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USA DETAILED ANALYSIS
PBS EDITORIAL — PAULA KRUEGER INTERVIEW

Broadcast: PBS EDITORIAL | Analyzed: 2026-05-08 11:03

Version 2.1-us | K5+K13 — Triggering event documentation | Konverter 3.5 (2026-05-29) | Standard: 47
U.S.C. §315

OVERALL 7.9/10 Serious deviation from the impatrtiality standard. High degree of
SCORE ' deviation

0 = balanced, 10 = strongly biased/manipulative

POLITICAL SPECTRUM

Classification based on Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES) 2024

The Chapel Hill Expert Survey (CHES 2024) is an academic survey of 609 political scientists in 31 countries. Each
party is rated on a scale from O (far left) to 10 (far right).

Party D-PRG D R-EST R-MAGA R-FC

CHES 2.0 3.5 5.0 6.5 8.0 8.5
Spectrum Left Left Right Right Right

The overall tendency is presented on a 0-10 scale (0 = strongly left-favoring, 5 = balanced, 10 = strongly right-
favoring). The calculation is based on the difference in average favoritism of left vs. right parties (grouping per CHES
2024).

DI AN I 1.8/ 10 Strongly left-favoring
, EEEE

«— Left Right —

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

This section provides political context and does not contribute to the overall score.
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CHAPTER 1 — POLITICAL PARTY BIAS

Party/Faction Representation Assessment

Party/Faction Score (-5..+5)

Broadcast representation vs. programme position

Progressive +2
Democrats (D-PRG)

Mainstream +1
Democrats (D)

1
—_

Moderate/Independent

Establishment GOP -3

(R-EST)
MAGA/Trump (R- -4
MAGA)
Freedom Caucus / -4

Hard Right (R-FC)

Party Bias Summary

~03:45 "We're going to fight this" — Programme position: strong support
for public media funding and resistance to Trump executive actions —
accurately represented through PBS CEQ's framing; no distortion but also
no critical examination of progressive media capture concerns.

~04:10 "There is a firewall that protects the funding" — Programme
position: support for CPB/PBS funding within constitutional framework —
represented accurately through guest's framing; mainstream Democratic
position on public broadcasting is implicitly endorsed by the segment's
structure.

~05:40 "There might be many Americans who feel they've never watched
a single second" — Programme position: fiscal scrutiny of federal media
spending balanced against public value — weakly gestured at in one
hedged question, immediately abandoned; moderate fiscal concerns not
substantively addressed.

N/A — Programme position: long-standing skepticism of federal media
funding, preference for market-based media, concern about editorial bias
— entirely absent from segment; no Republican voice or argument is
presented or fairly characterized.

~00:05 (implicit throughout) — Programme position: defund public
broadcasting perceived as ideologically hostile; restore government
accountability over federally funded institutions — administration's
rationale never stated, never quoted, never paraphrased; the executive
order is characterized only through the adversarial framing of its primary
target.

N/A — Programme position: eliminate CPB funding entirely; public
broadcasting represents government-funded ideological advocacy —
position entirely absent; not even acknowledged as a coherent policy
position.

* Most accurately represented: Progressive Democrats (D-PRG, Score +2) — their position on public media funding
and resistance to executive overreach is implicitly endorsed by the segment's entire structure.

» Strongest distortion;: MAGA/Trump and Freedom Caucus (Score -4 each) — the administration's rationale for the
executive order is never presented, making its action appear arbitrary rather than as a response to documented
editorial concerns; the hard-right position on eliminating CPB funding is not even acknowledged as a coherent

policy argument.

» Average deviation: 3.2 points from neutral (0)

» Conclusion: The segment exhibits a consistent left-leaning bias in its representation of party positions, with
progressive and mainstream Democratic positions implicitly endorsed through the segment's structure and
framing, while Republican and conservative positions — from establishment skepticism to MAGA defunding
arguments — are either absent or represented only through the hostile characterization of their primary opponent.
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The asymmetry is not merely tonal but structural: the administration's perspective is given zero airtime while
PBS's institutional advocacy receives the entire segment.

Overall Left-Right Tendency

US political spectrum (approximate): D-PRG(2.5) D(4.0) Moderate(5.0) R-EST(6.5) R-MAGA(7.5) R-FC(8.0)
TENDENCY SCORE: +3.2

(Positive = favours left; calculated as weighted average of representation scores, adjusted for structural absence
of right-leaning perspectives)

CLASSIFICATION: Left bias

Rationale: The segment's +3.2 tendency score reflects a consistent structural advantage given to left-leaning
institutional positions (public media funding, resistance to executive action, progressive educational arguments) while
right-leaning positions (fiscal conservatism, editorial bias concerns, executive authority arguments) receive zero
substantive representation. The bias is not primarily expressed through hostile characterization of conservative
positions — it is expressed through their complete structural exclusion, which is arguably a more effective form of bias
because it prevents audiences from even encountering the opposing argument. This pattern is consistent with the
documented editorial culture concerns raised by internal critics of NPR and PBS, making the segment's failure to
address those concerns particularly significant.
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CHAPTER 2 — PROGRAMME INFORMATION AND THEMATIC FRAMEWORK

Programme Information

» Date (from filename): Not specified in transcript; contextually 2025 (references Trump administration executive
order on public broadcasting funding)

» Host/Presenter: Ryan (last name not stated in transcript; NBC News presenter)
* Network: NBC News (digital/streaming segment)

Segment Overview

Segment Duration (approx.) Classification
1 Introduction / PBS response to executive ~1 min. News framing
order
2 PBS organizational structure explanation ~2 min. Advocacy (single-source)
3 Litigation possibility / CPB coordination ~1.5 min. Advocacy (single-source)
4 Justification for federal funding / public value ~3 min. Advocacy (single-source)
arguments
5 Impact of funding loss on stations ~2 min. Advocacy (single-source)

Total estimated duration: ~9—10 minutes

Main Topic

A single-source interview with PBS President and CEO Paula Krueger defending PBS against a Trump administration
executive order that would eliminate or restrict federal funding for public broadcasting.

Context (Main Topic)

The Trump administration issued an executive order in 2025 targeting federal funding for public broadcasting,
including PBS and NPR, as part of a broader effort to defund institutions perceived as politically biased. The
Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB), which serves as the statutory intermediary for federal funds flowing to
public broadcasters, was simultaneously engaged in litigation with the administration over the firing of CPB board
members. PBS, as a membership organization serving approximately 330 local stations, faces existential financial
pressure if federal appropriations are eliminated. This interview takes place against the backdrop of longstanding
conservative criticism of PBS and NPR for alleged left-leaning editorial bias — a debate that includes documented
internal controversies such as the Uri Berliner case at NPR, the Juan Williams firing, and the Charlie Rose scandal.
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CHAPTER 3 — 15 CRITERIA: DETAILED ANALYSIS

Hard Facts — 9 techniques that are countable and scientifically verifiable

1. EXPERT/GUEST SELECTION 9/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Expert/Guest 1: Paula Krueger, President and CEO, PBS

Timestamp ~00:01-09:30 (entire segment)

*"We were specifically designed to ensure that there was no influence by anyone whether that's
government or anyone else.™

Statement

Institutional advocate with direct financial and reputational stake in the outcome. Krueger is the
(G EEH 1) Ml chief executive of the organization whose funding is under threat — she is the maximum-interest
party in this dispute.

In-depth Source Verification:

(a) FUNDING: PBS is funded through a combination of federal appropriations (via CPB), member station dues,
corporate underwriting, and viewer donations. Krueger's salary and institutional survival are directly tied to the
continuation of federal funding. Conflict of interest: MAXIMUM — she is arguing for her own organization's financial
survival.

(b) MANDATE: Krueger's mandate is explicitly to advocate for PBS and its member stations. Her role is
institutionally incompatible with neutral assessment of whether PBS deserves federal funding or whether the
executive order has any legitimate basis.

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX:

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Maximum institutional conflict; arguing for own organization's survival
D2 Personal Risk: -1 — Krueger risks reputational damage if PBS loses funding, but her advocacy position is professionally
expected and carries no personal courage premium
D3 Domain Expertise: +2 — Genuine expertise in PBS operations, structure, and history
D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — PBS leadership has consistently defended federal funding; no reversal detected
D5 Emotionalization vs. Data: -1 — Heavy reliance on emotional appeals (children, rural communities, emergency alerts)
with minimal cited data; audience figures asserted without methodology
D6 Source Level: 0 — Secondary source (institutional spokesperson, not primary researcher or independent analyst)
TOTAL: -1 —» SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
(c) PROFESSIONAL EXPERTISE: Krueger is presented as an informational source when she is functionally a
lobbyist for her own institution. The segment does not label her as an advocate or note her conflict of interest. A
structurally biased institutional assessment is presented as newsworthy information without counterbalancing expert
opinion.
Missing countervoice: No administration official, no independent media economist, no legal scholar, no internal
PBS/NPR critic.

Missing expert groups:
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» First Amendment / public broadcasting law scholars (e.g., from Georgetown Law, Columbia Journalism School)

* Independent media economists (e.g., Brookings Institution, Cato Institute — representing both sides of the funding
debate)

» Former PBS/NPR employees with documented editorial concerns (e.g., Uri Berliner analog for PBS)

Source Credibility Overview:

Source

(c) CREDIBILITY MATRIX -2 -1 +2 +1 -1 0 -1 YELLOW
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2. SOURCE SELECTION 9/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Claims without primary source = penalty points (rumour check)

Source 1: Paula Krueger, PBS President and CEO

Timestamp ~00:01-09:30

*"We were specifically designed to ensure that there was no influence by anyone whether that's
government or anyone else."*

Statement

(a) Funding and governance: PBS is funded by CPB federal appropriations, member station dues, corporate
underwriting, and viewer donations. Krueger's institution is the direct beneficiary of the funding under dispute.

(b) Structural conflict of interest: Maximum. Krueger is arguing for the survival of her own institution and her own
professional mandate. Every statement she makes is filtered through this interest. She is not a neutral source on
any aspect of this story.

(c) Counter-source missing? YES — critically. Missing: administration official, independent legal scholar, media
economist, internal PBS critic, congressional representative, independent audience researcher.

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES referenced:

» CPB (Corporation for Public Broadcasting): Referenced as aligned with PBS (~03:20). CPB is itself a party in
litigation with the administration. Its perspective is filtered through Krueger's characterization; no CPB
spokesperson is independently consulted.

NGOs / Advocacy organizations: None cited independently.

Summary: The segment relies on a single source with maximum institutional conflict of interest; no independent,
neutral, or adversarial source is consulted, making this one of the most severe source selection failures
identifiable in a news interview format.
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3. TIME ALLOCATION 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Airtime per political direction/topic:
» PBS institutional advocacy (pro-funding): ~9 min. (approximately 95%)
» Taxpayer/skeptic perspective: ~20 seconds (one hedged question, approximately 3%)
« Administration/executive order perspective: 0 seconds (0%)
+ Independent analysis: 0 seconds (0%)

Summary: The segment allocates virtually all airtime to a single institutional advocate with maximum conflict of
interest; the opposing perspective — the administration's rationale — receives zero airtime, and independent
analysis receives none. This represents a near-total time allocation failure under any standard of balanced

Journalism.
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R\P

4. SELECTIVE OMISSION 9/10

1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

N

Omission 1: The administration's rationale for the executive order

The executive order is the central news event, yet its content, stated justification, and legal basis
are never presented. — Related: ~00:05 (introduction) — Impact: Audiences cannot evaluate
whether the order has any legitimate basis; they receive only the adversarial characterization of
the party most harmed by it.

Context

Omission 2: The editorial bias controversy that motivates the defunding effort

The political support for defunding PBS/NPR derives substantially from documented concerns
about editorial bias — including Uri Berliner's 2024 essay at NPR, the Juan Williams firing, and
Context internal culture critiques. None of this is mentioned. — Related: Entire segment — Impact: The
audience is given no context for why the executive order has political support; the action appears
arbitrary rather than as a response to documented concerns.

Omission 3: PBS's actual federal funding amount and percentage

The CPB receives approximately $535 million annually in federal appropriations. PBS's share and
the percentage of total PBS revenue this represents are never stated. — Related: ~07:30 —
Impact: Audiences cannot assess the financial stakes or evaluate Krueger's claim that some
stations would survive while others would not, without knowing the actual numbers.

Omission 4: The CPB litigation — what it is actually about

The host mentions CPB is "already involved in litigation with the administration when it comes to
its attempt to fire members of its board" but does not explain the legal basis, the board members'
identities, or the administration's stated justification. — Related: ~03:20 — Impact: A significant
legal development is referenced as background color without substantive explanation.

Context

Omission 5: Alternative funding models

No question is asked about whether PBS could survive on private funding, corporate underwriting,
or subscription models — as many comparable content providers do. — Related: ~07:30 —
Impact: The binary of "federal funding or collapse" is accepted without examination of intermediate
options.

Context

Omission 6: Audience demographic data

Krueger asserts "most Americans do watch us at some time" without citing a source,
methodology, or definition of "watch." PBS's actual audience skews older and more educated than
the general population — a fact relevant to the "public” in public broadcasting. — Related: ~05:50
— Impact: An unverified claim by an interested party is allowed to stand as fact.

Context
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Summary: The omissions are not random but systematically exclude all information that would complicate the
victim narrative — the administration's rationale, the bias controversy, the actual funding figures, and alternative
policy options are all absent.

Missing Voices

« Trump Administration spokesperson/official: Could have contributed the legal and policy rationale for the executive
order, including specific bias allegations.

* Republican member of Congress (e.g., House Appropriations): Could have contributed the legislative perspective
on CPB funding and the constitutional authority of Congress vs. executive action.

 Uri Berliner / NPR internal critic analog for PBS: Could have contributed documented internal evidence of editorial
culture concerns that underpin the political controversy.

» First Amendment / media law scholar (e.g., from a law school): Could have contributed neutral legal analysis of the
executive order's constitutionality and the CPB firewall's legal status.

* Independent media economist: Could have contributed data on PBS's actual funding structure, audience
demographics, and comparative public broadcasting models.

* Rural PBS station manager: Could have contributed ground-level testimony on funding dependency —
independent of PBS headquarters' institutional framing.

» Conservative media critic / watchdog organization: Could have contributed documented examples of alleged PBS
editorial bias that form the political basis for defunding efforts.

» CPB board member or spokesperson: Could have contributed the perspective of the statutory body actually in
litigation with the administration.
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5. NUMERICAL MANIPULATION 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

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

Finding 1: "330 stations" — cited without context

Number: "Enormous impact on our 330 stations around the country."

How many of these 330 stations are financially dependent on federal funding? What percentage of
their budgets comes from federal appropriations? What is the range? The number 330 is deployed
for scale effect without the financial breakdown that would allow assessment of actual impact.

Missing
context

m Audiences receive an impression of massive nationwide impact without the data to evaluate it.

Finding 2: "Half the children in this country are not enrolled in formal prek"

Number: "Half the children in this country are not enrolled in formal prek."

No source is cited. The statistic is used to imply that PBS is the primary or only educational
resource for these children — a logical leap that is not supported. The existence of other free
educational resources (libraries, streaming, state programs) is not acknowledged.

Missing
context

The statistic creates a false binary between PBS children's programming and educational

ipect deprivation.

Finding 3: "Most Americans do watch us at some time"

Number: "Most Americans do watch us at some time."

No source, no methodology, no definition of "watch" (one minute? one program per year?), no
demographic breakdown. This is an unverified empirical claim by an interested party presented as
fact.

Audiences receive a favorable audience claim without any basis for evaluation; the host does not
request sourcing.

Finding 4: Federal funding amount — never stated

Missing
context

Timestamp N/A

Missing number: The CPB receives approximately $535 million annually in federal appropriations. This figure is
never mentioned. PBS's share of this and its percentage of total PBS revenue are also absent.

The financial stakes of the debate are entirely obscured, preventing audience assessment of
proportionality.
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Summary: Numerical claims are deployed selectively to support the advocacy narrative — large numbers (330
stations, half of children) are cited for impact while the actual federal funding amount, the most relevant number in

the story, is never mentioned.
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6. GUILT BY ASSOCIATION 0/10

Assessment: This segment does not employ guilt by association techniques. The manipulation pattern here runs in the
opposite direction — the guest is associated with sympathetic causes (children's education, rural communities,
emergency alerts) rather than being discredited through negative associations. This is better classified under Framing
(Criterion 1) and Selective Outrage (Criterion 13).

No guilt by association technique detected. The inverse technique — credibility by association with sympathetic
causes — is present but analyzed under Criteria 1 and 13.
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7. BROADCAST TIME 510

1 2 3 4 5

Finding 1: Sympathetic framing established in opening 30 seconds

Position: ~00:05-00:30

Content: "I know you and your team are dealing with a lot." / "First, explain to me what 'exploring all options'
means."

Timing effect: The emotional frame and the procedural first question establish PBS as a sympathetic actor before
any substantive content is delivered. Audiences who disengage early receive only the victim frame.

Finding 2: Children's programming argument placed at emotional peak (~60% through segment)

Position: ~06:00
Content: "Half the children in this country are not enrolled in formal prek."

Timing effect: The most emotionally resonant argument is placed at the segment's emotional midpoint, after the
structural and legal arguments have been made, functioning as an emotional reinforcement of the advocacy case.

Finding 3: No critical content in closing

Position: ~08:30—-09:30
Content: Closing exchange about station impact, followed by thanks.

Timing effect: The segment ends on a sympathetic note about small community stations facing closure, reinforcing
the victim narrative as the final impression.

Summary: The segment's structure follows a classic advocacy arc — establish sympathy, make structural
arguments, deploy emotional peak (children), close with community impact — with no critical or adversarial
content at any point.
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8. SELECTIVE OUTRAGE 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

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

Methodological principle: Document the triggering event. A response can only be assessed as selective when
comparable triggers fail to produce similar responses.

Finding 1: Institutional outrage at executive order — no comparable outrage at PBS editorial controversies

Triggering event: Trump administration executive order targeting PBS/NPR funding.

Response: The host treats this as a serious threat warranting sympathetic coverage, extended airtime, and no
critical questioning.

Comparable trigger absent from coverage: PBS and NPR's documented editorial controversies — including the Uri
Berliner NPR essay (2024), the Juan Williams firing (2010), and internal culture critiques — represent comparable
institutional failures that would warrant similar journalistic scrutiny. None are raised.

Asymmetry rationale: The host expresses (through framing and question design) institutional solidarity with PBS
against government action, while showing no comparable concern for the editorial standards failures that motivated
the political backlash. A neutral journalist would treat both the executive order and the editorial controversy as
newsworthy.

Finding 2: No outrage at CPB board firing — but no context provided

Triggering event: Host mentions CPB is in litigation over "its attempt to fire members of its board" (~03:20).
Response: Mentioned as background fact without elaboration, outrage, or follow-up.
Asymmetry: The firing of CPB board members — a potentially significant government overreach — is mentioned in

passing without the same sympathetic elaboration given to the funding threat. This inconsistency within the segment
itself suggests the outrage is calibrated to narrative utility rather than principled concern.

Summary: Selective outrage is evident in the host's sympathetic treatment of the funding threat while entirely
ignoring the editorial bias controversy that provides the political context for the executive order; the asymmetry is
structural and consistent throughout the segment.
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9. COMPLETENESS 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Share of covered perspectives

Inverted: original value measures coverage (higher = better). Shown as deviation (higher = larger gaps).
[A] PBS/public broadcasting leadership perspective: Federal funding is constitutionally protected, serves
underserved communities, and the firewall structure prevents government influence.
[B] Trump administration / executive branch perspective: Justification for the executive order — alleged bias, fiscal
responsibility, or ideological objections to publicly funded media.
[C] Congressional perspective (both parties): Congress appropriates CPB funding; members on both sides have
views on whether this represents appropriate use of taxpayer money.
[D] Conservative/Republican critics of PBS: Long-standing argument that PBS exhibits systematic left-leaning bias,
citing specific editorial decisions and internal whistleblowers (e.g., Uri Berliner's NPR essay).
[E] Taxpayer/fiscal conservative perspective: Whether $535 million in annual CPB appropriations represents
appropriate federal expenditure given private media alternatives.
[F] Local station operators (especially rural/small-market): Ground-level impact of funding loss on communities with
no alternative media infrastructure.
[G] First Amendment and media law scholars: Legal analysis of whether the executive order is constitutional,
tension between government funding and editorial independence.
[H] Former PBS/NPR employees who raised bias concerns: Internal critics such as Uri Berliner (NPR), whose
documented concerns about editorial culture are directly relevant to the funding debate.
[1] Independent media economists: Whether the public broadcasting model is financially sustainable without federal
subsidy; comparative international models.
[J] Audience/viewer representatives: Actual data on who watches PBS, demographic breakdown, and whether the
"public" served justifies the funding level.

[A] ADDRESSED
Timestamp: ~00:30-09:30 (entire interview) — Quote: "We were specifically designed to ensure that there was no
influence by anyone whether that's government or anyone else." — Assessment: Extensively addressed, but

exclusively through the advocacy of the party with the greatest institutional interest in the outcome.

[B] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: The administration's stated rationale for the executive order is
never presented, quoted, or paraphrased; the host does not summarize it even briefly.

[C] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: No congressional voice, Republican or Democrat, is included or
referenced despite Congress being the constitutional appropriator of these funds.

[D] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: Conservative critics of PBS editorial content are entirely absent;
the bias controversy that forms the political backdrop of the executive order is never raised.

[E] IMPLIED (weakly)
Timestamp: ~05:45 — Quote: "But there might be many Americans who at least feel they've never watched a

single second of your broadcasting." — Assessment: The host gestures toward the taxpayer objection but frames
it as a perception problem rather than a substantive policy argument, and immediately yields the floor to Krueger's
rebuttal.
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[F] ADDRESSED (partially, through Krueger)

Timestamp: ~08:00 — Quote: "Those stations would not exist were it not for some support from the federal
government." — Assessment: Addressed only through PBS leadership's framing; no actual local station operator
is heard.

[G] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: No legal scholar or First Amendment expert is consulted despite
active litigation being the central news hook.

[H] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: Internal critics of PBS/NPR editorial culture — directly relevant to
why the executive order has political support — are entirely absent.

[I] OMITTED

Timestamp: N/A — Quote: N/A — Assessment: No independent economist or media finance expert is consulted
on the sustainability or efficiency of the public broadcasting funding model.

[J] IMPLIED (through Krueger's claims)

Timestamp: ~05:50 — Quote: "Actually, most Americans do watch us at some time." — Assessment: Audience
data is asserted by the interested party without independent verification or citation of methodology.

Completeness Score: 2/10

Rationale: Of ten relevant perspectives, only one (PBS leadership) is substantively addressed, one is weakly
implied through a single soft question, and one is partially addressed through the same single source. The
administration's position — the central antagonist in the news story — is entirely absent. The interview functions
as an uncontested platform for institutional advocacy rather than journalism. The most consequential omission is
the complete absence of any voice representing the political and editorial criticism that motivated the executive
order.
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Soft Facts — 6 qualitative techniques

10. FRAMING 8/10

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Finding 1: Institutional victim framing established in opening question

Timestamp ~00:05

Quote *"I know you and your team are dealing with a lot."™*

Technique: Empathy priming / victim frame establishment. The host opens by acknowledging the emotional burden
on PBS leadership, positioning PBS as a sympathetic party under siege before any substantive exchange occurs.

This framing predisposes the audience to view PBS as a victim rather than as a party in a
legitimate policy dispute. A neutral opening would have stated the facts of the executive order and
asked for PBS's response without pre-loading emotional sympathy.

Why

problematic

Finding 2: The executive order is framed exclusively through PBS's characterization

Technique: Single-source characterization of an adversarial government action. The phrase "as we understand it" is

Krueger's hedge, not the host's journalistic caveat. The host never independently characterizes or quotes the
executive order.

*"What this executive order as we understand it would not only not allow any of that funding to
come to us but they're also trying to restrict what our local stations are able to do.™

Audiences receive no independent description of what the executive order actually says. The only
characterization comes from the party with the greatest interest in portraying it negatively. This is a
structural framing failure, not merely a word choice issue.

Why

problematic

Finding 3: Children's programming as emotional anchor

Timestamp ~06:00

*"Half the children in this country are not enrolled in formal prek. And but we are here and we are
Quote here with content that's not just safe but it is also based on key skills that kids need to master
before they enter school."*

Technique: Vulnerability appeal / children as rhetorical shield. The pivot to children's educational programming is
the most emotionally resonant argument available to PBS and is deployed without challenge.

The host does not ask whether the same educational content could be delivered through
Why alternative funding mechanisms (private, state, or streaming), nor whether the children's
problematic programming argument justifies the full scope of PBS's federal subsidy. The emotional frame
forecloses policy scrutiny.

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontakti@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 18



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

Finding 4: "Fight" framing normalized without examination

Timestamp ~03:45
Quote *"So we're going to fight this."*

Technique: Conflict framing adopted uncritically. Krueger's declaration of institutional combat is not followed by any
question about the legal or democratic legitimacy of the administration's action.

Wh A neutral journalist would have asked whether the executive order has any legal basis, whether
y Congress has been consulted, or whether PBS acknowledges any legitimate concerns underlying
the order. None of these questions are posed.

problematic

Summary: The entire segment is framed as a sympathetic profile of an institution under unjust attack. The
administration's perspective, the policy debate's merits, and any critical examination of PBS's editorial record are
structurally excluded from the frame.
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11. WORD CHOICE AND TERMINOLOGY 7110

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Finding 1: "Dealing with a lot" — emotional loading in opening

Timestamp ~00:05

Quote *"I know you and your team are dealing with a lot."*
Technique: Sympathetic colloquialism that positions PBS as burdened and stressed.

Neutral alternative: *"PBS is responding to an executive order that would affect its federal funding.
What is your current position?"* The chosen phrasing imports emotional solidarity before the
interview begins.

Why
problematic

Finding 2: "Fight" — martial language adopted without interrogation

Timestamp ~03:45

Quote *"So we're going to fight this."*

Technique: Martial/resistance framing. The word "fight" frames the administration's action as an aggression
requiring defensive combat.

Neutral alternative: *"challenge this legally"* or *"contest this through available channels."* The
host does not probe what "fight" means legally or politically, nor does the host note that the
administration also has a democratic mandate.

Why
problematic

Finding 3: "Firewall" — technical term used as rhetorical reassurance

*"There is a firewall that protects the funding that comes from the federal government into public
broadcasting."*

Technique: Technical terminology deployed as political reassurance. The word "firewall" implies impenetrability and
independence, but the legal robustness of this structure is precisely what is being contested.

The host does not ask what the firewall consists of legally, whether it has ever been tested in
court, or whether the current executive order is designed to circumvent it. Neutral follow-up: *"Can
you explain the legal basis of that firewall and whether it has been tested?"*

Why

problematic

Finding 4: "Against all of what was hopefully put in place" — normative language

Timestamp ~04:20

*"That to me feels against all of what was hopefully put in place when we were created."*

Technique: Appeal to founding intent as moral authority. The word "hopefully" softens the claim while "against all of"
maximizes the sense of violation.

Why This is an advocacy statement, not a factual claim. The host does not ask whether the
problematic administration's lawyers have a different reading of the Public Broadcasting Act's intent. Neutral
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alternative: *"That appears to conflict with the statute's original design — though the administration
may interpret it differently."*

Finding 5: "Critically important” — superlative without evidence standard

Timestamp ~06:45

Quote *"That's a critically important part of the work that we do."™

Technique: Superlative self-assessment by interested party, unchallenged.

Why No independent evidence is cited. The host does not ask for data on educational outcomes from
problematic PBS children's programming or comparative effectiveness versus alternatives.

Summary: Word choice throughout the segment consistently favors PBS's institutional framing, with martial,
emotional, and normative language adopted from the guest's advocacy vocabulary without neutral reframing by

the host.

President: Schlaepfer, David - Contact: kontakti@SVFAB.ch - Address: SVFAB, P/O Box, CH-8021 Zurich 1
Page 21



mailto:kontakt@SVFAB.ch

Association suisse pour une information équilibrée

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

12. HOST BEHAVIOUR 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Methodological principle (v1.0): Document the triggering event. An intervention can only be assessed as
asymmetric when comparable triggers fail to produce similar intervention for other guests.

Finding 1: Empathy statement in lieu of neutral introduction

Timestamp ~00:05
Triggering event: Host opens interview with PBS CEO during a funding controversy.

Quote *"I know you and your team are dealing with a lot."™*

No comparable empathy statement would be extended to a Trump administration official
Comparison appearing to defend the executive order — the administration is not given airtime at all in this
segment, making direct comparison impossible but the asymmetry structurally evident.

Asymmetry: The host adopts an emotionally supportive posture toward the guest before any substantive exchange,
a stance that would be journalistically inappropriate if applied to an administration official defending the same order.

Finding 2: Failure to follow up on unverified audience claim

Triggering event: Krueger asserts "most Americans do watch us at some time" — a significant empirical claim.

Quote *"Actually, most Americans do watch us at some time."*

No follow-up question is asked. Had a critic of PBS made an equivalently sweeping empirical

Comparison L . ; . .
claim, journalistic practice would require sourcing.

Asymmetry: Favorable empirical claims by the guest are accepted without challenge; no source, methodology, or
definition is requested.

Finding 3: The one challenging question is immediately softened

Timestamp ~05:40

Triggering event: Host raises the taxpayer objection — the only moment of potential challenge in the segment.

*"But there might be many Americans who at least feel they've never watched a single second of
your broadcasting of the programming that you have to offer. What would you say to them when
they ask why their tax dollars are going to fund PBS?"*

The question is framed as a perception problem ("feel they've never watched") rather than a
Comparison substantive policy challenge. The host does not follow up when Krueger's answer pivots to
children's programming without addressing the fiscal objection directly.

Asymmetry: The single challenging question is hedged ("might be," "feel"), immediately yielded, and not followed up
— a pattern that would not apply to a guest the host was scrutinizing rather than platforming.

Finding 4: No question about PBS editorial bias or internal controversies
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N/A (entire segment)

Triggering event: The political context of the executive order includes documented editorial bias allegations.
Quote N/A

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

In interviews with critics of public broadcasting, hosts routinely ask about specific editorial
decisions. Here, the CEO of the organization at the center of the bias controversy is not asked a

single question about editorial standards, internal culture, or the concerns raised by figures like Uri
Berliner.

Comparison

Asymmetry: The absence of any editorial scrutiny question represents a structural asymmetry — the guest is
treated as a victim of political persecution rather than as the leader of an institution with documented editorial
controversies.

Summary: The host functions as a facilitator of institutional advocacy rather than as a journalist conducting

adversarial or even neutral inquiry; the single challenging question is hedged and immediately abandoned, while
all other exchanges are supportive or informational.
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13. QUESTION ASYMMETRY 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Asymmetry 1: All questions are either neutral-to-supportive or immediately softened

The host asks approximately six questions across the segment:

1. "What does 'exploring all options' mean?" — Neutral/procedural

2. "Should we expect a lawsuit?" — Neutral/procedural

3. "Do you think the CPB will defy the executive order?" — Neutral/procedural

4. "What would you say to Americans who feel they've never watched PBS?" — Mildly challenging, immediately
yielded

5. "If you lose federal funding, what impact will it have?" — Sympathetic (invites elaboration of harm)

6. Closing thanks — Non-substantive

No question addresses: (a) PBS's editorial record or bias allegations; (b) the administration's stated rationale; (c)

alternative funding models; (d) the legal basis of the "firewall"; (e) PBS's audience demographics; (f) whether any of
the administration's concerns have merit.

Asymmetry 2: Follow-up questions are absent on all substantive claims

When Krueger asserts "most Americans do watch us," "there is a firewall," and "we are the backup infrastructure for

America's early alert system," no follow-up is asked on any of these claims. Each would warrant at minimum a
sourcing question in neutral journalism.

Summary: Question design is systematically oriented toward allowing the guest to make her case rather than

toward testing her claims; the asymmetry is absolute because no comparable interview with an administration
official or PBS critic is conducted in the same segment.
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14. FALSE BALANCE 0/10

Assessment: This segment does not exhibit false balance. The opposite problem is present: there is no balance at all,
false or otherwise. The segment presents a single institutional perspective without any countervoice. False balance
(presenting fringe views as equivalent to mainstream ones) is not the operative technique here; the technique is
single-source advocacy journalism.

No false balance detected. The segment exhibits the inverse problem: complete absence of balance rather than
false equivalence.
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15. AGENDA SETTING 8/10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Finding 1: Agenda item set — PBS as victim of political persecution

Agenda item set: The executive order is framed as an illegitimate political attack on a public institution, not as a
policy debate with legitimate arguments on both sides.

Timestamp ~00:05

Evidence: "l know you and your team are dealing with a lot." / "We're going to fight this." (accepted without
challenge)

Alternative agenda: A balanced agenda would include: (1) What does the executive order actually say and what is
its legal basis? (2) What editorial concerns motivated it? (3) What are the constitutional limits on executive action
regarding CPB? (4) What alternative funding models exist? (5) What do independent analysts say about PBS's
public value?

Finding 2: Agenda item set — Children's programming as the primary public value argument

Agenda item set: PBS's value to the public is anchored in children's educational programming, crowding out
examination of PBS's news and editorial operations — which are the actual subject of the bias controversy.

Evidence: "Half the children in this country are not enrolled in formal prek. And but we are here."

Alternative agenda: A complete agenda would examine PBS NewsHour's editorial standards, the demographic
profile of PBS's actual audience, and whether the children's programming argument justifies the full scope of federal
subsidy.

Finding 3: Agenda item suppressed — Editorial bias controversy

Agenda item suppressed: The documented history of editorial bias allegations at PBS and NPR — the political
foundation of the defunding effort — is entirely absent from the agenda.

N/A (entire segment)

Evidence: Absence of any question about editorial standards, internal culture, or the Uri Berliner-type concerns
applicable to PBS.

Audiences are left without the context needed to understand why the executive order has political
support, making the administration's action appear arbitrary.

Summary: The segment's agenda is set to maximize sympathy for PBS and minimize scrutiny of the editorial
controversies that provide the political rationale for the executive order; the agenda-setting is systematic and
consistent with the single-source advocacy format.
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CHAPTER 4 — OVERALL ASSESSMENT

OVERALL EVALUATION OF THE 15 CRITERIA

Individual Scores — All 15 Criteria

No. ‘ Criterion

1 EXPERT/GUEST SELECTION

2 SOURCE SELECTION

3 TIME ALLOCATION

4 SELECTIVE OMISSION

5 NUMERICAL MANIPULATION
6 GUILT BY ASSOCIATION

7 BROADCAST TIME

8 SELECTIVE OUTRAGE

9 COMPLETENESS

10 FRAMING

11 WORD CHOICE AND TERMINOLOGY
12 HOST BEHAVIOUR

13 QUESTION ASYMMETRY

14 FALSE BALANCE

15 AGENDA SETTING

HARD FACTS SCORE (1-8) 7.9/10

SOFT FACTS SCORE (9-14) 7.8/10

OVERALL SCORE 7.9/10

Score Rating

9/10 Systematic imbalance
9/10 Systematic imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
9/10 Systematic imbalance
7110 Pronounced imbalance
0/10 Unremarkable

5/10 Significant imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
7/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
8/10 Pronounced imbalance
0/10 Unremarkable

8/10 Pronounced imbalance

Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree
of deviation

Serious deviation from the impartiality standard. High degree
of deviation

Serious deviation from the impartiality standard.
High degree of deviation

Average of Hardfacts and Softfacts
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KEY — Score Definitions

Individual Scores per Criterion (0-10)

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

0 No finding No relevant anomaly detected.
1-2 Weak finding Minor anomaly without substantial impact on balance.

3—4 Slight to moderate finding  Recognizable tendency; low to moderate impact relevance.

5 Moderate finding with Relevant imbalance affecting the audience's opinion-forming potential.
impact

6 Significant finding Scores of 6 and above are classified as 'significant findings."'
(threshold)

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

Pronounced imbalance; multiple documented individual findings in this

8-9 Severe finding criterion

10 Maximum severity Systematic, pervasive imbalance in this criterion.

Aggregated Deviation Index — Interpretation Ranges

0.0-25 Unremarkable No significant patterns detected; broadcast meets the impartiality
standard.
2.6 -4.0 Slight imbalance Isolated anomalies; statistically visible but within tolerance range.

41-6.0 Significant imbalance Multiple significant findings; relevant impairment of perspective

diversity.
Serious deviation from the Pronounced, cross-broadcast patterns; high impact relevance.
6.1 — 8.0 impartiality standard. High
degree of deviation
Fundamental systemic one- Maximum severity across nearly all criteria; systematically one-

8.1-10 sidedness. Very high bias degree sided reporting.

Party-Political Bias (-5 to +5)

Strongly Party is significantly underrepresented in framing, airtime, or

lioks disadvantaged presentation.

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

0 Neutral No detectable favoritism or disadvantage.
+1 to +2 Slightly favored Recognizable but minor favoritism.
+3 to +5 Strongly favored Party is significantly overrepresented in framing, airtime, or presentation.
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CHAPTER 5 — LEGAL/REGULATORY ASSESSMENT (47 U.S.C. §396, First Amendment)

Assessment Under the Public Broadcasting Act and First Amendment

Relevant legal framework:

47 U.S.C. §396(g)(1)(A): "strict adherence to objectivity and balance in all programs of a controversial nature"

47 U.S.C. §396(qg): prohibition on government control over programming

First Amendment: public broadcasters retain full First Amendment rights (FCC v. League of Women Voters, 1984)
CPB 1992 Amendments: programming must be reviewed for objectivity/balance

* Note: Fairness Doctrine abolished 1987; no FCC content-balance obligations since 2000

» Note: No independent complaints body exists (unlike Switzerland's UBI or UK's Ofcom)

Violation 1: Objectivity and balance standard — 47 U.S.C. §396(g)(1)(A)
Standard: §396(g)(1)(A) — "strict adherence to objectivity and balance in all programs of a controversial nature"

Action: Single-source interview with PBS CEO on the highly controversial topic of federal funding for public
broadcasting, with zero representation of the administration's position, congressional perspectives, or independent
analysis.

Evidence: ~00:01-09:30 (entire segment) — "We're going to fight this." (accepted without challenge); administration's
rationale never stated or paraphrased.

Assessment: This segment covers one of the most politically controversial topics in current US media policy — the
defunding of public broadcasting — and does so with complete absence of balance. While the segment airs on NBC
News (not PBS), the subject matter directly concerns public broadcasting's accountability and editorial independence,
making the §396(g)(1)(A) standard the appropriate benchmark. The segment fails this standard comprehensively: it is
neither objective (single-source advocacy) nor balanced (zero opposing perspective).

Violation 2: Structural conflict of interest in coverage of own funding controversy
Standard: §396(g)(1)(A) objectivity standard; journalistic ethics principle of conflict of interest disclosure

Action: PBS CEO is given uncontested airtime to advocate for PBS's institutional survival without disclosure of her
conflict of interest or any independent counterbalancing source.

Evidence: ~00:01 — Guest introduced as "President and CEO of PBS" without any statement of her institutional
interest in the outcome.

Assessment: The failure to disclose or acknowledge Krueger's maximum conflict of interest — she is arguing for her
own institution's financial survival — violates basic journalistic standards of source transparency. Audiences are not
informed that they are receiving advocacy from the party most directly harmed by the executive order.

No First Amendment violation detected: The segment does not involve government suppression of speech. The First
Amendment analysis cuts in the opposite direction: the administration's executive order targeting CPB funding raises
potential First Amendment concerns (government conditioning of funding on editorial content), but this legal question
is never raised in the segment — itself an omission of journalistic significance.

Overall Regulatory Assessment

Under 47 U.S.C. §396(g)(1)(A), this segment fails the objectivity and balance mandate applicable to programs of a
controversial nature. The topic — federal defunding of public broadcasting — is unambiguously controversial, and the
segment's single-source structure, complete absence of the administration's perspective, and systematic omission of
the editorial bias controversy that motivates the political action represent a comprehensive failure of both objectivity
and balance. The enforcement paradox identified in the legal framework is directly relevant here: the Public
Broadcasting Act demands balance but prohibits government enforcement of content standards, meaning that the
CPB's own review mechanisms are the only available remedy — and those mechanisms are themselves currently
subject to the administration's interference through the board-firing litigation. The First Amendment protects PBS and
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NBC News from government compulsion to present balanced coverage, but this legal protection does not constitute a
journalistic defense of the segment's advocacy structure; the §396(g)(1)(A) standard represents a statutory
commitment to balance that public broadcasting institutions have voluntarily accepted as a condition of federal
funding, and coverage of their own funding controversy is precisely where that commitment is most critically tested.

IN-DEPTH SOURCE VERIFICATION

Paula Krueger, President and CEO, PBS

1. FUNDING: PBS receives federal appropriations via CPB (approximately $535M annually to CPB system),
member station dues, corporate underwriting (Chevron, Bank of America, etc.), and viewer donations. Krueger's
institution is the direct beneficiary of the funding under dispute.

2. MANDATE: Krueger's mandate is explicitly to advocate for PBS and its member stations. Her role is
institutionally incompatible with neutral assessment of whether PBS deserves federal funding or whether the
executive order has any legitimate basis.

3. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Maximum institutional conflict. Krueger is arguing for the survival of her own
institution, her own professional mandate, and the livelihoods of her staff and member station employees. Every
statement she makes is filtered through this interest.

4. CREDIBILITY MATRIX (6D):

D1 Conflict of Interest: -2 — Maximum institutional conflict; arguing for own organization's survival

D2 Personal Risk: -1 — Advocacy position is professionally expected; no personal courage premium

D3 Domain Expertise: +2 — Genuine expertise in PBS operations, structure, and history

D4 Opinion Consistency: +1 — PBS leadership has consistently defended federal funding

D5 Emotionalization vs. Data: -1 — Heavy reliance on emotional appeals; minimal cited data; audience figures asserted

without methodology

D6 Source Level: 0 — Secondary source (institutional spokesperson, not primary researcher)

TOTAL: -1 — SOURCE TRAFFIC LIGHT: YELLOW
5. COUNTER-VOICE: No counter-voice consulted. Missing alternatives include: administration official, independent
media economist (Brookings, Cato), First Amendment scholar, former PBS/NPR employee with editorial concerns,
congressional representative, independent audience researcher.

Assessment: Krueger is a YELLOW-rated source presented without disclosure of her conflict of interest and without
any counterbalancing source. Her statements on audience reach, the firewall's legal robustness, and the impact of
funding loss are all unverified advocacy claims presented in a journalistic format that implies independent verification.

Analysis completed under Methodological Principle K5+K13 (Version 1.0-us). All findings are evidence-grade,
based on direct transcript quotation with timestamp references. Scores reflect the degree of departure from
neutral journalistic standards, not the political valence of the content.

Source Credibility Overview:

CREDIBILITY MATRIX

(6D): -2 -1 +2 +1 -1 0 -1 YELLOW

Legal and Methodological Notes

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

No factual
determination

The aggregated deviation index does not replace a legal assessment under 47 U.S.C.
No legal judgment §315. The determination of whether a specific broadcast violates legal requirements is
exclusively the responsibility of the competent authorities (in particular FCC).
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Statistical correlations are not to be interpreted as proof of causal relationships or editorial
intent. Deviation values may be influenced by topic selection, news environment, political
controversy, or format logic.

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

The index serves comparative pattern recognition across thousands of broadcasts, not
precise metric measurement of individual segments. Threshold values serve heuristic
orientation, not sharp legal qualification.
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APPENDIX 1: NATIONAL BROADCASTING LAW

Rechtsgrundlage USA — PBS, NPR

/ . Schweizerischer Verein fur ausgewogene Berichterstattung

Gesetz
Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 (47 U.S.C. §396)

Relevante Artikel
» §396(g)(1)(A): Strict adherence to objectivity and balance in all programs or series of programs of a controversial
nature.

» §396(g): No Federal agency or official may direct, supervise, or control the Corporation for Public Broadcasting
(CPB) or any of its grantees.

» §396(e)(1): No political test or qualification shall be used in selecting, appointing, or promoting CPB personnel.

» §396(g)(1)(D) (1992 Amendments): CPB must review programming for quality, diversity, creativity, excellence,
innovation, objectivity, and balance.

First Amendment / Fairness Doctrine

* FCC v. League of Women Voters (1984): Public broadcasters retain full First Amendment rights
+ Fairness Doctrine: Abgeschafft am 4. August 1987

» FCC: Keine Zustandigkeit Gber CPB (Accuracy in Media v. FCC, 1975)

+ FCC Content-Balance-Pflichten: 2000 beendet

Sonderfall — Enforcement Paradox

Die USA haben ein hortatorisches Gebot (starke Sprache) ohne Durchsetzungsmechanismus. Der Act verlangt
Balance, verbietet aber gleichzeitig staatliche Kontrolle tUber die Inhalte. Es gibt keinen unabhangigen Regulator
vergleichbar mit UBI, Ofcom oder ARCOM.

* Richter Moss (Méarz 2026): Trumps EO 14290 als verfassungswidrige Viewpoint Discrimination blockiert
+ CPB: Hat Operationen 2025 eingestellt

Aufsichtsbehorde

» Keine funktionierende externe Aufsicht (CPB inaktiv seit 2025)
* FCC: Keine inhaltliche Zustandigkeit iber PBS/NPR

Beschwerdeverfahren

« Kein formales externes Beschwerdeverfahren
* PBS Ombudsman (intern, eingestellt)
» Gerichtsweg (First Amendment)
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Reports and Membership at SVFAB

At SVFAB.ch you will find detailed reports and can also commission custom analyses for any broadcast (billed separately).
To ensure the quality of our work, we depend on membership fees and donations.

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

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

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

Unbalanced Reporting is the response to the halving initiative in

Switzerland: Manipulation techniques are explained in detail, starting

. = ; " with the selection of staff and sourcesThen 15 principles are explained:
‘ ﬁ | .t L omission, framing, temporal framing, guilt by association,

" ‘f RS . emotionalisation, context removal and many more, illustrated with

" pAmK.‘m" ‘E:?\}:ﬁ“_““"”" numerous examples. Additionally, it becomes apparent where we

- Unausgewogene‘ ourselves apply these techniques - fostering not only awareness but

¢ =N 8  also empathy.
I'S_! Optionally the book comes with playing cards.
; ; Also available as an audiobook.

The interview is not a conversation. It is a stage — and someone else
has written the script.

Those who don’t know this deliver material. Good quotes that get cut
wrong. Correct statements that end up in the wrong context. Honest
answers framed as confessions.

This book is not a media criticism book. It is a toolbox — for everyone
who faces a microphone and wants to know what to do about it. 7
chapters. 7 tools: What an interview really is. The 7 most common
traps. The three principles of sovereignty —anchoring, reframing,
setting boundaries. Preparation in one hour. Body and voice. What to
do when things go wrong. And what matters after the interview.

For politicians, activists, entrepreneurs, whistleblowers — for everyone
who is in the public eye and wants to understand how the game
works. So they stop playing along — and start shaping it.

In A5 format. Direct. For preparation, reference, follow-up and when
difficulties arise

You think you see the world. In reality, you're seeing the frame
someone has placed around you. Framing is the oldest and most
elegant manipulation technique in the world. It doesn't change the
facts—it changes what we make of the facts. How we feel. What we
believe. How we decide. And it works—because we all participate.
Every day. Unconsciously. You too. This bookisn't a dry textbook. It's a
workbook—playful, direct, full of real-life examples. You won't just
learn how others frame you. You'll learn how to frame yourself—and
how to use it consciously and fairly.Because whoever understands
framing sees the world more clearly. Hears news differently.

( o S Conducts conversations more confidently. And no longer so easily

S mif vielen Beispleler- = accepts a frame chosen by someone else.
— David Schlapfer
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With many exercises and concrete examples from politics, media and
everyday life — and the occasional smile.
Framing with style. Because the frame changes everything.
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