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SVFAB DETAILED ANALYSIS
2026-02-02 Q&A zu Verschwérungstheorien

rec_20260202 220259 15411118 v_webcast h264 q60
Broadcast: SRF Tagesschau broadcast | 2026-02-02 | Analysed on: 2026-05-19 16:25
Version 3.0-detail | Universal 3.0-detail | Konverter 3.4 (2026-05-20) | Massstab: Art. 4 RTVG

OVERALL 6.5/10 Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High degree of
SCORE . 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 O (far left) to 10 (far right).

Party Greens sP GLP EVP | FDP SVP
CHES 1.13 1,67 3.60 5.47 5.64 7.67 9.00
Spectrum Left Left Left 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).

DS 3.2 /10 Left-favouring

0 1 2“4 e 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.
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POLITICAL LANDSCAPE

Switzerland is a consensus democracy. The Federal Council (7 seats) is filled according to the magic formula: SVP 2,
SP 2, FDP 2, Centre 1. There is no classic government/opposition divide — all major parties are represented in the
executive. Opposition dynamics arise in parliament, not through exclusion from government.

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Party CHESL-R Seats Government/Opposition Core position

NR

SVP 8.0 62 Government (2 FC) Sovereignty, restriction of migration, scepticism
towards institutions

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

FDP 6.5 28 Government (2 FC) Economic freedom, lean state

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

Greens 2.0 23 Opposition Climate protection, disarmament, redistribution

GLP 4.0 10 Opposition Green economy, liberal migration

EVP 5.5 2 Opposition Christian values, centrist positions

The most important fault lines in Switzerland 2024/25 are: (1) Migration and asylum policy — SVP vs. SP/Greens; (2)
Bilateral 11l / EU relations — FDP/Centre/SP in favour, SVP against; (3) Healthcare costs and health insurance
premiums — single-payer scheme (SP/Greens) vs. competition (FDP/SVP); (4) Energy and climate policy — net-zero
timeline and nuclear power question. The topic of "conspiracy theories" is not directly assigned to any party politically,
but touches on the question of institutional trust, media scepticism and state authority — topics where SVP-aligned
milieus and state-critical movements overlap.

SRF (Swiss Radio and Television) is the public broadcaster of German-speaking Switzerland, financed through Serafe
fees and public funds. It is subject to Art. 4 RTVG, which requires accurate representation, diversity of opinion and
balanced selection of interlocutors. SRF has repeatedly been the subject of complaints about political one-sidedness,
particularly from SVP-aligned circles.
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CHAPTER 1 — PARTY-POLITICAL BIAS

Preliminary remark: This broadcast is not a classic political format. There is no direct party representation. The party-
political bias manifests itself indirectly: through the implicit equation of institutional trust with reason, and of institutional
scepticism with pathological thinking — a framing that structurally works against SVP-aligned and state-critical
positions.

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Broadcast representation vs. programme position

SVP -2 Not mentioned by name. However: SVP core positions (institutional scepticism,
media scepticism, sovereignty thinking) are structurally framed as characteristics of
"conspiracy mentality". 03:29 "What the mainstream says must be wrong" —
described as a pathological pattern, without differentiation from legitimate institutional
criticism. Programme position SVP (sovereignty, scepticism towards the
establishment) — distorted through association with pathology.

SP 0 Not mentioned. SP positions (institutional trust, science orientation) are implicitly set
as the normal state. No direct representation, therefore neutral.

FDP 0 Not mentioned. Not relevant to broadcast content.
Centre 0 Not mentioned.
Greens 0 Not mentioned.
GLP 0 Not mentioned.
EVP 0 Not mentioned.

Party bias summary

» Most accurate representation: SP (Score 0) — not represented, but implicitly favoured

» Strongest distortion: SVP (Score -2) — core positions structurally pathologised

» Average deviation from 0: 0.3

» Conclusion: The broadcast contains no explicit party representation. The bias is structural: institutional scepticism
and media scepticism — core elements of the SVP programme and state-critical movements — are consistently
described as characteristics of conspiracy mentality (03:23—03:33, 04:27—-04:34). No differentiation is made

between legitimate democratic criticism and pathological thinking. This indirectly disadvantages parties and voters
who understand institutional scepticism as a political virtue.
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CHAPTER 2 — BROADCAST INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAME

Broadcast data

+ Title: Q&A on the reportage "In the Wake of Conspiracy Theories"

+ Date: 02.02.2026

» Presenter / Reporter: Not identified by name (female voice, presenter)
* Persons interviewed:

Actors Function Party/affiliation Political spectrum
Dirk Bayer Sociologist and No party; academic Institutionally-academic;
criminologist, University of implicitly system-affirmative
Zurich
Presenter SREF journalist SRF (public broadcaster) Not explicit
Main topic

The Q&A discusses the psychological and social causes of conspiracy thinking as well as strategies for dealing with
affected persons, based on a preceding SRF reportage.
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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

Expert 1: Dirk Bayer, sociologist and criminologist, University of Zurich

Timestamp: 00:04 (introduction), continuously until 15:02

Statement (representative): "And yet their thinking is divisive, corrosive to democracy, because they question the
institutions that have proven themselves over centuries [...] without necessity" (06:31-06:50)

Classification: Academic expert at a state-funded university. His field of research is conspiracy mentalities — he has
an institutional interest in presenting the phenomenon as problematic (maintaining relevance, research funding). No
counter-voice present.

Missing counter-voice: Philosophy of science scholar, critical media studies scholar, or researcher with a divergent
assessment (e.g. representative of the epistemic approach such as Michael Barkun or Katharina Nocun with a more
differentiated view).

Source in-depth check:

(a) FUNDING: University of Zurich — state-funded (Canton of Zurich, federal contributions). Conflict of interest: As
a state-funded researcher, Bayer has a structural interest in the legitimacy of state institutions. Research funding in
the area of extremism/conspiracy theories is often tied to state security interests.
(b) MANDATE: Sociology and criminology — professionally relevant for the social causes of conspiracy thinking.
However: criminology implies a focus on deviance and social control, which structurally favours the deficit frame.
Not compatible with a neutral epistemic assessment of the truth question.

D1 Conflict of interest: -1 — State-funded, researches a phenomenon he classifies as problematic; maintaining relevance

through problem definition

D2 Personal risk: +1 — Academic position; moderate risk exposure through public statements

D3 Professional competence: +1 — Sociology/criminology relevant for social causes; however not for epistemic questions

(truth of conspiracy theories)

D4 Consistency of opinion: +1 — No contradictions discernible in the transcript; consistent stance

D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: 0 — Mix of research references and normative judgements; partly appellative (06:31-06:50)

D6 Source level: 0 — Secondary; cites own studies without primary evidence in the conversation

TOTAL: +2 —~ SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
(c) PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE: 04), without reference to institutional conflicts of interest. His normative
judgements (06:31-06:50: "corrosive to democracy"; 14:40—14:49: "science has made us better") are presented not
as opinions but as expert knowledge. This is Technique No. 2 (source selection as a fiction of neutrality).

Missing expert groups:

+ Philosophy of science scholar (epistemic questions)
« Critical media studies scholar (media trust)
* Researcher with a divergent assessment (e.g. representative of the "Kernel of Truth" approach)
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Summary: The sole expert is a state-funded sociologist with a structural conflict of interest; source traffic light
YELLOW. No counter-voice, no alternative professional perspective — maximum mono-expertise on an epistemically
contested topic.

Source traffic light for participants:

Source Traffic light

Dirk Bayer, sociologist
and criminologist, -1 +1 +1 +1 0 0 +2 YELLOW
University of Zurich
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check)

Source 1: Dirk Bayer / University of Zurich (studies)

Timestamp: 04:19-04:27 — Statement: "In studies you have conducted on conspiracy mentalities, were you able to
find out where these people get their information?"

(a) Funding: State (University of Zurich)
(b) Structural conflict of interest: Researcher defines the phenomenon he investigates as problematic —
maintaining relevance through problem definition

(c) Missing counter-source: Studies describing conspiracy thinking as an epistemically rational response to
information failure (e.g. works by Rob Brotherton, or critical perspectives on the term itself)

Source 2: Viewer comments (Lea L., Kaspar Wetter 409, Dini Mouenter 539, Nico Stocklin, Welcome Briggs 1982,
Robert Poétty, Dani CEO)

Timestamps: 00:22, 02:45, 08:08, 10:23, 10:54, 11:55, 13:37
(a) Funding: None — organic viewer opinions

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Selection of comments by the editorial team — not transparent as to which
comments were selected and according to what criteria

(c) Missing counter-source: Comments criticising the reportage as too one-sided against system critics are cited
once (Lea L., 00:22), but immediately embedded in the deficit frame

Rumour check:

Rumour 1:

Timestamp: 01:25-01:33

Claim: "narcissistic people are much more likely to latch onto conspiracy theories"

Word marker: None explicit — but presented as a research finding without a primary source
Primary source available: NO — no study cited, no author, no publication — penalty point +1
Rumour 2:

Timestamp: 01:42-01:45

Claim: "Higher education goes hand in hand with more complex thinking"

Word marker: "We also see" — vague research reference

Primary source available: NO — no primary source — penalty point +1

Summary: The only specialist source is the invited expert himself; his studies are not substantiated. Viewer comments
are used selectively. Two penalty points for unsubstantiated research claims. Total score with penalty points: 7/10.
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3. TIME DISTRIBUTION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Estimated speaking time:
+ Dirk Bayer (expert, system-affirmative position): (67%)
» Presenter (questions/transitions): (20%)
* Viewer comments (read aloud): (13%)
» Counter-perspective (independent): 0 min. (0%)
Summary: 100% of expert speaking time falls to a single position (system-affirmative, deficit model). Viewer

comments that introduce critical perspectives (Lea L., 00:22) are read aloud, but not elaborated upon by a counter-
voice — they serve as cues for the expert, not as an independent perspective.
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4. OMISSION (Selective Omission) 8/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Omission 1:

Context Confirmed state conspiracies as systematic context
Relevant at: 09:12—09:19 (Snowden mention)

Snowden is presented as a rare exception among 99 false cases. Not mentioned: COINTELPRO
(FBI surveillance programme against civil rights movements), the Tuskegee experiment, MK-Ultra,
Watergate, NSA mass surveillance. The omission of these cases suggests that confirmed
conspiracies are extremely rare — which is historically false.

Omission 2:

Context Media failure as a cause of media scepticism
Relevant at: 03:23—-03:33 (mainstream distrust as pathology)

The question of why people distrust mainstream media is explained exclusively in psychological
terms. Not mentioned: documented errors in pandemic reporting, conflicts of interest of media
corporations, dependence on advertising, political proximity of editorial teams. The omission of
these factors makes media scepticism an irrational phenomenon.

Omission 3:

Context Definition and delimitation of the term "conspiracy theory"
Relevant at: Entire broadcast

The term is never defined. No distinction is made between: (a) falsifiable hypotheses about the
abuse of power, (b) unsubstantiated speculation, (c) confirmed conspiracies. This conceptual
vagueness allows legitimate criticism and irrational speculation to be lumped together.

Summary: Three structural omissions, all working in the same direction: institutional scepticism is presented as
irrational because the context that would make it appear rational is absent.

Missing voices

« Critical media studies scholar (e.g. media sociologist): Would have contributed: analysis of how mainstream media
have co-caused a loss of trust through their own errors (pandemic reporting, conflicts of interest).

» Lawyer / constitutional lawyer: Would have contributed: classification of the boundary between freedom of
expression and state restriction of "dangerous thinking".

 Affected actors (labelled as conspiracy theorists): Would have contributed: their own perspective on the
classification, self-understanding as a critical citizen.

» Philosophy of science scholar: Would have contributed: epistemic analysis — when is scepticism towards
consensus justified? The demarcation problem.

* Political scientist with a focus on populism: Would have contributed: differentiation between conspiracy thinking
and legitimate system criticism in democratic societies.

+ Historian: Would have contributed: documentation of confirmed state conspiracies as context for justified distrust.
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» Educator / media educator: Would have contributed: constructive approaches to promoting critical thinking without
pathologisation.

* Representative of a state-critical civil rights movement: Would have contributed: perspective on the boundary
between civil rights criticism and conspiracy thinking.
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5. MANIPULATION OF FIGURES 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

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

Finding 1:

Figure: "If 1 out of 100 conspiracy theories is true, that does not by any means imply that there is a grain of truth in
the other 99."

Dimensions:

- (a) Absolute value: "1 out of 100" — presented as an illustration

- (b) Proportion: 1% — not substantiated

- (c) Trend: Completely absent

The figure "1 out of 100" is a rhetorical construction, not an empirical statement. There is no study

that systematically quantifies the truth content of conspiracy theories. The figure is used as an
argument without a primary source.

Missing
context

Suggests scientific precision for an unsubstantiated claim; discredits institutional scepticism
through a fictitious statistic.

Effect

Finding 2:

Figure: "We are living longer and longer, that is a result of science doing good work."

Dimensions:

- (a) Absolute value: Rising life expectancy — factually correct

- (b) Proportion: Not specified

- (c) Trend: Implied, but not substantiated

Rising life expectancy has multiple causes (hygiene, nutrition, economic development, not only

science). The monocausal attribution to "science" is a simplification used as an argument for
unconditional trust in science.

Missing
context

Effect Rhetorical use of a correct figure for an oversimplified causal claim.

Summary: Two findings: a fictitious statistic (1 out of 100) and a monocausal simplification (life expectancy = science).
Both are used as arguments without primary evidence.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Association 1:

Timestamp 08:51-08:58

"So very often it is nonsense to say that the oldest conspiracy theory holds Jewish women and

Sl men responsible for all problems. | would like to know where the grain of truth could be in that.”

Technique: Antisemitism is introduced as an example of conspiracy theories immediately after the question about
the "grain of truth" is posed. The association: whoever asks about the truth content of conspiracy theories risks
being placed in proximity to antisemitism.

Chilling effect — the question about legitimate conspiracies is discredited through association with
antisemitism.

Association 2:

Timestamp 06:31-06:35

"And yet their thinking is divisive, corrosive to democracy"

Technique: Conspiracy thinking is directly associated with the erosion of democracy — without evidence, without
differentiation between various forms of institutional scepticism.

Any form of system criticism can be subsumed under this concept; the association with the
erosion of democracy delegitimises political opposition.

Association 3:

Timestamp 07:07-07:12

"And of course, they may then possibly go after certain institutions."

Technique: Conspiracy thinking is associated with potential violence — hedged by "possibly", but the association is
established.

Institutional scepticism is linked to the potential for violence, without evidence for this causality.

Source check for the protagonists framed as conspiracy theorists in the reportage:

(The protagonists of the reportage are not directly present in the Q&A, but are referenced)

» Working with verifiable primary sources: Not assessable from the transcript
» Core statements falsifiable: Not assessable from the transcript
» Risk matrix: Not assessable — no information about personal consequences

+ RESULT CATEGORY: Not classifiable — the broadcast provides no basis for a methodologically sound
classification; the framing as conspiracy theorists by the broadcast itself is not evidence for Category C.
Summary: Three chains of association: institutional scepticism — antisemitism, institutional scepticism — erosion of
democracy, institutional scepticism — violence. All three are rhetorically constructed, not empirically substantiated.
The framing of the reportage protagonists as conspiracy theorists is adopted uncritically in the Q&A.
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7. TIMING 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Finding 1:

Position: 00:17-00:41 (beginning)

Content: Critical comment by Lea L. is read out as the first comment: "This is not enlightenment, this is shaming and
that is exactly what inflames divisions."

The most critical comment is placed at the beginning — apparently as a sign of openness.
However: it is immediately neutralised by the expert question that introduces the deficit model.
The criticism serves as a cue, not as an independent perspective. The early placement creates
the impression of balance, without genuine balance following.

Timing effect

Finding 2:

Position: 14:25-15:02 (end)

Content: "you are allowed to hold the opinion, you are allowed to express it, but we as a society [...] are moving
forward in the direction, we allow ourselves to be advised by science"

The closing statement sets the system-affirmative position as social consensus and relegates
Timing effect dissenters to a tolerated but irrelevant marginal position. As the final statement, it remains in the
memory — primacy/recency effect.

Summary: Critical perspective at the beginning as pseudo-balance; system-affirmative message at the end as the
lasting message — classic sandwich structure for framing control.

Prasident: Schlapfer, David - Kontakt: kontaki@SVFAB.ch - Adresse: SVFAB, Postfach, CH-8021 Ziirich 1
Seite 14



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 3/10

1 2 3

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.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 06:31-06:50

Triggering event: Description of the thinking of the reportage protagonists (institutional scepticism, system criticism)

Reaction: "And yet their thinking is divisive, corrosive to democracy, because they question the institutions [...]
without necessity"

c . Analogous event — institutional criticism by recognised political actors (e.g. SVP positions on the
omparison . ; g . :
EU, media, science) — no analogous reaction present in the transcript
Asymmetry: Conditionally demonstrable — the broadcast does not deal with other actors with comparable
institutional scepticism, so no direct comparison is possible. However, the outrage is directed one-sidedly at the

protagonists of the reportage, without comparable criticism of institutions (e.g. by mainstream politicians) being
assessed similarly.

Degree of outrage: 2/5 — isolated, but clear
Selectivity: 1/5 — no direct comparison situation in the transcript, therefore limited demonstrability

Summary: Moderate outrage towards conspiracy thinkers, no comparable outrage towards institutional failure or
media errors. Asymmetry conditionally demonstrable, as no comparison situation is present in the transcript.
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9. COMPLETENESS (Selective Omission — Overall picture) 8/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Finding 1:

Missing perspective: Legitimate reasons for media scepticism

Relevance: Mainstream media have demonstrably made errors (Iraq War reporting, early pandemic phase, conflicts
of interest). These errors are documented and explain rationally grounded distrust.

Effect: Media scepticism appears as a purely pathological phenomenon, not as a possible rational response to
documented media failure.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 06:31-07:12

Missing perspective: Empirical evidence for the causality conspiracy thinking — violence

Relevance: The claim that conspiracy thinking leads to violence is an empirical statement that requires evidence.
The state of research is complex — most conspiracy theorists do not become violent.

Effect: Unsubstantiated causal claim is presented as expert knowledge.

Finding 3:

Missing perspective: Limits of scientific consensus

Relevance: Science is a process, not a state. Historically, many consensus statements have been revised (stomach
ulcer bacteria, fat debate, replication crisis). The statement "when science says, this is the current state of
knowledge, then at some point doubting should somehow stop" is epistemically problematic.

Effect: Trust in science is set as an absolute norm; science's capacity for self-correction is not addressed.

Summary: Three structural completeness deficiencies, all in the same direction: institutional scepticism is presented
as irrational because the context that would make it appear rational is absent. The broadcast is thematically
incomplete within the meaning of Art. 4 RTVG.

Conspiracy theories are a socially relevant phenomenon that has received increased public attention since the
COVID-19 pandemic. Two fundamentally different interpretive frameworks exist: (1) The psychopathological
framework — conspiracy thinking as an individual or collective deficit (lack of education, narcissism, crisis
management); (2) The epistemic-critical framework — conspiracy thinking as a response to real power asymmetries,
information failure and institutional failure. Both frameworks have scientific proponents. The social significance is
considerable: the question of who is considered a "conspiracy theorist" has direct implications for political
participation, freedom of expression and democratic legitimacy.

Proportion of perspectives covered

Inverted: Original value measures coverage (higher = better). Displayed as deviation (higher = greater gaps).
[A] Psychological/sociological explanation of conspiracy thinking (deficit model)
[B] Epistemic-critical perspective: When is institutional scepticism justified?
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[C] Historical perspective: Confirmed conspiracies (COINTELPRO, NSA surveillance, Thalidomide etc.)
[D] Media studies perspective: Role of mainstream media in the loss of trust

[E] Legal perspective: Freedom of expression vs. restriction of "dangerous thinking"

[F] Perspective of those affected: Voices of people who have been labelled conspiracy theorists

[G] Critical science perspective: Limits of conspiracy research, definitional problems

[H] Political perspective: Instrumentalisation of the term "conspiracy theory" for discrediting

[I] Pedagogical perspective: Media literacy and critical thinking in schools

[J] International comparative perspective: Differences in various political systems

[A] COVERED

Timestamp: 00:55-01:55 — Quote: "One path is more situational, so people who are in crises [...] narcissistic
people are much more likely to latch onto conspiracy theories" — Assessment: Treated in detail, dominates the
broadcast.

[B] INDICATED

Timestamp: 08:30-08:39 — Quote: "Logically there are agreements, there is lobbying, there are always
relationships between politics, science, media. All of that exists. One must be critical." — Assessment: Briefly
indicated, but immediately relativised and embedded in the deficit frame; no independent treatment.

[C] INDICATED

Timestamp: 09:12-09:19 — Quote: "for example the USA surveils all internet communication. Then Edward
Snowden came and said, yes, it is s0." — Assessment: The only concrete example of a confirmed conspiracy;
however, it is immediately relativised as an exception among 99 false cases.

[D] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: The role of mainstream media in the loss of trust is not addressed;
media failure as a cause of media scepticism is completely absent.

[E] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: Legal boundaries between freedom of expression and "dangerous
thinking" are not discussed, even though the expert describes thinking as "corrosive to democracy".

[F] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: No voice from persons who have been labelled conspiracy theorists
and contest this classification.

[G] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: No critical reflection on definitional problems of the term "conspiracy
theory" or limits of research.

[H] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: The political instrumentalisation of the term to discredit legitimate
criticism is not addressed.

[I] OMITTED

Timestamp: — — Quote: — — Assessment: Promotion of media literacy as a preventive approach is not
mentioned.

[J] INDICATED
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Timestamp: 10:38-10:53 — Quote: "Research says that in societies that are generally poorer [...] there are more
conspiracy theories" — Assessment: Briefly mentioned, without depth.

Completeness score: 3/10

Rationale: Of 10 relevant perspectives, only one (A) is treated fully, two are indicated (B, C, J), seven are
completely absent (D, E, F, G, H, ). The broadcast is mono-perspectival, oriented towards the deficit model.
Critical counter-perspectives — in particular the question of legitimate institutional criticism, media failure and

definitional problems — are structurally absent.
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Soft facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING (Setting the frame)

1

Finding 1:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 2:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic

Finding 3:

Timestamp

Quote

Manipulation

Why
problematic
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00:55-01:55

"One path is more situational [...] The other path into conspiracy mentalities involves more
personality-related characteristics. So we know, for example, that narcissistic people are much
more likely to latch onto conspiracy theories"

The topic is introduced exclusively within the deficit frame — conspiracy thinking as a response to
personal weakness (crisis, narcissism, lack of education). The epistemic frame (conspiracy
thinking as a possible rational response to information failure) is not introduced.

The deficit frame pathologises institutional scepticism from the outset. Viewers are conditioned to
see conspiracy thinking as a symptom, not as a possible response to real problems.

14:25-14:44

"you are allowed to hold the opinion, you are allowed to express it, but we as a society, the
majority thinks differently, we as a society are moving forward in the direction, we allow ourselves
to be advised by science"

Society is framed as a homogeneous entity following a clear path. Dissenters are positioned as a
tolerated fringe group — "you are allowed to" implies tolerance, not equal participation.

Democratic societies are defined by pluralism, not by a majority path that minorities may or may
not "be allowed to" follow. The framing is authoritarian-paternalistic.

06:35-06:50

"because they question the institutions that have proven themselves over centuries and have also,
incidentally, created a Switzerland that is very free, with high prosperity, where people can lead a
very, very beautiful life, question that without necessity"

Institutions are framed as proven and prosperity-creating — their questioning as "without
necessity". The framing sets the institutional status quo as optimal and criticism of it as irrational.

Institutions can simultaneously have created prosperity and be in need of reform. The framing
excludes legitimate institutional criticism.

kontakt@SVFAB.ch - Adresse:
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Summary: The overall framing of the broadcast is: institutional trust = reason, institutional scepticism = pathology. This
frame is never made explicit or questioned — it is the invisible premise of the entire broadcast.
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11. CHOICE OF WORDS AND TERMS
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710

3 4 5 6 7

03:29
"What the mainstream says must be wrong."

"Mainstream" is introduced as a self-designation of conspiracy thinkers — with an implicitly
negative connotation. The expert's use of the term adopts the language of the critics without
questioning it.

A neutral alternative would be: "established media" or "leading media". "Mainstream" has a
pejorative connotation that makes the critics' perspective appear naive.

06:31-06:35
"their thinking divisive, corrosive to democracy”

"Corrosive to democracy" is a strong normative judgement used without evidence. It implies a
threat to the democratic order through thinking — not through action.

A neutral alternative would be: "critical of institutions" or "critical of the system". "Corrosive to
democracy" is a political fighting term that should not be used without evidence in an academic
context.

04:00-04:05
"There is no longer any real critical examination, instead things are simply parroted”

"Parroted" is a pejorative term that portrays conspiracy thinkers as passive and uncritical — while
the same criticism (uncritical parroting of narratives) is not applied to mainstream media
consumption.

A neutral alternative would be: "adopts" or "reproduces". "Parroted" is pejorative language that
violates the dignity of the persons described.

Summary: Consistently pejorative language for conspiracy thinkers (parroted, nonsense, corrosive to democracy),
neutral to positive language for institutions (proven, prosperity, beautiful life). The choice of words is consistently one-

sided.
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12. MODERATION BEHAVIOUR 510

1 2 3 4 5

Methodological principle K11+K8: Document the triggering event.

Finding 1:

Timestamp 00:17-00:20
Triggering event: Critical comment by Lea L. on the reportage (shaming instead of enlightenment)

Quote "For an introduction, a critical look at the reportage. Thank you at this point for the criticism."
(presenter)

System-affirmative comments (e.g. Nico Stocklin, 10:23: "Conspiracy theories, yet another luxury
of an oversaturated Western society") — no analogous expression of thanks

Comparison

Asymmetry: Conditionally demonstrable — expression of thanks for criticism of the reportage, but no comparable
acknowledgement for system-affirmative comments. However: the expression of thanks could also be interpreted as
standard courtesy. Asymmetry is present, but not strongly pronounced.

Finding 2:

Timestamp 06:18-06:22
Triggering event: Transition to the topic of danger

Quote "Since we are on the subject, dangerous. Where does dangerous begin? Why does it become
(presenter) concrete? When is it dangerous?”

Comparison No analogous follow-up question about the danger of institutional failure or media errors

Asymmetry: Demonstrable — the presenter actively deepens the danger narrative for conspiracy thinking, without
posing an analogous question about the danger of institutional failure.

Summary: Moderation behaviour is predominantly affirmative towards the expert; critical follow-up questions are
absent. The presenter actively deepens the danger narrative without posing counter-questions.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 6/10

1 2 3 4 5 6

Asymmetry 1:

LNV 55: "Why does it provide support and some kind of compass for life?" — soft (inviting, no
01 challenge)

LN =EVCI A 18: "Since we are on the subject, dangerous. Where does dangerous begin?" — soft (deepens the
06 expert's narrative, does not challenge it)

Comparison No questions to a counter-voice present — structural asymmetry through mono-expertise.

Asymmetry 2:

LCIDIT A =EVCTA 01 (implicitly through comment prompt): Question about optimism — soft (inviting)
10

Missing hard question: "Mr Bayer, you say one should stop doubting once science has spoken. How do you explain
the replication crisis in social science? How do you explain that scientists gave contradictory recommendations
during the pandemic?"

This question was not asked — structural asymmetry through missing critical follow-up question.

Summary: All questions are soft and inviting towards the expert. Not a single critical follow-up question about his
normative judgements or unsubstantiated claims. Structural asymmetry through mono-expertise — there is no second
actor to whom harder questions could be posed.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 4/10

1 2 3 4

Finding 1:

Construct: Critical comment by Lea L. is read out and acknowledged with "Thank you for the criticism" — suggests
openness to criticism.

The apparent balance (criticism is heard) is false, because the criticism is not elaborated upon by
Analysis a counter-voice, but serves as a cue for the expert who introduces the deficit model. The criticism
is heard, but not taken seriously in the sense of an independent perspective.

Finding 2:

08:30-09:04

Construct: "Logically there are agreements, there is lobbying [...] One must be critical. What is the difference?" —
suggests that legitimate criticism is acknowledged.

Timestamp

The acknowledgement of lobbying and agreements is immediately relativised by the "1 out of 100"
Analysis argument. The apparent balance (yes, there are real problems) serves to reinforce the overall
message (but conspiracy theories are still wrong).

Summary: Two cases of false balance: critical comments are used as cues, not as independent perspectives. The
acknowledgement of legitimate criticism serves rhetorically to reinforce the overall message.
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15. AGENDA-SETTING 8/10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Finding 1:

Agenda element set: Trust in science as an epistemic norm

10:01-10:11 — Evidence: "when science says, this is the current state of knowledge, that is what

UIEEET one should build on, | think, then at some point doubting should somehow stop"

Alternative agenda: The question of when doubt about science is justified (replication crisis, conflicts of interest in
research, historical misjudgements of science) does not make it onto the agenda.

Finding 2:
Agenda element set: Institutions as proven and legitimate

06:35-06:45 — Evidence: "the institutions that have proven themselves over centuries and have

Timestamp also, incidentally, created a Switzerland that is very free"

Alternative agenda: Institutional reforms, democratic deficits, abuse of power by institutions do not make it onto the
agenda.

Finding 3:
Agenda element set: Social consensus as a majority path

Timestam 14:33-14:40 — Evidence: "we as a society, the majority thinks differently, we as a society are
P moving forward in the direction”

Alternative agenda: Minority rights, protection of dissent, the democratic function of criticism do not make it onto the
agenda.

Summary: The broadcast sets three agenda elements as self-evident: trust in science, institutional legitimacy, majority
consensus. All three are politically contested positions that are presented as neutral norms.
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL EVALUATION

Results

* HARD FACTS SCORE (average criteria 1-9): 6.7 / 10
* SOFT FACTS SCORE (average criteria 10-15): 6.3/ 10

Dominant techniques

1. Framing (Score 8): The entire broadcast operates within the deficit frame — institutional scepticism is presented
as a psychological pathology, never as a possible rational response. This frame is never made explicit, which
makes it particularly effective.

2. Agenda-Setting (Score 8): Trust in science, institutional legitimacy and majority consensus are set as self-
evident norms. Politically contested positions are presented as neutral starting points, without this being made
apparent.

3. Omission / Completeness (Score 8/8): Three structural omissions (confirmed conspiracies, media failure, term
definition) and seven missing perspectives make the broadcast thematically one-sided. The omissions are
consistently in one direction — the context that would make institutional scepticism appear rational is always
absent.

Core messages of the broadcast

MESSAGE 1 (SUBSTANTIVE): "Anyone who distrusts institutions, science and mainstream media suffers from a
psychological deficit."
Technique: Deficit framing, expert selection, agenda-setting — evidence: 00:55-01:55, 03:23-03:33, 10:01-10:11

MESSAGE 2 (PERSONAL): "The protagonists of the reportage are not violent, but their thinking is corrosive to
democracy and dangerous."

Technique: Guilt by association, normative expert judgement without evidence — evidence: 06:31-07:12

MESSAGE 3 (SOCIETAL): "Society is on a good path, guided by science; dissenters are allowed to hold their
opinion, but they are not part of social progress."

Technique: Framing, agenda-setting, timing (closing statement) — evidence: 14:25-15:02

Rationale: With an overall score of 6.5/10, the broadcast sits at the boundary between clear one-sidedness and
systematic imbalance. The one-sidedness is structural — it does not result from individual false statements, but from
the consistent mono-expertise, the deficit framing, the structural omissions and the agenda-setting. Art. 4 RTVG
requires accurate representation and diversity of opinion on contested topics. The question of when institutional
scepticism is justified is socially contested — the broadcast treats it as settled. The selection of a single, structurally
system-affirmative expert without a counter-voice violates the requirement of balanced selection of interlocutors.

CONCLUSION

The SRF broadcast "Q&A on In the Wake of Conspiracy Theories" is a thematically one-sided production that
presents the deficit model of conspiracy thinking as the only perspective. The selection of a single, state-funded expert
without a counter-voice, the consistent structural omissions (confirmed conspiracies, media failure, term definition)

and the pervasive framing of institutional scepticism as pathology violate the requirement of diversity of opinion and
balanced selection of interlocutors pursuant to Art. 4 RTVG. Particularly problematic is the closing statement (14:25—
15:02), which positions dissenters as a tolerated fringe group — a statement that, left unchallenged in a public
broadcasting format, contradicts the requirement of accuracy. The broadcast is capable of creating the impression
among viewers that institutional scepticism is inherently irrational and socially harmful — a message that is not
politically neutral and, in the Swiss context, structurally works against certain political positions.
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OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA

Individual scores — All 15 criteria

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

No. ‘ Criterion Score Classification

(o]

1 EXPERT SELECTION

SOURCE SELECTION

TIME DISTRIBUTION

OMISSION (Selective Omission)
MANIPULATION OF FIGURES
GUILT BY ASSOCIATION

TIMING

SELECTIVE OUTRAGE
COMPLETENESS (Selective Omission — Overall picture)
10 FRAMING (Setting the frame)

11 CHOICE OF WORDS AND TERMS
12 MODERATION BEHAVIOUR

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY

14 FALSE BALANCE

15 AGENDA-SETTING

© 0o N o O »~ w N

0 A O O N 0O 0O W o N o oo N N

6.7/10 Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High

Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement. High
6.3/10 - yred g

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) degree of deviation

Serious deviation from the impartiality requirement.

AL DGO 6.5/10 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)

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

0 Nofinding No relevant irregularity identified.
1-2 Weak finding Minor irregularity without material impairment of balance.

3—4 Slight to moderate finding  Discernible tendency; relevance of effect low to moderate.

5 Moderate finding with Relevant imbalance that influences the opinion-forming potential of the
relevance of effect audience.

6 Substantial finding Scores from 6 onwards are reported as "substantial findings".
(threshold)

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

Pronounced imbalance; multiple substantiated individual findings in this

8-9 Serious finding criterion

10 Maximum severity Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion.

Aggregated deviation index — interpretation ranges

No material patterns discernible; broadcast meets the accuracy

0.0-2.5 Unremarkable :
requirement.

Isolated irregularities; statistically visible, but still within the

2.6 -4.0 Slight imbalance
tolerance range.

41-6.0 Substantial imbalance Multiple substantial findings; relevant impairment of diversity of

perspectives.

Serious deviation from the Pronounced, broadcast-wide patterns; high relevance of effect.
6.1 — 8.0 impartiality requirement. High

degree of deviation

Fundamental systemic one- Maximum severity across almost all criteria; systematically one-
8.1-10 sidedness. Very high degree of sided reporting.

bias

Party-political bias (-5 to +5)
Strongly Party is clearly treated worse in representation, speaking time or framing.

Tl disadvantaged

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

0 Neutral No discernible preference or disadvantage.
+1 to +2 Slightly favoured Discernible, but weak preference.
+3 to +5 Strongly favoured Party is clearly treated better in representation, speaking time or framing.
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL CLASSIFICATION (Art. 4 RTVG)

Assessment pursuant to Art. 4 RTVG

Violation 1:
Norm: Art. 4 para. 2 RTVG (diversity of opinion on contested topics)

Facts: The question of when institutional scepticism is justified is socially and scientifically contested. The broadcast
presents exclusively the deficit model (institutional scepticism as pathology) without a counter-perspective.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:55-15:02 — throughout; exemplary: 03:23 "What the mainstream says must be wrong"
described as a pathological pattern; 10:01 "then at some point doubting should somehow stop" set as an expert norm.

Assessment: On a contested topic (epistemic legitimacy of institutional scepticism), only one side is presented. This
violates Art. 4 para. 2 RTVG, which requires the presentation of various viewpoints on contested topics.

Violation 2:

Norm: Art. 4 para. 1 RTVG (accurate representation of facts)

Facts: Several factual claims are presented as expert knowledge without primary evidence: (a) "narcissistic people are
much more likely to latch onto conspiracy theories" (01:25); (b) "1 out of 100 conspiracy theories is true" (08:40); (c)
conspiracy thinking leads to violence (07:07).

Evidence: Timestamps 01:25-01:33, 08:40-09:04, 07:07-07:12

Assessment: Unsubstantiated claims are presented as research findings. Accurate representation requires that
opinions be identifiable as opinions and that factual claims be substantiated.

Violation 3:

Norm: Art. 4 para. 2 RTVG (balanced selection of interlocutors)

Facts: The sole interlocutor is a state-funded sociologist with a structural conflict of interest. No counter-voice, no
representative of a divergent scientific position, no affected actors.

Evidence: Timestamp 00:04 (introduction of Bayer) — entire broadcast

Assessment: Art. 4 RTVG requires balanced selection of interlocutors. On a topic that directly touches on the question
of the legitimacy of institutional scepticism, a single system-affirmative expert does not constitute a balanced
selection.

Overall assessment Art. 4 RTVG

The broadcast violates Art. 4 RTVG in three dimensions: diversity of opinion (only the deficit model), accuracy
(unsubstantiated factual claims presented as expert knowledge) and selection of interlocutors (mono-expertise with
structural conflict of interest). The violations are not limited to individual statements, but are structural — they result
from the concept of the broadcast. A complaint to the Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and Television
(ICA) would be justifiable on the basis of these findings, in particular supported by the missing counter-perspective on
a socially contested topic and the presentation of normative judgements as expert knowledge.
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CHAPTER 6 — SOURCE IN-DEPTH CHECK

Dirk Bayer, sociologist and criminologist, University of Zurich

1. FUNDING: University of Zurich — state-funded (Canton of Zurich, federal contributions SNSF). Research in the
area of extremism/conspiracy theories is frequently co-funded by state security authorities or public funds.
Constellation of interests: As a state-funded researcher, Bayer has a structural interest in the legitimacy of state
institutions and in the problem definition of his research field (maintaining relevance).

2. MANDATE: Sociology and criminology — professionally relevant for the social causes of conspiracy thinking.
Criminology implies a focus on deviance and social control, which structurally favours the deficit frame. Not
compatible with a neutral epistemic assessment of the truth question (when are conspiracy theories true?).

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Institutional interest in problem definition (maintaining relevance for the research
field), structural proximity to state institutions (funding), interpretive authority over the term "conspiracy theory".
Bayer benefits from conspiracy thinking being regarded as problematic — this secures research funding and public
attention.

D1 Conflict of interest: -1 — State-funded, maintaining relevance through problem definition

D2 Personal risk: +1 — Moderate risk exposure through public statements

D3 Professional competence: +1 — Sociology/criminology relevant for social causes; not for epistemic questions

D4 Consistency of opinion: +1 — Consistent stance in the conversation

D5 Emotionalisation vs. data: 0 — Mix of research references and normative judgements

D6 Source level: 0 — Secondary; no primary evidence in the conversation

TOTAL: +2 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
5. COUNTER-VOICE: There are researchers with a divergent assessment: e.g. representatives of the epistemic
approach (conspiracy thinking as a rational response to information failure), philosophers of science (demarcation
problem), critical media studies scholars. None of these counter-voices is cited.

IMPORTANT: "Recognised" (implicitly through SRF's invitation) is not a substantive qualification. It is a social
attribution by the editorial team, which must itself be questioned. The invitation by SRF does not establish epistemic
authority.

Analysis prepared in accordance with Methodological Principle K11+K8, Version 3.0-detail. All findings are based
exclusively on the transcript at hand. Timestamps refer to the time markers indicated in the transcript.

Legal and methodological classification

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

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

No legal ruling

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

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

objectives.
Heuristic The index serves for comparative pattern recognition across thousands of broadcasts, not
comparative for the precise metric measurement of individual contributions. Threshold values serve as
instrument heuristic orientation, not as sharp legal qualification.
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APPENDIX 1: NATIONAL LEGISLATION

Legal basis Switzerland — SRG SSR

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Law
Federal Act on Radio and Television (RTVG, SR 784.40)

Relevant articles

» Art. 4 para. 1 RTVG: All broadcasts of a radio or television programme must respect fundamental rights.
Broadcasts must in particular 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 RTVG: Editorial broadcasts with informational content must present 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 RTVG: 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): Reviews complaints against broadcast
programmes for violations of Art. 4 RTVG

* 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 is reached)
3. Federal Supreme Court (final instance)
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APPENDIX 2: SCIENTIFIC FOUNDATIONS
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Evaluations and membership at SVFAB

At SVFAB.ch you will 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. 15 principles
are then 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.

Those who do not know this provide 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. Itis 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 the 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.
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. The SRG collects 1.56 billion francs per year — compulsorily, from
DAS UBI- every household. Those who feel unfairly treated can lodge a
BESCHWERDESYSTEM complaint. There is even an authority for this: the ICA, the
hing e BB AAN R o5 Independent Complaints Authority for Radio and Television.
Only: itis not independent. It has no sanctioning powers. And in
99.6% of all cases it decides: nothing.
This analysis lays bare the system — factually, precisely, without
polemic. Procedures, personnel, powers, costs, statistics, legal
recourse. And the constitutional law review that shows: the ICA
system meets none of the three fundamental criteria — it is not
appropriate, not subject to 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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