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Summary 
 
The Real Hustle is made by Objective Productions for the BBC. It is a factual entertainment 
programme in which members of the public are scammed. The programme exposes the methods 
used by con artists and thieves to steal money, belongings or ID from the public; the aim of the 
programme is to reveal how scams work so that the viewer can avoid being taken in by the same 
con. The programme is broadcast after the scam has been explained to the individual and their 
consent gained for broadcast. Sometimes other members of the public are involved in setting up 
the actual target or ‘mark’ of the scam and they too can be filmed in their role as ‘set up’.   
 
On 20 February 2011 two Sunday papers published allegations that episodes of The Real Hustle 
broadcast on BBC THREE had misled the audience.  The key allegation was that ‘marks’ knew what 
was going to happen and were acting but were presented to the viewer as members of the public 
who had been taken in. It was not alleged that any member of the public had lost money as a 
result of either taking part in the programme or from viewing the programme.   
 
The BBC Executive provided a report to the Editorial Standards Committee (ESC) of the Trust. The 
Executive concluded that the allegations were based on fundamental misunderstandings about the 
way the programmes were made. Recruitment to take part in the series had included the use of 
web sites popular with people keen to appear on television. Applications to participate in the series 
had arisen from those sites and had included some people who also worked as actors/extras but 
none of them were hired to work as an actor on The Real Hustle and none of them knew the 
programme which they were applying to participate in was The Real Hustle.   
 
The ESC, having considered the report by the BBC Executive, accepted the Executive’s assurances  
that the programme makers were working with people who were not being paid to work as actors 
and, essentially, were not aware that they were being ‘conned’ whilst they were being filmed.  
 
The Committee agreed with the Executive’s position that if the 2006 scenarios featured in the 
newspapers were run again today they would be prepared in a different way - ideally using people 
who had been set up and were unaware they were being filmed rather than those who had been 
recruited and knew they were being filmed (albeit thinking the filming was for a different purpose).    
 
The ESC, however, concluded that there was a lack of clarity and precision as to which was the 
‘mark’ and which was the ‘set up’ in two of the most recent scenarios covered in the report (The 
Pigeon Drop and The System). The Committee upheld a breach of the guideline which says that: 
 

“Our output must be ... presented in clear, precise language”  
 

The Committee agreed that this was not a serious breach of editorial standards. As the 2010 BBC 
Editorial Guidelines (which were published after these programmes were broadcast) set out, the 
due accuracy required of entertainment is not the same as that for factual content.  Even so it 
created unnecessary confusion for the audience who would generally enjoy knowing who was 
being fooled and who was in on the con.   

 
The Committee agreed the following actions: 
 

• The programme should in future be clear to audiences as to who was the ‘mark’ and 
(where necessary) who was the ‘set up’.  

• Whilst the programme had not hired actors to act on the series it was important to mitigate 
risks in this area. It agreed with the Executive’s proposal that those who are filmed as 
marks in the future should be asked to confirm following filming that they were not aware 
of the scam, their reaction was genuine and they were not employed as an actor  
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• The Executive’s proposal to give further detail on the programmes website as to how the 
scams occurred was helpful in creating more transparency without destroying the mystique 
of the show and the audience should be informed both verbally and in text about the web 
site 

• The BBC no longer had the rights to the 2006 programmes featuring the ATM scam and the 
Car Hire scam (both from 2006) but had the BBC had those rights they should not be 
rebroadcast  

• As the ‘set ups’ in two specific episodes (the Pigeon Drop and the System) alleged that they 
had (against the instructions of Objective Productions and the BBC) informed the ‘marks’ of 
the scam before filming, neither scam could be rebroadcast  
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The Editorial Standards 
Committee’s Finding in Full 
 
Background  
 
On 20 February 2011 two Sunday newspapers published allegations that episodes of The Real 
Hustle broadcast on BBC Three had misled the audience.  The Executive investigated the 
allegations and provide an interim report to the Editorial Standards Committee of the BBC Trust in 
March 2011 and a final report in April 2011.   
 
The Real Hustle is made by Objective Productions for the BBC. The Real Hustle began in 2005 and 
series 10 is due to air this summer.  It is a factual entertainment programme about scams and 
methods used by con artists and thieves to steal money, belongings or ID from the public. It is 
inspired by the BBC1 drama Hustle. The programme takes serious consumer affairs topics such as 
credit card fraud. Its aim is to educate the viewer in an entertaining fashion so that viewers can 
avoid being conned. Scams and frauds are carried out on real members of the public, some of who 
are secretly recorded and some of whom are openly recorded but think they are being filmed for 
another purpose. The member of the public who has been scammed is asked to give consent to 
the broadcast and if consent is refused the item is not broadcast. Sometimes other members of the 
public are involved in setting up the actual target or ‘mark’ of the scam and they too can be filmed 
in their role as ‘set up’.   
 
Two Sunday newspapers, The Mail on Sunday and Sunday Mirror, reported that several episodes in 
2006 and 2008 had variously: 
 

• hired actors 
• used sequences which had been directed 
• incorporated money in the scams which had been provided by the BBC. 

 
Overall the key allegation was that “marks” had prior knowledge of what was going to happen and 
were acting in the sequences but were presented to the viewer as members of the public who had 
been taken in. It was not alleged that any member of the public had lost money as a result of 
either taking part in the programme or from viewing the programme.   
 

Summary of the Executive Report  
The BBC Executive concluded that the allegations were based on fundamental misunderstandings 
about the way the programmes were made. The BBC Executive responded individually to every 
case featured in the newspaper articles. The Executive concluded that:  
 

• Recruitment to take part in the series had included the use of websites popular with 
people keen to appear on television. Applications to participate in the series had arisen 
from those sites and had included people who also worked as actors/extras but none of 
them were hired to work as an actor on The Real Hustle and none of them knew the 
programme which they were applying to participate in was The Real Hustle.  

• Some of those used from the web sites had been ‘marks’ but despite knowing they were 
being filmed had not known they would be conned or the nature of the scam and what 
would happen to them.   

• Those who did know what would happen were not the actual marks but were used to 
assist in setting up the real ‘mark’  
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• In some cases the person/s assisting in the set up told the real ‘mark’ what would happen 
but that was in direct contradiction to the instructions given by Objective Productions and 
the BBC and had that been known the filmed sequence would have been dropped 

• The protocols which had been developed between the BBC and the independent 
production company to avoid harm to members of the public had been followed  

• There were no significant breaches of the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines 
 
Even so the BBC concluded that: 
 

• In the light of several years’ experience the BBC would now not undertake two of the 
scams in the same way they had been carried out in the first series 

 

Summary of Actions taken by BBC Management 
The BBC, with Objective Productions, has decided to take these actions: 
 

• Objective Productions will ask all members of the public who are filmed as ‘marks’ to 
confirm in writing that they had not been hired to work as an actor on the programme, did 
not know of the scam before it was filmed and that their reactions were genuine.  

• Objective Productions will not use the website which has been the source of some 
participants who also work as actors/extras. 

• The programme will be further developed to make clear the difference between ‘set ups’ 
and ‘marks’. 

• The programme web site currently gives information on the programme and how it is 
made but in future the various ways the programme is made will be explained in greater 
detail on the website to aid transparency.  

 

Finding of the ESC 
 
The Committee noted that The Real Hustle is a factual entertainment programme which specialised 
in sleight of hand. It was in a long tradition of programmes where members of the public are 
secretly filmed having been effectively tricked into behaving in a way they would not behave if they 
understood fully what was happening – in this case with the aim of educating the viewer about 
consumer scams. It was the Committee’s view that the viewing public understood that members of 
the public were being ‘conned’ in artificial ‘set ups’ and that they were not watching real events. 
The Committee accepted the programme sought to retain a certain mystique about the way the 
cons occurred and that was part of the programme’s entertainment value. To a certain extent 
viewers of BBC THREE could be expected to be media literate and understand that what they saw 
on screen would be the end result of elaborate setups not all of which would be explained on air. 
 
The Committee considered the report from the BBC Executive. It accepted the BBC’s assurances 
that:  
 

• None of those who also work as actors/extras who appeared on the programme and were 
featured in the newspaper articles were in fact working as actors on The Real Hustle. 

• In every case a person was being conned (including those ‘marks’ who had been recruited 
through a website and were aware that filming was taking place but not what the show or 
scam was).  

• The only exceptions to the above were those cases (which were outside the control of the 
independent production company and the BBC)  where a ‘set up’ had leaked what was 
about to happen to the ‘mark’ and such material would not have been broadcast had the 
BBC or Objective Productions been aware that this had occurred.  

• The audience was not knowingly misled by the programme makers in that the programme 
makers were working with people who were not being paid to work as actors and, 
essentially, were not aware that they were being ‘conned’ whilst they were being filmed.  
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• The direction of pick-up sequences and the provision of money to ‘marks’ to use whilst 
they were being filmed were part of pre-agreed scenarios.  

 

In considering whether the BBC Editorial Guidelines had been breached and if so whether any such  
breaches were serious, the Trustees took into account that no viewer has suffered any material 
loss either by participating in the programme or by watching it. The Committee noted that this is 
not news or a current affairs programme where there is public interest in maintaining a high level 
of accuracy.  

Taking each case in turn the Committee noted that:   

• The ATM Scam (2006): The newspaper states that the ‘mark’ says “a director instructed 
him in precise detail as he played the part of a victim of a bank card fraud at a cash point 
in a newsagents”. Objective states that, although the ‘mark’ knew he was recruited to take 
part in a BBC factual entertainment series, was aware he was being filmed in a shop that 
had been closed off for BBC filming and was instructed to use the card machine, he did not 
realise there was a device linked to the ATM machine which skimmed his card and 
therefore he was a genuinely hustled mark. The Executive state they would not carry out 
this set up in the same way today. The Committee accepted that it was impossible to show 
this scam on a member of the public who was unaware of the BBC filming and was not shot 
in tightly controlled circumstances without committing a criminal act. There was a genuine 
educational purpose for exposing this scam. In fact his card was not skimmed as it would 
have been illegal and he did not actually lose money. The script was confusing.  

• The Car Hire Scam (2006): The man featured in the newspapers was aware he was 
being filmed by the BBC. He was given money by the BBC to put down a cash deposit for a 
car, with the “owner” then vanishing with the money and the car. He was not aware of the 
scam and thought he was buying a car which was for sale. Pick up shots were directed and 
filmed. The Committee noted that he was the first person shown in the sequence and was 
prominent. It concurred with the Executive that it would have been better to feature more 
prominently a member of the public who had not put themselves forward to be filmed.   

• The Sob Story (2006): The ‘mark’ was asked to walk across a bridge and was filmed 
whilst he was approached by an apparent member of the public with a “sob story” and £4 
was taken from him which was his own money. The Committee accepted the explanation of 
the BBC Executive that during that day others recruited in the same way did not give 
money. This was not a significant matter.  

• The Pigeon Drop (2008): The woman interviewed for the newspapers alleges that she 
was the mark. Objective Productions say she was in fact only setting up her friend. Both 
the woman and the Objective Productions agree that she was told to bring along her friend 
and asked not to tell him what was occurring. But the woman now says that in fact she told 
him what was going to happen. Both were secretly filmed being ‘conned’ into parting with 
money in a pub. In her case money was provided by the BBC and in his case the money 
came from a local ATM drawn on his card. The Executive said that they cannot prevent the 
‘set up’ talking to her friend who was the real ‘mark’ and telling him what was going to 
happen. The Committee accepted that the fact the ‘mark’ knew what was happening is no 
fault of the BBC or Objective Productions.  However, the commentary was unclear as to 
who was the ‘mark’ and describes the two as ‘the marks’. Even though Objective 
Productions was very clear in its internal processes (as the paperwork showed) that she 
was setting up her friend, the viewers would not have known that.   

• The System (2008): In this highly complex scam members of the public are induced to 
hand over money to a pair who memorise cards in order to win at blackjack in casinos. The 
two men who spoke to the paper say they were simply acting. Objective Productions 
describe them as ‘set ups’ who introduced genuine victims to the scam.  The Committee 
agreed that the programme makes it clear that one of these is in on the scam – it freezes 
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on him and describes him as The Convincer. However the Committee also noted that the 
commentary does not make it clear that there are others who are not genuine amongst the 
real victims who are being scammed and so the viewer would have been confused.  The 
Committee noted that the two had told others who were ‘marks’ what would happen and 
agreed this was not the fault of the BBC or Objective Productions. 

•  The Mystery Shopper (2010): The woman interviewed for the papers accepts she was 
there to convince others to go along with this scam where hustlers recruit people to buy 
expensive goods for mystery shopping and then reimburse them with fake cheques. 
Objective Productions indicates that she was not featured. The Committee concluded that 
on that basis, and given her own words, the suggestion that she was the ‘mark’ was not 
substantiated.  

Trustees noted that since 2007 Objective Productions state on their website that “The participants 
featured in The Real Hustle have either been set up by their family and friends or believe they are 
participating in another television programme. After they have been hustled for real any monies or 
property taken during the hustle are returned to them and their consent for the item to be 
broadcast is obtained.”  

The Committee concluded that there was a difference in kind between the early scenarios featured 
in the press articles which had been developed and agreed between the independent production 
company and the BBC for series one and the later scenarios. The Committee concurred with the 
BBC Executive’s position that if the ATM Scam and the Car Hire Scam from the 2006 scenarios 
were being run again today they would be prepared in a different way - ideally using people who 
had been set up and were unaware they were being filmed rather than those who had been 
recruited and knew they were being filmed (albeit thinking the filming was for a different purpose).    
 
The Committee noted the two more elaborate scenarios from series one which had been featured 
in the newspaper articles involving skimming a credit card and taking a deposit on a car for sale 
and then disappearing with the car. The scams heavily relied on filming people, including people 
who also work as actors/extras, who had put themselves forward to be filmed and were aware that 
they were being filmed even if they were not aware of the nature of the scam which was being 
practised upon them.  In the ATM Scam the ‘mark’s’ money was not actually taken as it would 
have been illegal to do so and the script had been confusing to the audience.  
 
The Committee noted that the post-2006 scenarios featured in the newspaper articles post-dated 
the training on retaining audience trust which had been introduced following a previous serious 
editorial standards breach in another area and which was provided to BBC content producers and 
independent suppliers. Two of the scenarios (The Pigeon Drop and The System) involved people 
including people who also work as actors/extras who had agreed to set people up. They had 
informed the ‘marks’ about what would happen but that was not the fault of the BBC or the 
production company. They were also filmed themselves but they were used as ‘set ups’ and were 
not the targeted ‘mark’.  The Committee was of the view that although the production company 
did  have real ‘marks’ who were the target of scams in each of these cases it was not necessarily 
clear to the viewers at home that alongside the real ‘marks’ were other individuals who were not 
being scammed.  The Committee concluded that there was a lack of clarity and precision in the 
programmes as to which was the ‘mark’ and which was the ‘set up’ in The Pigeon Drop and The 
System. There had been a breach of the Accuracy guideline which says that: 
 

“Our output must be ... presented in clear, precise language”  
 

However this was not a serious breach of editorial standards. As the 2010 BBC Editorial Guidelines 
(which were published after these programmes were broadcast) set out the due accuracy required 
of entertainment is not the same as that for factual content.  Even so it created unnecessary 
confusion for the audience who would generally enjoy knowing who was being fooled and who was 
in on the con.   
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The Committee agreed that the programme should in future be clear to audiences as to who was 
the ‘mark’ and (where necessary) who was the ‘set up’.  
 
The Committee concluded that whilst the programme had not hired actors to act on the series it 
was important to mitigate risks in this area. It agreed with the Executive’s proposal that those who 
are filmed as marks in the future should be asked to confirm following filming that they were not 
aware of the scam, their reaction was genuine and they were not employed as an actor.  
 
The Committee considered that the Executive’s proposal to give further detail on the programme’s 
website as to how the scams occurred was helpful in creating more transparency without 
destroying the mystique of the show and it agreed that the audience should be informed both 
verbally and in text about the web site.  
 
The Committee noted that the BBC no longer had the rights to the 2006 programmes featuring the 
ATM scam and the Car Hire scam but the Committee considered that had the BBC had those rights 
they should not be rebroadcast. The Committee noted that as the ‘set ups’ in both the Pigeon Drop 
and the System alleged that they had (against the instructions of Objective Productions and the 
BBC) informed the ‘marks’ of the scam before filming neither scam could be rebroadcast.  
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Report by the BBC Executive on 
allegations regarding The Real Hustle 
 
Background 

1. First broadcast in 2005, The Real Hustle is a BBC3 factual entertainment series made by 
Objective Productions which aims to educate and inform BBC3 viewers about scams and 
methods used by con artists and thieves to steal money, belongings or ID from the public.     

2. Stories in the Mail on Sunday and Sunday Mirror newspapers on 20 Feb 2011 contained 
allegations that episodes of The Real Hustle contained “hustles” in which the audience was 
misled as to the nature of the participants and the nature of events depicted.  It was 
specifically suggested that “hired actors” had been used.    

3. Objective Productions were asked to undertake an immediate examination of all the allegations 
made, overseen by BBC Vision’s Head of Editorial Standards. That investigation has now been 
completed and, in summary, we have found no evidence that The Real Hustle set out to 
mislead the audience or that it used actors in the ways suggested by the press articles.  

4. There are long established protocols for The Real Hustle.  In particular there are three ways in 
which “marks” (victims of a scam) are found:  

• Set up by a friend/partner. The “set up” may take part knowingly in the filming but the 
mark they introduced is kept ignorant throughout. Filming is stopped if the mark becomes 
aware of the hustle.  The mark will “lose” money or property or whatever is in jeopardy.   

• The mark is approached to take part in a “television programme” but given a false brief – 
they are told they are taking part in or auditioning for an imaginary documentary. The Real 
Hustle is never mentioned and the nature of their involvement in the “documentary” is not 
reflective of the way they are actually subject to the hustle.   

• Members of the public hustled live with consent obtained retrospectively.  There are clear 
legal and ethical limitations on the occasions this can happen.  

5. Some of those recruited in any of the three ways indicated may be “actors” but this is 
incidental; they could just as well have been coal miners or students.  There was no effort 
made to recruit actors as opposed to any other profession and no actor was paid to act out a 
role in The Real Hustle.  The overriding principle is that a mark featured in a programme 
should not be aware they are appearing in an edition of The Real Hustle.  

6. There were six specific allegations in the newspapers.  Two involved friends or family of marks 
saying they ended up telling the people they had set up what was going on.  There is little the 
company could have done about this. Objective stress that they take pains to try to prevent 
this happening and say that, whenever they get a sense someone has rumbled the con, they 
stop filming.  

7. In a further allegation a set-up complained she was made to look like a mark in the 
programme.  In fact her appearance was so fleeting it is unlikely the audience would have 
come to that conclusion.  

8. In another allegation, a contributor said he was knowingly "paid to be a mark". We believe this 
wasn't the case.  Instead, he was a mark who believed he was taking part in an unspecified 
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documentary. As part of that fiction he was asked to walk across a bridge for an "establishing 
shot”.  In fact he was unknowingly hustled en route for a small sum of his own money.  

9. The other two allegations relate to one edition of the 2006 series.  The first concerned the 
demonstration of a hustle for skimming ATM machines.  Legal advice was that this should take 
place in a controlled environment and the false briefing technique described above was used. 
The mark did not know he was appearing on The Real Hustle.  However there was some loose 
scripting stating "we paid him back his money" when in fact the mark in question didn’t lose 
any of his own money; for the BBC to allow that to happen would have been illegal and 
unethical. This was not a deliberate attempt to mislead the audience in the ways suggested by 
the Mail On Sunday but both Objective and the BBC accept that this particular item would be 
handled differently now.  The second concerns a falsely briefed mark who featured in a hustle 
concerning a cash deposit for a car scam. It would have been preferable if another mark, set 
up by a friend, whose reaction was correctly sought at the end of the scam had been featured 
more prominently.  Again, although this was not an example of deliberate deception this 
particular item would be treated differently if it were to be broadcast today.  

10. The next series of The Real Hustle is planned for the summer.  Although there is no evidence 
of significant breaches of guidelines, Vision’s Head of Editorial Standards has convened a 
meeting between representatives of Objective Productions and the BBC, including Editorial 
Policy, to consider whether there might be ways of being even more transparent about the 
recruitment process and whether any other changes to the programme or to production 
techniques used in The Real Hustle may be necessary to avoid any suggestion of misleading 
the audience.  

The Real Hustle; Background and History  

11. The original concept of a BBC3 factual entertainment programme about cons and scams was 
inspired by the hit BBC1 drama Hustle.  It was considered to be an effective way of educating 
BBC3 viewers about the typically dry topic of consumer affairs and personal security in an 
entertaining format. The show highlights serious issues, from credit card fraud through to pick-
pocketing, and presents them in a fast-paced editorial style with hidden camera techniques to 
carry out scams on members of the public.  

12. The producers have worked with Which? Magazine (the Consumers Association) and The Office 
Of Fair Trading in the making of The Real Hustle and have also worked with officers from 
Scotland Yard and other police departments to obtain details of the latest cons and scams in 
circulation. Police have told the programme makers that scams which have featured in the 
programme have become easier to detect and less viable for criminals because of the wider 
public’s knowledge of them. A number of senior police officer and security experts have 
appeared as talking heads in the programme.  

13. The programme’s presenters became the face of Scamnesty - an Office of Fair Trading initiative 
to warn people about a variety of prevalent scams. The Real Hustle presenters Alex Conran and 
Paul Wilson have subsequently made regular appearances on BBC1’s consumer show 
Watchdog, where they also advise and caution the public using the same hidden camera 
format to demonstrate crimes.   

14. The pilot show and first series were commissioned in 2005 and there have been nine series 
encompassing eighty six episodes since then.   

15. The Real Hustle has regularly featured ‘Proposition Bets’ (a challenge which seems impossible 
but can be achieved once you know the secret) along with over 400 scams, cons and swindles 
carried out on unsuspecting members of the public.   
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16. Later series introduced strands such as Celebrity Con Games (in which a celebrity tries to solve 
a scam-related challenge for a bet) and Casino Scams.  More recent series were given themes 
such as The Real Hustle Las Vegas (in and around Las Vegas), The Real Hustle On Holiday 
(scams performed on tourists), The Real Hustle High Stakes (longer, more involved scams) and 
The Real Hustle Celebrity Scammers (using celebrities to help pull off a scam).  

17. There have been five Commissioning Editors at the BBC in the programme’s lifetime: Ben Gale, 
Maxine Watson, Harry Lansdown, Sam Anstiss and Sam Anthony.  Members of The Real Hustle 
production team have completed Safeguarding Trust modules.  

Production Techniques and Recruitment 

18. Great care is taken to ensure that no laws are ever actually broken in the making of the 
programme. Scams and cons involving for example ID theft or pick-pocketing need to be 
carried out in a controlled environment and in addition certain scams (which involve vehicle 
theft for example) require very controlled situations for health and safety reasons.  Hidden 
camera filming needs to be a highly controlled operation to ensure that the footage obtained 
can be used for broadcast and it is essential to ensure that no passing members of the public 
get caught up in any potential illegal activity.  The hustlers and programme makers need 
protection from any immediate violent reaction to being scammed and it is important that 
victims do not get unnecessarily stressed by their experience.  

19. For those reasons production techniques and clear ways of recruiting members of the public for 
the programme have been established  

20. (i)  The first method of recruitment is where members of the public are recruited to take part in 
the programme as a "Set Up". The Set Ups are the ‘providers’ who are asked to deliver friends 
or family members as potential Targets.   

21. Set Ups are recruited through a wide range of sources including leafleting in locations including 
clubs, universities, gyms, shopping centres and so on,  advertising in regional newspapers and 
advertising on a variety of websites including TV extra websites. In certain instances where the 
programme has needed particular Targets recruitment has been focussed on specific areas, 
such as Estate Agents, Call Centres and Recruitment Companies.   

22. The following style of advert is placed on websites for people setting up their friends. 

 
The Real Hustle Needs You!  
BBC3’s The Real Hustle is back for a 3

rd 
Series and we are looking for enthusiastic and 

reliable people to help us out by setting up their families, friends or colleagues for some of 
the most daring and outrageous hustles we’ve attempted yet!  
If you are interested in being involved and can spare a couple of hours to film with us then 
call Steve on 020 7202 2471 or email: steveearley@objectiveproductions.com 
Please leave your full name, number, email address and location.  

 

23. Respondents are required to complete detailed application forms and those whom appear 
suitable then undergo telephone interviews with members of the production team. Group 
auditions are also held. Detailed questionnaires about them and their friends’ television and 
entertainment tastes are also completed to minimise any chance of the Targets being familiar 
with The Real Hustle or being able to recognise the presenters.   
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24. Senior production staff assess the suitability of the potential Set Ups and Marks and select a 
number to participate in the hidden filming process.  Once a Set Up has been selected, the 
planned scam is explained to them and their exact role is made clear. The production team and 
the Set Up (the person selected to provide a Target) then develop a ‘cover story’ to help them 
fulfil their role without raising the Target’s suspicion. It can be as simple as, for example, 
making up a fake party plan to ensure that the Target is in the right place at the right time, or 
it can be slightly more complicated, like needing the Target to accompany them to buy a 
second hand car.   

25. On a few occasions the production team have provided the Set Up with ‘prop’ cash to 
accompany their cover story. An example of such a situation may be one which calls for the 
Target to lay their hands on several hundred pounds for a too-good-to-be-true opportunity 
which has to be paid for ‘right here right now’ (using one of the common traits in many scams 
of putting the Target under time pressure and not giving them time to think things through). In 
an instance like this, the production team may have provided the Set Up with the money along 
with a cover story – he or she planned to buy a laptop later that day for example – allowing 
her to lend the Target the cash.     

26. It is always made very clear to Set Ups, and repeated several times, both verbally and in 
writing (via e-mail) that they should under no circumstances tell the Target that they are being 
filmed or any details of the scam.  

27. (ii)  The second method of recruitment is the “false briefing”.  This technique has been used on 
occasions where the scam being exposed has a particularly high risk or illegal nature, for 
example, ID theft.   

28. This is an approach which has also been used by many entertainment programmes over the 
years (such as Candid Camera and This Is Your Life) in which contributors are originally told 
that they are participating in one type of television programme but in fact are participating in 
another programme altogether and key information is withheld from them. All is made clear to 
them after filming and before their consent for broadcast is obtained.   

29. Targets are aware that they are being filmed, but do not know the name or true nature of the 
programme and do not know that they are being hustled during their filmed contribution. Only 
after they have been hustled and have been interviewed about what has just happened (vox-
popped) are these real facts made clear to them and their consent obtained for broadcast.   

30. The following style of advert is used to attract targets to appear in an unnamed television 
show.  



 
  

FANCY BEING ON TV?  

  

Objective Productions (makers of Derren Brown: Trick of the Mind and Peep 
Show) are looking for all sorts of people to appear in an exciting BBC3 factual 
entertainment show. If you are intrigued and fancy getting on TV then get in touch 
NOW!  

  

If you and your friends are interested in being involved and are available for filming 
with us for a couple of hours then please call us now  

  

Please leave your full name, number, email address and location.  

  

 
31. Since the 2007 problems regarding RDF’s The Queen documentary – the Producers (not at the 

request of the BBC) have avoided the use of this technique whenever possible. Also in 2007 a 
Method Statement was agreed between Objective’s Executive Producer and the then BBC 
commissioning editor.  This was posted on The Real Hustle show page on the BBC3 website 
and states:   

“The participants featured in The Real Hustle have either been set up by their family and 
friends or believe that they are participating in another television programme. After they 
have been hustled for real any monies or property taken during the hustle are returned to 
them and their consent for the item to be broadcast is obtained.”   

32. (iii)  The third recruitment method is to hustle random members of the public.  This is only ever 
used on the understanding that the production team would, as soon as the scam was over, 
immediately intervene to explain the true nature of programme and return any money or items 
taken. This technique is only used with low risk, low time and low money investment scams.  

33. Very occasionally when performing quick, low risk, low investment scams (such as obtaining 
donations for a fake charity, selling tickets for non-existent tourist bus tours and so on) the 
hustles have been performed on members of the public who have not been set up or pre-
vetted. On these occasions their consent for broadcast is obtained immediately after their 
interaction with the hustlers. Any money handed over is immediately returned.  This approach 
has several disadvantages since the risk of complaints from the public is relatively high and 
there is very little control. It is not used often in the making of the programme.    

34. (iv) On occasion other paid participants or production team members are used in the location 
where the scams or hustles are taking place to help provide a controlled environment. For 
example: to ensure that all the relevant individuals in shot are intercepted and asked to sign a 
broadcast release form or so that no-one inadvertently stands in front of a hidden camera at a 
key moment in the scam.   
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35. Small expenses are offered to Set Ups to pay for their travel to the hidden-camera location. 
Very occasionally a small fee (usually around £20) is paid if they make a case for earnings lost 
through taking time off work or if it is felt that a good will gesture is necessary when the 
Target feels annoyed with their friend who had set them up. Similar expense or occasionally a 
small fee is paid to the victim of a False Briefing.  All payments are small and ex-gratia and 
individuals are not engaged as actors.   

36. (v) After each scam is completed the unsuspecting Targets are immediately interviewed in situ 
in order to get an honest, instant, emotional, angry and confused reaction. They are asked to 
explain what has just happened to them before it is revealed that they have been scammed 
and are actually taking part in The Real Hustle.  In the post-scam vox pop interviews, before 
the true nature of the programme is revealed to the Target, it is occasionally necessary for 
both the Set Up and the Target to feature and be interviewed together; at that stage the 
Target is still unaware of the scam and can find it strange to be separated from their friend.   

37. This is a key element in the appeal of the format - often the realisation of what has actually 
just happened occurs while the participants are describing it on camera. It is important that the 
Targets have no idea what has happened to make this reaction fresh and raw.  Throughout the 
series whenever the hustlers have been recognised or the Targets have realised what was 
going on filming is stopped and the item never used. The production team say they only 
transmit items where they believe the mark had no idea what they were involved in.   

38. (vi)  On occasion - for a variety of reasons including anything from equipment malfunction to 
the Target looking the wrong way at the key moment of a scam - after the hustle has been 
completed, the interviews shot, the reveal done and all the relevant paperwork signed, it is 
necessary to ask participants to take part in pick-up shots during which they are carefully 
directed so that the material will match that which has already been shot.  

Specific Allegations   

39. There were six allegations in The Mail On Sunday.  The Sunday Mirror repeated two of them.  
In each case below the relevant section of the Mail On Sunday is quoted, followed by: a 
description of the scam; the response of Objective Productions and a conclusion.  The cases 
are considered in the order they appear in the article.  

1.  Lucas Yashere (Mail on Sunday)  

40. Series 1 Episode 5 2006 – The ATM Scam  

‘Mr Yashere, 36, from North London, told last night how a director instructed him in precise 
detail as he played the role of a victim of bank card fraud at a cash point in a newsagents. The 
sequence was broadcast by the BBC on March 9, 2006. The unemployed accountant and 
regular TV and film extra said he listed himself on acting websites Star- Now and the London 
Extra Agency.  In January 2006, he took a call from a researcher at Objective. Mr Yashere said: 
“They told me they needed me to play a role in a new show. There was never any question of 
me being an unsuspecting member of the public – I was being recruited as an actor.”   

41. An email, sent to Lucas by Objective, began: “Congratulations on being chosen to take part in 
our new BBC3 factual entertainment series!” He was told to turn up at a South London 
newsagents at 9am for a two hour shoot, for which he was paid £20 and expenses. Over the 
next two hours he claims the director instructed him in precise detail as he played the role of 
victim. In the scam, the hustlers fit a device called a ‘skimmer’ to the shop’s cash point and 
clone the mark’s card when he enters his details. A secret camera films the PIN being entered. 
He said: “There were five extras there, too. I was told to go in the store and use the cash 
machine as I would normally. The shop was shut so they could do the filming – there were 
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never any actual customers in there. I had to act like a member of the public and was told to 
play gullible. Every last thing I did I was told to do by the director.” In the screened sequence, 
viewers hear the narrator explain the fraud, and asserting: “His details have been captured by 
the hustlers . . . and yet he doesn’t suspect a thing.” He said: “I was shocked when I found out 
later that they were claiming everyone in the show was a member of the public. I’m very 
disappointed. People deserve to know the truth – not be told lies. These were blatant lies.”’  

The Scam: 

42. This is a popular scam in which a small electronic device (known as a ‘skimmer’) is attached to 
the card slot of an ATM to secretly capture the electronic information from a bank or credit 
card. From this information a ‘clone’ card can be made. At the same time a miniature camera 
placed on the ATM pointing at the keypad can secretly film the pin numbers as they are being 
entered by the user.  

Objective Productions’ comments:  

43. The BBC lawyers requested that the ‘False Briefing’ approach was used in which the contributor 
is not told the full story regarding their contribution until after they have been hustled for real.   

44. The article states “a secret camera films the PIN entered”. The BBC lawyers made it clear that 
it would be illegal to film the PIN number of a member of the public. This is the reason that the 
shop was shut - to ensure that no members of the public would accidentally use the machine.   

45. Having discussed this with the Series Producer and the Researcher their clear recollection is 
that Mr Yashere’s initial direction was to go into the store, look around, purchase something 
and in the process use the ATM. At the time he did not spot the skimming device attached to 
the ATM and only after putting his own card into the machine and withdrawing the cash, was 
the true nature of his filmed contribution explained to him. At this point the card skimming 
device on the ATM was pointed out to him and the hustle explained to him.   

46. Following this he was asked to film a ‘pick up’ close-up shot of the ATM machine keypad. He 
was asked to enter a different PIN number, one which was not his own, and for Mr Yashere 
own personal security and privacy it was this fake number which was broadcast, not his real 
PIN number.  This approach was agreed with and signed off before filming by BBC Legal and 
the programme’s Commissioning Editor.    

47. Finally it is worth noting that the email quoted in the article does not reference the title of the 
programme (“Congratulations on being chosen to take part in our new BBC3 factual 
entertainment series!”); the true nature of the programme was concealed from Mr Yashere 
until after he had used the “skimmed” ATM.   

48. As stated in the article Mr Yashere was contacted through the StarNow website and was paid 
£20 for his contribution to the programme.    

Conclusion  

49. Mr Yashere was not hired as an actor in the way press coverage may have suggested; people 
from a wide range of backgrounds apply to television through sites like StarNow.  However in 
this particular case legal advice was that it was not possible to skim a cash machine for real.  
What was filmed was a demonstration of how easy it can be to fall for such a scam.  Mr 
Yashere was scammed in that he did not spot the (deactivated) skimming device (again 
demonstrating how alert and diligent consumers need to be) but he did not in fact lose any of 
his own money.  The line at the end of the item - “we paid him back his money” – was 
therefore loosely scripted.  Both Objective and the BBC accept that, if ATM skimming were 
demonstrated again today, a different approach would be taken to the 2006 programme.     
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2.  Alexander Hathaway (Mail on Sunday / Sunday Mirror)  

50. Series 1 Episode 5 2006 – The Car Hire Scam  

‘...[A]ctor, Alexander Hathaway, told how he was hired to take part in a ‘scam’ broadcast on 
March 9, 2006 about conmen who take a deposit for a second-hand car, then vanish. Mr 
Hathaway admitted that the sequence was directed and said the producers had given him £250 
to hand over to the hustler. He said: “It was one of the first jobs that I did professionally. I was 
brought on to improvise a sketch. I got a £30 payment. I think at the time they said that they 
were using actors because they were filming in quite a rough area. They were worried things 
could get a bit hairy. They had a cameraman parked across the road from the house and they 
would shout instructions out to me. They also gave me cash which I was told to hand over as 
the deposit. But I wasn’t given the full details so the thing evolved as it went along. 
Throughout all the series I have seen friends of mine who are actors playing the marks.”’  

The Scam:  

51. At the time of the original broadcast in 2006 this was quite a popular scam within the second 
hand motor trade. The Target would be invited to look at a second hand car which had been 
advertised for sale. After examining the car the Target was offered the car at a bargain price 
by the hustler (in our case, one of the presenters, Jess.). They would then be put under 
pressure to make a snap decision and encouraged to put down a cash deposit for it and to 
return later with the balance of the payment to collect the vehicle and the necessary paper 
work.   

52. Unknown to the Target the car was in fact a hired car and when the Target returned with the 
rest of the payment to collect the vehicle the hustler would have gone and taken the car with 
them. Often this would happen on the drive outside a house which the hustler did not even 
own or have access to.   

Objective Productions’ comments:  

53. This item was performed several times on a number of different contributors and used both 
set-up and false briefing techniques.  On this occasion the Set Ups had been obtained in 
response to an advertisement placed by the production team showing a second hand car for 
sale. Respondents to the advertisement were put through to a member of the production team 
who explained that there actually wasn’t really a car for sale and that in fact we were making a 
new hidden camera factual entertainment programme for BBC3 which was to educate viewers 
on how they could avoid scams or cons. The caller was asked whether they would be 
interested in setting up a friend to put down a deposit on a second hand car for them. This is 
how the featured contributor interviewed as a vox pop at the end of the item was obtained. On 
this occasion the ‘set-up’ does not actually appear in the broadcast programme and a ‘cover 
story’ is not required.  Participants who had been set up by their friends and asked to put down 
a deposit on a car for them were unaware that they were being filmed and hustled.   

54. The false briefing technique using contributors who would be aware of filming but would not 
know the full details of the programme or their contribution was also used. Mr Hathaway was 
in this second group. As quoted in the article: “I wasn’t given the full details”.   

55. Having spoken to the Series Producer and Researcher who were responsible for this shoot they 
have confirmed that Mr Hathaway was given £250 “prop” cash to use, but he did not know that 
the car was a hire car and that it did not belong to the hustler, Jess. As stated he gave Jess the 
£250 as a deposit for the car. Once he had been hustled he would have been asked to do pick 
up shots and it is during this time that the additional direction Mr Hathaway refers to was 
given.   
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56. Mr Hathaway was one of a number of false briefing extras used on that day whose contribution 
was used to accompany the primary featured participant to illustrate how easily the hustlers 
could hit several different targets in a short period of time and make a large sum of money. 
None of them were the main Targets (or ‘Marks’) and none were interviewed in the vox pop 
following the hustle.  

57. Mr Hathaway was paid £30.   

Conclusion  

58. Mr Hathaway was the first person to appear in this particular item and the way in which the 
scam worked was demonstrated largely by his interaction with the hustler.  It would have been 
preferable for another mark, set up by a friend and using their own money, to have featured 
this prominently and for Mr Hathaway’s role to be a briefer illustration of how the scam could 
be worked on many people in a short space of time.  Both Objective and the BBC accept that 
the balance of coverage would be different today, particularly as the production team now 
restrict the occasions on which the false briefing techniques is employed.  

3. John Snowden  (Mail on Sunday)  

59. Series 1 Episode 7 2006 – The Sob Story  

‘Bit-part actor, John Snowden featured in the first series. He is stopped by one of the 
presenters, posing as a businessman whose wallet has been stolen, on a bridge near Waterloo 
station. After hearing his story, Mr Snowden, who has appeared in The Bourne Ultimatum, is 
filmed handing over £4. He said yesterday: “Yes, I was a mark and I got paid for it, but I can’t 
remember how much.” Before Mr Snowden appears in view, the narrator says: “Alex, Paul and 
Jess have hit the streets each armed with a sob story to test the public’s generosity and 
gullibility.” As the actor is approached, the voiceover states: “Alex tries one more hit.” And 
when Mr Snowden hands over £4 the narrator says “result”.’  

The Scam   

60. Alex posed as a businessman who had his wallet stolen and needed money for the train home. 
Alex would stop passers-by, give them his sob story and try to talk them into handing over 
some money.  

Objective Productions comments:   

61. Having spoken with the Series Producer and Researcher who worked on this series we can 
confirm that this item used a combination of false briefing and recording of random passers by. 
They are then stopped immediately afterwards, debriefed, their permission for broadcast 
consent is requested and any money handed over by them to the hustler is returned.   

62. In this scam John Snowden was a clear example of a false briefing. The only instructions he 
was given were to “walk across the bridge” for an ‘establishing shot’. He did not know he was 
participating in The Real Hustle. He was not told what was going to happen or instructed how 
to respond to anyone and he did not know Alex was going to approach him or how to react.  

63. Mr Snowden was paid. The £4 (which he of course was reimbursed) was his own.  

Conclusion  

There is no evidence that Mr Snowden was “paid as a mark” as the article seems to suggest  

4.  Nerissa Cole (Mail on Sunday)  
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64. Series 6 Episode 2 2008 – The Pigeon Drop    

“Actress Nerissa Cole, 42, said she appeared as the victim in a scam known as the Pigeon Drop 
which aired in October 2008 after replying to an advert on StarNow. She agreed to bring along 
her friend Carl to participate as another victim but she insisted on telling him all about it in 
advance, although Objective told her not to. She said: “I was the one being scammed on 
screen. I knew that was going to happen in advance because I was given a breakdown of the 
scenario in an email, which outlined how it was going to play out. There was no dialogue just 
the events that were going to happen.” Nerissa has an email from Objective Productions dated 
Wednesday July 16, saying: “Thank you for agreeing to take part in our filming tomorrow. 
Once you arrive the scam will play out as follows with our hustlers Paul, Alex and Jess. Paul 
approaches starts a conversation with you and Carl and shortly after this Jess will be nearby 
arguing with someone on the mobile. She will storm out of the pub leaving the bag behind. 
You and Carl and Paul will pick up the bag and have a look inside and see that it contains 
thousands of pounds. Between the three of you, you agree to split the money and then Paul 
hesitates and calls Alex’s friend who is a lawyer and who is sitting nearby. Paul and Alex won’t 
let you leave with the bag because they want a guarantee that you will come back and ask you 
to put down some money. We will lend you £100. The bags will be switched and you both 
leave with a bag full of papers.” Nerissa had assumed that all the “marks” on the show were 
innocent members of the public caught out in scam. But she said: “When I saw my friends on 
it, then I knew it was actors. I didn’t know until then.” Nerissa – who includes her appearance 
on The Real Hustle on her CV on her StarNow website – says Objective asked her to keep Carl 
in the dark about what was happening. But she insisted on telling him.”  

The Scam   

65. The classic scam is as outlined above: a bag is left by one of the hustlers in a public space. It is 
opened by another hustler, apparently unconnected with the bag owner. The bag is found to 
be full of cash or other items of value. A third hustler also nearby is drawn into the 
conversation and the Targets (or ‘marks’) are convinced to split the bag’s contents, but not 
until they have put up a cash guarantee. During this process the bag is switched for a duplicate 
bag containing nothing of value. It is with this that the Targets leave and lose their cash 
guarantee.   

Objective Productions comments:  

66.  Filmed on July 17th, 2008 this was another example of the Set Up technique. Nerissa was a 
Set Up (and identified as such on the callsheet), she was not the Target (or ‘mark’) and from 
her comments in the article she clearly understood this was the case. While she is on screen it 
is her friend who is featured leaving the bar to get cash from a cash machine and is clearly the 
Target.   

67. She was asked to set up her friend to be with her at the location as requested under some 
other guise. (“She agreed to bring along her friend Carl to participate as another victim but she 
insisted on telling him all about it in advance, although Objective told her not to”). As she 
states, Nerissa was informed of the plan and how we hoped the scam would play out. This was 
so that she could help us to create an environment in which the hidden camera filming could 
be carried out in a controlled, safe and legal way.   

68. If anyone on the production team or the presenters had any suspicion whatever that the 
Target knew what was going on, the filming would have been aborted and the item scrapped.  
This has happened on several occasions in the past when the production team have suspected 
that the Target has been told by their friend and is merely ‘playing along’. Despite the large 
costs and inconvenience of having to reshoot a sequence with new contributors this is what the 
team are instructed to do if they are in any doubt about the validity of the contributors.    
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69. Nerissa Cole received no fee.  

Conclusion  

70. There seems little that can be done to stop a Set Up revealing to a Target/mark what is going 
on. Ms Cole is clearly aware she was not meant to tell her friend what was happening.  

5.  Rob O’Shea & Hugh Wootton (Mail on Sunday / Sunday Mirror)  

71. Series 6 Episode 4 2008 – The System  

‘Actors Hugh Wootton, 43, and Rob O’Shea, 45, both appear as victims in one of the show’s 
most elaborate scams, The System, in which the hustlers convince members of the public to 
invest thousands of pounds in a blackjack scam. In the October 2008 episode, Conran pretends 
to be a maths genius who is able to memorise the order of cards in several decks while Wilson 
tries to convince a group of “marks” - apparently unsuspecting members of the public - to 
invest their cash in the scheme. After applying to the advert on Star-Now, Mr Wootton was 
called to an audition at Objective Production’s headquarters in South London. Actors were 
asked if they had friends or relatives they could bring along to set up. The “marks” were shown 
on the programme agreeing to invest their own cash into the blackjack scheme. Mr Wootton 
said: “We turned up at a pub opposite an anonymous office block in London Bridge. Eight of us 
met first. We were briefed on what was going to happen by a production team leader. They 
handed out the money - we had to sign for it. They gave me £500, one of the other actors 
£300 and another one £200. They told us they wanted us to go along with it and look 
convinced.”   

72. Mr Wootton said four “real” victims arrived shortly afterwards to join the actors before moving 
to the office block. On camera the entire group is portrayed as unsuspecting victims walking 
together into the room where hustlers were waiting. Mr Wootton was shown on TV nodding 
looking as if he had been genuinely convinced. He said: “I didn’t think they’d be focusing on 
me. I thought they’d be focusing on the real victims. Most people I asked who’d watched the 
show thought I’d actually been conned. But I naively thought that’s the way they make these 
shows. The actors did what we were told to do.” In the episode, two of the genuine victims are 
taken to a private casino where the experts “foolproof” scheme was spotted by the casino’s 
security. The hustlers are then thrown out by casino security staff who were in on the con, 
leaving the marks to return with no money.   

73. Mr Wootton added: “Obviously it’s all fake. It takes a lot of effort to con people and without us 
actors they would have been in trouble.” Mr O’Shea, who has appeared in Casualty and Dr 
Who, agreed. “The extent to which it is staged is farcical really,” he said. “I knew about the 
scam beforehand because the producers told me. I was given prompts all the way through 
about how to behave - nodding my head, for instance, and reacting with anger at the end. 
They got me to bring a couple of friends along, and not tell them it was a con. But I had to tell 
them beforehand because they would never have believed it. They just went along with it as 
well. We weren’t paid; they didn’t even given us our promised travelling expenses or even a 
cup of tea. The whole thing was cheap.”’  

The Scam:  

74.  Alex and Paul convince the Targets to invest in what they claim is a foolproof system to beat a 
casino. However the Targets lose their money when the scam goes wrong and Alex and Paul 
get caught. What the Targets don’t know is that the entire casino is fake and the hustlers end 
up with the Targets’ money.   

Objective Productions comments:  
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75. Mr O’Shea and Mr Wootton were both Set Ups (and identified as such on the callsheet) and 
they were asked to bring friends who would have money with them and to ensure that their 
friends should have no idea that a scam was taking place or that they were being filmed. Mr 
Wooton’s reference in the article to the “real victims” and “genuine victims” indicates that he 
clearly understood the difference between the role he was to play and the role of the true 
Targets.  

76. Mr O’Shea and Mr Wootton were supplied with “prop”-money. To their friends it would look like 
they were also considering investing. It was a method for getting the genuine Targets to the 
location with their own real money and convincing them to go ahead with the scam. In fact at 
one point Mr Wootton appears frozen on screen with a caption which reads ‘THE CONVINCER’.   

77. As stated in the article “two of the genuine marks” were used to complete the scam and are 
the ones who are centrally featured in the con.  “In the episode, two of the victims are taken to 
a private casino where the experts’ ‘foolproof’ scheme was spotted by the casino’s security. The 
hustlers are then thrown out by casino security staff who were in on the con, leaving the marks 
to return with no money.”   

78. Despite the clear instruction of their production contact not to tell their friends the Targets (or 
‘marks’) Mr Wootton and Mr O’Shea claim to have completely ignored this part of their 
arrangement with the production company. “They got me to bring a couple of friends along, 
and not tell them it was con. But I had to tell them beforehand because they would never have 
believed it. They just went along with it as well.”   

79. It is clear from their comments that Mr Wootton and Mr O’Shea clearly understood the part 
they had to play in the programme, that they were not the genuine ‘marks’ and were there to 
help set up, convince and control their friends.  

80. As they state neither Mr Wooton or Mr O’Shea received any payment.  

Conclusion   

81. There seems no evidence of anything untoward other than the claims that, in this case, two 
set-ups claim to have divulged what was happening to their friends, against the spirit of the 
production and instruction of the production team.  

6  Isil Ramadan  (Mail on Sunday)  

82. Series 8 Episode 5 2010 - The Mystery Shopper   

“Another extra, Isil Ramadan, 22, said she was asked to play the mark in a scam called The 
Mystery Shopper, which aired in February 2010, as she had worked with Objective on another 
show, Don’t Get Screwed. In the scam, the hustlers hire people as secret shoppers to buy 
expensive goods, but reimburse them with fake cheques. “I was there to convince someone 
else to go along with it,” she said. “But I suppose viewers would think I’d been taken in too.”” 

The Scam  

83. People were asked to buy items from shops with their own money. They were then asked to 
evaluate their experience and were hired by a bogus company to act as a mystery shopper. 
They were paid with a fake cheque for their fee and refund of purchases, which the hustlers 
kept.  

Objective Productions comments:  



22 
 

84. Ms Ramadan was recruited using Technique 1 (Set Up and Target). She was not asked to play 
a Target (or ‘mark’), she was a Set Up who was asked to bring along her friend as a genuine 
Target. It is her friend who is featured in the scam and who is clearly seen to fall victim to the 
hustle. We do not believe that Isis is featured sufficiently for any viewer to think that she had 
also been taken in by the scam.   

85. As is now standard practice on more recent series she was not paid.    

Conclusion  

86. Ms Ramadan’s appearance was very flitting; it is hard to believe a viewer would confuse her 
with the real mark she had agreed to set up. 

Conclusion 

87. The incidents published in the Mail on Sunday and Sunday Mirror have now been closely 
investigated. There is no evidence that the legal and compliance procedures agreed between 
the BBC and The Real Hustle production team have been breached as suggested by the 
newspaper articles.  

88. The allegations in the Sunday papers centre on a misunderstanding of who is the central victim 
of the scam and who is also on screen but in another role.  The latter may be there either 
because, for example, they have brought along a friend they are setting up or they are in the 
background as a convincer to make the whole set up look credible.   

89. When setting up the initial editorial system, and throughout the making of the programme, the 
level of explanation and detail about the show’s production methods have been discussed at 
length both internally at Objective and with the BBC.   

90. The main purpose of the programme is to educate the viewer about confidence tricks and 
scams and how they might avoid falling for them. The secondary one is to present this in an 
entertaining way that connects with a BBC3 audience by using the techniques and grammar of 
a hidden camera TV show.   

91. It has been felt that the BBC3 audience, used to watching hidden camera shows, would be 
aware that there was a level of production involved in the making of the programme.  In those 
circumstances, a detailed explanation of the set-up of every scam has not been deemed to be 
necessary editorially to educate the audience about confidence tricks and how to avoid them.  
Constantly explaining, for example, how people were recruited would not help with either of 
the programme’s aims and could in fact make the show more complicated and less engaging 
for its intended audience.  

92. With a new series due for the Summer there is a timely opportunity for these issues to be 
revisited again, to review the editorial balance as well as review the recruitment and production 
processes.    

93. To that extent Vision’s Head of Editorial Standards has convened a meeting between 
representatives of Objective and the BBC, including Editorial Policy, to consider whether any 
changes are necessary. 


