
ITN Editor; Former 
Professor of Journalism, 
Cardiff 

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

 

Summary (Matrix Result): 

•  Kevin Marsh: GREEN as primary source of own experience; YELLOW/RED as neutral expert on the affair overall 

•  Clare Short: YELLOW — politically invested participant 

•  Lance Price: GREEN as primary source; YELLOW as neutral commentator 

•  Richard Tate: YELLOW — relevant expertise but institutionally aligned perspective 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check) 

 

Source 1: Kevin Marsh's book "Stumbling Over Truth" 

Timestamp Throughout 

Statement 
The book is the primary source for all factual claims about the BBC's internal processes during the 
affair. 

(a) Funding and institutional basis: Commercially published memoir by a directly interested party. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Marsh has a direct personal and professional interest in the narrative that his 
editorial decisions were sound, that Hutton was wrong, and that Campbell was the aggressor. The book is explicitly 
described as motivated by the desire to rehabilitate his reputation (14:04: "my reputation had been Trashed by 
Hunton"). 

(c) Missing counter-source: The Hutton Report itself, Campbell's diaries (cited selectively), or any independent 
historical account of the affair. 

 

Source 2: Alastair Campbell's Diaries (cited selectively) 

Timestamp 18:38 

Statement "as he records in his own diary um can I just ask Lance" 

(a) Funding: Commercially published. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Campbell's diaries are cited only where they support the panel's narrative (his 
initial dismissal of Gilligan's story as "a ghastly rehash"). The diaries' extensive account of why Campbell believed 
the BBC's broadcast was wrong is not cited. 

(c) Missing counter-source: Campbell's full account of his complaints campaign and his justification for it. 

 

Source 3: The Mandelson "create the truth" quote 

Timestamp 22:10–23:32 

Statement 
"if you're accusing me of trying to put the best gloss on things of trying to influence that of trying to 
create the truth create the truth uh then then I uh you know then I plead guilty" 

(a) Funding: N/A — cited from a Guardian interview. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The quote is presented as evidence of New Labour's approach to truth, but its 
context — Mandelson defending his work as a spin doctor after a difficult week — is not fully explored. 

(c) Missing counter-source: Mandelson's subsequent clarification or defence of the quote; academic analysis of 
the phrase in context. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's source base is almost entirely constituted by participants with direct personal interests 
in the narrative, supplemented by selective citation of opponents' published accounts. No independent historical, 
legal, or academic sources are cited. This represents a significant source selection failure for a discussion of a 
contested historical episode. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Kevin Marsh: approx. 22 min. (approx. 24%) 

•  Clare Short: approx. 18 min. (approx. 20%) 

•  Richard Tate: approx. 15 min. (approx. 16%) 

•  Lance Price: approx. 14 min. (approx. 15%) 

•  Roy Greenslade (Presenter): approx. 12 min. (approx. 13%) 

•  Audience questions/contributions: approx. 11 min. (approx. 12%) 

Summary: The time distribution among panellists is broadly equitable. However, all four panellists share a broadly 
similar orientation — critical of the Blair government's communications strategy and broadly sympathetic to the 
BBC's position — meaning that equitable time distribution does not produce balanced content. The absence of 
any panellist representing the government's perspective means that the time distribution, while formally balanced 
among participants, is substantively unbalanced in terms of perspectives represented. 
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context 
Alastair Campbell's perspective on his complaints campaign and the BBC's editorial failures is 
entirely absent. Campbell's own published diaries are referenced (18:38: "as he records in his own 
diary") but only selectively, to support the panel's narrative. 

Relevant at: Throughout; particularly 18:38–19:00 

Effect 

The audience receives a comprehensive account of Campbell as aggressor without any 
opportunity to assess his stated justifications. The selective quotation from his diaries — used to 
show he initially called Gilligan's story "a ghastly rehash" — is deployed to undermine his later 
complaints, without presenting his full account of why he escalated. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context 
The Hutton Report's actual findings and reasoning are never presented. The report is 
characterised as a "whitewash" (10:44) and "one-sided" (65:46) without any engagement with its 
specific conclusions or the evidence on which they were based. 

Relevant at: 10:44, 40:41, 65:46 

Effect 

The audience is given no basis on which to assess whether the "whitewash" characterisation is 
accurate. The report's findings — which were based on extensive documentary evidence and 
witness testimony — are dismissed without examination, creating a false impression that they 
were without foundation. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context 
The question of whether Gilligan's specific errors (the attribution errors identified by Marsh at 
30:00–31:10) were editorially significant is raised but never resolved. The panel moves away from 
this question each time it becomes uncomfortable. 

Relevant at: 29:44–31:37; 41:28–41:57 

Effect 

The audience is left with the impression that Gilligan's errors were trivial ("errors of attribution, not 
errors of fact") without any sustained examination of whether the BBC's editorial processes should 
have caught them before broadcast, or whether they materially affected the public's understanding 
of the story. 

 

Summary: The broadcast systematically omits perspectives and evidence that would complicate the dominant 
narrative. The absence of Campbell's defence, Hutton's reasoning, and sustained examination of Gilligan's errors 
creates a structurally incomplete account that functions as advocacy for one side of a contested historical dispute. 

 

Missing Voices 

•  Alastair Campbell or representative: Would have provided the government's account of why the BBC's broadcast 
was factually wrong and why complaints were legitimate 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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•  Lord Hutton or legal defender of the inquiry: Would have explained the legal reasoning behind findings that the 
panel unanimously dismisses as a "whitewash" 

•  Conservative Party spokesperson (2003 or current): Would have provided the official opposition's perspective on 
both the dossier and the BBC affair 

•  Representative of David Kelly's family: Would have provided the human dimension of Kelly's treatment and death, 
absent from a discussion that treats him primarily as a narrative device 

•  Hans Blix or UN inspection representative: Would have provided authoritative international perspective on WMD 
evidence and inspection findings 

•  Pro-war journalist or commentator: Would have represented the substantial body of journalistic opinion that 
supported the government's case at the time 

•  Current BBC editorial leadership: Would have addressed whether institutional lessons have been learned and how 
editorial independence is currently protected 

•  Academic specialist in intelligence law or constitutional law: Would have provided expert analysis of the legal and 
constitutional dimensions of the dossier's production and use 
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 2/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

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

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 28:28–28:35 

Number: "Al Campell complained three times during the first half of June it wasn't until the third complaint on the 
12th of June this is a fortnight after Gilligan's piece had gone out that he actually complained about the probably 
knew it was wrong line" 

Missing 
context 

The significance of this timeline is contested — Kevin Marsh uses it to suggest Campbell's 
complaints were not primarily about the "knowingly" attribution, but the panel does not examine 
whether the timeline is consistent with Campbell's stated account of when he obtained the 
transcripts. 

Effect 
The numerical precision ("three times," "12th of June," "fortnight") creates an impression of 
documentary authority for Marsh's interpretation of Campbell's motives, without acknowledging 
that the same timeline could support alternative interpretations. 

 

Summary: Numerical manipulation is not a dominant technique in this broadcast. The discussion is primarily 
qualitative and narrative. The one significant use of specific numbers (Campbell's complaint timeline) is used to 
support a particular interpretation of Campbell's motives without adequate contextualisation. 
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 11:51–11:58 

Quote 
"and Alistair was a complete bully but he was very close to Blair and everyone sucks up to the 
Prime Minister and both out of loyalty and out of ambition" 

Technique: Campbell is characterised as a "complete bully" and Blair's proximity to him is used to imply that Blair's 
authority enabled and legitimised bullying behaviour. The phrase "everyone sucks up to the Prime Minister" extends 
the negative characterisation to the entire No. 10 operation. 

Effect 
The association of Blair with Campbell's alleged bullying, and the characterisation of civil servants 
and colleagues as sycophants, creates a generalised negative picture of the Blair government's 
culture without specific evidence. 

 

Association 2: 

Timestamp 12:04–12:08 

Quote 
"I think something like it is going on now it's a it's a weaker positions minority government 
Coalition Etc" 

Technique: Clare Short draws an explicit association between the Blair government's alleged media manipulation 
and the then-current government (Coalition, 2010–2015), implying that similar practices continue. 

Effect 
This association extends the negative characterisation of New Labour's media management to the 
current political environment without evidence, potentially influencing audience perceptions of 
contemporary government communications. 

 

Association 3: 

Timestamp 63:13–63:17 

Quote "Charlie fuler appointed him and Charlie fuler is close to Tony blur he used to share a flat with" 

Technique: The appointment of Lord Hutton is associated with his appointer's personal relationship with Tony Blair, 
implying that the appointment was politically motivated. 

Effect 
This association — Hutton appointed by someone who shared a flat with Blair — is used to 
suggest that the inquiry was structurally compromised from the outset. The personal relationship is 
presented as evidence of political motivation without establishing a causal link. 

 

No individual is characterised as a "conspiracy theorist" in this broadcast; the guilt-by-association technique is 
applied primarily to Alastair Campbell, Tony Blair, and Lord Hutton. 

Summary (Category Assignment): 
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•  Alastair Campbell: Characterised as a "complete bully" and serial deceiver — these are strong characterisations 
made in his absence without opportunity for response. The evidence cited (his complaints campaign, the 
Mandelson "create the truth" quote) is real but selectively presented. 

•  Lord Hutton: Characterised as producing a "whitewash" through an association with his appointer's relationship 
with Blair — this is a contested political characterisation presented as fact. 

•  Tony Blair: Associated with Campbell's alleged bullying through proximity — the association is made but not 
developed into a formal guilt-by-association chain. 
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7. TIMING 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:03–01:00 (Opening) 

Content: "I have to start with a large Declaration of interest um I uh am a friend of Alistair Campbell and um and this 
book could be said to be about as full frontal assault on the character of Alistair Campbell as there's ever been" 

Timing effect: The opening declaration establishes the dominant frame before any substantive discussion. By 
characterising the book as a "full frontal assault" on Campbell's character in the first sentence, the moderator primes 
the audience to receive the subsequent discussion as an attack on Campbell, regardless of the book's actual 
content. The declaration of friendship is positioned as a neutralising device but functions as an amplifier of the anti-
Campbell frame. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 92:20–93:53 (Closing) 

Content: "there's a wonderful little bit at the end of the book which is a straightforward is transcript of of John 
Humphrey's finally after 3 years of Blair ignoring him and and failing to be interviewed just John Humphrey's 
interviewing Blair in which he scores about Five Points five key points to show that uh that Blair's whole way into 
war was founded on a set of propaganda" 

Timing effect: The broadcast closes with the moderator summarising the book's conclusion — that Blair's case for 
war was "founded on a set of propaganda" — as the final message the audience takes away. This closing 
endorsement of the book's most politically charged conclusion is placed at the moment of maximum retention, 
ensuring that the anti-Blair, anti-war narrative is the dominant final impression. 

 

Finding 3: 

Position: 10:44–11:14 (Early) 

Content: "I want to say what Gilligan said whatever you think of Gillian was fundamentally true um it it's very careful 
the book saying he did he lost his words and he shouldn't have said knowingly but they did knowingly sex up there's 
no question um and it led to Hutton and a whitewash" 

Timing effect: Clare Short's definitive characterisation of the affair — Gilligan right, dossier sexed up, Hutton a 
whitewash — is placed early in the discussion, before Kevin Marsh has given his detailed account. This establishes 
the conclusion before the evidence is presented, structuring the subsequent discussion as confirmation rather than 
inquiry. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's timing structure — opening with an anti-Campbell frame, establishing the "whitewash" 
conclusion early, and closing with a characterisation of Blair's war case as "propaganda" — creates a narrative 
arc that functions as advocacy rather than analysis. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch


 

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

 

 
 

President: Schlaepfer, David  -  Contact: kontakt@SVFAB.ch  - Address:    SVFAB, P/O-Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1 
Page 14 

 

 

8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 6/10 

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

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 11:51–11:55 

Trigger event: Clare Short characterises Alastair Campbell as "a complete bully." 

Reaction: No challenge from moderator or other panellists; the characterisation is accepted and built upon. 

Comparison 

At 25:40–26:30, Lance Price characterises the Today Programme as having "made up their minds 
that Tony Blair the new labor government were a bunch of lying and untrustworthy people." This 
characterisation of BBC journalists' alleged bias is immediately contextualised and partially 
defended by Kevin Marsh (26:34: "I don't think that's the role of a program like the today 
program"). 

Asymmetry: Present — characterisations of Campbell as a "bully" pass without challenge, while characterisations of 
BBC journalists as biased are immediately contextualised and defended. The asymmetry is moderate but consistent 
with the broadcast's overall orientation. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 67:38–67:53 

Trigger event: Richard Tate describes Labour cabinet ministers "gloating" and saying "we got you you bastards" 
after the Hutton Report. 

Reaction: No challenge from moderator; the characterisation is accepted as factual testimony. 

Comparison 
No equivalent characterisation of BBC staff reactions to the Hutton Report is offered or solicited. 
The emotional reactions of BBC staff — who lost their chairman and director general — are not 
described in equivalent terms. 

Asymmetry: Present — the emotional reactions of Labour politicians are described in maximally negative terms 
("gloating," "bastards") while the emotional reactions of BBC staff are described sympathetically ("victim," "took a 
big hit"). The asymmetry is significant. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 47:31–47:54 

Trigger event: Clare Short states: "Millions were displaced vast numbers of lives were lost." 

Reaction: No challenge; the statement is accepted as a characterisation of the Iraq War's consequences. 

Comparison 
No equivalent emotional weight is given to the argument that removing Saddam Hussein may 
have prevented future atrocities, or that the decision to go to war was made in good faith based on 
available intelligence. 

Asymmetry: Present — the human costs of the Iraq War are invoked with emotional weight, while the potential costs 
of non-intervention are not considered. This is consistent with the broadcast's anti-war orientation but represents 
selective deployment of moral outrage. 
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Summary: The broadcast exhibits consistent selective outrage — strong negative characterisations of Campbell, 
Blair, and the Labour government pass without challenge, while characterisations of BBC conduct are 
contextualised and defended. The asymmetry is not extreme but is consistent and directional. 
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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 BBC's institutional perspective on editorial independence and the Hutton process 

[B] The government's perspective: that Gilligan's broadcast contained factual errors and the BBC failed to correct 
them 

[C] The intelligence community's perspective on how intelligence was used and misrepresented 

[D] The anti-war movement's perspective: that the dossier was propaganda and the public was misled 

[E] The pro-war perspective: that Blair sincerely believed in WMD and acted in good faith 

[F] The perspective of David Kelly's family and colleagues on how he was treated 

[G] The perspective of Alastair Campbell himself (absent from panel) 

[H] The perspective of Lord Hutton or defenders of the Hutton Report's conclusions 

[I] The perspective of journalists who supported the government's case at the time 

[J] The perspective of international observers (UN inspectors, Hans Blix) on WMD evidence 

[K] The perspective of Conservative opposition at the time regarding the dossier and BBC affair 

[L] The perspective of media reform advocates on structural changes needed post-Hutton 

### Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed? 

 

[A] ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 01:35–02:20 — Quote: "the inside story of what went on at the BBC I've been laboring under the 
impression for instance just to show you one item that the director General at the time uh Greg Dyke uh wasn't 
really across the whole matter" — Assessment: Addressed primarily through Kevin Marsh's account; inherently 
one-sided as Marsh was a participant. 

 

[B] ADDRESSED — PARTIALLY 

Timestamp: 25:40–26:30 — Quote: "my problem at the time listening to the today program was that I just felt that 
John humph Andrew Gilligan and by implication the program itself had made up their minds that Tony Blair the 
new labor government were a bunch of lying and untrustworthy people" — Assessment: Raised by Lance Price 
but immediately contextualised as his personal impression; not given sustained independent advocacy. 

 

[C] ADDRESSED — PARTIALLY 

Timestamp: 34:52–36:14 — Quote: "Sir Richard dear love who was head of MI6 was so anxious about the 
dossier he was anxious about the dosier for two reasons one he didn't want anything in it to jeopardize his own 
operations" — Assessment: Discussed through secondary accounts; no intelligence community representative 
present. 

 

[D] ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 10:44–11:01 — Quote: "I want to say what Gilligan said whatever you think of Gillian was 
fundamentally true" — Assessment: Strongly represented by Clare Short and the moderator's framing throughout. 

 

[E] ADDRESSED — PARTIALLY 

Timestamp: 35:38–36:02 — Quote: "we got a prime minister who sincerely and I I believe he's you know I really 
think he sincerely believed that Saddam had weapons of mass destruction" — Assessment: Acknowledged by 
Kevin Marsh but not given sustained advocacy; treated as a mitigating factor rather than a substantive position. 

 

[F] OMITTED 
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Timestamp: N/A — No representative of Kelly's family or close colleagues present; Kelly mentioned primarily as a 
narrative element. 

 

[G] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — Alastair Campbell not present and not given opportunity to respond; characterised throughout 
in absentia. 

 

[H] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No defender of the Hutton Report's conclusions present; Hutton described as producing a 
"whitewash" (10:44) without challenge. 

 

[I] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No journalist who supported the government's case at the time represented on panel. 

 

[J] ADDRESSED — BRIEFLY 

Timestamp: 55:24–55:26 — Quote: "so did Blicks by the way" — Assessment: Hans Blix mentioned only in 
passing; no sustained engagement with UN inspection findings. 

 

[K] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — Conservative Party perspective on the dossier, the BBC affair, or the Iraq War entirely absent. 

 

[L] ADDRESSED — PARTIALLY 

Timestamp: 83:23–84:01 — Quote: "do we need a Civil Service Act um to protect the intelligence agencies" — 
Assessment: Raised by audience member; Clare Short responds briefly; not developed as a structural reform 
discussion. 

 

 

Completeness Score: 4/10 

Justification: The broadcast addresses the core narrative of the Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair from the 
perspective of participants who were broadly critical of the Blair government's conduct. Key perspectives — 
Alastair Campbell's defence, Lord Hutton's reasoning, the Conservative opposition's position, David Kelly's family, 
and pro-war journalism — are entirely absent. The panel is constituted exclusively of individuals who share a 
broadly anti-spin, anti-Campbell, anti-Iraq War orientation, producing a structurally incomplete account of a 
contested historical episode. 
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques 

 

10. FRAMING 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:03–00:56 

Quote 

"I have to start with a large Declaration of interest um I uh am a friend of Alistair Campbell and um 
and this book could be said to be about as full frontal assault on the character of Alistair Campbell 
as there's ever been but to show you that I am uh utterly fair I also happen to have been 
diametrically opposed to the uh Iraq war Iraq invasion as it were" 

Manipulation 

The moderator's opening declaration of interest is framed as a demonstration of fairness, but it 
simultaneously establishes the dominant frame: the book is an "assault" on Campbell, and the 
moderator was "diametrically opposed" to the war. Both facts position the discussion within an 
anti-war, anti-Campbell framework from the outset. 

Why 
problematic 

By declaring personal opposition to the Iraq War as evidence of fairness, the moderator implicitly 
frames the anti-war position as the neutral baseline. Viewers are primed to receive criticism of 
Blair/Campbell as legitimate and balanced rather than as one perspective among several. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 10:44–11:14 

Quote 
"I want to say what Gilligan said whatever you think of Gillian was fundamentally true um it it's very 
careful the book saying he did he lost his words and he shouldn't have said knowingly but they did 
knowingly sex up there's no question um and it led to Hutton and a whitewash" 

Manipulation 
Clare Short frames the entire affair as: Gilligan was right → government sexed up the dossier → 
Hutton was a whitewash. This three-part narrative is presented as settled fact without qualification. 

Why 
problematic 

The characterisation of the Hutton Report as a "whitewash" is a contested political opinion, not an 
established fact. Presenting it as self-evident forecloses the possibility that Hutton's findings had 
any merit, which is the dominant frame the entire panel then operates within. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 12:42–13:10 

Quote 

"let me um say that I uh do a lecture at my University every year about the Kelly Gilligan Campbell 
Affair and um I thought I knew it all and then when I read Kevin's book I realized that I surely didn't 
there were whole areas that I've been uh telling my students wrongly about some of those 
incidents" 

Manipulation 
The moderator frames the book as correcting his own prior misunderstandings, establishing it as 
the authoritative account. The phrase "telling my students wrongly" positions the book as the 
definitive truth against which previous accounts were deficient. 
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Why 
problematic 

This framing elevates the book — and by extension its author's perspective — to the status of 
historical correction, pre-empting critical engagement with its claims. It also signals to the 
audience that scepticism of the book's conclusions would be equivalent to the moderator's prior 
errors. 

 

Summary: The broadcast is framed from the outset as a validation exercise for Kevin Marsh's account of the 
affair. The dominant frame — Gilligan was right, Campbell was a bully, Hutton was a whitewash — is established 
in the first ten minutes and never seriously challenged. This constitutes a structural framing bias that shapes all 
subsequent discussion. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch


 

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

 

 
 

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

 

 

11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 10:44 

Quote "it led to Hutton and a whitewash" 

Manipulation 
"Whitewash" is a politically loaded term implying deliberate concealment of wrongdoing. It is used 
by Clare Short without qualification and not challenged by the moderator. 

Why 
problematic 

Neutral alternative would be: "a report that many critics considered unduly favourable to the 
government." The unchallenged use of "whitewash" as a descriptor for a formal judicial inquiry 
treats a contested political characterisation as established fact. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 11:51–11:55 

Quote 
"and Alistair was a complete bully but he was very close to Blair and everyone sucks up to the 
Prime Minister" 

Manipulation 
"Complete bully" is a personal character judgement presented as fact. "Sucks up" is 
contemptuous language applied to civil servants and colleagues of the Prime Minister. 

Why 
problematic 

These characterisations of Alastair Campbell are made in his absence and not challenged. The 
language forecloses the possibility that Campbell's behaviour could be characterised differently — 
for example, as aggressive but professionally motivated advocacy. Neutral alternative: "Campbell 
operated in a highly confrontational manner." 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 67:38–67:47 

Quote 
"there were cabinet ministers saying we got you you bastards there were people openly gloating 
at the victory they'd had" 

Manipulation 
Richard Tate's vivid characterisation of Labour cabinet ministers' reaction to the Hutton Report 
uses extreme language ("you bastards," "gloating") that is presented as direct reportage of what 
he witnessed. 

Why 
problematic 

This is an unverifiable personal recollection presented as factual testimony. The language is highly 
emotive and designed to maximise negative characterisation of the Labour government. No 
equivalent characterisation of BBC staff reactions is offered for balance. 

 

Summary: The broadcast consistently employs language that is pejorative toward the Blair government and 
Alastair Campbell while treating the BBC's conduct in sympathetic or neutral terms. Key contested 
characterisations — "whitewash," "bully," "gloating" — are presented as factual descriptions rather than 
interpretive judgements. 
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

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

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 12:42–13:10 

Trigger event: Presenter introduces the book and its author. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

"I thought I knew it all and then when I read Kevin's book I realized that I surely didn't there were 
whole areas that I've been uh telling my students wrongly about some of those incidents" 

Comparison 
No comparable endorsement of any other participant's published work or stated position occurs in 
the broadcast. 

Asymmetry: The moderator's public endorsement of the book's corrective value before discussion begins is not 
replicated for any other participant's perspective. This is asymmetric but partially explicable by the format (book 
discussion); however, the degree of personal endorsement exceeds what a neutral chair would offer. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 19:14–19:30 

Trigger event: Presenter asks Lance Price about the No. 10 complaints campaign. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

"can I just ask Lance you you worked at number 10 then during a period when Kevin is saying that 
your not you necessarily personally but your department were just badgering the BBC day after 
day after day in order to sometimes sometimes according to Kevin just there to lie about stories" 

Comparison 
At 31:44–32:12, when asking Clare Short whether she was "guilty of spin," the moderator uses the 
word "guilty" but immediately softens the question: "I'm talking generally now not over the war." No 
equivalent softening is applied to the question about No. 10's conduct. 

Asymmetry: Partially present — the framing of the No. 10 question is harder than the framing of the question to 
Short, though both are relatively mild. The moderator self-corrects at 19:15 ("sorry I didn't say lie") when Kevin 
Marsh objects, suggesting some responsiveness to pushback. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 12:48–13:10 

Trigger event: Presenter characterises the book as containing "a mass of villains" including Campbell, Mandelson, 
Hutton, and Gilligan. 

Quote 
(Moderator) 

"you line up a mass of villains I've alist Campbell Peter mandon Lord Hutton um Gilligan himself in 
many ways" 

Comparison 

Kevin Marsh objects to this characterisation (13:06: "I think that's a characterization that is 
Unworthy of you might say so") and the moderator backs down (17:04: "I'm not going to uh pursue 
a personal beef about about defending Alistar"). No comparable challenge to characterisations of 
the government or Campbell is made by the moderator. 
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Asymmetry: The moderator's willingness to retreat from his own characterisation when challenged by Marsh, but not 
to challenge the panel's characterisations of Campbell and the government, represents a mild asymmetry. However, 
the moderator's initial framing was itself problematic, and his retreat was appropriate. 

 

Summary: The moderator's declared personal friendship with Campbell and opposition to the Iraq War create a 
structural conflict of interest that is not fully mitigated by his declared intention to be fair. The moderation is broadly 
permissive toward anti-government characterisations and mildly more probing toward pro-government positions, 
though the asymmetry is not extreme. The most significant moderation failure is the absence of any challenge to 
the "whitewash" characterisation of Hutton. 
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Lance Price, 19:14: "your department were just badgering the BBC day after day after day in order to sometimes 
sometimes according to Kevin just there to lie about stories" — Hard (though immediately softened) 

To Clare Short, 31:44: "when you were dealing with the media generally were you not guilty of spin yourself" — Soft 
(framed as a general question, not tied to specific allegations) 

Comparison 
Price is asked about specific institutional conduct (No. 10's complaints campaign); Short is asked 
a general philosophical question about spin. The question to Price is harder in specificity but both 
are relatively mild. The asymmetry is moderate. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To Kevin Marsh, 13:49: "tell me why you wrote it I mean what what what was you you waited this time" — 
Soft/neutral (invites self-explanation) 

To Lance Price, 08:04: "how did you react to the book" — Soft/neutral 

Comparison 

No panellist is asked a genuinely hard question that challenges their stated position. The 
moderator asks Clare Short (34:01): "if you were so committed to the truth in politics why didn't 
you do something about it when you had the chance" — this is the hardest question in the 
broadcast, directed at Short. However, Short's answer (34:05: "because you have to fight on the 
ground that you can hold") is accepted without follow-up. 

Asymmetry: The hardest question in the broadcast is directed at Clare Short, a Labour politician, which partially 
mitigates the overall asymmetry. However, no equivalent hard question is directed at Kevin Marsh about the BBC's 
editorial failures, or at Richard Tate about ITN's coverage of the Iraq War. 

 

Summary: The questioning is broadly soft across all panellists, with the hardest question directed at Clare Short. 
The absence of hard questions to Kevin Marsh about the BBC's editorial processes, or to any panellist about the 
legitimate aspects of Campbell's complaints, represents a significant asymmetry of omission. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 08:56–09:30 

Construct: "there's lots in it that I don't agree with and we can come on to that when we when we when when we um 
widen the debate" 

Analysis 

Lance Price's statement that he disagrees with parts of the book creates a superficial impression 
of internal panel disagreement. However, his subsequent disagreements (09:32–10:08) are about 
the significance of the Order in Council, not about the book's fundamental narrative. The 
appearance of disagreement masks a fundamental consensus on the main conclusions. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 25:40–26:33 

Construct: Lance Price's criticism of the Today Programme's alleged anti-government bias is presented as a 
balancing perspective. However, Price immediately qualifies his criticism (26:15: "the view that the government are 
a bunch of lying bastards is absolutely fine for people to hold but it's a view that should be put alongside other 
people's views") and Kevin Marsh partially accepts the criticism (26:34). The exchange creates the appearance of 
genuine debate while the fundamental conclusion — that the dossier was sexed up and Hutton was a whitewash — 
remains unchallenged. 

Analysis 
The false balance here is subtle: genuine disagreement on peripheral points (the Order in Council, 
the Today Programme's tone) masks consensus on the central claims. 

 

Summary: False balance is a minor technique in this broadcast. The panel does not attempt to create artificial 
balance between genuinely opposed positions; rather, it presents a broadly unified perspective with minor internal 
disagreements that create a superficial impression of debate. Score of 3 reflects the presence of this technique 
but its relatively limited deployment. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda element set: The Hutton Report was a "whitewash" — this is treated as self-evident throughout the 
broadcast. 

Timestamp 10:44 — Evidence: "it led to Hutton and a whitewash" 

Alternative agenda: A discussion of what the Hutton Report actually found, why a senior judge reached the 
conclusions he did, and whether any of his criticisms of the BBC had merit, would have been essential for a 
balanced treatment of the affair. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda element set: The Iraq War was wrong and the dossier was propaganda — these are treated as the baseline 
from which all discussion proceeds. 

Timestamp 
33:49–34:00 — Evidence: "I never thought it would be a significant truth telling document it would 
be a propaganda document" 

Alternative agenda: The question of whether the Blair government acted in good faith based on genuinely held 
beliefs about WMD — acknowledged by Kevin Marsh (16:33: "I don't think he did lie actually") — is raised but not 
developed as a substantive agenda item. The distinction between sincere belief and propaganda is collapsed. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda element set: The BBC's editorial independence is a fundamental democratic value that was under attack 
from the Blair government. 

Timestamp 
77:19–77:42 — Evidence (audience member Dennis Marx): "something happened which made 
the BBC no longer able to operate in the same way that it had done at the time of sewers in 1956 
where that actually defied the government and a compliance culture was created within the BBC" 

Alternative agenda: The question of whether the BBC's editorial processes in 2003 were adequate — whether 
Gilligan's broadcast should have been vetted more carefully, whether the BBC's defence of the story was 
appropriate — is raised by Lance Price but not developed as a substantive agenda item. The BBC's institutional 
interests are treated as synonymous with democratic values. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's agenda-setting function is significant. By treating the "whitewash" characterisation of 
Hutton, the "propaganda" characterisation of the dossier, and the BBC's editorial independence as self-evident 
starting points, the discussion forecloses examination of the most contested aspects of the affair. The agenda is 
set in favour of the anti-government, pro-BBC narrative before substantive discussion begins. 
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CHAPTER 2 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

Results 

Dominant Techniques 

The 3 strongest techniques in this broadcast: 

1. Expert Selection (Score 8): The panel is constituted exclusively of individuals who share a broadly anti-spin, 
anti-Campbell, anti-Iraq War orientation. Kevin Marsh is simultaneously the primary subject, the key witness, and 
the aggrieved party whose rehabilitation is the broadcast's implicit purpose. No representative of the government's 
position, the Hutton Report's findings, or the pro-war perspective is present. This structural imbalance in expert 
selection is the single most significant source of bias in the broadcast. 

2. Omission (Score 8): The systematic absence of Alastair Campbell's defence, Lord Hutton's reasoning, 
Conservative perspectives, and David Kelly's family creates a structurally incomplete account of a contested 
historical episode. The selective citation of Campbell's diaries — used only where they support the panel's narrative 
— exemplifies the technique of using opponents' own words against them while suppressing their substantive 
arguments. 

3. Framing (Score 7): The broadcast's opening declaration establishes the dominant frame — the book is a "full 
frontal assault" on Campbell, the moderator was "diametrically opposed" to the Iraq War — before any substantive 
discussion begins. The early establishment of the "whitewash" characterisation of Hutton (10:44) and the closing 
endorsement of the "propaganda" characterisation of Blair's war case (92:20) create a narrative arc that functions 
as advocacy rather than analysis. 

Core Messages of the Broadcast 

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "The Gilligan broadcast was fundamentally correct, the dossier was sexed up, and the 
Hutton Report was a whitewash that unjustly destroyed the careers of good BBC journalists." 

Technique: Framing + Expert Selection — Evidence: 10:44, 13:49, 65:46 

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "Alastair Campbell was a bully who used his proximity to Blair to intimidate the BBC and 
manipulate the media, and his complaints campaign was a deliberate strategy to distract from the government's 
failures." 

Technique: Language + Guilt by Association — Evidence: 11:51, 28:28, 62:58 

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "The Blair government's manipulation of intelligence and media represented a 
fundamental failure of British democratic institutions, the consequences of which are still felt today." 

Technique: Agenda-Setting + Selective Outrage — Evidence: 46:44, 47:31, 73:56 

Manipulation Degree Classification 

Justification: The broadcast scores 5.7/10 on the criteria average and 5.2/10 on the combined score, placing it in the 
"clear one-sidedness" category. The one-sidedness is structural rather than crude: it arises primarily from the 
composition of the panel (all participants sharing a broadly anti-government orientation), the systematic omission of 
perspectives that would complicate the dominant narrative, and the framing of contested political characterisations as 
established facts. Under BBC Charter Article 6, which requires "due impartiality" in the treatment of controversial 
subjects, the broadcast fails to meet the standard of presenting a range of significant views and giving them due 
weight. The Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair remains a contested historical episode with legitimate arguments on multiple 
sides; the broadcast presents only one side of that contest. The moderator's declared personal friendship with Alastair 
Campbell and personal opposition to the Iraq War, while honestly disclosed, are not adequately mitigated by the 
moderation style. 

CONCLUSION 

This broadcast constitutes a structurally one-sided treatment of one of the most contested episodes in recent British 
media and political history. The panel composition — four participants sharing a broadly anti-spin, anti-Campbell, anti-
Iraq War orientation — combined with the systematic omission of the government's perspective, Lord Hutton's 
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reasoning, and the Conservative opposition's position, produces a discussion that functions as advocacy for one side 
of a contested historical dispute rather than as balanced journalism. Under BBC Charter Article 6, which requires the 
BBC to provide "duly accurate and impartial" content and to reflect "a wide range of opinion," the broadcast falls short: 
the "whitewash" characterisation of the Hutton Report, the "propaganda" characterisation of the September dossier, 
and the "complete bully" characterisation of Alastair Campbell are presented as established facts rather than 
contested political judgements. The moderator's declared conflicts of interest — friendship with Campbell, personal 
opposition to the Iraq War — are honestly disclosed but not adequately mitigated; the moderation style is broadly 
permissive toward anti-government characterisations and does not challenge the panel's consensus conclusions. 
While the broadcast has significant historical and journalistic value as a record of Kevin Marsh's account of the affair, it 
does not meet the standard of due impartiality required of BBC content on controversial political subjects. 
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CHAPTER 3 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Party Score (-
5..+5) 

Broadcast Representation vs. Programme Position 

Conservative 0 Not mentioned in broadcast; no representation of Conservative positions on the Iraq 
War, the dossier, or the BBC affair. Score 0 reflects absence rather than distortion. 

Labour -3 Throughout: "the labor government did a very um ill advised thing" (05:55); "Alistair 
was a complete bully" (11:51); "it led to Hutton and a whitewash" (10:44) — Labour's 
communications strategy is characterised as bullying and deceptive; the 
government's stated position that the BBC broadcast contained factual errors is not 
given sustained representation. Programme position (Labour 2024): not directly 
relevant to 2003 events, but the broadcast's characterisation of New Labour's media 
management as fundamentally dishonest is presented without the counterargument 
that the government had legitimate grievances about BBC accuracy. 

Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned; score 0 reflects absence. 

SNP 0 Not mentioned; score 0 reflects absence. 

Reform UK 0 Not mentioned; score 0 reflects absence. 

Green 0 Not mentioned; score 0 reflects absence. 

 

Note: This broadcast is not primarily a party-political programme in the contemporary sense; it concerns a historical 
episode from 2003. The party-political bias assessment is therefore limited in applicability. The relevant political 
dimension is the treatment of the Blair Labour government's conduct, which is assessed above. 

Party Bias Summary 

•  Most accurate representation: N/A (no party's current programme positions are directly relevant) 

•  Strongest distortion: Labour (-3) — the Blair government's communications strategy is characterised as bullying 
and deceptive without sustained representation of the government's stated justifications 

•  Average deviation from 0: 0.5 (across all six parties, reflecting primarily the Labour score) 

•  Conclusion: The broadcast's party-political dimension is limited to its treatment of the Blair Labour government's 
conduct in 2003. That treatment is consistently negative — characterising Campbell as a "bully," the dossier as 
"propaganda," and Hutton as a "whitewash" — without giving the government's perspective sustained 
representation. This is not a contemporary party-political bias in the strict sense, but it represents a historically 
significant one-sided treatment of a Labour government's conduct. 
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CHAPTER 4 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6) 

 

Assessment under BBC Charter Art. 6 

Violation 1: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines on Due Impartiality 

Offence: The broadcast presents a contested historical and political episode — the Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair and 
the Iraq War dossier — from a single perspective, without giving due weight to the government's stated position, the 
Hutton Report's findings, or the Conservative opposition's perspective. 

Evidence: Timestamp 10:44 — Quote: "it led to Hutton and a whitewash" — characterisation of a formal judicial inquiry 
as a "whitewash" presented as established fact without challenge. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines require that "controversial subjects" be treated with "due impartiality," meaning 
that "significant views and perspectives" must be "given due weight." The characterisation of the Hutton Report as a 
"whitewash" is a contested political opinion held by critics of the Blair government; it is not an established legal or 
historical fact. Presenting it as self-evident, without challenge or qualification, fails the due impartiality standard. 

Violation 2: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines on Conflicts of Interest 

Offence: The moderator declares a personal friendship with Alastair Campbell and personal opposition to the Iraq 
War, but does not take adequate steps to mitigate these conflicts of interest in the conduct of the discussion. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:03–00:56 — Quote: "I have to start with a large Declaration of interest um I uh am a friend of 
Alistair Campbell and um and this book could be said to be about as full frontal assault on the character of Alistair 
Campbell as there's ever been but to show you that I am uh utterly fair I also happen to have been diametrically 
opposed to the uh Iraq war" 

Assessment: The declaration of interest is appropriate and honest. However, the subsequent moderation — 
permissive toward anti-Campbell characterisations, absent of challenge to the "whitewash" narrative, and closing with 
an endorsement of the book's conclusion that Blair's war case was "founded on a set of propaganda" — suggests that 
the declared conflicts of interest were not adequately mitigated. BBC Editorial Guidelines require that conflicts of 
interest be not merely declared but actively managed. 

Violation 3: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / BBC Editorial Guidelines on Accuracy 

Offence: The broadcast presents as established fact several claims that are contested: that the dossier was "sexed 
up" against the wishes of the intelligence community, that Hutton's report was a "whitewash," and that Blair's case for 
war was "founded on a set of propaganda." 

Evidence: Timestamp 92:20–93:53 — Quote: "Blair's whole way into war was founded on a set of propaganda" — 
presented as the moderator's closing summary of the book's conclusion, without qualification. 

Assessment: BBC Editorial Guidelines require that "claims, allegations, material facts and other content that cannot be 
verified" be "clearly labelled as such." The characterisation of Blair's war case as "propaganda" is a contested political 
judgement, not a verified fact. Presenting it as the broadcast's closing conclusion, without qualification, fails the 
accuracy standard. 

Overall Assessment BBC Charter Art. 6 

This broadcast, while valuable as a record of Kevin Marsh's account of the Kelly/Gilligan/Campbell affair, fails to meet 
the standard of due impartiality required by BBC Charter Article 6 in its treatment of a controversial political subject. 
The three principal failures are: (1) the presentation of contested political characterisations — "whitewash," 
"propaganda," "complete bully" — as established facts; (2) the structural absence of perspectives that would 
complicate the dominant narrative, particularly the government's stated position and the Hutton Report's reasoning; 
and (3) the moderator's failure to adequately mitigate declared conflicts of interest in the conduct of the discussion. 
These failures are structural rather than incidental: they arise from the composition of the panel, the framing of the 
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discussion, and the moderation style, rather than from isolated editorial decisions. A broadcast that presented Kevin 
Marsh's account alongside sustained engagement with the government's perspective, the Hutton Report's findings, 
and the Conservative opposition's position would have met the due impartiality standard while preserving the historical 
value of Marsh's testimony. 

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

1. Kevin Marsh's Book "Stumbling Over Truth" (Primary Source) 

1. FUNDING: Commercially published memoir; no institutional funding. Author has direct personal and professional 
interest in the narrative. 

2. MANDATE: Explicitly stated as personal account and professional rehabilitation (14:04: "my reputation had been 
Trashed by Hunton"). Incompatible with neutral expert assessment of the affair. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Direct — Marsh was a central participant whose editorial decisions are the subject of 
the Hutton Report's criticism. He has a strong interest in the narrative that Hutton was wrong and his decisions were 
sound. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1 Conflict of interest: -2 / D2 Personal risk: +2 / D3 Professional competence: +2 / D4 
Consistency: +1 / D5 Emotion vs. data: +1 / D6 Source level: +2 → TOTAL: +6 → SOURCE SIGNAL: GREEN (as 
primary source of own experience) — YELLOW/RED (as neutral expert on the affair overall) 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: The Hutton Report itself; Campbell's full diary account; independent historical scholarship on 
the affair. None cited in the broadcast. 

2. The Hutton Report (Referenced but not cited directly) 

1. FUNDING: Publicly funded judicial inquiry. 

2. MANDATE: Formal judicial inquiry into the circumstances surrounding Dr David Kelly's death; mandate was to 
establish facts, not to adjudicate on the Iraq War's legality or the dossier's accuracy. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The report's appointer (Lord Falconer) had personal connections to Tony Blair; this is 
noted in the broadcast (63:13) as a potential source of bias. However, the report's findings were based on extensive 
documentary evidence and witness testimony. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1 Conflict of interest: -1 (appointer's connections) / D2 Personal risk: +2 (judicial 
reputation at stake) / D3 Professional competence: +2 (senior judge) / D4 Consistency: +1 / D5 Emotion vs. data: 
+2 (formal judicial report) / D6 Source level: +2 → TOTAL: +8 → SOURCE SIGNAL: GREEN 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: The report is characterised as a "whitewash" throughout the broadcast without engagement 
with its actual findings. The broadcast does not cite the report directly or engage with its reasoning. 

3. The Mandelson "Create the Truth" Quote (Guardian Interview, 1997) 

1. FUNDING: Guardian interview; no institutional funding. 

2. MANDATE: Mandelson was defending his work as a spin doctor; the quote is taken from a specific context (a 
difficult week for the government) and may not represent his considered position. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The quote is cited to support the narrative that New Labour had a fundamentally 
dishonest approach to truth. Its context — a defensive interview after a bad week — is not fully explored. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: D1 Conflict of interest: -1 / D2 Personal risk: +1 / D3 Professional competence: +1 / D4 
Consistency: 0 / D5 Emotion vs. data: -1 / D6 Source level: +1 → TOTAL: +1 → SOURCE SIGNAL: YELLOW 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: Mandelson's subsequent clarification or defence of the quote; academic analysis of the 
phrase in context. Neither is cited. 

IMPORTANT: "Recognised" or "authoritative" are social attributions, not factual qualifications. The Hutton Report's 
characterisation as a "whitewash" by the panel is itself a social attribution that requires examination — the report 
was produced by a senior judge following extensive public hearings and is a primary legal document. Its dismissal 
as a "whitewash" without engagement with its reasoning is an example of the panel substituting social attribution 
for factual analysis. 
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria 

No. Criterion Score Rating 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 8 ●●●● 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 7 ●●●● 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 5 ●●● 

4 OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8 ●●●● 

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 2 ● 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4 ●● 

7 TIMING 5 ●●● 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 6 ●●● 

9 COMPLETENESS 6 ●●● 

10 FRAMING 7 ●●●● 

11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 6 ●●● 

12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 5 ●●● 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6 ●●● 

14 FALSE BALANCE 3 ●● 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 7 ●●●● 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 5.7/10 Significant imbalance 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 5.6/10 Significant imbalance 

 

OVERALL SCORE 5.7/10 Significant imbalance 

Average of Hardfacts and Softfacts 
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KEY — Score Definitions 

 

Individual Scores per Criterion (0–10) 

0 No finding No relevant anomaly detected. 

1–2 Weak finding Minor anomaly without substantial impact on balance. 

3–4 
Slight to moderate 
finding 

Recognizable tendency; low to moderate impact relevance. 

5 
Moderate finding 
with impact 

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

6 
Significant finding 
(threshold) 

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

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

8–9 Severe finding Pronounced imbalance; multiple documented individual findings in this criterion. 

10 Maximum severity Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion. 

 

Aggregated Deviation Index — Interpretation Ranges 

0.0 – 2.5 Unremarkable 
No significant patterns detected; broadcast meets the impartiality 
standard. 

2.6 – 4.0 Slight imbalance Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within tolerance range. 

4.1 – 6.0 Significant imbalance Multiple significant findings; relevant impairment of perspective diversity. 

6.1 – 8.0 

Serious deviation from 
the impartiality 
standard. High degree 
of deviation 

Pronounced, cross-broadcast patterns; high impact relevance. 

8.1 – 10 
Fundamental systemic 
one-sidedness. Very 
high bias degree 

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

 

Party-Political Bias (-5 to +5) 

-5 to -3 
Strongly 
disadvantaged 

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

-2 to -1 Slightly disadvantaged Recognizable but minor disadvantage. 

0 Neutral No detectable favoritism or disadvantage. 

+1 to +2 Slightly favored Recognizable but minor favoritism. 

+3 to +5 Strongly favored Party is significantly overrepresented in framing, airtime, or presentation. 

 

Legal and Methodological Notes 
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No factual 
determination 

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

 

No legal judgment 

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

 

No proof of 
causation 

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

 

No judgment of 
intent 

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

 

Heuristic 
comparison tool 

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

 

Legal Framework United Kingdom — BBC 

Legislation 

•  BBC Royal Charter (2017, valid until 2027) 

•  Communications Act 2003 

•  Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

Relevant Provisions 

BBC Royal Charter 

•  Art. 5 (Public Purposes): Sustaining citizenship and civil society through the provision of impartial news and 
information to help people understand and engage with the world around them. 

•  Art. 6(4): The BBC must observe high standards of due impartiality. 

Communications Act 2003 

•  s.319(2)(c): News included in television and radio services is presented with due impartiality. 

•  s.320(1): Special impartiality requirements for matters of political controversy and matters relating to current public 
policy. 

Ofcom Broadcasting Code 

•  Section 5 (Due Impartiality): Due impartiality on matters of political or industrial controversy and matters relating to 
current public policy. "Due" means adequate or appropriate to the subject and nature of the programme. 

Core Obligations 

1. Due Impartiality: Not absolute equal treatment, but appropriate to the subject matter 

2. Due Accuracy: Adequate accuracy in reporting 

3. Editorial Independence: Independence from government and commercial interests 

Regulatory Authority 

•  Ofcom (Office of Communications): External regulator with sanctioning powers 

•  BBC Board: Internal governance 

Complaints Procedure 

1. BBC Complaints (internal, three-tier) 

2. Ofcom (external complaint after exhausting internal routes) 

3. Judicial Review (High Court) 
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Reports and Membership at SVFAB 

 

At SVFAB.ch you will find detailed reports and can also commission custom analyses for any broadcast (billed separately). 

To ensure the quality of our work, we depend on membership fees and donations. 

 

Contact and further information: 

www.SVFAB.ch  |  Kontakt@SVFAB.ch 

 

Bank details:  PostFinance – POFICHBE 

IBAN:  CH32 0900 0000 1675 6251 1 

Beneficiary:  SVFAB, Postfach, CH-8021 Zürich 1 
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The following books are available from SVFAB 

Orders via www.svfab.ch or kontakt@svfab.ch 

 

 

Unbalanced Reporting is the response to the halving initiative in 
Switzerland: Manipulation techniques are explained in detail, starting 
with the selection of staff and sourcesThen 15 principles are explained: 
omission, framing, temporal framing, guilt by association, 
emotionalisation, context removal and many more, illustrated with 
numerous examples. Additionally, it becomes apparent where we 
ourselves apply these techniques – fostering not only awareness but 
also empathy.  
Optionally the book comes with playing cards.  
Also available as an audiobook.  

  

 

The interview is not a conversation. It is a stage – and someone else 
has written the script. 
Those who don’t know this deliver material. Good quotes that get cut 
wrong. Correct statements that end up in the wrong context. Honest 
answers framed as confessions. 
This book is not a media criticism book. It is a toolbox – for everyone 
who faces a microphone and wants to know what to do about it. 7 
chapters. 7 tools: What an interview really is. The 7 most common 
traps. The three principles of sovereignty – anchoring, reframing, 
setting boundaries. Preparation in one hour. Body and voice. What to 
do when things go wrong. And what matters after the interview. 
For politicians, activists, entrepreneurs, whistleblowers – for everyone 
who is in the public eye and wants to understand how the game 
works. So they stop playing along – and start shaping it. 
In A5 format. Direct. For preparation, reference, follow-up and when 
difficulties arise 
 

 

You think you see the world.In reality you see the frame someone 
has placed around it. Framing is the oldest and most elegant 
manipulation technique in the world. It doesn’t change the facts – it 
changes what we make of the facts. How we feel. What we believe. 
How we decide. And it works – because we all play along. Every day. 
Unconsciously. You too. This book is not a dry textbook. It is a 
workbook – playful, direct, full of real-life examples. You don’t just 
learn how others frame you. You learn how you yourself frame – and 
how you can use it consciously and fairly. 
Because whoever understands framing sees the world more clearly. 
Hears news differently. Conducts conversations more confidently. 
And no longer so easily accepts a frame chosen by someone else. 
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With many exercises and concrete examples from politics, media and 
everyday life – and the occasional smile. 
Framing with style. Because the frame changes everything. 
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