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OVERALL 
SCORE 

4.0/10 Slight 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) 3.5 / 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: Channel AM — Interview on Nick Griffin / BNP appearing on Question Time 

•  Date: Approximately October 2009 (contextually: day of the Question Time broadcast featuring Nick Griffin, BNP 
MEP) 

•  Estimated Length: Approximately 3 minutes 50 seconds (transcript 00:00–03:50) 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
https://www.chesdata.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102420
https://www.pewresearch.org/
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•  Presenter/Reporter: Unidentified Channel AM presenter (male voice) 

•  Persons Interviewed: 

Actors Function Party/Affiliation Political Spectrum 

Chris Morley Northern Regional 
Organiser, National Union 
of Journalists (NUJ) 

NUJ (trade union) Centre-left / Labour-aligned 

Nick Griffin MEP North West England 
(mentioned, not present) 

British National Party (BNP) Far-right (9.5) 

 

Main Topic 

A single-guest interview in which the NUJ's regional organiser argues that the BBC's Question Time programme is an 
inappropriate format for BNP leader Nick Griffin's appearance, while the presenter challenges this position on free 
speech and democratic accountability grounds. 

World-View Context 

In October 2009, the BBC's decision to invite Nick Griffin — then MEP for North West England and leader of the BNP 
— onto Question Time triggered a major national controversy. The BNP had achieved its first European Parliament 
seats in June 2009 with approximately 6.2% of the vote. Critics, including the NUJ, Unite, and several Labour 
politicians, argued that a mainstream panel format would "normalise" a party they characterised as racist and 
undemocratic. Defenders of the BBC's decision, including the BBC itself and free-speech advocates, argued that 
Griffin's democratic mandate as an elected MEP obligated the broadcaster to include him under due impartiality 
requirements. The debate crystallised a long-standing tension between platforming elected representatives and the 
editorial responsibility not to amplify extremist content. The NUJ had formally called for Griffin not to appear, placing 
the union in the unusual position of appearing to oppose journalistic access. 

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 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: Chris Morley, NUJ Northern Regional Organiser 

Timestamp 00:00–03:50 

Statement 
"we think that Question Time is the wrong format for this... the BNP is not a mainstream political 
party is not a normal political party and their views are actually racist" 

Classification 
Trade union official representing journalists' employment interests. His expertise is in industrial 
relations within journalism, not in broadcasting law, media effects research, political science, or 
constitutional theory. 

Missing countervoice: A broadcasting law academic, an Ofcom official, or a BBC editorial policy spokesperson 
would have provided expert-level challenge to Morley's claims about format appropriateness. 

 

Source Depth Check: 

(a) FUNDING: The NUJ is funded by membership subscriptions from journalists. It has an institutional interest in 
defining journalistic standards and in maintaining union influence over editorial decisions. No direct financial conflict, 
but a clear institutional interest in asserting that the union's view of "proper" journalism should prevail. 

(b) MANDATE: The NUJ's mandate is to represent journalists' employment and professional interests. It does not 
have a mandate to determine which politicians should receive broadcast platforms — this is an editorial and 
regulatory matter outside its core competence. 

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

D1 Conflict of Interest: [-1] — NUJ has institutional interest in asserting editorial authority; not financially conflicted but 

institutionally partial. 
D2 Personal Risk: [0] — Morley faces no significant personal risk from this position; it aligns with his union's official stance. 
D3 Subject Competence: [-1] — Expertise is in industrial journalism relations, not broadcasting law, media effects, or political 
theory. Speaking outside core competence. 
D4 Opinion Consistency: [+1] — NUJ's position on BNP platforming was consistent and publicly stated before this interview. 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: [-1] — Arguments are largely normative ("odious," "undemocratic") rather than data-driven. No 
empirical evidence cited for claims about media effects. 
D6 Source Level: [-1] — Secondary source at best; no primary research cited. 

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: Morley is presented implicitly as a journalistic authority — a representative of journalists 
speaking about journalistic standards. However, his actual expertise is in union organising, not editorial theory or 
broadcasting regulation. This framing lends his normative claims unwarranted epistemic weight. 

Missing Expert Groups: 

•  Broadcasting law / Ofcom regulatory expert 

•  Media effects academic (research on platforming and normalisation) 

•  Political scientist specialising in far-right parties and democratic theory 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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Summary (Matrix Result): 

Expert Source Signal Core Issue 

Chris Morley (NUJ) YELLOW (-3) Speaking outside core competence; 
institutional interest in asserting 
editorial authority; no empirical 
evidence cited 

 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check) 

 

Source 1: Harriet Harman (cited by presenter) 

Timestamp 02:02–02:11 

Statement 
"Harriet Harman has described Question Time as a program that can make or break a political 
career and remains the most dangerous of political formats" 

(a) Funding and institutional basis: Harriet Harman was at this time a senior Labour Cabinet minister (Leader of 
the House of Commons). She is a partisan political figure, not a neutral media analyst. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Labour was at this time strongly opposed to the BNP's Question Time 
appearance. Harman's characterisation of Question Time as "dangerous" could be read as supporting the anti-
appearance argument (the format is too risky/powerful to give to Griffin) or as supporting the pro-appearance 
argument (the format is rigorous enough to expose him). The presenter uses it ambiguously. 

(c) Missing counter-source: A BBC editorial policy document, an Ofcom ruling, or an academic study on political 
interview formats would have provided a more neutral assessment of Question Time's journalistic rigour. 

 

Source 2: NUJ (institutional position, via Morley) 

Timestamp 00:00–03:50 

(a) Funding: NUJ is member-funded. No direct financial conflict. 

(b) Mandate: Industrial representation of journalists. Not a neutral media standards body. 

(c) Conflict of interest: The NUJ has an institutional interest in asserting that union-defined journalistic standards 
should govern editorial decisions — a position that expands union influence over BBC programming. 

(c) FACHKOMPETENZ: As assessed under Criterion 3 — YELLOW (-3). 

(e) Missing counter-source: BBC editorial guidelines, Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5, or an independent 
media law expert. 

 

Summary: The broadcast relies on two sources — a partisan Labour politician (cited by the presenter) and a trade 
union official — both of whom have institutional reasons to oppose Griffin's appearance. No independent, neutral, 
or pro-appearance source is cited. This represents a significant failure of source diversity. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 2/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Chris Morley (NUJ / anti-platforming position): approximately 2 min. 30 sec. (65%) 

•  Presenter (challenges / questions): approximately 1 min. 20 sec. (35%) 

•  BNP / pro-appearance position: 0 sec. (0%) 

•  BBC editorial position: 0 sec. (0%) 

Summary: The time distribution reflects the single-guest format, which is not inherently problematic. However, 
given that the subject is a contested editorial decision with multiple legitimate stakeholders, the absence of any 
voice representing the BBC's position, Griffin's democratic mandate, or the pro-appearance argument means that 
the available time is entirely occupied by one side of the debate. The format itself creates structural imbalance. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context 
The BNP's actual democratic mandate — 943,598 votes (6.26%) in the 2009 European elections, 
resulting in two MEP seats — is never cited. 

Relevant at: 01:10–01:17 (presenter mentions Griffin is "Northwest MEP" but provides no vote figures) 

Effect 
Without the vote numbers, viewers cannot assess the scale of democratic representation at stake. 
The omission makes it easier to dismiss Griffin's mandate as marginal. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context 
The BBC's own stated editorial reasoning for inviting Griffin — its Charter obligations regarding 
due impartiality toward elected politicians — is never explained or quoted. 

Relevant at: Throughout (the BBC's decision is the central subject of the interview) 

Effect 
The BBC's position is implicitly treated as indefensible or at least not worth explaining. Viewers 
receive only the NUJ's critique without the BBC's counter-argument, creating a structurally one-
sided account. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context 

The historical precedent of the Sinn Féin broadcasting ban (1988–1994), in which the BBC and 
ITV were prohibited from broadcasting the voices of Sinn Féin representatives, is not mentioned. 
This precedent is directly relevant to the question of whether restricting elected politicians' 
broadcast access is appropriate. 

Relevant at: 01:00–01:20 (discussion of whether BNP should be treated differently from "normal" parties) 

Effect 
Without this precedent, viewers cannot assess whether the NUJ's position represents a principled 
or selective application of broadcast restriction. The omission removes a key piece of historical 
context that would complicate the NUJ's argument. 

 

Summary: Three significant omissions — vote figures, BBC editorial reasoning, and historical precedent — all 
work in the same direction: they remove context that would complicate or challenge the NUJ's anti-platforming 
position. This pattern of omission is not random but structurally consistent with the broadcast's overall framing. 

 

Missing Voices 

•  BNP representative / Nick Griffin: Would have provided the subject's own account of why he believed his 
appearance was legitimate and what policies he intended to discuss. 

•  BBC editorial spokesperson: Would have explained the Corporation's legal and editorial reasoning for the invitation 
under Charter obligations. 

•  Ethnic minority community representative: Would have articulated the direct harm argument — the perspective of 
those most affected by BNP policies. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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•  Media effects academic/researcher: Would have provided empirical evidence on whether broadcast platforming 
normalises or exposes extremist parties. 

•  Civil liberties/free speech advocate (e.g., Liberty, Index on Censorship): Would have challenged the NUJ position 
from a principled free-speech standpoint with greater depth than the presenter managed. 

•  Ofcom or broadcasting law expert: Would have clarified what due impartiality actually requires when an elected 
politician requests or is offered airtime. 

•  Fellow Question Time panellist (e.g., Baroness Warsi, Jack Straw): Would have explained why mainstream 
politicians chose to participate rather than boycott. 

•  NUJ member with dissenting view: The NUJ's position was presented as monolithic; internal dissent within the 
union was not explored. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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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 01:12–01:15 

Figure: "he is Northwest MEP" (no vote figures given) 

Missing 
context 

The BNP received 943,598 votes (6.26%) in the 2009 European elections, winning two MEP 
seats. In the North West specifically, Griffin received 132,094 votes (8.0%). 

Effect 
Describing Griffin merely as "Northwest MEP" without vote figures understates the scale of his 
democratic mandate and makes it easier to treat his inclusion as a marginal or exceptional case 
rather than a reflection of significant voter support. 

 

Summary: Numerical manipulation is limited in this short broadcast, but the single significant omission — vote 
figures for the BNP — works consistently with the broadcast's overall framing by minimising the democratic 
mandate argument. 

 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 00:21–00:29 

Quote "their views are actually racist and at the heart the party is undemocratic" 

Technique: Morley links BNP policy positions directly to racism and anti-democracy as established facts. The 
presenter does not challenge this characterisation or ask for evidence. 

Effect 
Viewers are invited to associate the BNP not merely with controversial policies but with racism and 
anti-democracy as categorical attributes — making any argument for their inclusion in democratic 
debate appear to endorse racism. 

 

Association 2: 

Timestamp 03:27–03:38 

Quote 
"the danger is that what they say is quite populist and on the surface it appears reasonable but 
actually mixed in with that are distortions and inaccuracies" 

Technique: BNP rhetoric is associated with deliberate deception — the "reasonable surface" concealing hidden 
distortions. This is the classic "wolf in sheep's clothing" framing. 

Effect 
Any BNP policy position that sounds reasonable is pre-emptively delegitimised. Viewers are 
warned not to trust their own assessment of BNP arguments, which is a significant epistemic 
intervention. 

 

Assessment of BNP / Nick Griffin under the Source Check Framework: 

SOURCE CHECK (applied to Nick Griffin as discussed subject): 

•  Does this person work with verifiable primary sources? — PARTIAL: Griffin cited statistics on immigration and 
crime that were selectively sourced; some claims were verifiable, others were not. 

•  Are his core claims falsifiable? — YES for policy claims (immigration numbers, economic proposals); NO for some 
ideological claims about racial hierarchy. 

RISK MATRIX: 

•  What did Griffin lose through his position? Mainstream political career, social acceptance, professional 
opportunities outside the BNP. 

•  What did he gain? Leadership of a fringe party, MEP salary, media attention. 

•  Net: Mixed — some genuine personal cost, but also material and reputational gain within his constituency. 

TONALITY (as described in broadcast): Described as "populist" and "reasonable-sounding" on the surface — this is 
actually a description of rhetorical sophistication, not of ideological extremism per se. 

RESULT CATEGORY: B — Borderline case (some verifiable policy claims, some ideologically driven distortions; the 
broadcast's framing as Category C is not supported by the evidence presented within the broadcast itself). 

Summary: The broadcast associates the BNP with racism and anti-democracy as established facts rather than as 
contested characterisations. Griffin is discussed entirely in absentia and is assigned Category C (conspiracy 
ideologue / extremist) by the framing, but the evidence presented within the broadcast itself supports only 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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Category B (borderline — some verifiable claims, some distortions). The framing of the BNP as categorically 
outside democratic norms is presented as self-evident rather than argued. 
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7. TIMING 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:00–00:29 (opening) 

Content: The broadcast opens immediately with Morley's characterisation of the BNP as racist and undemocratic. 

Timing effect: By establishing these characterisations in the first 30 seconds, before any counter-argument is raised, 
the broadcast anchors the viewer's interpretive frame. All subsequent discussion of democratic mandate or format 
appropriateness is processed against this initial negative characterisation — a classic primacy effect. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 03:27–03:50 (closing) 

Content: "the danger is that what they say is quite populist and on the surface it appears reasonable but actually 
mixed in with that are distortions and inaccuracies" 

Timing effect: The broadcast closes on Morley's warning about BNP deception. This is the final impression left with 
viewers — a recency effect reinforcing the anti-platforming message. The presenter's closing remark ("we shall 
watch them out with interest") is neutral in tone but follows immediately after Morley's warning, allowing it to stand 
as the broadcast's concluding frame. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's opening and closing are both occupied by Morley's anti-BNP framing, creating a 
primacy-recency sandwich that reinforces the anti-platforming message at both the most memorable points of the 
segment. 
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

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

 

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

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 01:47 

Trigger event: Discussion of BNP policy positions. 

Reaction: Presenter uses the word "odious" to describe BNP policy. 

Comparison 

No comparable evaluative language is used about the NUJ's position (which involves a trade 
union attempting to restrict an elected politician's broadcast access — itself a potentially "odious" 
restriction on democratic discourse). No comparable language is used about Labour's opposition 
to Griffin's appearance. 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. The presenter applies strong pejorative language to BNP policy but no equivalent 
evaluative language to the NUJ's position or to the Labour government's opposition. This is selective in that the 
presenter's moral register is activated only in one direction. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:21–00:29 

Trigger event: Morley claims BNP views are "actually racist" and the party is "undemocratic." 

Reaction: Presenter does not challenge either claim. 

Comparison 
When the presenter raises the free speech concern (00:33), he immediately accepts Morley's 
deflection. The asymmetry is between the rigour applied to Morley's most contestable claims 
(none) versus the rigour applied to the pro-appearance argument (moderate but abandoned). 

Asymmetry: Confirmed. Claims that would normally require evidential support ("actually racist," "undemocratic") 
pass without challenge, while the democratic mandate argument is raised but not pursued. 

 

Summary: Selective outrage is present but moderate. The presenter's use of "odious" and his failure to challenge 
Morley's most contestable characterisations reveal a consistent directional bias, but the broadcast does not 
display the intense emotional asymmetry that would warrant a higher score. 
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9. COMPLETENESS 7/10 

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 NUJ's institutional position: Question Time is the wrong format; BNP requires investigative journalistic 
scrutiny rather than a panel debate platform. 

[B] The BBC's editorial justification: Griffin holds a democratic mandate as an elected MEP; due impartiality 
requires his inclusion. 

[C] Free-speech / civil liberties perspective: Suppressing elected politicians from broadcast debate sets a 
dangerous precedent regardless of their views. 

[D] Anti-fascist / community perspective: Platforming the BNP causes direct harm to ethnic minority communities 
and emboldens far-right recruitment. 

[E] Democratic accountability perspective: Voters who elected Griffin (over one million votes) have a right to see 
their representative scrutinised publicly. 

[F] Media effects research perspective: Evidence on whether platforming extremists normalises or exposes them 
is contested and empirically complex. 

[G] BNP's own stated position: Griffin and the BNP argued they were a legitimate political party being unfairly 
excluded from mainstream debate. 

[H] Other panellists' perspective: How did Baroness Warsi, Jack Straw, Chris Huhne, and Bonnie Greer view the 
format and their participation? 

[I] Ofcom / regulatory perspective: What do broadcasting standards actually require regarding parties with 
democratic mandates? 

[J] Historical precedent perspective: How had the BBC and other broadcasters handled similar situations (e.g., 
Sinn Féin broadcasting ban 1988–1994)? 

### Assessment: Was Each Perspective Addressed? 

 

[A] ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 00:00–03:50 — Quote: "we think that Question Time is the wrong format for this" — Assessment: 
This is the sole perspective given extended airtime; it dominates the entire segment. 

 

[B] ADDRESSED (partially, via presenter's challenges) 

Timestamp: 01:10 — Quote: "he's an elected politician he is Northwest MEP people who are watching this may 
have voted for the man" — Assessment: Raised by presenter as a challenge but not developed with BBC editorial 
reasoning or a BBC spokesperson. 

 

[C] ADDRESSED (partially, via presenter) 

Timestamp: 00:33 — Quote: "a people might be surprised to hear the union of journalists objecting to free 
speech" — Assessment: Raised briefly as a rhetorical challenge; not explored substantively. 

 

[D] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No representative of ethnic minority communities, anti-fascist organisations, or those directly 
threatened by BNP policies was included or quoted. 

 

[E] ADDRESSED (partially) 

Timestamp: 01:12 — Quote: "people who are watching this may have voted for the man they're entitled to hear 
his views" — Assessment: Mentioned by presenter but not developed; no voter or democratic theorist quoted. 
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[F] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No media effects researcher or academic was consulted on the empirical question of whether 
platforming normalises or exposes extremism. 

 

[G] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — The BNP's own position on their right to appear was not represented; Griffin was discussed 
entirely in absentia and without his perspective. 

 

[H] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No other Question Time panellist was interviewed or quoted. 

 

[I] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No reference to Ofcom standards, BBC Charter obligations, or regulatory framework 
governing due impartiality. 

 

[J] OMITTED 

Timestamp: N/A — No historical precedent (e.g., Sinn Féin ban) was raised to contextualise the debate. 

 

 

Completeness Score: 3/10 

The broadcast addresses only two of ten relevant perspectives in any substantive way, and one of those (the 
BBC/democratic accountability view) is raised only as a presenter challenge rather than through an independent 
voice. Seven of ten relevant perspectives are entirely absent. For a broadcast touching on fundamental questions 
of press freedom, democratic representation, and broadcasting standards, this is a severely incomplete picture. 
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques 

 

10. FRAMING 4/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:00–00:08 

Quote "you object to Mr. Griffin appearing on Question Time do you not" 

Manipulation 
The presenter's opening question frames the interview as a debate about the NUJ's objection — 
not as a debate about whether Griffin should appear. The premise is the NUJ's opposition; Griffin's 
democratic mandate is secondary. 

Why 
problematic 

Viewers are immediately positioned to evaluate the NUJ's objection rather than to weigh 
competing arguments about platforming. The frame privileges the anti-appearance position as the 
starting point. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 01:01–01:04 

Quote "the BNP is not the normal political animal" 

Manipulation 
The phrase "political animal" is used by Morley without challenge, framing the BNP as 
categorically outside normal democratic politics. The presenter does not ask what criteria define 
"normal" or who decides. 

Why 
problematic 

This framing pre-emptively delegitimises the democratic mandate argument. If the BNP is not 
"normal," the usual rules of democratic representation need not apply — a significant political 
claim presented as self-evident. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 03:27–03:38 

Quote 
"the danger is that what they say is quite populist and on the surface it appears reasonable but 
actually mixed in with that are distortions and inaccuracies" 

Manipulation 
The closing frame positions BNP rhetoric as inherently deceptive — reasonable-sounding but 
secretly distorted. This is presented as established fact rather than as the NUJ's contested 
interpretation. 

Why 
problematic 

The broadcast ends on this note without challenge, leaving viewers with the impression that BNP 
policy positions are definitionally misleading, a conclusion that requires evidence not provided. 
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Summary: The broadcast is framed throughout as an examination of the NUJ's objection to Griffin's appearance, 
rather than as a balanced exploration of the competing arguments. The anti-platforming position is treated as the 
default; the democratic mandate argument is raised only as a series of presenter challenges, never as an equally 
weighted perspective. 
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11. LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 01:47 

Quote "rather than dwelling on the one rather odious element of his party's policy" 

Manipulation 
The presenter uses the word "odious" — a strongly pejorative term — to describe BNP policy. This 
is the presenter's own characterisation, not a quotation. 

Why 
problematic 

A presenter using evaluative language ("odious") about a political party's policy crosses from 
journalism into editorial opinion. A neutral alternative would be: "the controversial element of his 
party's policy" or "the element critics describe as racist." The use of "odious" signals editorial 
alignment with the anti-BNP position. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 00:21–00:23 

Quote "their views are actually racist" 

Manipulation 
Morley's characterisation of BNP views as "actually racist" is not challenged or contextualised by 
the presenter. The word "actually" functions as a truth-claim marker. 

Why 
problematic 

While many would agree with this characterisation, it is a contested political and legal claim (the 
BNP at this time had not been found guilty of incitement to racial hatred in relation to its core 
manifesto). Presenting it as uncontested fact without challenge or qualification is editorially partial. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 00:26–00:29 

Quote "at the heart the party is undemocratic" 

Manipulation 
Again, Morley's claim that the BNP is "undemocratic" is presented without challenge. The 
presenter does not ask what evidence supports this claim or how it squares with the BNP's 
participation in democratic elections. 

Why 
problematic 

"Undemocratic" is a serious political charge. A neutral alternative would require the presenter to 
ask: "On what basis do you say that — they did stand in elections and win seats?" The absence of 
this challenge allows a contested characterisation to pass as established fact. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's language is consistently loaded against the BNP, with pejorative terms used both by 
the guest (unchallenged) and by the presenter himself. While the BNP's policies were widely condemned, a 
broadcast claiming journalistic standards should distinguish between editorial opinion and factual reporting. 
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12. PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

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

Note on Asymmetry Assessment: This broadcast features only one guest (Morley). Asymmetry between guests 
cannot therefore be assessed in the standard comparative sense. Assessment focuses instead on the consistency 
and depth of challenge applied to Morley's claims, and on whether the presenter's own language reveals editorial 
alignment. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:33–00:40 

Trigger event: Morley states the NUJ objects to Griffin appearing on Question Time. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

"a people might be surprised to hear the union of journalists objecting to free speech" 

Comparison 

This is the presenter's strongest challenge in the entire interview. However, when Morley deflects 
("I didn't say that we were against free speech"), the presenter does not press further or point out 
the apparent contradiction between opposing a broadcast appearance and claiming to support 
free speech. 

Asymmetry: The challenge is raised but immediately abandoned when deflected. This pattern — raising a challenge 
then accepting the deflection — recurs throughout the interview and represents a soft rather than rigorous 
journalistic approach. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 01:47 

Trigger event: Presenter himself uses the word "odious" to describe BNP policy. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

"rather than dwelling on the one rather odious element of his party's policy" 

Comparison 
No comparable evaluative language is applied to the NUJ's position or to any other political actor 
in the segment. 

Asymmetry: The presenter's use of "odious" signals personal editorial alignment with the anti-BNP position. This is 
not a challenge to Morley but an endorsement of his underlying premise, undermining the presenter's role as a 
neutral interlocutor. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 03:00–03:14 

Trigger event: Presenter asks whether Morley would support a Paxman-style interview with Griffin. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

"will you call for him to be you know quizzed by Paxman or something" 
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Comparison 

When Morley agrees ("yes we would say absolutely"), the presenter does not follow up with the 
obvious challenge: "But isn't that exactly what Question Time provides — public questioning under 
pressure?" The logical inconsistency in Morley's position (opposing Question Time but supporting 
Newsnight-style scrutiny) is not pursued. 

Asymmetry: Not applicable (single guest), but the failure to pursue the logical inconsistency represents a missed 
journalistic challenge that a rigorous presenter would have made. 

 

Summary: The presenter raises challenges but consistently fails to press them when deflected. The use of 
"odious" to describe BNP policy reveals personal editorial alignment. With only one guest, formal asymmetry 
between guests cannot be established, but the presenter's behaviour is consistently more accommodating of 
Morley's position than rigorous journalistic scrutiny would require. 
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Note: With only one guest, question asymmetry between guests cannot be assessed. Assessment focuses on the 
consistency of challenge applied to Morley's successive claims. 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Morley, 00:07: "you object to Mr. Griffin appearing on Question Time do you not" — soft/leading (invites 
confirmation rather than explanation) 

To Morley, 01:32: "will we not discover more about the BNP when he's asked to answer questions on policy on the 
economy on health on education on the postal strike" — moderately challenging 

Comparison 
The opening question is confirmatory; the mid-interview challenge is the strongest in the segment. 
However, the strongest challenge is immediately followed by acceptance of Morley's deflection 
("that is true to an extent but..."), reducing its effective force. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To Morley, 02:02–02:11: The presenter quotes Harriet Harman describing Question Time as "the most dangerous of 
political formats" — this is framed as a challenge to Morley's view that the format is too soft. However, the quote 
actually supports the view that Question Time is rigorous, which should strengthen the pro-appearance argument. 
The presenter does not press this point to its logical conclusion. 

Comparison 
No equivalent challenge is mounted against Morley's claim that the BNP is "undemocratic" — a far 
more contestable assertion than the format's rigour. 

 

Summary: Questions are consistently softer than the subject matter warrants. The presenter raises legitimate 
challenges but does not pursue them when deflected. The most contestable claims — that the BNP is 
"undemocratic," that its views are "actually racist" as a matter of established fact — receive no follow-up 
challenge. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 2/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 01:32–01:49 

Construct: The presenter raises the argument that Question Time's format — covering the postal strike, economy, 
health, education — would expose the BNP's policies across a range of issues, then immediately qualifies it: "rather 
than dwelling on the one rather odious element of his party's policy." 

Analysis 

This is a partial false balance — the presenter raises a legitimate counter-argument but 
immediately undermines it with pejorative language ("odious"), signalling that he does not 
genuinely endorse the counter-argument he is raising. The appearance of balance is created (the 
presenter seems to challenge Morley) but the substance of balance is absent (the challenge is 
immediately qualified away). 

 

Summary: False balance is a minor issue in this broadcast. The more significant problem is not false balance but 
the absence of genuine balance — the broadcast does not seriously attempt to present the pro-appearance 
argument, so there is no artificial equivalence to critique. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda element set: The BNP is categorically different from "normal" political parties and therefore standard rules 
of democratic representation do not apply to it. 

Timestamp 
01:01–01:05 — Quote: "the BNP is not the normal political animal and that therefore they 
shouldn't be given a platform" 

Alternative agenda: Whether any democratically elected politician can be legitimately excluded from broadcast 
debate, and who has the authority to make that determination, is never placed on the agenda. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda element set: The appropriate response to the BNP's electoral success is investigative journalistic scrutiny 
(Newsnight/Paxman model), not panel debate (Question Time model). 

Timestamp 
03:00–03:14 — Quote: "yes we would say absolutely where there is a format which can shed light 
on what the BNP really stand for" 

Alternative agenda: Whether the NUJ — a trade union — has any legitimate authority to determine which broadcast 
formats are appropriate for elected politicians is never questioned. The NUJ's claim to editorial authority is treated 
as self-evident. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda element set: The risk of the Question Time appearance is that it will fail to expose the BNP's "distortions 
and inaccuracies." 

Timestamp 
03:27–03:38 — Quote: "the danger is that what they say is quite populist and on the surface it 
appears reasonable" 

Alternative agenda: The risk that restricting an elected politician's broadcast access sets a precedent for future 
restrictions on other parties is never placed on the agenda. The asymmetric risk — of over-restriction versus under-
restriction — is not explored. 

 

Summary: The broadcast's agenda is set firmly around the question of whether Question Time is the right format 
for the BNP, treating the NUJ's authority to make this determination as self-evident and the BNP's categorical 
difference from "normal" parties as established fact. The deeper constitutional and democratic questions — who 
decides which elected politicians deserve broadcast access, and on what basis — are entirely absent from the 
agenda. 
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CHAPTER 2 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

Results 

Dominant Techniques 

The 3 strongest techniques in this broadcast: 

1. Selective Omission (Score 7): Three structurally consistent omissions — BNP vote figures, BBC editorial 
reasoning, and historical precedent — all remove context that would complicate or challenge the anti-platforming 
position. The pattern is not random but directionally coherent, suggesting editorial rather than accidental omission. 

2. Expert Selection (Score 6): The sole expert is a trade union official whose institutional mandate does not extend 
to broadcasting law or editorial policy, yet he is presented implicitly as a journalistic authority. No independent, 
regulatory, or pro-appearance expert is included, leaving the broadcast's central question — whether Griffin should 
appear — answered by only one side. 

3. Source Selection (Score 6): Both sources cited — the NUJ (via Morley) and Harriet Harman (cited by the 
presenter) — have institutional reasons to oppose Griffin's appearance. The absence of any neutral, independent, 
or pro-appearance source means the broadcast's evidential base is structurally one-sided. 

Core Messages of the Broadcast 

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "The BNP is categorically different from normal political parties and therefore standard 
rules of democratic broadcast access do not apply to it." 

Technique: Framing + Agenda-Setting — Evidence: 01:01–01:05, 00:21–00:29 

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "Nick Griffin's appearance on Question Time is a risk that responsible journalists should 
oppose, not facilitate." 

Technique: Expert Selection + Guilt by Association — Evidence: 00:00–00:29, 03:27–03:38 

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "The appropriate gatekeepers of broadcast access to controversial politicians are 
journalists and their unions, not democratic mandate or regulatory frameworks." 

Technique: Agenda-Setting + Source Selection — Evidence: 01:01–01:05, 03:00–03:14 

Manipulation Degree Classification 

Justification: The broadcast scores 3.7/10 overall, placing it in the "slight tendency" category. The tendency is 
consistent and directional — all significant omissions, source choices, and framing decisions work in the same anti-
platforming direction — but the individual techniques are not extreme. The presenter does raise genuine challenges 
(free speech, democratic mandate, format rigour), even if he does not pursue them with sufficient rigour. The 
broadcast falls short of BBC Charter Article 6's due impartiality standard primarily through omission and expert 
selection rather than through active distortion. A broadcast on this subject, touching on fundamental questions of 
democratic representation and press freedom, required a broader range of voices and perspectives than a single 
trade union official to meet the Charter's requirement that "due weight must be given to the many and diverse areas of 
opinion." 

CONCLUSION 

This broadcast presents a structurally one-sided account of the controversy surrounding Nick Griffin's appearance on 
Question Time, relying exclusively on a single source — a trade union official — whose institutional mandate does not 
extend to broadcasting law or editorial policy. Three significant omissions (BNP vote figures, BBC editorial reasoning, 
historical precedent) all work in the same direction, removing context that would complicate the anti-platforming 
argument. The presenter raises legitimate challenges but consistently fails to pursue them when deflected, and his 
own use of the word "odious" to describe BNP policy reveals editorial alignment that falls below the standard of 
impartiality required by BBC Charter Article 6. While the broadcast does not engage in active distortion, its 
combination of selective omission, limited expert selection, and consistent directional framing means it fails to provide 
the "due weight" to competing perspectives that the Charter requires. A broadcast meeting Charter standards would 
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have included at minimum a BBC editorial spokesperson, an independent broadcasting law expert, and a voice 
representing the democratic mandate argument — none of which were present. 
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CHAPTER 3 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Assessment by Party 

Party Score (-
5..+5) 

Broadcast Representation vs. Programme Position 

Conservative 0 Not mentioned in broadcast; no representation to assess. 

Labour 0 Harriet Harman cited (02:02) as characterising Question Time as "dangerous" — 
used ambiguously, not as a Labour policy position. Labour's opposition to Griffin's 
appearance is not explicitly stated. Score 0 reflects minimal and ambiguous presence 
rather than accurate or distorted representation. 

Lib Dems 0 Not mentioned in broadcast; no representation to assess. 

SNP 0 Not mentioned in broadcast; no representation to assess. 

Reform UK 0 Not applicable — Reform UK did not exist in 2009 (this broadcast predates the 
party's formation). 

Green 0 Not mentioned in broadcast; no representation to assess. 

BNP -3 The BNP is the central subject of the broadcast. Its policy positions are characterised 
as "racist" and "populist with hidden distortions" (03:27–03:38) without the party's 
own account being presented. The BNP's programme position — that it was a 
legitimate party representing working-class concerns on immigration and national 
identity — is entirely absent. The broadcast presents only the NUJ's characterisation 
of BNP positions, not the BNP's own account. Score -3 reflects active 
characterisation of the party's positions without the party's participation, falling short 
of accurate representation. 

 

Note: The BNP is not listed in the political landscape table above (which covers the 2024 Parliament), but as the 
central subject of this 2009 broadcast, it requires assessment. 

Party Bias Summary 

•  Most Accurate Representation: N/A — no party's programme positions are substantively represented. 

•  Strongest Distortion: BNP (Score -3) — characterised through an opponent's account without its own voice. 

•  Average Deviation from 0: 0.4 (driven entirely by BNP score; all other parties score 0 due to absence). 

•  Conclusion: The broadcast's party-political bias is not primarily expressed through distortion of mainstream party 
positions (most parties are simply absent) but through the one-sided characterisation of the BNP as the subject of 
discussion. The BNP's policy positions are described exclusively through the NUJ's hostile framing, with no 
opportunity for the party to represent its own positions — a significant departure from the due impartiality standard 
when a party's policies are the central subject of discussion. 
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CHAPTER 4 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (BBC Charter Art. 6) 

 

Assessment under BBC Charter Article 6 

The BBC Royal Charter and Agreement require the BBC to provide duly accurate and impartial news, current 
affairs and factual programming. Article 6 specifically requires that the BBC gives "due weight to the many and 
diverse areas of opinion" and that controversial subjects are treated with "due impartiality." 

Note on Applicability: This broadcast appears to be from Channel AM, not the BBC. However, the analysis is 
conducted as requested under BBC Charter Article 6 standards, which also inform Ofcom's Broadcasting Code 
Section 5 applicable to all UK broadcasters. 

Violation 1: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.5 (due impartiality on matters of political 
controversy) 

Offence: The broadcast presents a single institutional perspective (NUJ anti-platforming position) on a matter of 
significant political controversy (whether an elected MEP should appear on a flagship political programme) without 
including any voice representing the competing position. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:00–03:50 — the entire broadcast features only Chris Morley; no BBC spokesperson, no pro-
appearance voice, no independent expert is included. 

Assessment: A broadcast on a matter of political controversy that presents only one side of the argument, without 
even summarising the opposing position through a presenter's challenge that is then pursued, fails the due impartiality 
standard. The presenter's challenges are raised but not pursued, meaning they function as rhetorical gestures rather 
than genuine balance. 

Violation 2: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 / Ofcom Broadcasting Code Section 5.1 (due accuracy) 

Offence: The characterisation of the BNP as "actually racist" and "undemocratic" is presented as established fact 
without evidential support or qualification. 

Evidence: Timestamp 00:21–00:29 — Quote: "their views are actually racist and at the heart the party is 
undemocratic" — presented without challenge, qualification, or evidential basis within the broadcast. 

Assessment: While these characterisations may reflect widely held views, presenting contested political and legal 
characterisations as established facts without qualification or challenge falls below the accuracy standard. The word 
"actually" functions as a truth-claim marker that the broadcast does not substantiate. 

Violation 3: 

Standard: BBC Charter Art. 6 (due weight to diverse areas of opinion) 

Offence: The broadcast omits three categories of relevant perspective — the BBC's editorial reasoning, the 
democratic mandate argument (with supporting vote figures), and historical precedent — all of which would have 
complicated the anti-platforming narrative. 

Evidence: Timestamp 01:10–01:17 — Griffin's democratic mandate is mentioned ("he is Northwest MEP") but no vote 
figures are provided and no BBC spokesperson explains the Corporation's reasoning. 

Assessment: The systematic omission of context that would complicate the broadcast's dominant narrative, when that 
context is directly relevant and readily available, represents a failure to give "due weight" to the full range of relevant 
perspectives. 

Overall Assessment under BBC Charter Article 6 

This broadcast falls below the due impartiality standard required by BBC Charter Article 6 and Ofcom Broadcasting 
Code Section 5 in three respects: it presents a single institutional perspective on a matter of political controversy 
without genuine counter-representation; it presents contested characterisations as established facts without evidential 
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support; and it systematically omits context that would complicate its dominant narrative. The violations are not 
extreme — the presenter does raise challenges, and the broadcast does not engage in active distortion — but they 
are consistent and directional, indicating an editorial approach that prioritised the anti-platforming narrative over the 
balanced presentation of a genuinely contested question. A broadcast meeting Charter standards on this subject 
would have required at minimum a BBC editorial spokesperson, an independent broadcasting law expert, and 
substantive engagement with the democratic mandate argument, including the relevant vote figures. 

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

Organisation 1: National Union of Journalists (NUJ) 

1. FUNDING: The NUJ is funded by membership subscriptions from working journalists across the UK and Ireland. 
It receives no direct state or commercial funding. However, it has historically maintained close ties with the Labour 
Party and the broader trade union movement (TUC affiliation). 

2. MANDATE: The NUJ's mandate is to represent journalists' employment rights, professional standards, and 
working conditions. It does not have a regulatory mandate over broadcasting content or editorial decisions. Its 
intervention in the Question Time debate represents an extension of its claimed authority beyond its core mandate. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The NUJ has an institutional interest in asserting that union-defined journalistic 
standards should govern editorial decisions. A successful intervention in the Question Time case would expand 
union influence over BBC programming — a significant institutional benefit. Additionally, the NUJ's membership 
includes journalists who may face professional pressure or personal risk when covering the BNP (as Morley 
acknowledges at 00:52–00:58), giving the union a legitimate but partial interest in the outcome. 

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX: 

D1 Conflict of Interest: [-1] — Institutional interest in expanding union editorial authority. 
D2 Personal Risk: [0] — Morley faces no significant personal risk; position aligns with union's official stance. 
D3 Subject Competence: [-1] — Expertise in industrial journalism relations, not broadcasting law or media effects research. 
D4 Opinion Consistency: [+1] — NUJ's position was publicly stated and consistent. 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. Data: [-1] — Arguments are normative rather than data-driven; no empirical evidence cited. 
D6 Source Level: [-1] — Secondary source; no primary research cited. 
TOTAL: -3 → SOURCE SIGNAL: YELLOW 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: The NUJ's position was contested by free-speech organisations (Index on Censorship, 
Liberty), by the BBC itself, and by some of its own members. None of these counter-voices are cited in the 
broadcast. 

IMPORTANT NOTE: The NUJ is presented implicitly as a journalistic authority — an organisation of journalists 
speaking about journalistic standards. This framing lends its normative claims unwarranted epistemic weight. The 
NUJ's authority in this context is social and institutional, not technical or regulatory. Its characterisation as a 
journalistic authority on broadcasting standards is itself a framing choice that should be made explicit and questioned. 

Analysis completed under Version 2.7-detail methodology. All findings are based exclusively on the provided 
transcript. Timestamps are as given in the source material. Direct quotations are reproduced verbatim from the 
transcript. 
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria 

No. Criterion Score Rating 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 6 ●●● 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 6 ●●● 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 2 ● 

4 OMISSION (Selective Omission) 7 ●●●● 

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 2 ● 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 4 ●● 

7 TIMING 3 ●● 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 3 ●● 

9 COMPLETENESS 7 ●●●● 

10 FRAMING 4 ●● 

11 LANGUAGE AND TERMINOLOGY 5 ●●● 

12 PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR 3 ●● 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 3 ●● 

14 FALSE BALANCE 2 ● 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 5 ●●● 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 4.4/10 Significant imbalance 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 3.5/10 Slight imbalance 

 

OVERALL SCORE 4.0/10 Slight 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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