
Further information about Diamond and the Second Cut 
 
It has been fantastic to hear people’s feedback about the Second Cut report but we want to clarify a 
few inaccuracies that have been published about the project. 
 
Firstly, Diamond captures diversity data about people who work on, or appear on, UK original 
programmes which are transmitted across the 30 Diamond channels. Diamond is capturing a unique 
subset of people which includes some broadcaster and in-house production studio roles, but also 
many freelance producers. On-screen, Diamond is also collecting non TV professionals who appear 
on programmes. Diamond should therefore not be considered as a workforce data set - an overview 
of people who are employed in the TV industry, or identify themselves to be part of the TV 
workforce. Rather, Diamond provides output-based data about who is making and appearing on 
mainstream TV. Diamond provides an additional perspective about diversity in UK TV, not an 
alternative one. 
 
It is interesting to compare Diamond with other data available in the sector in order to build a bigger 
picture about the industry as a whole, but in the knowledge that no-one is collecting and reporting 
the same data that Diamond is, and in the same way. For example, comparison has been made 
between Diamond data, and data about employees at BBC Studios. The BBC report in their equality 
information report that 9.6% of BBC Studio staff are BAME. The nearest equivalent measure in the 
Diamond data would be that 12.8% of individuals with an off-screen role are BAME. The Diamond 
figures are higher, but the BBC Studio figures likely include data about a range of people with job 
roles which are not covered by Diamond, covers multiple production companies, and omits some 
roles which are captured through Diamond. In the same report, The BBC also report that 13.9% of 
people working in commissioning at the BBC are BME (pg 248). The nearest equivalent figure in 
Diamond would be 16.4% of people with a commissioning role in Diamond. Again the Diamond 
figure is higher, but the Diamond figure is based on a larger sample from multiple broadcasters, over 
a different time period, may cover different commissioning roles to Diamond, and uses a different 
collection method. 
 
Secondly, Diamond is not an online system where television productions can report their diversity 
figures. Instead, Diamond enables people who work on relevant productions to provide their 
diversity information confidentially to Diamond. Not all broadcasters, channels or types of 
programmes are included in Diamond. 25.2% of people who worked on a relevant production 
transmitted August 17-July 18 voluntarily completed a Diamond form.   
 
Thirdly, a strength of the Second Cut report is the genre by genre comparison. However, as stated in 
the report, not all genres are currently analysed (for example no data on News and Sport are 
reported), and for some genres, such as music, we have indicated that the sample size is too small to 
analyse. For transparency, we have however included data from low samples where we are able to, 
as part of our on-going commitment to being transparent. 
 
We are very clear in the Second Cut report about the Diamond response rate which is stated on page 
7 of the Executive Summary (project challenges) and we provide a link at this point to the full 
independent data quality review. We are open about the fact that we cannot rule out the potential 
for bias in the data. Although the analysis undertaken to date has not identified what any biases 
might be, we know and state that it is important to continue to monitor and review this, as well as 
work with partners across the industry to raise response rates further. We recommend referring to 
NatCen's report for more information about this. 
 

http://downloads.bbc.co.uk/diversity/pdf/bbc-equality-information-report-2017-18.pdf
http://downloads.bbc.co.uk/diversity/pdf/bbc-equality-information-report-2017-18.pdf
http://creativediversitynetwork.com/project-diamond-qa-review_final/


Notwithstanding this challenge, the report also highlights a number of strengths with the data 
collection and reporting - in particular with regards to the likely internal validity of the genre by 
genre comparison and with regards to the ability for this dataset to monitor significant changes over 
time, which was a principle design ambition of Diamond.  
 
It has been proposed that this report suggests that ‘TV does not have a diversity problem’. This is 
absolutely not the case. In the Executive Summary we say: ‘However, whilst progress is apparent on-
screen, change seems to be happening more slowly behind the camera, where most protected 
characteristics are under-represented, particularly in the most senior roles within the industry.’ 
 
In particular we know from Diamond that disabled people and those over 50 are particularly 
underrepresented. Diamond shows how the industry is less diverse at a senior level, and that in 
certain genres there is very low representation by some protected characteristic groups. As we build 
our data and extend our reporting we expect that we will also discover how diversity differs in job 
roles. Even where Diamond diversity figures are currently above or in line with UK workforce 
averages (for example females), we know this does not mean that there is equal opportunity in 
television. Recent initiatives like publishing gender pay-gap figures, and research which concludes 
that the production sector is socially exclusive clearly demonstrate that across the UK there are 
inequalities and diversity issues still to be tackled.   
 
Our message remains that everyone who shares our ambition to increase diversity and equality on 
TV should complete a form in Diamond when asked. Diamond provides a great opportunity for long 
term monitoring of UK TV output over time, but it does require co-operation and collaboration by 
everyone. 


