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Konverter 3.4 (2026-05-20) | Référence: Loi 86-1067 Art. 43-11

RSNl 4.8/10

SCORE Significant imbalance

0 = balanced, 10 = strongly biased/manipulative

POLITICAL SPECTRUM

Classification according to 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 assessed on a scale from 0 (far left) to 10 (far right).

Party LFI PCF EELV ‘ PS LR RN
CHES 1.50 1.80 2.50 3.50 5.50 7.00 8.80
Spectrum Left Left Left Left Right Right

The overall tendency is presented on a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = strongly favourable to the left, 5 = balanced, 10 =
strongly favourable to the right). The calculation is based on the difference in average favouritism of left-wing vs. right-
wing parties (grouping according to CHES 2024).

0 1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10
«— Left Right —

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

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

Party CHES L-R ‘ Classification
LFI 1.50 Left

PCF 1.80 Left

EELV 2.50 Left

PS 3.50 Left
Renaissance 5.50

LR 7.00 Right

RN 8.80 Right

The Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES 2024) is an academic survey of 609 political scientists in 31 countries. Each party is
assessed on a scale from 0 (far left) to 10 (far right).
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CHAPTER 1 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS (Partisan bias)

Preliminary note: This programme deals with an international conflict (United States/Iran) and not a subject of
French domestic politics. The table below therefore assesses the treatment of French parties insofar as they are
mentioned or involved in the debate (notably on the European position and French foreign policy).

Party Score (- | Concrete evidence (Timestamp + quote)

5..+5)

Renaissance (RE) +1 ~45:00 — E. Macron cited positively for his position on Hormuz: "If the United States
is ready to reopen Hormuz, that is very good. That is what we have been asking for
from the beginning." — Position presented as reasonable and consistent.

Rassemblement 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

National (RN)

La France 0 Not mentioned in the programme (mention of Mélenchon only in the trailer for C a
Insoumise (LFI) vous at the end of the programme, outside the analysis).
Les Républicains 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

(LR)

Parti Socialiste 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

(PS)

Europe Ecologie 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

(EELV)

Parti Communiste 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

(PCF)

Reconquéte (R!) 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

MoDem 0 Not mentioned in the programme.

Summary of partisan bias

* Most favoured: Renaissance (RE), Score +1 — E. Macron is the only French political figure cited, and his position
is presented positively.

* Most disadvantaged: No French party is disadvantaged in this programme.
+ Average deviation from 0: 0.1
» Dominant political spectrum: Centre (Macronist position implicitly validated on foreign policy)

» Conclusion: The programme does not present significant French partisan bias, insofar as it deals with a subject of
international politics. The only French political reference (E. Macron) is treated in a neutral to slightly positive
manner. The dominant bias is geopolitical (pro-Western) rather than partisan in the French sense of the term.

Overall left-right tendency
TENDENCY SCORE: -0.5
CLASSIFICATION: Balanced (slightly pro-right on the geopolitical level)

Justification: The programme does not present a marked left-right bias in the sense of French domestic politics. On
the geopolitical level, the tendency is slightly pro-Western and pro-interventionist, which corresponds more to an
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Atlanticist centre-right position than to a left-wing position (which would be more critical of American interventionism).
The qualification of Trump as an "autocrat" by N. Bacharan introduces a centre-left critical nuance, but it is insufficient
to compensate for the dominant pro-Western framing of the programme.
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CHAPTER 2 — PROGRAMME INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAMEWORK

Programme data

« Title: C dans l'air

» Date (from file name): Not specified in the transcript — internal context suggests a date contemporary with a
fictional or prospective United States/Iran war (simulation/geopolitical fiction programme or real programme in a
crisis scenario)

* Duration (estimated from the transcript): ~60 minutes
* Presenter: C. Roux

Person Function Party/Affiliation Political spectrum

Gen. J.-P. Paloméros General, former Supreme  Military/institutional Institutional centre-right
Allied Commander
Transformation of NATO

L. Menget Senior reporter, specialist  Press (unspecified) Centre
in international relations

M. Khadra Lecturer, specialist in the Academic Apparent centre-left
Middle East
N. Bacharan Historian, political scientist, Regional press/academic  Apparent centre-left

specialist in the United
States, columnist at Ouest-
France

S. Domergue Geographer, specialist in Academic/independent Centre
maritime geopolitics, author expert
of Géopolitique des
espaces maritimes

Admiral V. Gryparis Commander of the European military Institutional
European mission Aspides
(report)

Main themes of this edition

The programme deals primarily with the military and diplomatic crisis surrounding the Strait of Hormuz, in the context
of a war between the United States and Iran, with the launch of the American operation "Project Liberty" aimed at
escorting blocked merchant vessels. In parallel, the programme addresses the tensions between Washington and
Berlin, following the critical statements by German Chancellor F. Merz on the absence of an American strategy, which
led to retaliatory customs measures and a partial withdrawal of American soldiers from Germany.

Context (main theme)

The Strait of Hormuz, a strategic passage for approximately 20% of the world's oil, is presented as blocked by Iran
since the beginning of an armed conflict with the United States. The Trump administration launched the operation
"Project Liberty" with 15,000 soldiers, around a hundred aircraft and frigates to escort merchant vessels, in response
to an Iranian blockade described as a violation of international navigation law. Diplomatic negotiations are at an
impasse, Iran having submitted a 14-point plan deemed unacceptable by Washington, and firing has resumed on the
United Arab Emirates, officially breaking the ceasefire. The global economic dimension is central: more than 900
vessels are said to be blocked, maritime insurers are refusing to cover the passage, and the European and Asian
economies are suffering major repercussions.
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CHAPTER 3 — 15 CRITERIA: DETAILED ANALYSIS

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Hard facts — 9 quantifiable and scientifically verifiable techniques

1. EXPERT SELECTION (Choice of experts) 4/10

1 2 3 4

Expert 1: Gen. J.-P. Paloméros — General, former Supreme Allied Commander Transformation of NATO
Timestamp: ~05:30

Statement: "Something more serious will happen at some point. Perhaps an American naval vessel will be hit."

Classification: Western institutional military expert, whose career and strategic vision are structurally aligned with
the interests of NATO and the United States.

Missing counter-voice: A military or strategic expert with in-depth knowledge of Iranian military doctrines or the
Revolutionary Guards.

In-depth source verification:
(a) FUNDING: Career entirely within French military institutions and NATO, funded by member states. Retired
military, probably a consultant or lecturer in Western defence circles.

Conflict of interest: Structurally pro-NATO, pro-Western intervention strategic vision.

(b) MANDATE: Incompatible with a neutral assessment of American military operations or the legitimacy of Iranian
positions.

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

+ Conflict of interest present? YES (institutional)

» Personal risk linked to the position? NO

» Does the organisation benefit from its assessment? INDIRECT (legitimisation of NATO)
* Result: MEDIUM

(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: Is the assessment presented as neutral when it is structurally partisan? YES
— Technique no. 12 (Choice of sources)

Expert 2: N. Bacharan — Historian, political scientist, columnist at Ouest-France*

Timestamp: ~18:00

Statement: "There is not even a single point on which to base a conversation. The 14-point agreement proposed by
the Iranians is the complete capitulation of the Americans."

Classification: Specialist in the United States with a visible editorial orientation in her formulations; columnist in a
moderate centre-right newspaper.

Missing counter-voice: A specialist in Iranian diplomacy or international law capable of analysing the 14 points of the
Iranian plan in detail.

In-depth source verification:

(a) FUNDING: Regional private press (Ouest-France, Ouest-France group, France's largest daily newspaper by
circulation, historically Christian-democratic orientation). Academic activity (university).
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Conflict of interest: Moderate Atlanticist editorial orientation.
(b) MANDATE: Partially compatible with a neutral assessment on the United States, but less so on Iran.
(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:
» Conflict of interest present? INDIRECT
» Personal risk linked to the position? NO
» Does the organisation benefit from its assessment? NO
* Result: MEDIUM

(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: Presented as a neutral expert while her formulations reveal a markedly
normative position. — Technique no. 12

Expert 3: M. Khadra — Lecturer, specialist in the Middle East
Timestamp: ~12:00

Statement: "They have been, from the outset, in flagrant violation of international law [...]. Which has also weakened
them, as pirates of the Strait of Hormuz."

Classification: Academic expert whose formulations reveal a very markedly normative position against Iran, without
her precise institutional affiliations being indicated.

Missing counter-voice: An expert with a more nuanced or favourable reading of the Iranian position on navigation
law.

In-depth source verification:

(a) FUNDING: Not specified in the programme. University affiliation not detailed.
Conflict of interest: Impossible to assess due to lack of information.

(b) MANDATE: Presented as a specialist in the Middle East, but her statements reveal a markedly pro-Western
normative position.

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

» Conflict of interest present? UNKNOWN

+ Personal risk linked to the position? NO

* Does the organisation benefit from its assessment? UNKNOWN
* Result: LOW (due to lack of transparency)

(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: Presented as a neutral expert, but her legal qualifications of Iran ("pirates")
exceed her declared academic mandate. — Technique no. 12

Expert 4: S. Domergue — Geographer, specialist in maritime geopolitics
Timestamp: ~22:00

Statement: "One must never forget that those who will decide whether the strait is open or not are the shipowners
and the maritime insurers."

Classification: The most balanced expert on the panel, providing concrete and nuanced technical elements,
including criticism of the effectiveness of Western operations.

Missing counter-voice: N/A (most balanced voice on the panel).

In-depth source verification:
(a) FUNDING: Academic, author of a recent work (Géopolitique des espaces maritimes). Possible promotional
interest for the work.
Conflict of interest: Minimal.
(b) MANDATE: Compatible with a relatively neutral assessment of maritime issues.
(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:
* Conflict of interest present? NO
» Personal risk linked to the position? NO
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» Does the organisation benefit from its assessment? NO (slightly for the promotion of the work)
* Result: HIGH
(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: Presentation consistent with the declared mandate.

Missing expert groups:

1. Jurist specialising in international law of the sea (UNCLOS, law of armed maritime conflicts) — indispensable for
legally qualifying the actions of both parties.

2. Iranian expert or specialist in the Revolutionary Guards — to present the Iranian strategic logic from the inside.
3. Economist specialising in oil and energy markets — to quantify and contextualise the global economic impact.
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2. SOURCE SELECTION (Choice of sources) 4/10

1 2 3 4

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour verification)

Source 1: Washington Post poll*

Timestamp: ~35:00
Statement: "65% of Americans do not think that war will prevent Iran from having nuclear weapons." (N. Bacharan)

(a) Funding and ownership: The Washington Post belongs to Jeff Bezos (Amazon). American centre-left editorial
orientation, critical of Trump.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: A poll commissioned or relayed by a media outlet critical of Trump in the context
of a war launched by Trump presents a potential selection bias.

(c) Missing contradictory source: No poll favourable to the American strategy is cited.
Missing counter-source: Polls from other institutes (Gallup, Pew Research) on the same question.

Source 2: Statements from the American military

Timestamp: ~00:30

Statement: "Washington maintains that two American frigates did indeed pass through the strait and that two
merchant vessels passed through."

(a) Funding and ownership: American government source, party to the conflict.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: The American military has a direct interest in presenting its operations as
successes.

(c) Missing contradictory source: Iranian statements are presented as less reliable without methodological
justification.

Missing counter-source: Independent sources (Lloyd's, maritime agencies, commercial satellites) to verify vessel
movements.

Source 3: Statements from the Vice-President of the Iranian Parliament (report)

Timestamp: ~report (~02:30)

Statement: "If they intend to approach Hormuz too closely or to enter it, they will be targeted and attacked."

(a) Funding and ownership: Iranian government source, party to the conflict.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Symmetrical to the American source, but presented with less implicit credibility.
(c) Missing contradictory source: No moderate or dissident Iranian voice is cited.

Missing counter-source: Iranian experts in exile or independent analysts of the Iranian regime.

Summary: The selection of sources structurally favours Western sources (American military, NATO experts,
Atlanticist press) to the detriment of Iranian or independent sources, without this epistemic hierarchy being
methodologically justified.
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION (Allocation of airtime) 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Estimated airtime by subject/position:

« Strait of Hormuz crisis / military operations: approx. 35 min. (58%)

» Germany/United States tensions and NATO: approx. 12 min. (20%)

» Aspides report / European mission: approx. 8 min. (13%)

+ Diplomatic negotiations / Iranian plan: approx. 5 min. (8%)
Distribution by expert:

* Gen. J.-P. Paloméros: approx. 12 min. (20%)
* N. Bacharan: approx. 10 min. (17%)

* L. Menget: approx. 10 min. (17%)

+ M. Khadra: approx. 8 min. (13%)

+ S. Domergue: approx. 7 min. (12%)

* Reports: approx. 13 min. (22%)

Summary: The distribution of time among experts is relatively balanced, but the direct Iranian perspective is
almost entirely absent (less than 2 minutes of Iranian statements in reports out of 60 minutes), creating a
structural imbalance in the representation of the parties to the conflict.
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4. OMISSION (Selective omission) 3/10
1 2 3
Omission 1:

Context: The legality of the American blockade in the Sea of Oman is never questioned.
Relevant to: Timestamp ~08:00 (discussion on international law)

Effect: The viewer receives the impression that only Iran is violating international law, whereas the American
blockade also constitutes an act of war under international law.

Omission 2:

Context: The precise content of the 14 points of the Iranian plan is not analysed point by point.
Relevant to: Timestamp ~30:00

Effect: N. Bacharan describes the plan as "complete capitulation" without the viewer being able to evaluate this
claim, due to lack of information on the actual content of the document.

Omission 3:

Context: Iranian civilian casualties from American strikes are never mentioned.
Relevant to: Timestamp ~38:00 (discussion on Iranian resilience)

Effect: The war is presented as a conflict between states and military apparatuses, without a humanitarian
dimension on the Iranian side, whereas the humanitarian dimension of the blocked crews is, for its part, highlighted.

Omission 4:

Context: The role of Israel in triggering or escalating the conflict is only mentioned indirectly (mention of "the
Israelis" by L. Menget).

Relevant to: Timestamp ~32:00
Effect: The Israeli dimension of the conflict, which is nonetheless central to regional geopolitics, is marginalised.

Omission 5:

Context: The positions of China and Russia regarding the conflict are not addressed.
Relevant to: Entire programme

Effect: The conflict is presented as a face-off between the United States/Iran/Europe, concealing the powers that
support or diplomatically protect Iran.

Summary: The most significant omissions concern the legality of American operations, Iranian civilian casualties
and the positions of non-Western powers, creating a narrative in which Iran is the sole party responsible for the
crisis and the United States the sole power seeking to restore order.

Missing voices
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« Jurist specialising in international maritime law: Would have provided a balanced analysis of the legality of the
Iranian blockade and American military operations in international waters.

* Representative of a shipowner or maritime insurance company: Would have provided a concrete perspective on
real economic decisions and the conditions for vessel insurability.

« Iranian analyst or expert on the Revolutionary Guards regime: Would have provided a reading of Iranian internal
motivations beyond the official statements relayed.

* Representative of a dependent Asian country (Japan, India, South Korea): Would have provided the perspective of
the economies most directly affected by the energy blockade.

» Economist specialising in oil markets: Would have provided a quantified and contextualised analysis of the impact
on global energy prices.

* Representative of a humanitarian NGO present in Iran: Would have provided verifiable data on the living
conditions of Iranian civilians under the strikes and the blockade.

» Expert in American constitutional law: Would have provided an analysis of the legality of the operation with regard
to the War Powers Act and the powers of Congress.

* Omani diplomat or analyst: Would have provided the perspective of Oman, a state bordering the strait whose
territorial waters are used as an alternative passage route.
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5. NUMBERS MANIPULATION (Manipulation of figures) 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

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

Finding 1:

Timestamp: ~00:30
Figure: "15,000 men, around a hundred aircraft" (Operation Project Liberty)

Missing context: No comparison with Iranian forces in the area, nor with forces already present in the region before
the operation.

Effect: The figure is presented as raw data without allowing the viewer to assess its real strategic significance.

Finding 2:

Timestamp: ~00:30
Figure: "more than 900 vessels are blocked" (report)

Missing context: No specification of the source of this figure, nor of the definition of "blocked" (anchored, waiting,
rerouted?).

Effect: The figure creates an impression of massive humanitarian catastrophe without a verifiable basis.

Finding 3:

Timestamp: ~Aspides report

Figure: "Each vessel sent costs more than one million euros per month." / "The French missiles [...] cost 1 million
each!" (L. Menget)

Missing context: No comparison with the economic cost of blocking the strait for European economies, which would
put the cost of the operation in perspective.

Effect: The cost of military intervention is presented as prohibitive without being put in perspective with the cost of
inaction.

Finding 4:

Timestamp: ~35:00

Figure: "65% of Americans do not think that war will prevent Iran from having nuclear weapons." (N. Bacharan,
citing a Washington Post poll)

Missing context: No specification of the poll's methodology, sample size, date of completion, nor the exact wording
of the question asked.

Effect: The figure is used to lend credence to the thesis of American failure without its reliability being verifiable.

Summary: Figures are used selectively to reinforce the dominant narrative (massive blockade, prohibitive cost of
intervention, American scepticism), without systematic contextualisation or source verification.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Association 1:
Timestamp: ~12:00

m *"Which has also weakened them, as pirates of the Strait of Hormuz."* (M. Khadra)

Technique: Criminal qualification (piracy) applied to a sovereign state, associating Iran with non-state criminal
actors.

Effect: Delegitimisation of the Iranian position by association with maritime criminality, without a formal legal basis.

Association 2:

Timestamp: ~report (~03:00)

"

**D. Trump: They don't know how to fight, but they are good negotiators.

Technique: Trump excerpt presented without critical commentary, implicitly associating Iranian negotiation with a
form of cunning or manipulation.

Effect: Reinforcement of the stereotype of Iran as a bad-faith actor.

Association 3:

Timestamp: ~55:00

*"He always has at heart, like all autocrats, to advance by saying that he is well within the bounds
of the law."* (N. Bacharan, about Trump)

Technique: Association of Trump with the category of "autocrats" — a strong political qualification presented as an
analytical observation.

Effect: Political disqualification of Trump by association with authoritarian regimes, without this qualification being
questioned by the presenter.

Note: No person described as a "conspiracy theorist” in this programme. The association technique is used
primarily against Iran (criminalisation) and secondarily against Trump (authoritarianism).

Summary: The guilt by association technique is used asymmetrically: Iran is associated with maritime criminality
("pirates”), while Trump is associated with authoritarianism ("autocrats"), both qualifications being presented as
objective analyses without a formal factual basis.
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7. TIMING 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Finding 1:

Position: Beginning (~00:30)
Content: "Tehran's response was immediate. 'They will be targeted if they approach.™

Timing effect: The opening of the programme immediately places Iran in the position of an active threat,
conditioning the reading of the entire debate that follows.

Finding 2:

Position: End (~55:00)
Content: "He always has at heart, like all autocrats, to advance by saying that he is well within the bounds of the
law." (N. Bacharan, about Trump)

Timing effect: The qualification of Trump as an "autocrat" comes at the end of the programme, after the pro-
American framing has been established, creating a false impression of critical balance in conclusion.

Finding 3:

Position: Middle (~Aspides report, ~40:00)
Content: Report on the Aspides mission, presented as a model of what could be done at Hormuz.

Timing effect: The report comes after the experts have established the impossibility of an American military solution
alone, directing the viewer towards the European solution as a reasonable alternative.

Summary: The timing of the programme follows a coherent narrative structure: establishment of the Iranian threat
at the opening, exploration of military solutions in the middle, opening towards the European solution at the end —
a progression that directs the viewer towards a predetermined conclusion.
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE (Selective indignation) 5/10

1 2 3 4 5

Indignation = bias. Selective indignation amplifies the finding. Score = degree of indignation (0-5) + selectivity (0-5)

Finding 1:

Timestamp: ~12:00
Triggering event: Iran blocks the Strait of Hormuz and threatens vessels.

Reaction: "They have been, from the outset, in flagrant violation of international law." (M. Khadra) — strong legal
indignation, not questioned by the presenter.

Comparison: The American blockade in the Sea of Oman, which also constitutes an act of war, ~08:00 — Reaction:
no negative legal qualification, presented as "economic pressure".

Asymmetry: Demonstrated — the violation of international law is invoked exclusively for Iran.

Finding 2:

Timestamp: ~30:00
Triggering event: Iran proposes a 14-point peace plan.

Reaction: "It is the complete capitulation of the Americans and the military victory of Iran." (N. Bacharan) — implicit
indignation at Iranian audacity.

Comparison: American demands (denuclearisation, dismantling of proxies) are never described as excessive or
unacceptable for Iran.

Asymmetry: Demonstrated — Iranian demands are presented as unacceptable, American demands as legitimate.

Finding 3:

Timestamp: ~55:00
Triggering event: Trump names the Iranian plan "Project Liberty" and sends military forces.
Reaction: N. Bacharan describes Trump as an "autocrat" — political indignation.

Comparison: No equivalent qualification is applied to the Iranian regime in the same political register (although M.
Khadra speaks of "hardliners at the head of the regime").

Asymmetry: Partial — both leaders receive negative qualifications, but in different registers (Trump = political
autocrat, Iran = criminal pirate).

Summary: Selective indignation manifests itself primarily in the asymmetry of legal qualification between the two
belligerents: Iran is systematically presented as the violator of international law, while equivalent American actions
do not receive a negative legal qualification.
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9. COMPLETENESS 510

1 2 3 4 5

Share of perspectives covered

Inverted: the original value measures coverage (higher = better). Displayed as deviation (higher = greater gaps).
[A] The American strategic and military perspective: justification of Operation Project Liberty, declared
objectives, actual capabilities

[B] The official Iranian perspective: motivations for the blockade, claimed legitimacy over the strait, negotiation
conditions

[C] The perspective of shipowners and maritime insurers: concrete economic impact, routing decisions, refusal
of passage

[D] The European diplomatic perspective: EU position, possible role in a coalition, tensions with Washington

[E] The perspective of Iranian civilian populations: living conditions under the strikes and the blockade, social
resilience

[F] The international legal perspective: navigation law, legality of the American blockade, legality of the Iranian
blockade

[G] The perspective of Gulf countries (UAE, Saudi Arabia, Oman): own interests, vulnerability, positioning
[H] The Asian perspective (Japan, South Korea, China, India): energy dependence, diplomatic reactions
[1] The perspective of blocked crews: actual humanitarian conditions on board the vessels

[J] The perspective of international law experts on the legality of the military operations of both parties

[A] COVERED

Timestamp: ~05:00 — Quote: "D. Trump launched Project Liberty this morning with 15,000 men, around a
hundred aircraft." — Assessment: The American perspective is present but primarily relayed via the invited
experts, without a direct American voice other than excerpts from Trump.

[B] OUTLINED

Timestamp: ~08:30 — Quote: "We warn any foreign armed force [...] they will be targeted and attacked." —
Assessment: The Iranian position is evoked via official statements in reports, but no Iranian or pro-lranian expert
is present on the panel.

[C] COVERED

Timestamp: ~22:00 — Quote: "It is the shipowners and the maritime insurers. | find it hard to see them committing
to the strait in the coming weeks." (S. Domergue) — Assessment: Perspective addressed indirectly via the
geography expert, without a direct representative from the sector.

[D] COVERED

Timestamp: ~45:00 — Quote: "l do not see how Europe can avoid being present." (N. Bacharan) — Assessment:
European perspective well covered, notably via the report on Aspides and the Merz/Trump tensions.

[E] OUTLINED

Timestamp: ~38:00 — Quote: "The resilience of Iranian society is greater than the Americans had imagined." (L.
Menget) — Assessment: Briefly mentioned, without direct testimony or precise data on civilian conditions.

[F] OUTLINED

Timestamp: ~12:00 — Quote: "They have been, from the outset, in flagrant violation of international law, that of
freedom of maritime navigation." (M. Khadra) — Assessment: International law is mentioned but only as a charge
against Iran, without a balanced analysis of the legality of the American blockade.
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[G] COVERED
Timestamp: ~28:00 — Quote: "The UAE are increasingly aligning themselves with the American and Israeli
position." (M. Khadra) — Assessment: The Gulf countries are mentioned, but their own perspective is not
developed.

[H] OUTLINED

Timestamp: ~02:00 (report) — Quote: "The effective closure of the Strait of Hormuz has enormous repercussions
for Asia-Pacific." — Assessment: Mentioned in the report, not developed on the panel.

[1I] OUTLINED

Timestamp: ~report — Quote: "Every day, on the vessel, | see missile fire and hear explosions. | feel in danger."
— Assessment: Crew testimony present in the report, but not explored in depth.

[J] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: No jurist specialising in international maritime law or the law of
armed conflicts is invited; the question of the legality of American operations is not raised.

### Completeness score: 5/10

Justification: The programme correctly covers the military, strategic and European dimensions of the conflict, but
systematically omits the direct Iranian perspective, balanced legal analysis and the voices of civilian populations.
The Asian and crew perspectives are touched upon without development. The absence of a legal expert and a
representative of the commercial maritime sector constitutes a notable gap for a programme claiming analytical
exhaustiveness.

1. Gen. J.-P. Paloméros

1. FUNDING: French military and NATO career, funded by member states. Retired, probably a defence
consultant.

2. MANDATE: Incompatible with a neutral assessment of American military operations or the legitimacy of Iranian
positions.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Institutional interest in legitimising NATO operations and criticising actors who
threaten them.

4. MATRIX: Conflict YES (institutional) | Pers. risk NO | Benefits INDIRECT — Credibility: MEDIUM

5. COUNTER-VOICE: A military expert specialising in the doctrines of the Iranian Revolutionary Guards would
have provided a contradictory perspective. Not cited.

2. N. Bacharan
1. FUNDING: University + Ouest-France (private group, Christian-democratic orientation).
2. MANDATE: Partially compatible with a neutral assessment on the United States, less so on Iran.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Moderate Atlanticist editorial orientation; interest in maintaining an editorial line
consistent with her employer.

4. MATRIX: Conflict INDIRECT | Pers. risk NO | Benefits NO — Credibility: MEDIUM

5. COUNTER-VOICE: A specialist in Iranian diplomacy or international law would have counterbalanced her
normative qualifications. Not cited.

3. M. Khadra
1. FUNDING: University affiliation not specified in the programme.

2. MANDATE: Presented as a specialist in the Middle East, but her statements exceed her declared academic
mandate (legal qualifications).

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Impossible to assess due to lack of information on her precise affiliations.

4. MATRIX: Conflict UNKNOWN | Pers. risk NO | Benefits UNKNOWN — Credibility: LOW (due to lack of
transparency)
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5. COUNTER-VOICE: An expert with a more nuanced reading of the Iranian position on navigation law. Not cited.

4. L. Menget
1. FUNDING: Senior reporter, media affiliation not specified in the programme.

2. MANDATE: Compatible with a factual assessment of military operations, less so with normative political
analyses.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Minimal, but implicit pro-Western orientation in his formulations.
4. MATRIX: Conflict NO | Pers. risk NO | Benefits NO — Credibility: HIGH (on military facts)
5. COUNTER-VOICE: A reporter who covered the conflict from Iran or from a non-Western perspective. Not cited.

5. S. Domergue

1. FUNDING: Academic, author of a recent work (Géopolitique des espaces maritimes, presented in the
programme).

2. MANDATE: Compatible with a relatively neutral assessment of maritime issues.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Minimal (slight promotion of the work via participation in the programme).
4. MATRIX: Conflict NO | Pers. risk NO | Benefits INDIRECT (book promotion) — Credibility: HIGH

5. COUNTER-VOICE: N/A — most balanced expert on the panel, providing critical nuances on the effectiveness
of Western operations.

6. Admiral V. Gryparis (report)

1. FUNDING: Active European military, funded by EU member states.

2. MANDATE: Incompatible with a neutral assessment of the effectiveness of European military operations (direct
institutional conflict of interest).

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Direct institutional interest in presenting the Aspides mission as useful and in
justifying its extension.

4. MATRIX: Conflict YES | Pers. risk YES (career) | Benefits YES (legitimisation of the mission) — Credibility:
LOW on the assessment of Aspides' effectiveness

5. COUNTER-VOICE: An independent shipowner or maritime insurer would have provided an external
assessment of the mission's actual effectiveness. Not cited.

IMPORTANT: The presentation of Admiral Gryparis as an objective witness to the effectiveness of Aspides,
without mention of his direct institutional conflict of interest, constitutes a failure of transparency regarding
sources. "Recognised" (commander of the mission) is not a factual qualification of independence.
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Soft facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING 4/10

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

1 2 3 4

Finding 1:
Timestamp: ~00:30
m *"Tehran announced having targeted an American frigate, information denied by Washington
which maintains that two American frigates did indeed pass through the strait."
Manipulation: The initial framing systematically presents Iranian statements as claims to be verified, while American

statements are presented as facts ("Washington maintains that"). The syntactic structure places Iran in the position
of the accused and the United States in the position of arbiter of truth.

Why problematic: The viewer is conditioned from the outset to give more credence to American sources, without
this epistemic hierarchy being analytically justified.

Finding 2:
Timestamp: ~12:00

*"They have been, from the outset, in flagrant violation of international law, that of freedom of
maritime navigation." (M. Khadra, presented as a neutral expert)

Manipulation: The legal framing is exclusively a charge against Iran. The American blockade in the Sea of Oman,
which also constitutes an act of war under international law, is never legally qualified in a symmetrical manner.

Why problematic: The viewer receives a partial legal reading presented as objective, without a counterpoint from an
independent jurist.

Finding 3:

Timestamp: ~report (~03:30)
*"That is called maritime piracy. It is illegal." (N. Bacharan, about the Iranian map delimiting their
zone of control)

Manipulation: The term "piracy" is a serious legal qualification, used without a formal legal basis by a political
scientist, not a jurist. The American blockade in the Sea of Oman is never described as an act of war or illegality.

Why problematic: Asymmetry of legal qualification between the two belligerents, presented as a factual observation.

Summary: The dominant framing of the programme positions Iran as the illegal aggressor and the United States
as a power seeking to restore international order, without this framing asymmetry ever being questioned or
balanced by a contradictory perspective.
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11. WORD CHOICE AND CONCEPTS (Choice of words and concepts) 4/10
1 2 3 4
Finding 1:

Timestamp: ~12:00

m *"pirates of the Strait of Hormuz"* (M. Khadra, about Iran)

Manipulation: Criminal and dehumanising connotation applied to a sovereign state, without a symmetrical
qualification of American military operations.

Why problematic: Neutral alternative: "power controlling access to the strait" or "state exercising a contested
blockade".

Finding 2:
Timestamp: ~28:00

m *"the most docile ally of the United States" (M. Khadra, about the United Arab Emirates)

Manipulation: The term "docile" is pejorative and implies servile subordination, without this value judgement being
presented as such.

Why problematic: Neutral alternative: "the most aligned ally" or "the closest strategic partner".

Finding 3:
Timestamp: ~30:00

*"the complete capitulation of the Americans and the military victory of Iran"* (N. Bacharan, about
the Iranian 14-point plan)

Manipulation: Emotional military vocabulary ("capitulation") applied to a diplomatic proposal, without analysis of the
specific points of the plan.

Why problematic: Neutral alternative: "a plan that does not meet minimum American requirements".

Finding 4:
Timestamp: ~00:30 (introduction)

m *"Tehran announced having targeted an American frigate"* vs *"Washington maintains that"*

Manipulation: Lexical asymmetry: "announce" (connotation of an unverified unilateral declaration) for Iran vs
"maintain" (connotation of a defended position) for the United States.

Why problematic: Neutral alternative: use the same verb for both parties ("states" or "declares").

Summary: The vocabulary used by the experts and not corrected by the presenter creates a systematic semantic

asymmetry unfavourable to Iran, with terms carrying a strong emotional or legal charge ("piracy”, "capitulation”,
"docile") presented as objective analyses.
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12. PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR (Presenter conduct) 5/10

1 2 3 4 5

Finding 1:

Timestamp: ~12:30
Triggering event: M. Khadra describes Iran as "pirates of the Strait of Hormuz" and asserts a "flagrant violation of
international law".

Quote No critical follow-up — C. Roux immediately moves on to another question: *"The fact that Iran
(presenter) has resumed firing on the United Arab Emirates, could that imply an American response?"*
Comparison: When S. Domergue expresses a critical position on the effectiveness of Western operations (~47:00),

C. Roux asks him to justify: "Did you want to react to what was said on the panel?" — invitation to develop, but
without pressure.

Asymmetry: Not demonstrably certain, but the absence of any critical follow-up on the qualification of "pirates”
applied to a sovereign state contrasts with standard journalistic practice.

Finding 2:

Timestamp: ~30:30
Triggering event: N. Bacharan describes the Iranian plan as "the complete capitulation of the Americans".

Quote *"And an American president under increasing pressure?" — follow-up that implicitly validates
(presenter) Bacharan's framing.

Comparison: No question asked about the legitimacy of Iranian demands (lifting of sanctions, war damages) which
could be considered normal negotiating positions.

Asymmetry: Demonstrated — the presenter validates the framing unfavourable to Iran without asking a
contradictory question.

Finding 3:
Timestamp: ~18:30
Triggering event: N. Bacharan states that Trump "fell into a terrible trap".

Quote *"The Iranians' response was very clear: 'If you approach, we fire."™* — reformulation that
(presenter) reinforces the framing of Iran as aggressor.

Comparison: No symmetrical reformulation of the type "The American response was very clear: '"We escort by
force."

Asymmetry: Demonstrated — the presenter reformulates Iranian threats but not the equivalent American threats.

Summary: The presenter's conduct is generally professional in form, but reveals a systematic asymmetry in
follow-up questions: positions critical of Iran are never questioned, while positions critical of the United States or
NATO receive more developed follow-up questions.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY (Asymmetry of questions) 5/10

1 2 3 4 5

Asymmetry 1:

To M. Khadra, ~12:00: "On the Iranian retaliation strategy?" — neutral/open

To N. Bacharan, ~18:00: "Why do they launch this Project Liberty all of a sudden? Has the pressure become too
great?" — neutral/open

Comparison: Questions about Iranian strategy are posed in terms of "retaliation”" (implying a reaction to a legitimate
American action), while questions about American strategy are posed in terms of "pressure" (implying a constraint
endured). The asymmetry is subtle but systematic.

Asymmetry 2:

To N. Bacharan, ~30:00: "And an American president under increasing pressure?" — question that validates the
interlocutor's framing

To no expert: No question of the type "And an Iranian regime under increasing pressure?" is posed symmetrically
with the same implicit empathy.

Comparison: The pressure on Trump is presented with a certain analytical empathy, while the pressure on the
Iranian regime is presented as a deserved consequence of its actions.

Asymmetry 3:

To Gen. Paloméros, ~05:30: "Do we see more clearly what may have happened this afternoon between the Iranians
and the Americans?" — open, non-directed question

To no expert: No question about Iran's legitimate motivations for controlling the strait (national security, response to
sanctions, etc.) is asked.

Comparison: American motivations are regularly questioned (strategy, effectiveness), but Iranian motivations are
presented as established data (blockade, threat, violation) requiring no explanation.

Summary: The presenter's questions are generally open and professional, but reveal an asymmetry in the
treatment of the motivations of both parties: American motivations are questioned analytically, while Iranian
motivations are presented as established facts requiring no explanation.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 510

1 2 3 4 5

Finding 1:

Timestamp: ~08:00

Construction: "We tend, naturally, to believe the communiqués of the American navy more than those of the
Pasdaran." (L. Menget)

Analysis: This statement is presented as a natural and obvious observation, without questioning. It creates an
apparent false balance ("we acknowledge that both parties lie") while establishing a credibility hierarchy that
structurally favours American sources.

Finding 2:

Timestamp: ~45:00

Construction: "It is not a matter of saying that we don't like D. Trump, that we don't trust him, that he doesn't have a
real strategy... Perhaps, but European interests are at stake here." (N. Bacharan)

Analysis: The formulation creates an appearance of balance ("perhaps Trump is wrong") while directing towards the
desired conclusion (Europe must intervene), without genuinely weighing the counter-arguments.

Finding 3:

Timestamp: ~32:00
Construction: Presentation of the Iranian map delimiting their zone of control, immediately followed by the
qualification of "piracy" by N. Bacharan.

Analysis: The visual presentation of the map creates an appearance of objectivity ("we show you what Iran says"),
immediately cancelled by the normative qualification that follows, without space for an alternative reading.

Summary: False balance manifests itself primarily in formulations that formally acknowledge the existence of two
positions while structurally directing the viewer towards a predetermined conclusion favourable to the Western
position.
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 4/10
1 2 3 4
Finding 1:

Item placed on the agenda: The necessity of a European intervention in the Strait of Hormuz is presented as
inevitable.

Timestamp: ~45:00

Evidence: "l do not see how they can avoid it." (N. Bacharan) — statement presented as an analytical observation,
not as a political position.

Alternative agenda: Direct diplomatic negotiation between the EU and Iran, or mediation by neutral powers (Oman,
Switzerland), could have been presented as an alternative to military intervention.

Finding 2:

Iltem placed on the agenda: The Iranian 14-point plan is presented as unacceptable and non-negotiable.
Timestamp: ~30:00

Evidence: "There is not even a single point on which to base a conversation." (N. Bacharan) — statement presented
as a factual observation.

Alternative agenda: A point-by-point analysis of the Iranian plan would have made it possible to identify any
potential points of convergence or negotiation.

Finding 3:

Item placed on the agenda: The Iranian nuclear question is presented as the core of the insoluble problem.
Timestamp: ~35:00
Evidence: "This question of access to nuclear weapons, nobody knows how to resolve it." (N. Bacharan)

Alternative agenda: The structural causes of the conflict (American sanctions, "maximum pressure" policy, Trump's
withdrawal from the JCPOA agreement in 2018) are not placed on the agenda as explanatory factors.

Summary: The programme's agenda-setting directs the debate towards the necessity of a European military
intervention as the only way out, while concealing diplomatic alternatives and the structural causes of the conflict
linked to prior American decisions.
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL ASSESSMENT

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE 15 CRITERIA

Individual scores — The 15 criteria

No. ‘ Criterion Score Classification
1 EXPERT SELECTION (Choice of experts) 4 oo
2 SOURCE SELECTION (Choice of sources) 4 oo
3 TIME DISTRIBUTION (Allocation of airtime) 6 eoo
4 OMISSION (Selective omission) 3 oo
5 NUMBERS MANIPULATION (Manipulation of figures) 6 (YY)
6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 6 eoe
7 TIMING 6 eoe
8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE (Selective indignation) 5 YY)
9 COMPLETENESS 5 eoe
10 FRAMING 4 '
11 WORD CHOICE AND CONCEPTS (Choice of words and concepts) 4 oo
12 PRESENTER BEHAVIOUR (Presenter conduct) 5 YY)
13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY (Asymmetry of questions) 5 ooo
14 FALSE BALANCE 5 eoe
15 AGENDA-SETTING 4 '

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 5.0/10 Significant imbalance

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 4.5/10 Significant imbalance

OVERALL SCORE 4.8/10 Significant imbalance

Average of Hard Facts and Soft Facts
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KEY — Meaning of scores

Individual scores per criterion (0—-10)

0 No finding
1-2 Weak finding

3—-4 Slight to moderate finding

5

Moderate finding with

impact

6 Significant finding

(threshold)

7 Significant finding
8-9 Serious finding

10 Maximum severity

No relevant anomaly detected.
Minor anomaly without substantial impact on balance.
Recognisable tendency; low to moderate impact relevance.

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

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

Clear and well-documented imbalance with distinct impact relevance.
Pronounced imbalance; several individual findings documented in this criterion.

Systematic and widespread imbalance in this criterion.

Aggregated deviation index — Interpretation ranges

0.0-25
26-4.0
41-6.0
6.1-8.0
8.1-10

Unremarkable

Slight imbalance

Significant imbalance

Serious deviation from the duty
of impartiality. High degree of
deviation

Fundamental systemic partiality.

Very high degree of bias

Political-partisan bias (-5 to +5)

No significant pattern detected; the programme respects the duty
of impartiality.

Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within the tolerance
zone.

Several significant findings; relevant impairment of the diversity of
perspectives.

Pronounced patterns across programmes; strong impact
relevance.

Maximum severity on almost all criteria; systematically partial
reporting.

-5to -3

-2 to -1
0
+1 to +2

+3 to +5

Strongly The party is clearly under-represented in framing, airtime or presentation.

disadvantaged

Slightly disadvantaged Recognisable but minor disadvantage.

Neutral No detectable favouritism or disadvantage.
Slightly favoured Recognisable but minor favouritism.
Strongly favoured The party is clearly over-represented in framing, airtime or presentation.
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL ASSESSMENT (Law 86-1067 / ARCOM)

Assessment according to Law no. 86-1067 and the France Télévisions Terms of Reference

Breach 1:

Standard: Law 86-1067 Art. 1 (pluralism of currents of thought and opinion) / France Télévisions Terms of Reference
(balance of viewpoints)

Fact: No expert representing the Iranian perspective, no jurist in international law, no independent economist is
invited. The five experts share a structural pro-Western orientation.

Evidence: Timestamp ~12:00 — Quote: "They have been, from the outset, in flagrant violation of international law."
(M. Khadra, presented as a neutral expert, without a counter-voice)

Assessment: The absence of pluralism in the selection of experts constitutes a breach of the principle of balanced
representation of currents of thought on a major geopolitical subject, insofar as only one reading of the conflict is
presented as analytically valid.

Breach 2:

Standard: Law 86-1067 Art. 3-1 (honesty of information) / ARCOM — obligation of accuracy and rigour in the
treatment of information

Fact: Serious legal qualifications ("maritime piracy", "flagrant violation of international law") are used by non-jurist
experts, without correction by the presenter and without presentation of the opposing legal position.

Evidence: Timestamp ~35:00 — Quote: "That is called maritime piracy. It is illegal." (N. Bacharan, historian and
political scientist, not a jurist)

Assessment: The use of legal qualifications by experts not qualified to formulate them, without editorial correction,
constitutes a breach of the obligation of honesty and rigour in the treatment of information.

Breach 3:

Standard: France Télévisions Terms of Reference — editorial independence and balanced representation of parties in
a conflict

Fact: The American blockade in the Sea of Oman is never legally qualified in a manner symmetrical to the Iranian
blockade of the Strait of Hormuz, creating an asymmetry of treatment between the two belligerents.

Evidence: Timestamp ~08:00 — Quote: "As long as the American blockade is in place in the Sea of Oman, it is
intolerable for the Iranians." (Gen. Paloméros) — the only mention of the American blockade, without legal
qualification.

Assessment: The asymmetry of legal qualification between the two parties to the conflict constitutes a breach of the
principle of balance in the treatment of parties, imposed by the France Télévisions terms of reference.

Overall assessment — legal framework

Law no. 86-1067 of 30 September 1986 guarantees in its article 1 the pluralism of currents of thought and opinion,
and in its article 3-1 the honesty, independence and pluralism of information. ARCOM oversees compliance with these
obligations for all audiovisual services, including public service channels. The France Télévisions terms of reference
specifically impose the balance of viewpoints, editorial independence and fair representation of different perspectives
on subjects of general interest. The programme analysed presents three identifiable breaches of these obligations: the
absence of pluralism in the selection of experts, the uncorrected use of legal qualifications by experts not qualified to
formulate them, and the asymmetry of legal treatment between the two belligerents. These breaches, while not
constituting gross manipulation, are sufficiently systematic to justify attention from ARCOM within the framework of its
oversight of compliance with the obligations of pluralism and honesty of information imposed on public service
channels.

IN-DEPTH SOURCE VERIFICATION (mandatory)
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1. Gen. J.-P. Paloméros

1. FUNDING: French military and NATO career, funded by member states. Retired, probably a defence consultant.
2. MANDATE: Incompatible with a neutral assessment of American military operations or the legitimacy of Iranian
positions.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Institutional interest in legitimising NATO operations and criticising actors who
threaten them.

4. MATRIX: Conflict YES (institutional) | Pers. risk NO | Benefits INDIRECT — Credibility: MEDIUM

5. COUNTER-VOICE: A military expert specialising in the doctrines of the Iranian Revolutionary Guards would have
provided a contradictory perspective. Not cited.

2. N. Bacharan

1. FUNDING: University + Ouest-France (private group, Christian-democratic orientation).

2. MANDATE: Partially compatible with a neutral assessment on the United States, less so on Iran.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Moderate Atlanticist editorial orientation; interest in maintaining an editorial line
consistent with her employer.

4. MATRIX: Conflict INDIRECT | Pers. risk NO | Benefits NO — Credibility: MEDIUM

5. COUNTER-VOICE: A specialist in Iranian diplomacy or international law would have counterbalanced her
normative qualifications. Not cited.

3. M. Khadra

1. FUNDING: University affiliation not specified in the programme.

2. MANDATE: Presented as a specialist in the Middle East, but her statements exceed her declared academic
mandate (legal qualifications).

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Impossible to assess due to lack of information on her precise affiliations.

4. MATRIX: Conflict UNKNOWN | Pers. risk NO | Benefits UNKNOWN — Credibility: LOW (due to lack of
transparency)
5. COUNTER-VOICE: An expert with a more nuanced reading of the Iranian position on navigation law. Not cited.

4. L. Menget

1. FUNDING: Senior reporter, media affiliation not specified in the programme.

2. MANDATE: Compatible with a factual assessment of military operations, less so with normative political
analyses.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Minimal, but implicit pro-Western orientation in his formulations.

4. MATRIX: Conflict NO | Pers. risk NO | Benefits NO — Credibility: HIGH (on military facts)

5. COUNTER-VOICE: A reporter who covered the conflict from Iran or from a non-Western perspective. Not cited.

5. S. Domergue
1. FUNDING: Academic, author of a recent work (Géopolitique des espaces maritimes, presented in the
programme).
2. MANDATE: Compatible with a relatively neutral assessment of maritime issues.
3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Minimal (slight promotion of the work via participation in the programme).
4. MATRIX: Conflict NO | Pers. risk NO | Benefits INDIRECT (book promotion) — Credibility: HIGH

5. COUNTER-VOICE: N/A — most balanced expert on the panel, providing critical nuances on the effectiveness of
Western operations.

6. Admiral V. Gryparis (report)

1. FUNDING: Active European military, funded by EU member states.

2. MANDATE: Incompatible with a neutral assessment of the effectiveness of European military operations (direct
institutional conflict of interest).

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Direct institutional interest in presenting the Aspides mission as useful and in
justifying its extension.
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4. MATRIX: Conflict YES | Pers. risk YES (career) | Benefits YES (legitimisation of the mission) — Credibility: LOW
on the assessment of Aspides' effectiveness

5. COUNTER-VOICE: An independent shipowner or maritime insurer would have provided an external assessment
of the mission's actual effectiveness. Not cited.

IMPORTANT: The presentation of Admiral Gryparis as an objective witness to the effectiveness of Aspides,
without mention of his direct institutional conflict of interest, constitutes a failure of transparency regarding
sources. "Recognised” (commander of the mission) is not a factual qualification of independence.

Legal and methodological framework

No factual finding

No legal judgement

No proof of causality

No judgement of
intent

Heuristic
comparison tool

The results presented do not constitute factual findings about individual persons, editorial
teams or programmes. They are the product of a standardised operationalisation, and not
a determination of individual responsibility.

The aggregated deviation index does not replace a legal assessment within the meaning of
Law 86-1067 Art. 43-11. The determination of the compliance of a specific programme with
legal requirements falls exclusively within the competence of the relevant authorities
(notably Arcom).

Statistical correlations must not be interpreted as proof of causal relationships or editorial
intentions. Deviation values may be influenced by the choice of subjects, the media
environment, political controversy or the logic of the format.

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

The index serves for comparative pattern recognition across thousands of programmes,
and not for precise metric measurement of individual segments. The thresholds serve as
heuristic guidance, not as strict legal qualification.
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ANNEX 1: NATIONAL LEGISLATION

Legal basis France — France Télévisions, Radio France

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Law

Law no. 86-1067 of 30 September 1986 on freedom of communication (Léotard Law)

Relevant articles

» Art. 1: Communication to the public by electronic means is free. The exercise of this freedom [...] implies [...] the
safeguarding of the pluralism of currents of thought and opinion.

+ Art. 3-1 (ARCOM): The Regulatory Authority for Audiovisual and Digital Communication guarantees: the honesty,
independence and pluralism of information and programmes, respect for human dignity.

» Art. 43-11 (Public service mission): France Télévisions and Radio France: obligation of pluralism, rigour in the
treatment of information, honesty, independence and respect for the diversity of opinions.

Terms of reference

* France Télévisions Terms of Reference: Obligation of pluralism of perspectives and journalistic rigour.
Speaking time rules

* Three-thirds rule abolished in 2017
» Since 2018: principle of Equity instead of strictly equal distribution
+ ARCOM publishes monthly speaking time statistics for all parties

Regulatory authority

* ARCOM (Regulatory Authority for Audiovisual and Digital Communication): Since 2022, merger of the CSA and
Hadopi. Monitors pluralism, can impose sanctions (fines, licence withdrawal).

Complaints procedure

1. France Télévisions Ombudsman / Radio France Ombudsman
2. ARCOM (complaint)
3. Conseil d'Etat (administrative jurisdiction)
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Assessments and SVFAB membership

On SVFAB:.ch, you will find detailed assessments and can order them for any programme of your choice (paid service).
To ensure the quality of our work, we depend on the contributions of our members and donors.

Contact and further information:
www.SVFAB.ch | Kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Bank details: PostFinance — POFICHBE
IBAN: CH32 0900 0000 1675 6251 1
Beneficiary: SVFAB, Postfach, CH-8021 Zrich 1
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The following books are available from SVFAB

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

Unbalanced Information is the response to the halving initiative in

Switzerland: the manipulation techniques are explained in detail, from

- v % personnel selection to source selection. Subsequently, 15 principles
‘ ﬁ ||t = are explained: omission, framing, temporal framing, guilt by

; ‘f R . Y - association, emotionalisation, suppression of context and many

" PANIKVVQ’, ‘E:?\}:ﬁ“_““"”" others, illustrated with numerous examples. In addition, one discovers

Unausgewogene‘ where we ourselves apply these techniques — which promotes not

< TN\ 8 only awareness but also empathy.
I'S_! Optionally, the book is accompanied by 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 ignore this provide material. Good quotes badly cut.
Correct statements placed in the wrong context. Honest answers
presented as admissions.

This book is not a work of media criticism. It is a toolkit — for all those
who face a microphone and want to know what to do. 7 chapters. 7
tools: What an interview really is. The 7 most frequent traps. The three
principles of sovereignty — anchor, reframe, delimit. 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 all
those who are exposed and want to understand how the game works.
So that they stop participating in it — and start shaping it.

In A5 format. Direct. For preparation, consultation, follow-up and in
case of difficulties

You think you see the world. In reality, you see the frame that
someone has placed around it. Framing is the oldest and most
elegant manipulation technique in the world. It does not change the
facts — it changes what we make of the facts. What we feel. What we
believe. How we decide. And it works — because we all participate in
it. Every day. Unconsciously. You too. This book is not a dry manual. It
is a workbook — playful, direct, full of examples drawn from real life.
You do not only learn how others frame you. You learn how you frame
yourself — and how to use it consciously and fairly.

Because those who understand framing see the world more clearly.
Listen to the news differently. Conduct conversations with greater
confidence. And no longer allow a frame chosen by someone else to
be so easily imposed on them.

{ Ein, praxisorientiertes Lehrbuch —

S mif vielen Beisplelen =
e e

— David Schlapfer
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With many exercises and concrete examples from politics, the media
and everyday life — and a smile here and there.
Framing with style. Because the frame changes everything.
& The SSR collects 1.56 billion francs per year — compulsorily, from
DAS UBI- every household. Anyone who feels treated unfairly can lodge a
BESCHWERDESYSTEM complaint. There is even an authority for this: the AIEP, the
oo (R Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and Television.
Only: itis not independent. It has no sanctioning power. And it
decides in 99.6% of cases: nothing.
This analysis exposes the system — factual, precise, without polemic.
Procedures, personnel, competences, costs, statistics, avenues of
appeal. And the constitutional examination that shows: the AIEP
system meets none of the three fundamental criteria — it is neither
proportionate, nor consistent with the separation of powers, nor
consistent with the market.
The authority supposed to protect citizens primarily protects the
system it is supposed to oversee.
Essential reading for all those considering a complaint — and for all
those who want to understand why genuine media oversight in
Switzerland is still lacking.
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