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SVFAB DETAILED ANALYSIS 

2026-01-26 Im Sog der Verschwörungstheorien 
rec_20260124_171704_15258697_v_webcast_h264_q60 

Broadcast: SRF Tagesschau broadcast | 2026-01-26 | Analysed on: 2026-05-19 16:55 

Version 3.0-detail  |  Universal 3.0-detail  |  Konverter 3.4 (2026-05-20)  |  Massstab: Art. 4 RTVG 

 

OVERALL 
SCORE 

6.3/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High degree of 
deviation 

0 = balanced, 10 = strongly one-sided/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 rated on a scale from 0 (far left) to 10 (far right). 

Party Greens SP GLP Centre EVP FDP SVP 

CHES 1.13 1.67 3.60 5.47 5.64 7.67 9.00 

Spectrum Left Left Left Centre Right Right Right 

 

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

TENDENCY (L − R) 3.2 / 10 Left-favouring 

 

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 serves for political classification and does not feed into the overall score. 

 

  

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
https://www.chesdata.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102420
https://www.pewresearch.org/
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POLITICAL LANDSCAPE 

 

Switzerland is a consensus democracy with a 7-member Federal Council composed according to the magic formula: 
SVP (2 seats), SP (2 seats), FDP (2 seats), The Centre (1 seat). There is no classic government/opposition divide — 
all major parties are represented in government. Opposition dynamics arise primarily through popular initiatives, 
referendums and parliamentary majorities. 

Party CHES L-R Seats 
NC 

Government/Opposition Core position 

SVP 8.0 (right) 62 Government (2 FC) Sovereignty, restriction of migration, EU scepticism 

SP 2.5 (left) 41 Government (2 FC) Welfare state, redistribution, rapprochement with EU 

FDP 6.5 (centre-
right) 

28 Government (2 FC) Economic freedom, lean state 

Centre 5.0 (centre) 29 Government (1 FC) Pragmatism, family relief 

Greens 2.0 (left) 23 Opposition Climate protection, redistribution, disarmament 

GLP 4.0 (centre-
left) 

10 Opposition Green economy, liberal migration 

EVP 5.5 (centre) 2 Opposition Christian values, centre positions 

 

The most important political fault lines in Switzerland are: (1) Migration and asylum policy — SVP demands drastic 
reduction, SP/Greens emphasise solidarity; (2) EU bilateral agreements — negotiations on a new agreement divide 
parties and the population; (3) Healthcare costs — health insurance premiums are rising sharply, single-payer fund vs. 
competition model is contested; (4) Energy/climate — nuclear power question, net-zero targets and the pace of the 
energy transition are highly political. 

SRF (Swiss Radio and Television) is the public broadcaster of German-speaking Switzerland, financed through Serafe 
fees and committed to Art. 4 RTVA (accurate representation, diversity of opinion, balance). SRF has a de facto quasi-
monopoly in German-language TV news provision and therefore bears particular democratic responsibility. Critics — 
particularly from the SVP milieu — accuse SRF of a structural left-wing bias, which makes the analysis of this 
broadcast especially relevant. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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CHAPTER 1 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS 

 

Preliminary remark: This broadcast is not classic political reporting, but a reportage on conspiracy theories and social 
division. Party positions are not explicitly addressed. The assessment therefore relates to implicit representations and 
framings that touch on party positions. 

Party Score (-
5..+5) 

Broadcast representation vs. programme position 

SVP -2 Not explicitly mentioned. Criticism of Corona measures, state scepticism and distrust 
of media — positions widespread in the SVP milieu — are consistently framed as 
"conspiracy theory". SVP core position (personal responsibility, scepticism towards 
state intervention) is implicitly pathologised. Programme position: strengthening 
personal responsibility, scepticism towards expansion of the state — 
omitted/distorted. 

SP +1 Not explicitly mentioned. The broadcast implicitly defends the Corona measures 
policy (Alain Berset, SP Federal Councillor) and portrays critics of it as irrational. SP 
core position (state direction, collective responsibility) is actively represented by the 
presenter (13:31 "Out of solidarity and in trust in scientific findings"). Slightly 
favoured. 

FDP 0 Not addressed in broadcast. 

Centre 0 Not addressed in broadcast. 

Greens 0 Not addressed in broadcast. 

GLP 0 Not addressed in broadcast. 

EVP 0 Not addressed in broadcast. 

 

Party bias summary 

•  Most accurate representation: SP (Score +1) — implicitly favoured through defence of the measures policy 

•  Strongest distortion: SVP (Score -2) — positions from the SVP-adjacent milieu (state scepticism, distrust of media, 
personal responsibility) are framed as pathological 

•  Average deviation from 0: 0.4 

•  Conclusion: The broadcast is not a classic political programme, which limits direct party bias measurement. 
Nevertheless, it is recognisable that attitudes widespread in the SVP milieu (state scepticism, distrust of media, 
criticism of Corona measures) are systematically framed as "conspiracy theory", while the other side — the state 
measures policy under SP Federal Councillor Berset — is presented as rational and scientifically grounded. This 
corresponds to an implicit left-wing bias. 

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

 

Broadcast data 

•  Title: SRF Reportage — "Conspiracy theories, social division and trust in media/politics" (working title derived from 
content) 

•  Date: 26.01.2026 

•  Presenter/Reporter: Not named in the transcript; male voice, identifies himself as SRF journalist, was already with 
the Freiheitstrychler four years ago 

•  Persons interviewed: 

Actors Function Party/affiliation Political spectrum 

Roli Innkeeper, former 
Freiheitstrychler member 

Critic of measures, Corona 
sceptic 

Right-libertarian / system-
critical 

Bea Life partner of Roli, 
innkeeper 

Critic of measures Right-libertarian / system-
critical 

Priska Würgler Founder of Graswurzeln, 
former primary school 
teacher 

Critic of measures, 
alternative media 

Right-libertarian / system-
critical 

Roman Partner of Priska, editor of 
"Die Freien" 

Critic of measures, 9/11 
sceptic 

Right-libertarian / system-
critical 

Christian Staff member of "Die 
Freien" 

Critic of measures System-critical 

Esther Freiheitstrychler member Critic of measures Right-libertarian / system-
critical 

Dominik Son of Roli No clear affiliation Neutral/mediating 

Relinfo (cited, not in studio) Specialist centre for 
religions and sects 

Church-funded Institutional 

 

Main topic 

The broadcast examines how people from the milieu of Corona measures criticism view the world today, and 
addresses the social division caused by different information sources and worldviews. 

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

 

Hard facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically robust 

 

1. EXPERT SELECTION 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Expert 1: Relinfo (Specialist centre for religions and sects) 

Timestamp 09:18 

Statement 
"The specialist centre for religions and sects, Relinfo, views the movement very critically, because 
some of its members reject social structures and build parallel structures. [...] They spread 
pseudo-knowledge and conspiracy ideologies. This is dangerous and can lead to radicalisation." 

Classification 
Relinfo is a church-funded specialist centre. It is presented as a neutral expert authority without 
mentioning its institutional embedding. 

Missing 
counter-voice 

An independent sociologist or political scientist without church funding would have provided a 
methodologically sounder assessment. 

 

Source in-depth check: 

(a) FUNDING: Relinfo is funded by the Swiss national churches (Reformed and Catholic). Structural conflict of 
interest: Relinfo assesses movements that partly criticise church institutions or represent competition to church 
offerings (alternative spirituality, parallel structures). The national churches have an institutional interest in 
classifying such movements as dangerous. 

(b) MANDATE: Relinfo's mandate is advisory work on questions relating to sects and religions — not the neutral 
sociological analysis of protest movements. The mandate is not compatible with a neutral assessment of 
movements that challenge church structures. 

D1 Conflict of interest: -2 — Church-funded, assesses church-critical/church-competing movements 
D2 Personal risk: -1 — No personal consequences for the assessment; institutional backing 
D3 Professional competence: +1 — Professional competence for sects present, but Graswurzeln is not a classic sect 
D4 Consistency of opinion: +1 — Relinfo is consistently critical towards alternative movements 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: -1 — Term "dangerous" without concrete evidence of actual danger 
D6 Source level: 0 — Secondary source (assessment, no primary data) 
TOTAL: -2 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW (structural conflict of interest not disclosed) 

(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: The assessment is framed as neutral expert opinion ("The specialist centre 
[...] views"), although it is structurally partisan. This corresponds to Technique No. 2 (source selection). 

Expert 2: SRF journalist (presenter/reporter) as implicit expert 

Timestamp 06:51 / 13:31 / 20:42 

Statement 

06:51 "Being critical is important. But I think assuming a global conspiracy by the pharmaceutical 
and food industry oversimplifies complex relationships and contradicts critical thinking." / 13:31 "I 
didn't find it great either to wear a mask, but I did it. Out of solidarity and in trust in scientific 
findings." / 20:42 "It's only about facts." 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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Classification 
The journalist repeatedly positions himself as a representative of "facts" and "science" — without 
himself being qualified as an expert. He assumes a normative referee role. 

Missing 
counter-voice 

An independent philosopher of science would have addressed the question of what "facts" and 
"science" mean in a politically charged context in a more differentiated manner. 

 

Source in-depth check: 

(a) FUNDING: SRF is publicly funded (Serafe fee). Structural conflict of interest: SRF has an institutional interest in 
portraying distrust of media as pathological, since this distrust threatens its own legitimacy. 

(b) MANDATE: Journalistic reporting — not referee in epistemic questions. 

D1 Conflict of interest: -2 — SRF assesses distrust of media directed at SRF 
D2 Personal risk: -1 — No personal consequences; institutional backing 
D3 Professional competence: 0 — Journalistic competence, no scientific expertise 
D4 Consistency of opinion: +1 — Consistently pro-institutional 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: -1 — Normative statements without data evidence 
D6 Source level: -1 — Tertiary (journalist's opinion) 
TOTAL: -4 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW (borderline, structural conflict of interest serious) 

(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: The journalist frames his own normative position as "facts" — a classic 
concealment of opinion as fact. 

Missing expert groups: 

•  Independent epidemiologist with a critical stance towards individual measures 

•  Constitutional lawyer on the proportionality of the measures 

•  Independent media scholar (not SRF-internal) 

 

Source traffic light for participants: 

Source D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 Total Traffic light 

Relinfo (Specialist centre 
for religions and sects) 

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

SRF journalist 
(presenter/reporter) as 
implicit expert 

-2 -1 0 +1 -1 -1 -4 YELLOW 

 

Summary: 

•  Relinfo: SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT YELLOW — church-funded, structural conflict of interest not disclosed, 
presented as neutral expert authority 

•  SRF journalist: SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT YELLOW — institutional conflict of interest (SRF assesses distrust of 
media directed at SRF), normative position framed as "facts" 

 

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check) 

 

Source 1: Relinfo 

Timestamp 
09:18 — Statement: "They spread pseudo-knowledge and conspiracy ideologies. This is 
dangerous and can lead to radicalisation." 

(a) Funding and sponsorship: Swiss national churches (Reformed and Catholic) — church-funded. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Relinfo assesses movements that challenge church structures or represent 
competition to church offerings. The assessment "dangerous" is presented without evidence of concrete dangers. 

(c) Missing counter-source: An independent sociologist (e.g. from a university without church funding) would have 
provided a methodologically sounder assessment. The question of whether Graswurzeln is actually "dangerous" is 
not supported by independent research. 

 

CHURCH-FUNDED BODY: Relinfo is church-funded. Structural conflict of interest when assessing movements that 
challenge church structures. Do not treat as a neutral expert authority. 

Source 2: Study (not further specified) 

Timestamp 
00:17 — Statement: "According to a study, one in three people in Switzerland believes in 
conspiracy theories." 

(a) Funding and sponsorship: Unknown — no source citation. 

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Cannot be assessed without source citation. 

(c) Missing counter-source: No indication of which study, which methodology, which definition of "conspiracy 
theory" was used. 

 

Rumour check: 

Rumour 1: 

Timestamp: 00:17 

Claim: "According to a study, one in three actors in Switzerland believes in conspiracy theories." 

Word marker: "according to a study" (without source citation) 

Primary source available: NO — penalty point (+1) 

Rumour 2: 

Timestamp: 09:38 

Claim: "They spread pseudo-knowledge and conspiracy ideologies. This is said to be dangerous and can lead to 
radicalisation." 

Word marker: "This is said to be" (indirect speech without evidence) 

Primary source available: NO — penalty point (+1) 

Summary: The source selection is one-sided: the only external specialist source cited is Relinfo, a church-funded 
body with a structural conflict of interest. The study cited at the outset is not substantiated. Independent scientific 
sources are completely absent. Score increased by 2 penalty points for unsubstantiated claims. 
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 4/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Estimated speaking time: 

•  Roli (critic of measures): (21%) 

•  Priska Würgler (critic of measures): (18%) 

•  Roman (critic of measures): (9%) 

•  Esther (critic of measures): (6%) 

•  Dominik (son, neutral): (6%) 

•  Presenter/journalist (incl. off-screen commentary): (38%) 

•  Relinfo (cited): approx. 0.5 min. (2%) 

Summary: Although critics of measures receive quantitatively substantial speaking time, the journalist dominates 
with approx. 38% of broadcast time — and uses this to comment on, contextualise and refute the statements of 
his interlocutors. The critics of measures do get to speak, but their statements are immediately framed and 
relativised by the journalist. The time distribution is formally balanced, but structurally asymmetric. 
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Omission 1: 

Context Scientific reappraisal of Corona measures — which were evidence-based, which were not? 

Relevant at: Timestamp 12:15 — Priska says: "I really did study this. I acquired knowledge of studies." 

Effect 
Without contextualisation of which measures were actually scientifically contested (e.g. mandatory 
masks outdoors, school closures), any criticism of measures appears irrational. The viewer does 
not learn that there was also considerable dissent within science. 

 

Omission 2: 

Context SRF's own reporting during Corona — was it balanced? 

Relevant at: Timestamp 15:40 — Roman says: "It is also well known that most journalists also work for SRG, that 
they are behind it." 

Effect 

This criticism is not seriously examined. Any self-reflection by SRF on its own Corona reporting is 
completely absent. The journalist implicitly dismisses the criticism (15:52: "I naturally think that 
SRF is particularly strong in practising neutral, as objective as possible journalism"), without 
evidence. 

 

Omission 3: 

Context Legal dimension of Corona measures — proportionality, infringements of fundamental rights 

Relevant at: Timestamp 11:51 — Priska lost her job due to refusal to wear a mask 

Effect 
The fact that Priska lost her job is presented as a personal consequence of her decision, without 
mentioning that the proportionality of such measures was legally contested. Courts in various 
countries have classified individual Corona measures as disproportionate. 

 

Summary: The broadcast systematically omits all information that would cast the critics of measures in a more 
favourable light — in particular scientific dissent about measures, legal criticism and SRF's own role. This creates 
a distorted picture in which any criticism of the measures appears irrational. 

 

Missing voices 

•  Scientist/epidemiologist with a critical stance towards individual measures: Would have contributed the fact that 
there was also dissent within science about measures (e.g. mandatory masks outdoors, school closures). 

•  Constitutional lawyer: Would have contextualised the legal proportionality of the Corona measures and 
distinguished legitimate criticism from conspiracy theory. 

•  Media scholar: Would have critically contextualised SRF's own reporting during Corona and addressed the 
question of media concentration objectively. 

•  Psychologist/sociologist specialising in radicalisation: Would have methodically worked out the difference between 
institutional scepticism and conspiracy ideology. 

mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch
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•  Representative of a civil liberties organisation: Would have introduced the fundamental rights dimension of the 
measures. 

•  Former critic of measures who has changed their opinion: Would have introduced a bridging perspective without 
being instrumentalised as a "convert". 

•  Representative of Graswurzeln with an academic background: Would have shown that not all critics of measures 
argue without a scientific basis. 

•  Independent media critic: Would have objectively contextualised the question of media concentration and the loss 
of trust. 
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5. MANIPULATION OF FIGURES 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

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

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:17 

Figure: "According to a study, one in three actors in Switzerland believes in conspiracy theories." 

Dimensions: 

- (a) Absolute value: "one in three actors" — presented 

- (b) Proportion: 33% — implied, but not specified 

- (c) Trend: Missing — Has this proportion risen or fallen? Compared to other countries? 

Missing 
context 

Which study? Which definition of "conspiracy theory"? Is "belief in conspiracy theories" equatable 
with dangerousness? How was it measured? 

Effect 
The figure creates an alarmism effect ("a third of the population!"), without the viewer being able to 
assess the quality of the figure. The missing source citation makes verification impossible. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 14:03 

Figure: "After a rise to 3,500 they currently have around 2,500 subscribers." 

Dimensions: 

- (a) Absolute value: 2,500 — presented 

- (b) Proportion: Missing — 2,500 out of how many potential readers? Compared to other alternative media? 

- (c) Trend: Indicated (decline from 3,500 to 2,500) 

Missing 
context 

The decline is implicitly framed as a loss of significance, without comparative figures for similar 
media. 

Effect Suggests marginalisation of the movement without substantiating this. 

 

Summary: The study cited at the outset ("one in three actors") is the most serious manipulation of figures: an 
unsubstantiated figure without source citation, methodology or trend contextualisation is used as an alarmism 
opener. The subscriber figure for "Die Freien" is presented without comparative context. 
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Association 1: 

Timestamp 15:17 

Quote 
"Well-known names from the conspiracy scene, such as a Danielle Ganser, publish there 
repeatedly." 

Technique: Danielle Ganser is described as a "well-known name from the conspiracy scene". This attribution 
discredits the magazine "Die Freien" by association, without examining Ganser's concrete statements. 

Effect 
Ganser is a historian with a doctorate and academic training. The designation "conspiracy scene" 
is a social attribution, not a factual qualification. The viewer is not informed which specific 
statements by Ganser are considered problematic and why. 

 

SOURCE CHECK for Danielle Ganser: 

•  Works with verifiable primary sources: YES (Ganser is a historian with a doctorate, has published books with 
source apparatus) 

•  Are his core statements falsifiable: YES (historical theses are verifiable) 

RISK MATRIX: 

•  What has Ganser lost: Academic reputation, teaching position at the University of Basel 

•  What does he gain: Book sales, community — but loss outweighs in academic circles 

•  Net: Risk > gain in academic circles = increased credibility according to methodology 

TONALITY: 

•  Factual-analytical in books; at times simplifying in public appearances 

•  Acknowledges uncertainties 

RESULT CATEGORY: B — Borderline case (partly substantiated, partly speculative) 

The broadcast implicitly categorises Ganser as C (conspiracy ideologue) without substantiating this categorisation. 
That is framing. 

Association 2: 

Timestamp 18:19 

Quote 
"Roman has been questioning pretty much everything since 9/11. He believes that the attacks on 
the Twin Towers were staged by a global elite. A classic conspiracy theory." 

Technique: Roman's 9/11 scepticism is described as a "classic conspiracy theory" and thereby discredits Priska 
Würgler's Graswurzeln movement by association. 

Effect 
Priska is associated with 9/11 conspiracy theories through her partner Roman, although her own 
statements relate to Corona measures. 

 

Chain of association: Graswurzeln → Roman (partner) → 9/11 scepticism → "classic conspiracy theory" → Danielle 
Ganser → "conspiracy scene" 
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Summary: The broadcast systematically uses guilt by association: Graswurzeln is discredited through Roman's 
9/11 scepticism and Ganser's association, without examining the movement itself in terms of content. Ganser is 
framed as a Category C actor, although he corresponds to Category B according to the analysis criteria. 
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7. TIMING 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Position: 00:17 (beginning) 

Content: "According to a study, one in three actors in Switzerland believes in conspiracy theories." 

Timing effect 
The unsubstantiated alarmism figure is placed right at the beginning, before viewers know the 
interlocutors. This sets the interpretive frame: what follows is the problem that this figure 
describes. All subsequent statements by the critics of measures are filtered through this frame. 

 

Finding 2: 

Position: 09:18 (middle, after introduction of Priska Würgler) 

Content: Relinfo assessment: "They spread pseudo-knowledge and conspiracy ideologies. This is dangerous and 
can lead to radicalisation." 

Timing effect 
The Relinfo assessment is placed immediately after the introduction of Priska Würgler — before 
Priska herself gets to speak at length. This shapes the viewer's perception: Priska is "dangerous" 
before she can present her arguments. 

 

Finding 3: 

Position: 34:27 (end) 

Content: "Both of them had difficulty with this and it was difficult to achieve in this relationship." 

Timing effect 
The closing word lies with the journalist, who frames the encounters as a failed dialogue. The 
critics of measures have no opportunity to respond to this concluding assessment. 

 

Summary: The broadcast uses timing strategically: alarmism at the beginning, Relinfo discrediting before the main 
interview, journalistic closing assessment at the end. This creates an interpretive frame that defines the critics of 
measures as a problem from the outset. 
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 5/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Outrage = bias. Selective outrage reinforces the finding. Score = degree of outrage (0–5) + selectivity (0–5) 

 

Methodological principle K11+K8: Document the triggering event — asymmetry is only demonstrable with a 
comparable trigger without an analogous reaction to other guests/positions. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 06:51 

Triggering event: Roli claims the pharmaceutical industry deliberately poisons the population so that it can sell 
medicines. 

Reaction: "I understood Roli. Being critical is important. But I think assuming a global conspiracy by the 
pharmaceutical and food industry oversimplifies complex relationships and contradicts critical thinking." 

Comparison 

Analogous event — The journalist himself claims at 13:31: "Out of solidarity and in trust in 
scientific findings that fewer viruses are transmitted from person to person with a mask." — This 
statement is also simplifying (the evidence for masks was and is scientifically contested), but is not 
questioned. 

Asymmetry: Demonstrable — Roli's simplifying statement is corrected; the journalist's own simplifying statement 
about masks is not questioned. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 18:19 

Triggering event: Roman claims 9/11 was staged by a global elite. 

Reaction: "A classic conspiracy theory." — Clear rejection by the journalist. 

Comparison 
Analogous event — Priska says at 31:45: "The crime was committed by others. I have not 
committed one." — This dramatising statement (Corona measures as "crime") is not commented 
on with comparable sharpness. 

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrable — 9/11 theory is explicitly described as "classic conspiracy theory"; Priska's 
"crime" statement is not commented on. Possibly because the journalist classifies the statement as emotional, not 
as factually incorrect. 

 

Degree of outrage: 3/5 

Selectivity: 2/5 

Summary: There is a demonstrable asymmetry: simplifying statements by the critics of measures are corrected, 
while the journalist's own simplifying statements (mask evidence) are not questioned. The outrage is moderate 
and not consistently intense, but selective. 
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9. COMPLETENESS (Selective Omission — Overall picture) 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 12:15 

Missing perspective/fact: Priska says she has read studies and is convinced that masks do not reduce danger. The 
journalist contradicts this (13:31), without mentioning that the mask evidence is actually scientifically contested 
(Cochrane Review 2023 found no significant effect of masks on respiratory infections). 

Relevance: This is the central point of contention in the broadcast — and the journalist is factually wrong or greatly 
oversimplifying. 

Impact: The viewer believes science is unambiguously pro-mask, which is not the case. Priska appears to be out of 
touch with the facts, although her position has scientific support. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 04:31 

Missing perspective/fact: Alain Berset's honorary doctorate is mentioned. What is not mentioned is that Berset also 
received criticism for his Corona policy — including from the scientific and legal sphere. 

Relevance: The one-sided presentation (honorary doctorate as a sign of recognition) without mention of the criticism 
creates a distorted picture. 

Impact: Roli's criticism of Berset appears irrational, although it is partly justified. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 09:38 

Missing perspective/fact: Relinfo describes Graswurzeln as "dangerous" and says the movement could lead to 
"radicalisation". No concrete case of radicalisation is cited; no independent source confirms this assessment. 

Relevance: An unsubstantiated claim of dangerousness without counter-verification is journalistically impermissible. 

Impact: The viewer assumes Graswurzeln is demonstrably dangerous, although this is not substantiated. 

 

Summary: The broadcast systematically omits all information that would differentiate the picture of the critics of 
measures — in particular scientific dissent about measures, unsubstantiated claims of dangerousness and 
criticism of Berset's Corona policy. The overall picture is thereby structurally distorted. 

 

The Corona pandemic led to a deep social polarisation in Switzerland and worldwide: on one side stand supporters of 
state measures who invoke scientific consensus; on the other side critics of measures who perceived state 
interventions as disproportionate or manipulative. This division has manifested itself in distrust of media, politics and 
science and has strengthened alternative information ecosystems (Telegram, alternative media). The question of how 
democracies deal with epistemic fragmentation is one of the central social challenges of the present. A distinction 
must be made between legitimate institutional criticism, which is essential in a democracy, and actual conspiracy 
ideologies that are empirically untenable. 

 

Proportion of perspectives covered 
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Inverted: Original value measures coverage (higher = better). Displayed as deviation (higher = greater gaps). 

[A] Perspective of the critics of measures: What were their specific objections, and which of them have proved 
justified in retrospect? 

[B] Scientific reappraisal of Corona measures: Which measures were evidence-based, which were not? 

[C] Media studies perspective: How did SRF itself report during Corona — was the reporting balanced? 

[D] Democracy theory perspective: What role does legitimate institutional criticism play in a democracy? 

[E] Psychological/sociological perspective: Why do conspiracy theories arise, and how do they differ from 
justified scepticism? 

[F] Perspective of those affected: What did people lose through the measures (jobs, social contacts, trust)? 

[G] Perspective of alternative media: What function do they fulfil, and where are their limits? 

[H] Legal perspective: Were all Corona measures legally sound? 

[I] International comparative perspective: How did other countries design the measures, and what can be 
learned from this? 

[J] Perspective of reconciliation/mediation: What concrete approaches exist to overcome social division? 

 

[A] INDICATED 

Timestamp: 05:16 — Quote: "For me, Covid in retrospect has been a positive influence" — Assessment: Critics of 
measures get to speak, but their specific substantive arguments are not seriously examined, but rather framed as 
conspiracy theory. 

 

[B] OMITTED 

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: There is no scientific reappraisal of the measures. The fact that 
some measures (e.g. school closures, mandatory masks outdoors) were scientifically contested is not mentioned. 

 

[C] OMITTED 

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: SRF's own reporting during Corona is not critically reflected upon, 
although this would be central to a credible broadcast about media trust. 

 

[D] INDICATED 

Timestamp: 06:51 — Quote: "Being critical is important." — Assessment: Only superficially indicated; the 
boundary between legitimate criticism and conspiracy theory is not methodically worked out. 

 

[E] INDICATED 

Timestamp: 06:21 — Quote: "The basic feeling is that there is an elite..." — Assessment: Psychological 
explanatory approaches are indicated, but not deepened by specialist experts. 

 

[F] ADDRESSED 

Timestamp: 11:51 — Quote: "You lost your job, you also received criticism, you received hatred." — Assessment: 
The personal consequences are addressed, but without systemic contextualisation. 

 

[G] INDICATED 

Timestamp: 15:04 — Quote: "We are truly free, we are extremely broad there" — Assessment: Alternative media 
get to speak, but are primarily framed through Relinfo criticism. 

 

[H] OMITTED 

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: The legal dimension of the Corona measures (proportionality, 
infringements of fundamental rights) is completely ignored. 

 

[I] OMITTED 
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Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: No international comparison; other countries with less restrictive 
measures are not mentioned. 

 

[J] INDICATED 

Timestamp: 27:51 — Quote: "On the one hand listening, taking an interest in the other opinion..." — Assessment: 
Approaches to reconciliation are indicated, but without concrete recommendations for action or specialist 
perspectives. 

 

 

Completeness score: 4/10 

Reasoning: The broadcast addresses the topic primarily from the perspective of the SRF journalist, who clearly 
positions himself on the side of "established media and science". Central perspectives — scientific reappraisal of 
the measures, SRF's own role, legal dimension, international comparison — are completely absent. The critics of 
measures do get to speak, but their arguments are not seriously examined, but rather dismissed as conspiracy 
theory. 
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Soft facts — 6 qualitative techniques 

 

10. FRAMING (Setting the frame) 8/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 00:17 

Quote "According to a study, one in three people in Switzerland believes in conspiracy theories." 

Manipulation 
The topic is framed from the outset as a social problem ("a third believe in conspiracy theories"), 
not as a question of legitimate institutional criticism. The term "conspiracy theory" is used as an 
umbrella category for all dissenting opinions. 

Why 
problematic 

The viewer is conditioned to see all subsequent statements by the interlocutors as part of this 
problem — regardless of whether they are actually conspiracy theories or legitimate criticism. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 02:01 

Quote 
"On the other hand there is the fear of giving a platform to theories that are far removed from 
scientific recognition." 

Manipulation 
The journalist frames his own fear as journalistic responsibility. This implies that the interlocutors 
are "far removed from scientific recognition" — before they have even had a chance to speak. 

Why 
problematic 

"Scientific recognition" is not a neutral criterion — it is a social attribution that would itself need to 
be questioned. The prior assumption discredits the interlocutors pre-emptively. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 20:42 

Quote "It's not about left and right, it's not about age, it's not about attitude, it's about the facts." 

Manipulation 
The journalist claims "the facts" for himself and implies the other side has none. This is a classic 
depoliticisation strategy: one's own normative positions are framed as "facts" in order to remove 
them from political discourse. 

Why 
problematic 

What counts as "fact" is actually contested in many of the areas discussed (mask evidence, 
proportionality of measures). The claim that only one side has "facts" is itself a normative position. 

 

Summary: The framing of the broadcast is consistent throughout: critics of measures = conspiracy theorists = out 
of touch with facts = social problem. Legitimate institutional criticism and actual conspiracy ideology are not 
distinguished. The journalist positions himself as guardian of the "facts" without reflecting on this role. 
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11. CHOICE OF WORDS AND TERMS 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 09:38 

Quote "They spread pseudo-knowledge and conspiracy ideologies." 

Manipulation 
"Pseudo-knowledge" is a strongly pejorative term that implies the statements are not only wrong 
but deliberately deceptive. "Conspiracy ideologies" (instead of -theories) suggests a closed, non-
falsifiable worldview. 

Why 
problematic 

A neutral alternative would be: "They spread content that is not shared by the majority of 
scientists." The terms used are evaluative and discrediting, not descriptive. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 15:17 

Quote "well-known names from the conspiracy scene" 

Manipulation 
"Conspiracy scene" is a milieu term that places Ganser and others in a criminal or extremist 
environment without substantiating this. 

Why 
problematic 

A neutral alternative would be: "Authors who critically question state institutions and media." The 
designation "scene" implies an organised subculture with a shared ideology. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 18:28 

Quote "A classic conspiracy theory." 

Manipulation 
"Classic" implies the theory is a well-known, well-documented example of irrational beliefs — 
without substantive engagement. 

Why 
problematic 

A neutral alternative would be: "A theory for which there is no reliable evidence." "Classic" is a 
rhetorical shortcut that replaces examination. 

 

Summary: The choice of words in the broadcast is consistently asymmetric: critics of measures are labelled with 
pejorative terms ("pseudo-knowledge", "conspiracy scene", "classic conspiracy theory"), while the journalist's own 
position is framed with positive terms ("facts", "scientific findings", "neutral journalism"). 
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Methodological principle K11+K8: Document the triggering event. 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 06:07 

Triggering event: Roli claims the pharmaceutical industry wants people to remain ill. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

"I still don't see the connection — why would the pharmaceutical industry want you to be unwell?" 

Comparison 
Analogous event — The journalist himself says at 13:31: "Out of solidarity and in trust in scientific 
findings that fewer viruses are transmitted from person to person with a mask." — This statement 
is not questioned, although the mask evidence is contested. 

Asymmetry: Demonstrable — Roli's statement is immediately questioned; the journalist's own simplifying statement 
is not questioned. 

 

Finding 2: 

Timestamp 22:22 

Triggering event: Roli claims chemtrails are poison. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

"Explain to me why you are healthy, despite the fact that the poison, according to your theory, is 
coming down?" 

Comparison 
Analogous event — Priska says at 31:45: "The crime was committed by others." — This 
dramatising statement is not challenged with comparable sharpness. 

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrable — Chemtrail claim is immediately confronted with a counter-question; Priska's 
"crime" statement is not commented on. 

 

Finding 3: 

Timestamp 32:47 

Triggering event: Priska says mainstream media are dangerous. 

Quote 
(presenter) 

No direct reaction discernible in the transcript — the journalist lets the statement stand. 

Comparison With Roli's pharmaceutical industry claim (06:07) the journalist intervenes immediately. 

Asymmetry: Partially demonstrable — pharmaceutical industry criticism is immediately questioned; media criticism 
of SRF is not challenged with the same sharpness. Possibly because the journalist classifies the media criticism as 
opinion, not as a factual error. 
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Summary: The moderation behaviour shows a demonstrable asymmetry: factual claims by the critics of measures 
are immediately questioned; the journalist's own simplifying statements and dramatising statements by the 
interlocutors (when they are not factually verifiable) are not treated with the same sharpness. 
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Asymmetry 1: 

To Roli, 06 
07: "I still don't see the connection — why would the pharmaceutical industry want you to be 
unwell?" — hard/confrontational 

To Roli, 22 
22: "Explain to me why you are healthy, despite the fact that the poison, according to your theory, 
is coming down?" — hard/confrontational 

To Priska, 11 56: "Would you make exactly the same decision again?" — soft/empathetic 

Comparison 
Roli is confronted with logical contradictions; Priska receives an empathetic question about her 
personal decision. This could be related to the fact that Priska suffered personal consequences 
(job loss) — but the asymmetry is nonetheless striking. 

 

Asymmetry 2: 

To Roman, 18 
19: No direct question — the journalist comments on Roman's 9/11 scepticism as a "classic 
conspiracy theory" without follow-up questioning. 

To Priska, 32 
42: "When experts say Die Freien are dangerous because they give a platform to these voices, 
what does that do to you." — soft/empathetic (asks about emotional reaction, not substantive 
engagement) 

Comparison 
Roman's 9/11 scepticism is commented on, not questioned; Priska's reaction to the 
dangerousness assessment is asked about empathetically. No hard substantive confrontation with 
Priska about the specific content of "Die Freien". 

 

Summary: The questions are asymmetric: Roli receives the hardest confrontational questions (pharmaceutical 
industry, chemtrails); Priska receives more empathetic questions (personal decision, emotional reaction). This 
could partly be explained by the different conversational situations, but is nonetheless an asymmetry. 
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14. FALSE BALANCE 3/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Timestamp 
06:51 — Construct: "Being critical is important. But I think assuming a global conspiracy by the 
pharmaceutical and food industry oversimplifies complex relationships." 

Analysis 
The journalist pretends to acknowledge both sides ("Being critical is important") before rejecting 
the opposing side. This is a rhetorical false balance gesture that simulates balance without 
practising it. 

 

Summary: False balance is not a dominant problem in this broadcast — the broadcast is openly one-sided, 
without creating the appearance of balance. The only false balance gesture is the rhetorical acknowledgement of 
criticism ("Being critical is important") before it is rejected. 
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 7/10 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

Finding 1: 

Agenda element set: Conspiracy theories are a social problem that undermines trust in institutions. 

Timestamp 
00:17 — Evidence: "According to a study, one in three people in Switzerland believes in 
conspiracy theories." 

Alternative agenda: The question of whether trust in institutions was damaged by the behaviour of the institutions 
themselves (e.g. through communication errors during Corona, through conflicts of interest in science) does not 
make it onto the agenda. 

 

Finding 2: 

Agenda element set: SRF and "established media" are the guardians of facts and trust. 

Timestamp 
08:47 — Evidence: "We are dependent on credible information. And that is why trust in 
established media is central." 

Alternative agenda: The question of whether SRF itself reported in a balanced manner during Corona, and the 
question of media concentration in Switzerland, do not make it onto the agenda. 

 

Finding 3: 

Agenda element set: Masks protect — that is scientific consensus. 

Timestamp 
13:31 — Evidence: "Out of solidarity and in trust in scientific findings that fewer viruses are 
transmitted from person to person with a mask." 

Alternative agenda: The Cochrane Review 2023 and other studies that question the effectiveness of masks do not 
make it onto the agenda. 

 

Summary: The broadcast sets a clear agenda: trust in institutions is good, scepticism towards institutions is 
pathological. Questions that would challenge this agenda — SRF's own role, scientific dissent about measures, 
legitimate institutional criticism — do not make it onto the agenda. 
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL EVALUATION 

 

Results 

•  HARD FACTS SCORE (average criteria 1-9): 6.4 / 10 

•  SOFT FACTS SCORE (average criteria 10-15): 6.2 / 10 

Dominant techniques 

The 3 strongest techniques in this broadcast: 

1. Framing (Score 8): The broadcast frames all forms of institutional scepticism as "conspiracy theory" and thus as 
pathological from the outset. Legitimate criticism and actual conspiracy ideology are not distinguished. The 
journalist positions himself as guardian of the "facts" without reflecting on this role. 

2. Omission/Completeness (Score 8/8): Scientific dissent about Corona measures (in particular mask evidence), 
SRF's own reporting and the legal dimension of the measures are systematically absent. This creates a distorted 
picture in which any criticism of the measures appears irrational. 

3. Expert selection (Score 8): The only external specialist source cited is Relinfo — a church-funded body with a 
structural conflict of interest, presented as a neutral expert authority. Independent scientists are completely absent. 

Core messages of the broadcast 

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "Anyone who distrusts the Corona measures believes in conspiracy theories and is 
out of touch with the facts." 

Technique: Framing, choice of words, agenda-setting — Evidence: 00:17, 06:51, 20:42 

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "SRF and established media are the reliable guardians of facts and social cohesion." 

Technique: Agenda-setting, source selection, moderation behaviour — Evidence: 08:47, 15:52, 20:42 

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIAL): "Social division arises from conspiracy theories — not from the behaviour of institutions." 

Technique: Framing, omission, timing — Evidence: 00:17, 09:38, 34:27 

Reasoning: The broadcast achieves an overall score of 6.3/10, which corresponds to a clear one-sidedness. The one-
sidedness manifests itself primarily in the framing (critics of measures = conspiracy theorists), in the source selection 
(Relinfo as the only specialist source, church-funded, not disclosed) and in the systematic omission of information that 
would differentiate the picture of the critics of measures. Art. 4 RTVA requires accurate representation and diversity of 
opinion — neither is fully met in this broadcast. The broadcast is not a classic news programme but a reportage with a 
journalistic first-person perspective, which allows a certain degree of latitude — however, this latitude is exceeded 
when the journalist positions himself as referee in epistemic questions and systematically discredits one side. 

CONCLUSION 

The SRF reportage on conspiracy theories and social division exhibits a clear structural one-sidedness that touches 
on Art. 4 RTVA in several dimensions. The broadcast does not distinguish between legitimate institutional criticism 
and actual conspiracy ideology, but frames all forms of criticism of measures as pathological. The only external 
specialist source cited is Relinfo — a church-funded body with a structural conflict of interest, which is not identified as 
such. Scientific dissent about Corona measures (in particular the contested mask evidence), SRF's own reporting and 
the legal dimension of the measures are completely absent. The journalist explicitly positions himself as a 
representative of "facts" and "science" vis-à-vis his interlocutors — a role that is in tension with the requirement of 
accuracy under Art. 4 RTVA, particularly when his own "facts" (mask evidence) are themselves scientifically 
contested. 
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA 

 

Individual scores — All 15 criteria 

No. Criterion Score Classification 

1 EXPERT SELECTION 8 ●●●● 

2 SOURCE SELECTION 7 ●●●● 

3 TIME DISTRIBUTION 4 ●● 

4 OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8 ●●●● 

5 MANIPULATION OF FIGURES 5 ●●● 

6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 7 ●●●● 

7 TIMING 6 ●●● 

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 5 ●●● 

9 COMPLETENESS (Selective Omission — Overall picture) 8 ●●●● 

10 FRAMING (Setting the frame) 8 ●●●● 

11 CHOICE OF WORDS AND TERMS 7 ●●●● 

12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 6 ●●● 

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6 ●●● 

14 FALSE BALANCE 3 ●● 

15 AGENDA-SETTING 7 ●●●● 

 

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 6.4/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High 
degree of deviation 

 

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 6.2/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High 
degree of deviation 

 

OVERALL SCORE 6.3/10 
Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. 
High degree of deviation 

Averaged from hard facts and soft facts 
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KEY — Meaning of scores 

 

Individual scores per criterion (0–10) 

0 No finding No relevant anomaly identified. 

1–2 Weak finding Minor anomaly without material impairment of balance. 

3–4 Slight to moderate finding Recognisable tendency; impact relevance low to moderate. 

5 
Moderate finding with 
impact relevance 

Relevant imbalance that influences the opinion-forming potential of the 
audience. 

6 
Substantial finding 
(threshold) 

Scores from 6 onwards are reported as "substantial findings". 

7 Substantial finding Clear, well-substantiated imbalance with marked impact relevance. 

8–9 Serious finding 
Pronounced imbalance; multiple substantiable individual findings in this 
criterion. 

10 Maximum expression Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion. 

 

Aggregated deviation index — Interpretation ranges 

0.0 – 2.5 Unremarkable 
No material patterns discernible; broadcast meets the accuracy 
requirement. 

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

4.1 – 6.0 Substantial imbalance 
Multiple substantial findings; relevant impairment of diversity of 
perspectives. 

6.1 – 8.0 
Serious deviation from the 
impartiality requirement. High 
degree of deviation 

Pronounced, broadcast-wide patterns; high impact relevance. 

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

Maximum expression across almost all criteria; systematically 
one-sided reporting. 

 

Party-political bias (-5 to +5) 

-5 to -3 
Strongly 
disadvantaged 

Party is clearly treated worse in representation, speaking time or framing. 

-2 to -1 Slightly disadvantaged Recognisable, but weak disadvantage. 

0 Neutral No discernible preference or disadvantage. 

+1 to +2 Slightly favoured Recognisable, but weak preference. 

+3 to +5 Strongly favoured Party is clearly preferred in representation, speaking time or framing. 
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (Art. 4 RTVA) 

 

Assessment under Art. 4 RTVA 

Violation 1: 

Norm: Art. 4 para. 2 RTVA (accurate representation of facts) 

Facts: The journalist claims at 13:31 that masks demonstrably transmit fewer viruses — a statement that is 
scientifically contested (Cochrane Review 2023). This statement is presented as established knowledge without 
mentioning the scientific controversy. 

Evidence: Timestamp 13:31 — Quote: "Out of solidarity and in trust in scientific findings that fewer viruses are 
transmitted from person to person with a mask." 

Assessment: The presentation of a contested scientific question as established knowledge violates the requirement of 
accurate representation. At the same time, Priska Würgler's contrary assessment is framed as irrational, although it 
has scientific support. 

Violation 2: 

Norm: Art. 4 para. 4 RTVA (diversity of opinion on contested topics) 

Facts: The broadcast cites as its only external specialist source Relinfo — a church-funded body with a structural 
conflict of interest. Independent scientists, constitutional lawyers or media scholars with differing assessments are 
completely absent. 

Evidence: Timestamp 09:18 — Quote: "The specialist centre for religions and sects, Relinfo, views the movement very 
critically [...] This is dangerous and can lead to radicalisation." 

Assessment: The one-sided source selection violates the requirement of diversity of opinion. Relinfo's assessment is 
presented as neutral expert opinion without disclosing the structural conflict of interest. 

Violation 3: 

Norm: Art. 4 para. 4 RTVA (balanced selection of interlocutors) 

Facts: All interlocutors are critics of measures; no representative of the opposing side (scientists, politicians, medical 
professionals) gets to speak. The journalist assumes the role of counterpart — with the structural conflict of interest 
that SRF itself is the subject of the criticism. 

Evidence: Timestamp 15:52 — Quote: "I naturally think that SRF is particularly strong in practising neutral, as 
objective as possible journalism." — The journalist defends SRF against criticism of SRF, without involving 
independent voices. 

Assessment: The absence of independent counter-voices and the dual role of the journalist (reporter and defender of 
SRF) violates the requirement of balanced selection of interlocutors. 

Overall assessment Art. 4 RTVA 

The broadcast exhibits tensions with Art. 4 RTVA in three dimensions: accurate representation (mask evidence 
presented as established knowledge), diversity of opinion (one-sided source selection with Relinfo) and balanced 
selection of interlocutors (no independent counterpart). The broadcast is conceived as a reportage with a journalistic 
first-person perspective, which allows a certain degree of latitude — however, this latitude is exceeded when the 
journalist positions himself as an epistemic referee, frames his own normative positions as "facts" and presents a 
church-funded body as a neutral expert authority. A complaint to the Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and 
Television (ICA) would be worth examining on the basis of these findings, in particular with regard to the mask 
statement and the Relinfo presentation. 
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CHAPTER 6 — SOURCE IN-DEPTH CHECK 

 

Relinfo (Specialist centre for religions and sects) 

1. FUNDING: Relinfo is funded by the Swiss national churches (Evangelical Reformed Church of Switzerland and 
Roman Catholic Church). Mixed public-church funding. 

2. MANDATE: Advisory work on questions relating to sects, new religious movements and esotericism. The 
mandate is not compatible with a neutral sociological analysis of political protest movements such as Graswurzeln, 
which is not a classic sect. 

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Relinfo has an institutional interest in classifying as dangerous movements that (a) 
challenge church structures, (b) propagate alternative spirituality and alternative medicine (competition with church 
offerings), (c) promote distrust of institutions — including churches. The assessment "dangerous" also serves to 
maintain the relevance of Relinfo itself. 

D1 Conflict of interest: -2 — Church-funded, assesses church-critical/church-competing movements 
D2 Personal risk: -1 — No personal consequences; institutional backing 
D3 Professional competence: +1 — Professional competence for classic sects present; Graswurzeln is not a classic sect 
D4 Consistency of opinion: +1 — Consistently critical towards alternative movements 
D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: -1 — "Dangerous" without concrete evidence of actual dangers 
D6 Source level: 0 — Secondary source (institutional assessment, no primary data) 
TOTAL: -2 → SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW 

5. COUNTER-VOICE: An independent sociologist (e.g. from the University of Zurich or Bern) without church funding 
would have provided a methodologically sounder assessment. The question of whether Graswurzeln is actually 
"dangerous" and "leads to radicalisation" is not supported by any independent research. The broadcast cites no 
counter-voice. 

CONCLUSION RELINFO: As a church-funded body with a structural conflict of interest, Relinfo is not a neutral expert 
authority for the assessment of Graswurzeln. The presentation as neutral expert opinion without disclosure of the 
funding and the conflict of interest is journalistically problematic and violates the requirement of accurate 
representation under Art. 4 RTVA. "Recognised" is not a factual qualification — it is a social attribution that must itself 
be questioned. 

Legal and methodological classification 

No finding of fact 
The results presented do not constitute findings of fact about individual persons, editorial 
teams or broadcasts. They are to be understood as the result of a standardised 
operationalisation, not as a determination of individual responsibility. 

 

No legal ruling 

The aggregated deviation index does not replace a legal assessment within the meaning of 
Art. 4 RTVA. The determination of whether a specific broadcast violates statutory 
requirements is the exclusive responsibility of the competent authorities (in particular the 
ICA). 

 

No proof of causality 
Statistical correlations are not to be interpreted as proof of causal relationships or editorial 
intentions. Deviation values can be influenced by topic selection, news situation, political 
controversy or format logic. 

 

No finding of intent 

The analysis measures observable structural characteristics of broadcasts. A score of 7 
means that a substantial imbalance has been identified — not that the editorial team 
intended this. The methodology makes no statements about motives or strategic 
objectives. 
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Heuristic 
comparison 
instrument 

The index serves the comparative identification of patterns across thousands of 
broadcasts, not the precise metric measurement of individual items. Threshold values 
serve as heuristic orientation, not as sharp legal qualification. 
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APPENDIX 1: NATIONAL LEGISLATION 

 

Legal basis Switzerland — SRG SSR 

Law 

Federal Act on Radio and Television (RTVA, SR 784.40) 

Relevant articles 

•  Art. 4 para. 1 RTVA: All broadcasts of a radio or television programme must respect fundamental rights. In 
particular, broadcasts must respect human dignity, must not be discriminatory, must not contribute to racial hatred, 
must not endanger public morality, and must not glorify or trivialise violence. 

•  Art. 4 para. 2 RTVA: Editorial broadcasts with informational content must represent facts and events accurately, so 
that the audience can form its own opinion. Views and comments must be recognisable as such. 

•  Art. 4 para. 4 RTVA: In the totality of editorial broadcasts, the diversity of events and opinions must be adequately 
expressed (diversity requirement). 

Core obligations 

1. Accuracy: Accurate representation of facts and events 

2. Diversity of opinion: Diversity of views on contested topics 

3. Balance: Balanced selection of interlocutors 

Supervisory authority 

•  ICA (Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and Television): Examines complaints against broadcast 
programmes for violation of Art. 4 RTVA 

•  OFCOM (Federal Office of Communications): Regulatory and supervisory authority 

•  Ombudsman offices of SRG: First point of contact for programme complaints 

Complaints procedure 

1. Ombudsman office of the respective business unit (SRF, RTS, RSI, RTR) 

2. ICA (if no agreement) 

3. Federal Supreme Court (last instance) 
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APPENDIX 2: SCIENTIFIC FOUNDATIONS 
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Evaluations and membership at SVFAB 

 

At SVFAB.ch you not only receive further detailed evaluations, but can also have them produced for any broadcasts of your 
choice (we charge for this). 

In order to make our work solid, we depend on membership and patron contributions. 

 

Contact and further information: 

www.SVFAB.ch | Kontakt@SVFAB.ch 

 

Bank details:  PostFinance – POFICHBE 

IBAN:  CH32 0900 0000 1675 6251 1 

Recipient:  SVFAB, P.O. Box, CH-8021 Zurich 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: here the manipulation techniques are explained in detail, 
starting with the selection of staff and source selection. Then 15 
principles are explained: omission, framing, temporal framing, guilt by 
association, emotionalisation, removal of context and many more, 
illustrated with many examples. In addition, it becomes apparent 
where we ourselves apply these techniques — this promotes not only 
insight 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. 
Anyone who does not know this delivers material. Good quotes that 
are cut incorrectly. Correct statements that end up in the wrong 
context. Honest answers that are framed as confessions. 
This book is not a media criticism book. It is a toolkit — for everyone 
who has a microphone in front of their face and wants to know what 
they can do about it. 7 chapters. 7 tools: What an interview really is. 
The 7 most common traps. The three basic principles of sovereignty 
— anchoring, reframing, setting boundaries. Preparation in one hour. 
Body and voice. What to do when things go wrong. And what counts 
after the interview. 
For politicians, activists, entrepreneurs, whistleblowers — for 
everyone who is exposed and wants to understand how the game 
works. So that they stop playing along — and start shaping it. 
In A5. Direct. For preparation, for reference, for follow-up and in 
difficult situations 
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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. How we feel. What we 
believe. How we decide. And it works — because we all participate. 
Daily. Unconsciously. You too. This book is not a dry textbook. It is a 
workbook — playful, direct, full of examples from real life. You learn 
not only how others frame you. You learn how you yourself frame — 
and how you can use it consciously and fairly. 
Because those who understand framing see the world more clearly. 
Listen to news differently. Conduct conversations with greater 
confidence. And can no longer so easily have a frame imposed on 
them that someone else has chosen. 
With many exercises and concrete examples from politics, media and 
everyday life — and the occasional smile. 
Framing with style. Because the frame changes everything. 
 

 

The SRG collects 1.56 billion francs per year — compulsorily, from 
every household. Anyone who feels unfairly treated can lodge a 
complaint. There is even an authority for this: the ICA, the 
Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and Television. 
Only: it is not independent. It has no sanctioning powers. And in 
99.6% of all cases it decides: nothing. 
This analysis lays bare the system — objectively, precisely, without 
polemic. Procedures, personnel, powers, costs, statistics, legal 
recourse. And the constitutional law examination that shows: the ICA 
system meets none of the three fundamental criteria — it is not 
adequate, not based on separation of powers, not market-based. 
The authority that is supposed to protect citizens primarily protects 
the system it was supposed to control. 
Essential reading for everyone considering a complaint — and for 
everyone who wants to understand why genuine media oversight in 
Switzerland is still outstanding. 
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