



























































































































































































































































































































































(birth, marriage, death and burial) and cultural products (literature, art,
architecture, food, film and clothing) without reporting the changing, ‘lived’
culture of Islam and its importance to Muslims. These reports therefore
correspond closely to the ‘saris, samosas and steel bands' brand of
multiculturalism criticised by Massey (1991). The combined frequency of
‘Law and Order’ and ‘Crime’ amounts to over a quarter of domestic reports
(26.45%; n= 73). The high count of ‘Education’ items reflects the
newsworthiness of Muslim schooling, with two Muslim schools being granted
voluntary aided status during the sample period. The topics which comprise
the six most frequently reported primary parent topics (combined 75.7% of
domestic articles) are given below:

Table 4.5: ‘Culture/Custom’ primary topics for domestic articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Culture/Custom, Literature 9 20.0 20.0 20.0
Culture/Custom,
Media/Press 5 111 1.1 311
Death/buriai of Dodi &
Diana 4 8.9 8.9 40.0
Culture/Custom, 'faith’ 4 8.9 8.9 489
Culture/Custom, celebrity 4 8.9 8.9 57.8
Multi-culturalism 3 6.7 6.7 64.4
Culture/Custom, General 2 4.4 4.4 68.9
Culture/Custom, Clothing 2 4.4 4.4 73.3
Culture/Custom, fine art 2 4.4 4.4 77.8
Culture/Custom, Islamist
activites 2 4.4 44 82.2
Fatwa and/or Rushdie 2 44 4.4 86.7
Culture/Custom,
Istam/West contrast 1 22 22 88.9
Culture/Custom, food 1 22 22 91.1
Culture/Custom, Film
industry 1 22 2.2 93.3
Marriage and Islam 1 22 22 956
Culture/Custom, 'silly
stories’ 1 22 22 97.8
Culture/Custom,
architecture 1 22 22 100.0
Total 45 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.6: ‘Policing/ Law and Order’ primary topics for domestic articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Court cases 25 62.5 62.5 62.5
Court rulings 6 15.0 15.0 775
Policing/Law & Order, 4 100 10.0 875
General
Selective/Target Policing 1 25 25 90.0
Policipg/Law & Order, 1 25 25 905
negative
Exegutlons/CapltaI 1 25 25 95.0
punishment
Police racism 1 25 25 97.5
Prisons/imprisonment 1 25 2.5 100.0
Total 40 100.0 100.0

Table 4.7: ‘Crime’ primary topics for domestic articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Crime, General 8 242 242 242
g:::ti?r:s/Corruption 8 242 24.2 48.5
Crime, Violence 4 121 121 60.6
Robbery/Theft 4 12.1 121 72.7
Crime, terrorism 3 9.1 91 81.8
Crime, hostages/hijacking 3 9.1 9.1 90.9
Social security fraud 1 3.0 3.0 93.9
L L
Yvonne Gilford murder 1 3.0 3.0 100.0
Total 33 100.0 100.0

Table 4.8. ‘Education’ primary topics for domestic articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent  Percent Percent
Religion and Education 17 58.6 58.6 58.6
Funding private schools 9 31.0 31.0 89.7
Education, General 2 6.9 6.9 96.6
Poor Education services 1 3.4 34 100.0
Total 29  100.0 100.0
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Table 4.9 ‘International Relations/Politics’ primary topics for domestic

articles
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Int. Relations/Politics,
Terrorism 18 52.9 52.9 52.9
Actions of International
leaders 3 8.8 8.8 61.8
World Court/International 3 8.8
trials ' 8.8 706
UNSCOM standoff 3 8.8 8.8 79.4
Israel/Palestinian peace
process 2 59 59 85.3
International ’ 5
Relations/Politics, General -9 29 88.2
Sanctions 1 29 2.9 91.2
int. Relations/Politics, 1 29
Human rights ) 29 94.1
EU 1 2.9 2.9 97 1
Int. Relations/Politics, 1 29
torture . 2.9 100.0
Total 34 100.0 100.0

Table 4.10: 'Race & Community Relations’ primary topics for domestic

articles
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Race/Comm. Relations,
General 7 25.0 25.0 25.0
Race/Comm. Problems 4 14.3 14.3 39.3
Race/Comm. Relations,
Positive 3 10.7 10.7 50.0
Muslims Organisations 3 10.7 10.7 60.7
Anti-Muslim prejudice 3 10.7 10.7 71.4
Race discrimination 3 107 10.7 82.1
Muslim prejudice 2 71 71 89.3
Race/Comm. Relations,
Election issue 2 71 71 96.4
Race/Comm. Relations,
legislation 1 36 3.6 100.0

Total 28 100.0 100.0

Perhaps one of the more surprising findings emerging from this closer look

at topics was high count of items which coded ‘Court Cases’ as a primary
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topic (n= 25; see Table 4.6). 12 of these articles reported the prosecution of
Mohammed Sarwar for election fraud, and 10 of the remainder covered the
remarkably litigious activities of Mohammed Fayed, reporting six different
civil suits which he was invoived in, as either litigant or defendant, during the
four month sample. In other tables, the topics of ‘religion and education’ and
‘funding religious schools’ (combined n= 26) and ‘terrorism’ (n= 18; n= 3)
account for a high proportion of domestic published items, which, in part,
explains the later sections analysing these reports.

An indication of the broadly negative context in which British Muslims
are reported can be surmised from the evaluative tone of the articles coded
in the domestic sample. Each sampled article was coded along a 5 point
‘Likard’ scale, according to the evaluative tone which the journalist took in
relation to the articles’ Muslim actors.’ The frequencies of the evaluation
variable were separated according to whether the article cited Islam as an
influential factor or not® The graphs below show that the Muslim actors
included in articles in which the journalists argued for ‘Islamic agency’,
experienced a higher level of criticism than the Muslim actors appearing in

articles which do not cite Islam as influential.’

Graph 4.1: Articles in which Islam is not ~ Graph 4.2: Articles in which Islam /s cited as
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As the graphs illustrate, the distribution of the evaluation variable is skewed

towards ‘critical’ articles when the ‘Islamic agency’ of the articles is taken
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into account. In 48.1 per cent (n= 76) of articles in which an ‘Islamic agency’
was cited, the journalist was also critical of the articles’ Muslim actors,
compared with a substantially lower 33.9 per cent (n= 40) of articles in which
an ‘Islamic agency’ was not cited. Similarly, the sampled journalists were
neutral towards Muslim actors in only 26.6 per cent (n= 42) of articles which
cited ‘Islamic agency’ compared with 46.6 per cent (n= 55) of articles in
which an ‘Islamic agency’ was not cited. What this shows is that when ‘Islam’
was cited in the articles as an explanatory or causal factor in the actions of
the Muslim actors, these same actors/actions were criticised by the
reporters. This criticism, and presumably negative representation, was not
observed when the ‘Islamicness’ of the Muslim actors was backgrounded.
From this initial context, in which ‘Islamic agency’ is given a largely
negative representation, the next step is to analyse the inclusion of Muslim
actors in the domestic sample. For this purpose, the results of the variables
which recorded the ‘nationality’ and the ‘frequency of quotation of Muslim
actors’ are interesting and significant. Such analyses do not, of course,
provide any detailed indication of how Muslim actors are used in reports nor
what Muslim actors are cited as doing or saying, so for this we must turn to
the later qualitative analysis. They do, however, offer an indication of the
quantitative extent to which British Muslim actors are included in the news
reports of the domestic sample. Table 4.11 below gives the frequencies of
Muslim and non-Muslim actor inclusion in domestic articles, across primary,

secondary, tertiary and quaternary actors®:

Table 4.11: British Muslim actors in the domestic sample

Muslim: non-Muslim  British Muslim: non-British Muslim  British Muslim: non-Muslim Briton

% (n) % (n) % (n)
Actor 1 40(106): 50.9(135) 50(53): 50(53) 28.2(53): 66.5(125)
Actor2  37.3(94): 56.7(143) 51.1(48): 48.9(46) 26.2(48): 70.5(129)
Actor3  21.6(45): 71.6(149) 53.3(24): 46.7(21) 14.2(24): 81.7(138)
Actor 4 18.9(24): 74.0(94) 70.8(17): 29.2(7) 16.3(17): 80.8(84)
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Table 4.11 collects the results of the crosstabulations of the four actors in
order to illustrate the continuities in the exclusion of British Muslims in the
domestic sample. Each cell shows the percentage and frequency of. Muslim
to non-Muslim actors; British Muslim to non-British Muslim actors; and British
Muslim to non-Muslim British actors, for ease of comparison. Three features
of the exclusion of British Muslims in domestic articles are illustrated by
Table 4.11: First, Muslim actors appear to be under-represented in the news,
even in the articles which satisfied the criteria for being recorded for the
purposes of this study.9 The backgrounding of Muslim actors increases even
more the later in the text the source is cited: thus there are progressively
less Muslims cited as primary, secondary, tertiary and quaternary actors
both numerically and proportionately.

Second, the domestic setting of the article provides no guarantee that
the (few) Muslim actors who are cited will also be British. Table 4.11
indicates that if the first actor cited in a domestic news article is a Muslim, it
is as likely that s/he will be non-British as it is that s/he will be British.
Although the proportion of Muslims who are also British increases as the
item progresses, such British Muslims become less frequent and also, by
virtue of the lower textual position, more backgrounded as they gain in the
ratio with non-British Muslims.

Third, actors who are identified as being British are predominantly
non-Muslim (77.0%; n= 476), further compounding this backgrounding of
British Muslim sources. The proportion non-Muslim Britons increases
between primary (66.5%; n= 123), secondary (70.5%; n= 129) and tertiary
sources (81.7%; n= 138), taking a slight decrease in the quaternary sources
(80.8%; n= 84).

in combination, these three quantitative observations illustrate the
considerable degree to which Muslims, and specifically British Muslims are
excluded from the reporting of domestic issues. To establish a quantitative
measure of the extent to which Muslims are typically excluded from the
discussion of domestic issues, we need to crosstabulate the variables which
recorded the quotation of the above actors with those which recorded

whether the actor was Muslim."
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Table 4.12: ‘Is Actor 1 quoted? by variable ‘Is Actor 1 Muslim?’

Is the Actor Muslim?

Yes No  Unknown Total

Is the Actor Yes Count 37 70 12 119
quoted? Expected Count 476 606 108 119.0
No Count 69 65 12 146

Expected Count 58.4 744 132 146.0

Total Count 106 135 24 265
Expected Count 106.0 135.0 240 265.0

Table 4.13: ‘Is Actor 2 quoted?’ by variable ‘Is Actor 2 Muslim?’

Is the actor Muslim?

Yes No Unknown Total

Is the Actor Yes Count 18 58 5 81
quoted? Expected Count 302 460 48 810
No Count 76 85 10 171

Expected Count 63.8 97.0 102 171.0

Total Count 94 143 15 252
Expected Count 94.0 143.0 15.0 252.0

Immediately noticeable in both Table 4.12 and 4.13 is the disparity between
observed and expected frequencies. If there were no relationship between
the two crosstabulated variables, there would be no difference between the
observed and expected counts in the tables. But in both tables there is a
lower-than-expected frequency of quoted Muslims and a higher-than-
expected frequency of quoted non-Muslims. The ‘Unknown’ column acts as a
control group, albeit a rather small one, illustrating the effect on source
quotation which non-identification has. Here, unlike the rest of the tables, the
difference between observed and expected frequencies is negligible and in
the case of Table 4.13 the two counts are almost identical. This acts as
further evidence that it is the perceived ‘Muslim’ characteristics of the
sources which act to exclude them from quotation.

The chi-square test, the standard statistical test for independence,

was performed on the crosstabulations above in order to establish whether
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the observed relationship was significant. The function of the chi-square test
is to state the probability that an experimental result is due purely to chance
or due to unrepresentative sampling. When the chi-square tests were
performed (see Appendix 2), the relationship between the two variables in
both Table 4.12 and 4.13 was found to be statistically highly significant.
What this means is that being Muslim decreases the likelihood of being
quoted in Britain's broadsheet newspapers. But there is another element to
this editorial exclusion. The already slim chance of Muslim actors being
quoted decreases still further, the lower down in the item’s text the Muslim
actors are cited, where the correlation between being Muslim and being
excluded is even more pronounced.

As part of the coding process, the presence and textual location of 27
words and their synonyms were recorded (see Appendix 1 for full list). The
hypothesis here is that negative terminology and references will be used in
representing Islam and Muslims more frequently than their positive
antonyms."' These variables were crosstabulated with the variable which
recorded ‘Is Islam cited as an influential factor?’ in order to produce an
indication of the extent to which the words were being associated with
‘Islamic agency’ by journalists. If the usage of these words was independent
of Islamic agency, then their percentages in ‘Islamic’ and ‘non-Islamic’
articles would be the same as the percentages for the domestic sample as a

whole.
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Table 4.14: Lexical representation of Islam in domestic articles (1)

Is Islam cited as a factor? Total
Yes No

Count Row% Count Row% Count Row %

lslamophobia  Yes 22 91.7% 2  8.3% 24 100.0%
included? No 136 54.0% 116 46.0% 252 100.0%
Total 168 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Human Rights  Yes 30 85.7% 5 14.3% 35 100.0%
included? No 128 531% 113 46.9% 241 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Arab Mind Yes 12 85.7% 2 14.3% 14 100.0%
included? No 146  55.7% 116 44.3% 262 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Westernised/ism Yes 7 58.3% 5 41.7% 12 100.0%
included? No 151 57.2% 113 428% 264 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Jihad included?  Yes 7 T77.8% 2 22.2% 9 100.0%
No 151 56.6% 116 434% 267 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Fatwa included? Yes 13 100.0% 13 100.0%
No 145 551% 118 44.9% 263 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Sharia included? Yes 4 100.0% 4 100.0%
No 154 56.6% 118 43.4% 272 100.0%

Total 158 572% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Hijab included?  Yes 12 100.0% 12 100.0%
No 146 553% 118 44.7% 264 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Halal included?  Yes 3 100.0% 3 100.0%
No 155 56.8% 118 432% 273 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%

Looking to the articles in which the recorded words were present, only
‘Westernised/ism’ approximated the percentages of the total distribution
(567.2%: 42.8%). This suggests that the textual

finding is interesting in light of contemporary claims which attempt a strict

delineation of ‘Western' and ‘Islamic’ domains (Huntingdon, 1993; Sayyid,

1997), and warrants further analysis.
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The words which show the highest disparity between expected and
observed percentages are the Arabic words. In this sample, four of the five
Arabic words were present only in cases in which lslam was cited as
influential: fatwa, shari’a, hijab and halal. These words appear to be used to
distinguish the ‘Islamicness’ of the event or action being reported, therefore
they are rarely used when ‘lslam’ is not perceived as being influential.
‘Arab/Islamic World/Mind' was employed in much the same way.

‘Human Rights’' was referred to in 35 articles, amounting to 12.68 per
cent of the whole domestic sample (n= 276) - perhaps surprising for an issue
and a concept not usually associated with domestic stories. At the outset of
this research, it was expected that ‘human rights’ would be less determined
in its use than (for example) the Arabic words, due to the non-specificity of
its reference. This hypothesis is refuted by Table 4.14, with ‘human rights’
being mentioned six times more regularly in texts in which Islam was
perceived as an influential factor. The variables which coded The
Runnymede Trust's (1997) binary representations (monolithic/diverse; etc.)
show that negative binaries predominate in the 30 ‘Human Rights’ articles
which cite Islam, suggesting that ‘human rights’ is mentioned in connection

to ‘closed’ views of Islam and Muslims.
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Table 4.15. Lexical representation of Islam in domestic articles (2)

Is Islam cited as a factor? Total
Yes No

Count Row% Count Row % Count Row %

Anger included? Yes 18 69.2% 8 30.8% 26 100.0%
No 140 56.0% 110 44.0% 250 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Calmness/clemency Yes 10 66.7% 5 33.3% 15 100.0%
included? No 148 56.7% 113 43.3% 261 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Violence included? Yes 80 75.5% 26 24.5% 106 100.0%
No 78 459% 92 54.1% 170 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Peace included? Yes 19 73.1% 7 26.9% 26 100.0%
No 139 55.6% 11 44.4% 250 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Villainy included? Yes 81 68.1% 38  31.9% 119 100.0%
No 77  49.0% 80 51.0% 157 100.0%

Total 158 572% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Heroism included?  Yes 17 48.6% 18 51.4% 35 100.0%
No 141 58.5% 100 41.5% 241 100.0%

Total 158 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Fundamentalist/ism Yes 43  91.7% 1 2.3% 44 100.0%
included? No 115 496% 117 504% 232 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118  42.8% 276 100.0%
Ambassador/ial Yes 4 50.0% 4 50.0% 8 100.0%
included? No 154 575% 114 425% 268 100.0%
Total 158 57.2% 118  42.8% 276 100.0%
Terrorist/ism Yes 37 841% 7 15.9% 44 100.0%
included? No 121 522% 111 47.8% 232 100.0%
Total 168 57.2% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%
Liberal/ism Yes 15  83.3% 3 16.7% 18 100.0%
included? No 143 554% 115 446% 258 100.0%
Total 158 572% 118 42.8% 276 100.0%

Immediately evident from Table 4.15 is the significantly greater number of
negative words than those of their antonyms. ‘Villainy' has the highest
usage, being present in 43.1 per cent of all domestic articles and 51.3 per
cent of domestic articles citing Islam as an influencial factor. The instances

of ‘fundamentalist/ism’ and ‘terrorist/ism’ are also high, both present in 15.9
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per cent of the total domestic articles, and 27.2 per cent and 23.4 per cent of
domestic articles citing Islam as an influencial factor, respectively.

Elsewhere, the percentage of every negative word appearing when
Islam is cited as being influential, is higher than the percentage of their
corresponding antonym. This suggests that each of the negative words are
thought to be more befitting an ‘Islamic’ story than their positive antonyms. In
the case of the ‘violence/peace’ pairing, the distributions appear remarkably
close: 75.5 per cent of texts in which ‘violence’ was mentioned also cited
Islam as influential, and similarly, Islam is cited in 73.1 per cent of articles
mentioning ‘peace’. It therefore appears that these two recorded words are
almost equally suited to an ‘Islamic’ story setting. To arrive at such a
conclusion, however, would be tantamount to a wilful distortion of the data in
the table. ‘Violence’ is one of only two recorded words - the other being
‘Villainy’ - which appears more often than not when Islam is cited as
influencial.

It is as important to take account of the context in which these specific
words are included in text, as it is to acknowledge their existence. With this
in mind, the positions in which the ‘violence’ and ‘peace’ appear in the text

were charted on two graphs:

Graph 4.3: Location of the word ‘violence’ Graph 4.4: Location of the word ‘peace’ in

in domestic articles domestic articles
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The graphs show that the distribution of ‘violence’ is far ‘flatter’ than that of
‘peace’ and hence, more routine in occurence. Instances of ‘peace’ in this
domestic sample are predominantly relegated to the second half of the news
reports in which they occur. Assuming an ‘inverted pyramid’ model of news
discourse, the inclusion of ‘peace’ in these domestic articles is considered
less ‘newsworthy’ that the inclusion of ‘violence’. Similar patterns of
occurrence - emphasising negativity and backgrounding positivity - are also

observable in other word/antonym pairings.

4.3 Qualitative results

The remainder of the chapter focuses on the qualitative analysis of the
domestic items of recorded coverage. As suggested above, this qualitative
analysis is structured across five sections, chosen in order to represent the
most significant aspects - both numerically and ideologically - of the
domestic reporting of Islam. The first of these sections analyses items of
recorded coverage in which an ethnic division between Muslim and non-
Muslim Britons is presupposed, (re)produced and substantiated in the

framing and representation of the reported action.

4.4 Islam and ‘the West’; Muslim and ‘Westerner’

In many of the items of published reporting sampled in this study, a split
between ‘Islam’ and ‘the West', ‘Muslim’ and ‘Westerner’ is presented to the
reader, contrasting actors, characteristics, philosophies and political and/or
religious views thought to represent these two cultural ‘camps’. This not only
obviously serves to distance ‘Us’ British, ‘Our’ opinions, ‘Our’ public domain
from ‘Them’ and ‘Theirs’, it also acts to exclude the opinions of the British
Muslims involved. In the sample of newspapers studied, two discriminatory
strategies are employed in excluding British Muslims from the positions ‘Us’
and ‘We': ‘they are immigrants’; and ‘they are Muslim'. In both of these
interrelated prejudicial strategies there is a more global form of prejudice,
based on the presupposition that ‘they are not British’, or perhaps ‘not British
enough’. In the following section it is the first of these (racist) strategies

which dominates: actors are divided into the categories ‘British’ and ‘non-
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British/immigrant’, with (often British) Musiims being included within the

second of these categories.

4.4 1 Articles based on a proxy split between British and Other

Within the broad approach of ‘division’, there are articles where the split
between ‘Muslim’ and ‘Westerner' is made by proxy. The schema adopted is
basic but global, and is based on a split between ‘British’ and ‘non-British’,
the exact boundaries of which are never particularly well drawn - that would,
of course, open them up to critique. The British Muslim communities are
included within this ‘non-British’ grouping through either wilful manipulation
of evidence, generalisation or ignorance: the impossibility of either ‘white-
Muslim’ or ‘non-white Englander’ form central presuppositions of these texts.
In a report on the allocation of funding to two Muslim schools for example
(Guardian 10 January 1998), Ray Honeyford is quoted as saying that he
thought it “highly unlikely that these schools will attract non-Muslim children,
and that means separating children not only by religion but by race”. Whilst
such sentiments were rarely written so explicitly, reports frequently drew
upon the tangled associations between ‘English’ and ‘white’, ‘Muslim’ and
‘non-white’, and hence, ‘Muslim’ and ‘non-English’.

A classic example of British Muslims being associated with an ill-
defined category of ‘foreigner-other’ is the article ‘You’ve made us feel so
welcome: In praise of Britain', written by Graham Turner (Daily Telegraph
17 January 1998). This news feature was based on a presupposed
superiority of Britain, demarcating actors into ‘Us’ and ‘Them’ categories

from the offset. The overheadline for example, states that:

Pride, gratitude and sense of belonging typify the thousands of foreigners who
have adopted Britain as their home. Their only complaint, amid all the
compliments, is that the British themselves tend to run down their own country.

The prima facie division of ‘Us’ and ‘Them’ is clearly evident in this short
statement, with the first sentence identifying the actors in the article as
“foreigners”. This distinction is extended in the second sentence through the

co-location of the noun phrase ‘the British’ and the possessive-pronoun
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‘Their’, which refers back to the “foreigners”. This structuring of expression
acts to exclude ‘Them’' from the in-group ‘the British’ since ‘They' are
reported as referring to ‘Us’ in the third person: ‘Their complaint about us...’
This presupposed division is continued throughout the text, as illustrated in

this short list of examples:

‘We often take Britain for granted. They do not.’

“I am from India, and between England and India there is no comparison. If you
said the whole world could come to Britain, half of India would immediately
climb on a train and come. This is the best country in the world.”

‘ “You have to be born here to feel English, but | do feel British”, [said] Saphie
Ashtiany’

“ still see myself as slightly foreign, but whereas Germans are totally
unteasable ...I do now enjoy both teasing and being teased, just like the
English. So maybe I've made it?”

All of the actors referred to and/or quoted in the text were first generation
immigrants. In order of appearance, the “foreigners” in the article are
referred to as coming from India, Egypt, Germany, Iran, Germany (again),
USA, Egypt (again), Jamaica, India (again), Ireland, and Kenya, the only
‘English’ voice being that of the journalist. It could therefore be said that the
division between ‘Britain’ and ‘Foreigner’ only exists in the text by virtue of
the fact that all the actors introduced are first generation immigrants, all of
whom talk about themselves in such a way. But the text is not that benign. It
was written, and hence it's function lies, “in praise of Britain”, and in order to
achieve this Turner adopts a familiar strategic ritual of journalism, locating or
concealing his truth claims in the words of the report's sources (see
Tuchman, 1972). Although the newspaper is not directly ‘responsible’ for the
divisions presupposed by the report’s sources, their inclusion in the article to
the absence of any contesting claims signals their assumed pertinence to
the ‘debate’, and reveals the ideological commitment of the journalist. This
ideological commitment is observable throughout the article - take the last

sentence of the article, for example:

So, we have our faults, which are obvious, and we have made our mistakes,
some of them terrible. We also, it seems, have our virtues, though our own
dismal jimmies prefer not to recognise them. Is it very un-British to celebrate
them occasionally?
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Occurring after such extended self congratulation, the idea that it is
somehow “un-British” to recognise “our virtues” and “celebrate them
occasionally” appears rather ridiculous. Further, the claim that ‘Our’ British
history is not celebrated does not stand up to even a cursory examination. In
a final irony, this statement acts as the last (proxy) evidence of the ‘un-
Britishness’ of the actors presented, since “recognising and occasionally
celebrating the virtues of Britain” is all that Graham Turner has allowed
‘Them' to do throughout the text.

The article also develops contrasts between Britain and ‘Islamic
countries’, with the latter presented as inferior. This judgement of the lower
status of ‘Islamic countries’ is subservient to the primary function of the text -
“In praise of Britain® - as opposed to the explicit condemnation of ‘Islamic
countries’. Accordingly the evidence supporting this judgement presents
positive elements of ‘Our’ national character - in short, ‘Britishness’ - as
opposed to foregrounding negative characteristics which ‘They' are
supposed to possess. The ‘Iranian immigrant’, Saphie Ashtiany, is included
referring to the ‘superior British character as an even more primordial

“nature”:

“| discovered that unspoken warmth and kindness is part of the British nature.
There’s also a strong anti-hysteric element in the national character. ...Living

here has actually changed my character. I'd have been far more excitable if |
had stayed in lran.”

Zaki Badawi is also quoted ‘in praise of Britain’, but not before he is
introduced in an uncharacteristically complementary way as “Dr Zaki
Badawi, chairman of the Council of Imams and Mosques and perhaps
Britain's most distinguished Muslim”, adding credibility and authority to his
words. His most prominent quote is cited below, numbered for ease of

reference:
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“[1] As a young man in Egypt, [2]l never thought that I'd end my life in Britain. |
wanted with all my heart to get the British out. | thought ‘then we will have
freedom'. [3] Well, of course the British are out, but freedom did not arrive. [4]
Sadly, the Muslim world has not yet learnt the tolerance which you have in
abundance here. {5] Islam advocates it, but our people do not live up to that
standard.” (original emphasis)

In clause [1], Dr Badawi identifies himself as Egyptian, who, in clause [2] is
shown to have had a dislike for Britain. This dislike is a result of the British
‘being in’ Egypt and the lack of freedom associated with their presence. The
details of this ‘presence’ remain conspicuously absent from discussion. This
dislike for the British is shown to have been misguided however, since as
clause [3] suggests, the freedom thought to have been prevented by the
British presence in Egypt was still found to be lacking after ‘We’ had left.
This is explained by clause [4], where it is claimed that “the Muslim world” is
a place lacking in ‘British tolerance’, a deficit which is identified, in clause
[5], as being a fault of “our” (Egyptian) Muslim people, contrary to the
tolerance advocated by Islam.

To reiterate: the inclusion of sources in this article is illustrative of the
newspaper's commitment to a certain interpretation of ‘Britain’, ‘Britishness’
and the comparative position of ‘Islam’ and ‘Muslims’. Quoting Zaki Badawi
after being introduced as informed (“Dr”), authoritative (“chairman of the
Council of Imams and Mosques”) and “Britain’s most distinguished Muslim”
illustrates the ‘communion’ between Badawi's criticisms and the pragmatic
goal of both the text and newspaper. The vagueness of his criticisms adds to
the general textual claim of British superiority. - What is meant by ‘the
Muslim world'? Is this geographically located, or does such a ‘world’ extend,
a la Orientalist methodology, to include all Muslims? Is the whole of the
‘Muslim world’ meant to be intolerant, or just those who have the power to
impose their will upon it? The ambiguity of Dr Badawi's statement and the
criticism which it contains, adds breadth to whom it refers, expanding
concentrically to include ‘the Muslim world' and ‘our [Muslim] people’, all the

while conforming with the text's pragmatic goal: “praising Britain”.
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4.4.2 Articles based on an explicit Islam/West bifurcation

Although the vast majority of articles in the sample are based on an implicit
assumption of difference - either as above, by contrasting ‘English’ and ‘non-
English’ actors and/or characteristics, or through an implicit contrast
between ‘Islam’ and ‘the West’' - occasionally such a bifurcation is suggested
explicitly in the text. This section aims at presenting the principle
manifestations of this schematic approach to domestic stories reporting
Islam, and its implications for the representation of the British Muslim
communities.

If we first take an article entitled ‘May your God go with you’
(Independent Magazine 20 December 1997), reporting a high level meeting
between influential members and representatives of Judaism, Christianity
and Islam. The journalist, Paul Vallely, states helpfully that “‘many of the
views which we in the West hold about Islam are mythical, outdated or
simply ignorant” (emphasis added), but seems to be unaware that such a
statement contiguously propagates of one of the central ‘myths’ held about
Islam: the assumption that the West is populated by “Us” non-Muslims and,
by default, the East by “Them” Muslims. The division between these two
‘worlds’, is presented by Vallely as originating in their different ‘Moralities’,

since

Like languages, moralities are not universal, but neither are they the product of
private and personal choice. For morality is not one human enterprise among
many; it is the base which makes other enterprises possible and the vantage
point from which they are judged. (p.21)

Building on this false start, Vallely then presents the same stereotypical
ideological conflict. On the one side, “we in the West” who are grounded in
“[tIhe offspring of the Enlightenment - science, capitalism, individualism and
democracy”. These constructs, he claims, are “a framework within which
values can flourish, but ..do not create those values.” Opposing this

framework, Vallely suggests, are

contemporary Muslim fundamentalists, [who] react against the modernism of
Western culture. ...Muslims throughout the world feel humiliated by Western
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culture and, in particular, the economic, military power of the US, which is
widely regarded throughout the Arab world as ‘the Great Satan’.

The actors are thus identified, and the conflict itself presented as a battle for,
or perhaps over, modernity: ‘the West' supporting “science, capitalism,
individualism and democracy”; and the “Muslims throughout the world
feel[ing] humiliated” by this ‘modernism’.

Such a statement is, of course, a gross generalisation, but rather than
retracting the statement, Vallely extends the argument to “the UK, [where]
the revival of Islam has similar roots.” Here in the UK, Vallely suggests that
this “revival of Islam” is characterised by “young British Asians ...reading the
Koran not just with fresh eyes but against a background of comparative
depravation, exclusion, unemployment, low earnings and poor housing.”
Ignoring the fact that the growth of Islam is by no means isolated to young
British Asians, this is as close as Vallely gets to a criticism of either ‘the
West' or of a modernity built on the ‘valueless’ frameworks of capitalism and
individualism. Indeed, he describes the communities’ reaction to such
“alienation and racism” as a “widespread feeling of paranoia”’. This acts to
background, or deny, the well-founded claims to disadvantage and ill-
treatment referred to only three sentences before, with ‘paranoia’ conjuring
associations of delusional mental iliness.

Explicit divisions between ‘Muslim’ and ‘Briton’ are displayed not only
in representations of ‘Islam’ and ‘Muslims’, but also present in
representations of symbols, artefacts and characteristics considered
particularly or thoroughly ‘Islamic’. The broadsheet press’ approach to the
hijab, or veil, in the sampled coverage suggests that it is thought of in such a
manner: as Islam. The veil was mentioned in 7.7% (n= 12) of domestic
articles, occurring across the sample in the Guardian (n= 3), the
Independent (n= 4) and The Daily Telegraph (n= 5). In each of these 12
articles, ‘Islam’ was cited as an influential factor, a finding which might have
been expected: the veil is an enduring image of the ‘Islamic-ness’ of Muslim
women and therefore ‘Islam’ - as religion, culture, tradition, or explanation -

is necessarily connoted by the hijjab. The fact that the hijjab was only
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mentioned in 7.7% (n=12) of all the domestic stories which mention Islam as
a factor, does not negate the connection drawn between the veil and Islam in
the news - there is, after all, more than one way in which to ‘represent’ Islam.
Rather, as Hage (1998) suggests, members of both the political right and left
see the hijab - as both cultural item and a symbol of certain aspects of
Islamic culture and religion - as “a harmful presence that affects their own
well-being” (Hage, 1998: 37). The exact manifestation of this ‘harmful
presence’ differs according to the politics of the individual and in this case
the newspaper. Therefore, the inclusion of the hijab in reporting - perhaps
domestic reporting in particular since it is indelibly stamped with nationalised
notions of ‘We-dom’ and ‘They-dom’ (Hartley, 1992) - highlights its rhetorical
use in the text's argumentation, providing an insights into newspapers’
differential perceptions of ‘Islam’. In order to clarify these differences, it is

necessary to quote Hage (1998) at length:

For example, scarves [can be] considered an unacceptable form of subjugating
women or, as interviewee B put it: “It pains me to live in a society where such
backward forms of subjugation are exhibited.” In a more complex manner, to
European women, scarves can represent an intolerable, because too visible,
mode of subjugation that only serves to render their own subjugation more
visible. Because nationalists follow a ‘one nation one patriarchy’ motto, the veil
can also mean the subjugation of women to a non-national patriarchy. The
desire to remove it is the desire to ensure that all women within the nation are
subjugated to the dominant national patriarchal order. Finally, some non-Muslim
migrant women, especially those who have a consciousness of themselves as
Third World-looking, express a hatred of the scarf by fear of association. Here it
is perceived as a migrant marker that some migrant women see as negatively
affecting all migrant women by labelling them as backward. (Hage, 1998: 251)

With a dichotomy established between the veil and modernity, it becomes
possible for any political ideologue to imbue the veil with whatever
characteristics felt necessary to differentiate ‘Them’' from ‘Us’, and then -
through the adoption of the Orientalist methodology of gross generalisation -
to ‘Islam’ as a whole. The coverage of the hijab in the domestic sample falls
well within these conceptions, each story in which the veil is mentioned
adopting one or more of these schema.

Sometimes differentiation is as far as the text goes - a simple ‘Muslim'’

and ‘British’ split - leaving the possibility of rejection strategies based on this

123



bifurcated allegiance, solely with the audience. On other occasions, the
bifurcation is followed by either clearer implications, or else explicit
identification, of the ‘characteristics’ which members of the two ‘civilisations’
are supposed to hold. Looking first to the headlines and leaders of the 12
domestic articles which mention the veil, its synonyms, or cultural variations
on the hijab, the centralised status of Islam is clearly noticeable in six of
them (headlines are marked in bold, overheadlines and/or leaders are

marked in italics throughout):

Straw rejects call for law to protect British Muslims (/ndependent, 23 October
1997)

Taking the veil (twice) (Daily Telegraph, 5§ December 1997)

Veil and Sails: Navy sets out to recruit Muslim women (/ndependent, 6 January
1998)

Muslim schools get grants (Guardian , 10 January 1998)

Job victory for Mecca pilgrim (/ndependent, 15 January 1998)

Three others emphasise problematic relations between ‘Muslim’ and ‘non-
Muslim’ Britain, at the same time as using lIslam as a signifier of

differentiation,:

Pronouncing a fatwa on extremes (Guardian , 20 November 1997)
Veil protest (Guardian , 3 December 1997)
Bus driver turns away veiled Muslim (Daily Telegraph, 3 December 1997)

Two others choose a reading of relations between ‘Muslim’ and ‘non-Muslim’
Britain which moves beyond either differentiation or problematic
(inter)relations, to emphasise a supposed exclusivity or opposition between

the communities:

Islamic vs. Secular (Independent, 25 October 1997)

[overhead] The doctrine of multiculturalism has gained a firm hold in the
educational establishment. Graham Tumer hears from its champions and from
those observers who feel it is a worrying threat to the country’s mainstream culture.
How will they know who they are? (Daily Telegraph, 12 December 1997)

In only a single article was the exact nature of the subject matter unclear

from reading the headline:
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It's fashion, but who are the victims? (Daily Telegraph, 2 October 1997)

The ‘Islamic-ness’ of the actors in the news articles is clear from the use of

the hijab in the body of news-text:

In the Turkish navy, female ratings do not wear a veil. Their uniforms are similar
to those of Western servicewomen. (/ndependent 6 January, 1998)

Robotics technician, Farida Khanum, 21, was bullied by other workers at a
Luton car plant, one of whom mockingly put a cloth over his head and referred
to her as “Yasser Arafat’...her dismissal stemmed from her decision to wear the
hijab, a head covering in line with Islamic modesty requirements. (/ndependent
15 January, 1998)

...an Irish-born teacher ...was dressed in full Pakistani Muslim gear - shalwar
kameez plus green dupatta, or headscarf. (Daily Telegraph 12 December,
1997)

The school, which has 180 pupils, operates a strict Islamic code... Girls wear
the Islamic headscarf, the hijjab, and school stops for midday and afternoon
prayers. (Guardian 10 January, 1998)

In the Guardian article Muslim schools get grants (10 January 1998)
quoted above for example, the “strict Islamic code” alleged to be in place in
the school is distilled and represented by the newspaper in the form of two
simple images: the hjjab and prayer. The use of the adjective “strict”, in
connection with the hijjab as manifestation of “Islamic code’, ties its
representation with enforcement and the subjugation of women. This
approach also informs the representation of the hijjab in the Independent,
where three very young Muslim girls pictured wearing headscarves, are
described as: “Girls in a British Islamic school, learning ‘solid morals with
discipline and respect’.” (Islamic vs. Secular, Independent 25 October 1997).

Finally, a stylistic register of repression and constraint is also drawn
upon by The Daily Telegraph in ‘It's fashion, but who are the victims?’
The report, describing a catwalk show by fashion designer Hussein
Chalayan, focuses upon the “bondage frocks” worn by the models, which
were in fact stylised and in some cases surreal interpretations of female
Muslim dress. The article adopts a more ridiculing or sneering tone to that of
the two ‘liberal’ newspapers, describing the women as “stalking down the

catwalk with bags on their heads”, and dressed in “what looked like chadors,
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the black cloaks in which some of the Islamic faith protect the modesty of
their women.” Here, in a complex combination of image and inference, the
journalist makes rhetorical use of the Muslim veil, comparing the fashion on
display to the chador in order to criticise the designer's work: ‘Bags, how
ghastly!” This in effect transforms the alleged ‘Islamicness’ of the clothing
into a term of derogation.

From this, | suggest that the hijab, in image and concept, is used by
journalists as an indication of the Islamic-ness of either the theme or actors
in an article. Wherever the hijab is mentioned in these texts, the author is
specifically attempting to draw the readers attention to ‘Islam’, using the
religion as a explanatory factor in the agency or motivation of the actors in
the article, which is presented in contrast, or sometimes opposition, to the
supposed normative base of ‘Western/ised agency’. This does not equate to
homogeneity in representing ‘Islam’ across the newspapers however, since
as Hage (1998) suggests above, the hijab (and therefore the connoted
‘Islam’) are differentially perceived by the newspapers. Rather, the hijab is

used by the newspaper to symbolise their particular ‘Islam’:

For the right, Islam represents barbarism; for the left, medieval theocracy; for
the centre, a kind of distasteful exoticism. In all camps, however, there is
agreement that even though little enough is known about the Islamic world,
there is not much to be approved of there. (Said, 1997: Iv)

4 4.3 Islam/West division: a summary

Both of these ‘types’ of division are based on two sides of the same coin. In
the first, British Muslims are excluded from the semantic position ‘British’ by
virtue of the characteristics that they are perceived not to have: the
characteristics of ‘Britishness’; whilst in the second, British Muslims are
excluded by virtue of the characteristics which they are perceived to have:
their ‘Islamicness’. Once this is acknowledged, it becomes particularly easy
to brand these claims as racial, or more specifically racist, representations of
British Muslims, and to dismiss them as essentialisation, simplification, false
or ideological (Hage, 1998: 31). Following Hage, | argue that these acts and

others like them, “are better conceived as nationalist practises: practices
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which assume, first, an image of a national space; secondly, an image of the
nationalist himself or herself as master of this national space and, thirdly, an
image of the ‘ethnic/racial other’ as a mere object within this space.” (Hage,
1998: 28). In essence, they are based on a ‘White fantasy’ regarding the
rights and abilities of mainstream ‘White’ society to regulate the parameters
of British society: to include or exclude. Such presuppositions are also
present in a great many articles written from a broadly ‘multiculturalist’

perspective, as | will show in a later section.

4.5 The ideological square in domestic reporting

The negative ‘othering’ of British Muslims is present in a range of sites
across these domestic items of reporting. This, combined with broadsheet
newspapers preference for backgrounding or excluding anti-Muslim
discrimination and violence (see below) results in what Said (1997) has
labelled journalism’s “covering of Islam”: “a one-sided activity that obscures
what ‘we’ do, and highlights instead what Muslims and Arabs by their very
nature are” (p. xxii). Such a pattern is premised on a double strategy
contained in argumentative denials of racism, containing a “positive self-
presentation, on the one hand, and a strategy of expressing a subtle, indirect
..form of negative other-presentation, on the other hand” (van Dijk, 1992:
89). The “ideological square” (Ibid.) formed by this double strategy and its

presence in domestic reporting, are the focus of the next section.

4.5.1 ‘Fanatical’ Muslim violence in the public sphere

‘Muslim violence in the public sphere’ represents a prominent approach to
negativisation, as indicated by the presence of ‘violence’ in 38.4 per cent of
domestic articles (see Table 4.15). ‘Muslim violence’ dominated the reporting
of a campaign by Luton Muslims to have the name of a local bingo hall
changed from ‘Mecca’ to something less insulting. Reports were printed on
this topic in the Guardian, the Independent and The Times (7 January 1998),
with the newspapers picking up the story as the (under-reported) campaign
was beginning to be peppered with acts of frustrated violence. The ongoing

nature of the campaign is acknowledged in the Guardian report (headlined
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Muslim ire over Mecca ‘insult’), the first line of which states that “Muslims
yesterday stepped up their campaign against Mecca, the chain of Bingo
halls which they say takes the name of their holy city in vain” (emphasis
added).

The articles report a meeting between the Rank Organisation, the
owners of the bingo hall, and local Muslim representatives, with the majority
of the information in all three of the news reports - identical for the most part
- being taken from a press release of this meeting. Despite the meeting, the
report in the Independent (Mecca bingo hall outrages Muslims, 7 January

1998) summarises the actions of the Muslim community as:

violent protest from the town’s Muslim population ... They said it was an insult to
Islam for the name of their holiest city to be associated with gambling, and on
Christmas Day [no less!], bricks were thrown through the windows of the hall
causing £3,000 of damage.

Instead of quoting any Muslims, the Independent journalist chooses to quote
Councillor Hazel Simmons, the chairwomen of Equal Opportunities at Luton
Council as saying ‘| personally believe this [the name] to be insensitive in
what is now a truly multicultural society”.

The all three reports are critical of the Muslim campaign, problematise
the Luton Muslim community and ‘Community relations’ as a whole, and
present Muslim action as either reactionary and ideological, or else as
fanatical violence. This may be a result of the reports being derived from a
press release summarising meeting which, judging by the material, was
written by the Rank Organisation. Throughout, the actions of the Muslims are
referred to as “demands”, “violent protest” and “attacks”, caused by their
“anger and irritation”, “ire” and “outrage”. Only once are Muslims described
as “asking’” the Rank Organisation to “consider” the opinions of the
community. Further, the actual “demands” of the community are
systematically under-reported. Only in the Independent is it reported that the
campaign is directed towards changing the name of a single bingo hall back
to ‘Top Rank’, the name it had two months previously. The Times performs

significant linguistic labour to conceal this fact from its report. The headline
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for example states that ‘Muslims want name change for Mecca bingo’,

whilst the start of the article is completely misleading:

Muslim community leaders yesterday asked the owners of a chain of bingo halls
to change their name because it was causing offence. The armval of the Mecca
bingo hall in Luton, Bedfordshire, has caused anger and irritation among
Muslims... [emphasis added]

The paragraph above not only suggests that it is the whole organisation
which Luton Muslims wanted to change, but also conceals the recent
renaming of the bingo hall by describing Mecca ‘arriving’ in Luton.

Similarly, the Guardian states that the campaign is “against Mecca,
the chain of bingo halls”. Further, in the final paragraph of the article, the
Guardian mentions another, wholly unrelated campaign, organised by
completely different Muslims to convince Nike to alter a logo on one their
running shoes. The function of this paragraph therefore appears to be: first,
that the campaign “against Mecca” should be viewed within the context of a
series of Muslim campaigns; and second, that these campaigns are the work
of oversensitive Muslims who are objecting either just for the sake of it, or
perhaps for political or ideological reasons.

The statements explaining the actions of the Rank Organisation on
the other hand are accepted, even when contradicted by the reported facts
of the event. In the report by the Independent for example, the journalist
paraphrases Rank as saying that “the name change was not insensitive,
[but] was part of a policy of bringing their nation-wide chain of bingo halls
under one name”. What this therefore says, is that all Rank bingo halls
across the nation were renamed without considering the areas in which they
were located. Their own explanation therefore shows that, at the very least,
Rank were inconsiderate, or ignorant of community sensitivities, but this is
not pointed out by any of the newspapers. Something which all three
newspapers do refer to, was that the company had been trading since 1884,
when “Two enterprising Victorian merchants chose the name Mecca for their
new coffee house” (The Times). These “enterprising” men, The Times

continues,
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could not have foreseen the trouble it would cause in the multicultural Britain of
the 1990s. More than 100 years after the founding of the Mecca Smoking Café
in London, it has falien foul of Luton’s 10,000 Muslims.

The process of division/rejection is apparent throughout The Times' article,
as illustrated in both the quote above and also by the inclusion of “Mary, 55,

who has worked in Bury Park [the area in question] for 20 years”:

“A couple of years ago they wanted to rename a street, where they had a
mosque, Kashmir Street, but everyone objected and we put a stop to it. | just
hope they don’t burn it down while I'm in there” she said. [emphasis added)

Here, the source appears to mean ‘everyone’ in the sense of ‘everyone who
is allowed to have influence over the national space’, since the name change
would presumably not have been objected to by the Muslim community who
proposed it. It should also be pointed out that “Mary” was the only person
quoted throughout The Times’ report. Not only does this help structure an
understanding of the event being reported, it also suggests that The Times
felt that her ‘reading’ of the event was the most appropriate one for its

readers.

4.5.2 Discrimination stories

The manner in which ‘discrimination’ stories are reported, is particularly
interesting, since it could potentially conflict with the predominant approach
in press reporting to background ‘Our’ negative traits (van Dijk, 1992). In the
sample of newspapers studied, articles covering religious discrimination
against British Muslim communities, were wholly absent. Where examples of
discrimination against Muslim minorities were reported, it was the ‘racial’
element of such abuse which was marked for reference and not the possible
‘religious’ motivation. This is by no means a peculiarly ‘British’ phenomenon.
A similar phenomenon was observable in Australia for example during the
1990-1 Persian Gulf Conflict, when ‘widespread’ attacks on Australian-
Muslims and Arab-Australians, including the vandalisation of Muslim shop

windows, the burning of mosques and tearing veils of Muslim women in the
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street, were consistently represented as racial attacks (see Hage, 1998: 27).
The foregrounding of the ‘racist’ prejudice and discrimination is clearly
noticeable in an article headlined English cricket must bring Asians in
from the cold (Daily Telegraph, 4 October 1997). The author, Simon

Hughes, clearly sets out his stall in the first paragraph of the article:

Racial prejudice is still alive and kicking in English cricket. Thousands of man
hours have been spent recently devising ways of improving our game, when
one potential answer has been largely ignored for years: the proper integration
of British-born Asians into the cricketing infrastructure.

The emphasis on ‘racial prejudice” continues throughout the article,
backgrounding the possible explanation of religion in explaining prejudice
and/or discrimination. The only references to religiously motivated
discrimination come from either the quoted (Muslim) sources - Ebad Mirza
states “Faith plays a major part in their [Muslim boys’] life, so they have to go
to mosque and fit in religious studies around school” - or else are couched in

references to the ‘religious needs’ of these “British-born Asians”:

the culture of the senior game, orientated round the hop, wards off many
players whose religion forbids them entering places serving alcohol. Rifts
develop, exacerbated by special Asian food requirements, and many [have]
gone off to form their own sides.

Here Hughes suggests: it is the ‘culture of the game’ which excludes, not
intolerance; it is the “special” religious rules and needs of Muslims which are
the problem, not the unwillingness of ‘Cricket’ to accommodate or adapt
existing practices; and the ‘racial’ explanation dominates despite citing
religious practises as an explanation of the present exclusion of “British-born
Asians”.

The theme of ‘racism’ in sport is also central in an article entitled
Clubs urged to fight anti-Asian bias on the pitch (/ndependent, 31
October 1997), written by Steve Boggan. The report focuses on a
commendable scheme to remove racism from sport, specifically football, and
this year was extended to include, as the headline suggests, an attempt to

remove “anti-Asian bias”. “Asian” is the noun of choice throughout, even
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though express reference is made to ‘Islamophobic’ remarks made towards
an “Asian player” during a match: “What are you doing down there?” the
bigot is reported as saying, “Praying to Allah for a goal?” This remark could,
of course, have been motivated by ‘racial’ as opposed to ‘religious’ bigotry -
the intention being to disparage someone of colour. But, for the reporter to
have completely ignored the ‘Islamophobic’ content of the statement is
disheartening, particularly since the article was printed only one week after
the publication of the Runnymede Trust's research into British
‘Islamophobia’.

‘Racial' abuse is not only directed towards ‘Asians’ in general, but
also when attacking Muslims specifically. Referring to research completed
with the Moroccan community in London, for example, Ghada Karmi stated

that the women of the community told her:

that if they put a scarf on and walked about, they might be set upon. One gir!
had been set upon by a gang of white youths who were shouting ‘Paki, Paki' at
this girl, ‘Get out, go home Paki'. [...]The girl made the point that she had been
out in the same area without the headscarf on and nothing had ever happened
to her, but the moment that she put the headscarf on this is what happened.

Karmi (1999)

In this example, it was only when the girl in question looked like a Muslim
that she was abused. When she went out dressed in ‘western clothes’, or
even wore ‘ethnic’ dress such as her shalwar-kameez, no abuse was
experienced. Without further complicating an already tangled maze of
representations by the reintroduction of (public and journalistic attitudes to)
the hijab, it seems apparent from these examples that despite its complex
and inter-related nature, journalists present the prejudice and discrimination
experienced by British Muslims in a surprisingly straightforward way: this
discrimination is racial discrimination; those who are subject to such abuse
are therefore so abused on the grounds of their race; and religion is not
used as a category of exclusion or abuse. This contemporary ‘anti-racist’
attitude, that the religion of those who have suffered abuse has little or no
direct relevance to the story, is highly significant. Not only does it impact on

the reporting itself, it also contributes to the perception of an ‘anti-Muslim
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bias’, or what some have labelled ‘Islamophobia’, in the press. This problem

has been skilfully discussed by Modood (1992) who states that

The root problem is that contemporary anti-racism defines people in terms of
their colour; Muslims - suffering all the problems that anti-racists identify - hardly
ever think of themselves in terms of their colour. And so, in terms of their own
being, Muslims feel most acutely those problems that the anti-racists are blind
to; and respond weakly to those challenges that the antiracists want to meet
with the most force. And there is no way out of this impasse if we remain
wedded to a concept of racism that sees only colour discrimination as a cause
and material deprivation as a result. (Modood, 1992: 272)

4.5.3 The reporting of ‘Islamophobia’

The publication of Runnymede Trust's (1997) report, Islamophobia: a
challenge to us all (22 October 1997) produced a flurry of news-reports,
columns, and, in the wake of such press interest, reader's letters,
commenting on both the findings and implications of the report. The manner
in which the Runnymede Trust's study was actually reported is very
interesting, due to the criticism which the survey levelled at both the press
and wider ‘British society’. Central to the majority of reporting was a
management of this criticism - an observation also made by Roger Hardy
(BBC) whilst discussing the effect which the report has had on press

reporting of Islam at a recent conference:

| detect, not a tremendous mea culpa and breast-beating by editors and
publishers and entrepreneurs in the media business, but a sense of
defensiveness, which is something much less but maybe the beginnings of
change. (Roger Hardy, 1999)

The reporting of the Runnymede Trust's study was characterised by four

management strategies, often occurring in combination in the news-text:

. deflecting Runnymede criticism onto others
. subtle countering of criticism

. direct refutation

. Or, on occasion, ignoring criticism altogether.

Two daily newspapers from the sample - the Financial Times and The Times
- did not report the publication of the survey at all, thereby adopting the
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fourth of the criticism management strategies mentioned above: ignoring

criticism. Table 4.16 below, shows the frequency and format of articles

reporting ‘Islamophobia’, according to newspaper:

Table 4.16: Newspaper reporting of ‘Islamophobia’ (The Runnymede Trust)

Format of article

News Column Feature Letter Total

Newspaper Guardian 2 1 1 4
Independent 2 2 14 18
Telegraph 1 3 4
Total 5 2 1 18 26

As Table 4.16 illustrates, only 8 of the 26 articles printed in the sampled
newspapers were written by staff journalists, suggesting a lack of interest in
the Runnymede Trust's publication and the wider issue(s) of ‘Islamophobia’
on the part of the newspapers. By contrast, the Runnymede publication
received a high level of attention in the ‘Muslim press’, an observation which
illustrates the complex and shifting relationship between audience and
newspaper in ‘deciding’ the relative importance - ‘newsworthiness’ - of a
story. Moreover, as the Table 4.16 illustrates, 18 letters were printed
responding to either the findings of the Runnymede Trust or the manner in
which its findings were reported, contextualised and discussed. Such a
response by ‘the public’ is significant, representing: 45 per cent of the total
number of sampled readers’ letters written on domestic issues (n = 40); 20.2
per cent of readers’ letters across whole the sample (n = 89); 6.5 per cent of
the whole domestic stories sample (n = 276), or a massive 21.2 per cent of
all domestic articles printed in the Independent over the period in question
(n= 66). This interest is only matched by two other, similarly contentious
subjects: Muslim schools and schooling (n=17); and the advantages and
disadvantages of bombing iraq (n=13).

The headlines of each included article are listed below, in the order in

which they appeared in the newspapers (all articles printed in 1997):
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Guardian (G1) Straw shelves law on ‘Islamophobia’ 23 October
(G2) Muslim tykes ‘happy here’ 23 October
(G3) Islamophobia: the way ahead (letter) 24 October
(G4) Pronouncing a fatwa on extremes (feature) 20 November
Independent (In1) Straw rejects call for law to protect British Muslims
23 October
(/n2) How Pakistani voters help shape Cook’s policy 23 October
(In3) In defence of Islamophobia (column) 23 October
(In4-10) Islamic vs. secular (x7 letters) 25 October
(In11) Beware the intolerant certainties of European liberals
(column) 25 October
(In12-14) Islamophobia (x3 letters) 27 October
(In15-18) Religion in schools (x4 letters) 28 October
Daily Telegraph (T1) Survey calls for laws to combat ‘Islamophobia’ 23 October
(T2) Muslims should change radically (letter) 25 October
(T3) Islamophilia (letter) 28 October
(T4) Islam is as British as Christianity (letter) 29 October

The findings of the Runnymede Trust were reported on 23 October 1997.
The news reports in the Guardian and Independent were accompanied on
the same page by other articles (G2 and In2 respectively) which acted to
manage the Runnymede report’s criticisms, specifically the criticism of the
press, through the way in which the were contextualised and discussed. The
Guardian article, for example, does not directly refute the findings of the
report - presumably the wholehearted denial of prejudice would be dismissed
by its liberal audience - but does display elements of the other three criticism
management strategies mentioned above: the ignoring, countering and
deflection of criticism. First, the criticisms of the news media contained in the
Runnymede survey, and (briefly) summarised in G7, are completely ignored
in G2. Second, the recommendation made by the Runnymede report for
legislation combating religious discrimination, is subtlety countered through
the presentation of contradictory evidence. This evidence is made all the
more effective since it is drawn from Bradford, where parts of the survey
were conducted: “In an area used by the trust as a testbed, pleasure about a
wealth of kind words about Islam was tempered by doubts about further anti-
discrimination laws. [...J'It was a big problem in the 1960s and 70s, but is not
a priority now.” one Muslim man is quoted as saying. Third, the decision to

describe discrimination as ‘“racial slights” acknowledges the prejudice
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experienced by British Muslims, but deflects it away from the Runnymede’s
central concern with religious discrimination, and back towards ‘race’. A
similar approach was also taken in the Independent.

The coverage of the story by the Daily Telegraph (in T1) distorts the
focus and findings of the survey even further. The first paragraph, for
example, states: “Britain will be home to 2 million Muslims within about 20
years - almost double the number today and easily the largest non-Christian
community in the country, according to a study published yesterday.” The
impression that the demographic growth of the British Muslim communities
was one of the principle findings of the report continues for almost the whole
of the first half of the article. Amongst other “significant findings”, the report
tells us that the Runnymede Trust have “..disclosed [not declared or
affirmed] that there were now 613 mosques in Britain, compared to only a

handful 30 years ago” (emphasis added), and also that:

by 2001, there are likely to be 700,000 people of Pakistani background in
Britain, two thirds of whom will have been born in the country, stabilising at
around 900,000 in 2020.

What all this has to do with either ‘Islamophobia’ or the Runnymede report,
is unclear until the journalist, Philip Johnston, helpfully informs readers that
the building of new mosques, caused by the demands of a growth in the
Muslim population, is an “area of cultural tension”. Therefore, as the Muslim
population increases over the next 20 years the “cultural tension”
experienced will also increase. What this clearly represents is the journalistic
equivalency of the linkage of ‘race relations’ with ‘immigration’: that an
increase in the visible black and brown populations is likely “to impair the
harmony, strength and cohesion of our public and social life and cause
discord and unhappiness among all concerned.”'? The idea that the findings
of the Runnymede Trust could be so wilfully misrepresented, drawing on
standard xenophobic discourses of cultural and demographic ‘swamping’, is

particularly offensive.
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4.5.3.1 POLLY TOYNBEE AND THE ‘DEFENCE OF ISLAMOPHOBIA'
The remainder of this section is devoted to the Independent, the newspaper
in which the majority of the coverage given to the Runnymede report was
contained. After the Independent's two initial news reports, Polly Toynbee
wrote a column - headlined In defence of Islamophobia (23 October 1997)
- attacking the assumptions and conclusions of the Runnymede report. The
column began with Toynbee stating “I am an Islamophobe. [...]1 | judge Islam
not by its words - the teachings of the Koran as interpreted by those
Thought-for-a-day moderate Islamic theologians. 1 judge Islam by the
religion’s deeds in societies where it dominates. Does that make me a
racist?” Toynbee went on to argue that it is not easy to treat Islam (and
Muslims) with respect, since they describe “women as of inferior status,
placing them one step behind in the divine order of things.” The column
adopted liberal argumentation - a rights-based discourse with a clear
antipathy to religious expression in the public sphere - and applied the stock
subjects used by ‘liberals’ when arguing against Islam: free speech, Rushdie
and the fatwa; “Racism is the problem, not religion”; women & (in)equality;
an alleged lack of Muslims denouncing atrocities in Islamic states; injustices
of Saudi shari'a law; and a presupposed opposition of Islam and rationality.

In addition to these very stereotypical thematic concerns, Toynbee
adopted an especially ‘closed’ view of Islam, arguing for seven of the eight
representations identified by the Runnymede Trust as characterising such a
position.'* Although Toynbee did not argue that Muslims are ‘monolithic’, the
‘diversity’ she suggested was based on the usual bifurcated stereotype
quoted above, in which “extremist’ was set against “Thought-for-the-day
moderate Islamic theologians”. She concluded the column by arguing
against granting state funding to Muslim schools and therefore against this
principle recommendation of the Runnymede report.

Each article on ‘Islamophobia’ printed in the Independent following
this column, was written in its wake, providing either congratulation, counter-
argument or, eventually, counter-counter-argument in response to the

column. This | have attempted to represent in Table 4.17 below:
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Table 4.17: Responses to the Toynbee column, printed in the /Independent

Date Article Stance
23 October  Polly Toynbee column: ‘In defence of Istamophobia’ anti-Runnymede
25 October  Four letters criticising Toynbee pro-Runnymede

Two letters praising Straw’s ‘no new discrimination law'  anti-Runnymede

One letter praising Toynbee anti-Runnymede
25 October  Trevor Phillips’ column: criticising Toynbee pro-Runnymede
27 October  One letter praising Toynbee anti-Runnymede
Two letters criticising Toynbee pro-Runnymede
28 October  Two letters criticising Toynbee pro-Runnymede
Two letters criticising Phillips anti-Runnymede

In one sense the time and space devoted by the Independent to the
discussion of the issues raised by the Runnymede Trust could be interpreted
as a promising advance, heralding the start of a new attitude of inclusion.
And this could have been possible, were the discussion not based on the
familiar, incendiary, reductive, distorted and unrepresentative issues and
images around which Islam and Muslims are ‘discussed’. In addition to the
themes mentioned above, Toynbee’s basic position can be summarised as

follows:

No doubt some of the racism such [Bangladeshi] women suffer does spring
from the fact that they are Muslims. But there is no hard evidence that poor,
black, non-English speakers of other faiths are treated any better than Muslims.
Racism is the problem, not religion.

There are similarities here with the earlier Daily Telegraph article reporting
the exclusion of British Muslim cricketers: religious discrimination is denied
to exist whilst simultaneously citing religious factors - the Bangladeshi
women “are Muslims” - as motivating such prejudice and/or discrimination.
Strangely, Toynbee's argument is contradicted in an article printed only 16
pages earlier in the same newspaper. Here it states that “an individual

Muslim is more likely to be the victim of racist [sic] violence when he or she
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is wearing Islamic dress or symbols. This applies to white Muslims ...as well
as to Asians” (Straw rejects call for law to protect British Muslims,
Independent, 23 October 1997).

In addition to propagating inaccuracies and prejudicial
representations masquerading as informed ‘rationalist’ criticism, Toynbee’s
column also limited the “disagreement space” (van Eemeren & Houtlosser,
1999) of the ‘discussion’. This is illustrated in the foci of readers’ letters

responding to the column:

Legislation in this and other countries allows educational pluralism which caters
for all; it is popular with parents and academically successful. Denying Muslim
parents the choice enjoyed by others [..] is unacceptable discrimination.
(Ibrahim Hewitt, Development Officer, Association of Muslim Schools of UK and
Eire, Independent, 25 October 1997)

Polly Toynbee continues the persistent association of Islam with barbaric justice
in referring to Saudi Arabian courts. Many Muslims, too, are horrified that justice
in Saudi Arabia works as it does; they are equally horrified that this is described
as Islamic. It may be Saudi justice, but it is not Islamic, any more than British
justice is Christian. (Alex Hall, Centre for Research in Ethnic Relations,
University of Warwick. 27 October 1997)

Polly Toynbee has profoundly misunderstood the nature of education in her
article. Values, religious or philosophical, cannot be separated from education.
No school is value free [...] | would reject as strongly ‘Rationalism on the rates’
as | object to a system that excludes Muslim schools from state funding. (Ruth
Chenoweth, Co-ordinator Third Sector Schools Alliance, Independent, 27
October)

In most of these responding articles, ‘open’ views of Islam predominate - an
observation we would expect since they are argumentative responses
prompted by the ‘closed’ views in Toynbee's article. It could, therefore be
argued that such letters are beneficial to the British Muslim communities,
since they are intended as rejoinders, refinements, corrections or direct
criticisms of what are considered as unacceptable, inappropriate or false
representations of Islam. It is, however, equally easy to imagine that Muslims
may “be made uncomfortable by the relentless insistence - even if it is put in
the form of a debate - that her or his faith, culture and people are seen as a
source of threat” (Said, 1997: xxi). Such a ‘debate’ informed both Toynbee's

column and its argumentative responses, illustrating the extent to which
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derogatory, generalising and/or false representations of Islam and Muslims

are still being discussed within the context of ‘whether they are true or not'.

4.6 Muslim Terrorism in domestic reporting

The third major section of qualitative analysis looks at perhaps the most
resonant topic around which Islam and Muslims are reported: ‘Terrorism'.
The topic of terrorism is a perpetual feature of press representation and
discussion about Islam and Muslims, and unfortunately is therefore an ever
present feature of newspaper analysis on the subject. Quantitative analysis
earlier revealed: ‘terrorist/ism and acts of terrorism’ were mentioned in 44
(15.94%) of the 276 articles in the domestic sample; 37 of these references
were in articles in which Islam was cited as an influential factor (n= 158),
constituting 23.4 per cent of these articles. These findings point to a clear
relationship between the reporting of ‘Terrorism’ and ‘Islam’ in the
broadsheet press - a relationship which was found to be highly statistically
significant (p< 0.000 across all chi-square tests, see Appendix 3) but does
not explain who the ‘terrorists’ were or the form which the ‘terrorism’
assumed. For this, a more detailed analysis is needed.

In addition to the 44 articles which included the word(s) ‘terrorism/ist’,
there were 6 other articles associated with terrorism written without actually
mentioning the word. These 50 ‘Terrorism’ articles centred around five
themes: First, three articles placed within the larger agenda of reporting
‘Islamophobia’ discussed earlier in the chapter. Second, the longrunning
attempts of the British Government to bring two Libyans to trial in Scotland
for the Lockerbie bombing produced seven articles. This story became
newsworthy on the back of South African President Mandela’s suggestion,
made during a Commonwealth summit, that the trial ought to take place in a
neutral location.

Third, a spat between the writers Salman Rushdie and John le Carré,
fought across the letters pages of the Guardian, produced four articles
arguing that the fatwa against Rushdie was an act of ‘international terrorism’.
The writers’ argument was characterised by the deep-felt personal

grievance, which could have been started by a review Rushdie wrote
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criticising a book by le Carré. The headlines of the articles - Our
dishonourable schoolboys (21 November 1997); and Stinking satanic
self-righteousness (25 November 1997) - summarise the ‘debate’ quite
well.

Fourth, a group of S miscellaneous articles, usually related to larger
stories centred in other areas of the world, for example: Body may be
British hostage (The Times 6 October 1997), covering the occasionally
resurfacing story of the British hostages being held in Kashmir; and Britain
bans Iranian leader (Guardian 23 October, 1997), reporting the FCO ban
on an ‘lranian opposition leader’. None of these four themes will not be
analysed in this chapter due to restricted space.

Lastly, a rolling story sparked by the killing of tourists at the Egyptian
tourist resort of Luxor, which continued across 27 domestic articles
throughout the sample. This theme developed from the initial reports of the
event, through the effects of the event to both the UK and to a lesser extent
Egypt, and onto the event consequences, including the post-Luxor
accusations of President Mubarek regarding the ‘haven’ which the UK
represents to anti-Egyptian/lslamist terrorists. The remainder of this section
will be dedicated to an analysis of the domestic reporting of the Luxor

tragedy within the domestic sample.

4.6.1 The reporting of the Luxor atrocity

Luxor was a big story, producing 102 articles (4.0% of the whole sample), 63
of which were written in the seven days following the killings. 15,670
centimetres of news reports were published on the subject of ‘terrorism and
Egypt over these seven days, representing 45.95 per cent of the total
column centimetres reported about Egypt (34,105 cm). It may therefore seem
a little unproductive to analyse the events of Luxor as part of the domestic
reporting chapter. However, the way in which the events were tied to Britain
and British people, and in particular the implications for British Islam and
Muslims living in the UK was very interesting, providing insights into press

conceptions of ‘who and what We are’, and ‘who and what They are’.
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Across the 27 articles, 99 actors were recorded as appearing as
primary (n= 27), secondary (n= 27), tertiary (n= 25) or quaternary (n= 20)
sources. Of these, 23 (23.2%) were referred to as being Muslims - less than
the proportion for the domestic sample as a whole (n= 269, 31.5%). Of these
23 Muslim actors, only 2 were not either terrorists, terrorist groups or
members of illegal opposition groups. These two actors were a generic
‘Islamic Pressure Group based in London’ and generic ‘Middle Eastern and
South East Asian students’, neither of whom were quoted. This shows the
extent to which non-terrorist Muslims were excluded from having their
opinions heard in response to the atrocity.

The representation of Islam in the articles was overwhelmingly
negative: the 8 representations of Islam said by the Runnymede Trust to
characterise an ‘open’ representation of Islam (see code sheet in Appendix
1), were absent from all 27 reports. The reports predominantly argued that
‘Islam vs. the West' is a ‘natural’ state of affairs (n= 23, 85.2%), Islam is
‘separate’ (n= 19, 70.4%), ‘inferior’ (n=24, 88.9%), and an ‘enemy’ (n=24,
88.9%). ‘Fundamentalism’ was mentioned in 77.8% (n= 21) of these
domestic articles, illustrating very clearly the frame in which the story was
reported. By contrast, ‘liberal/moderate’ were mentioned in 2 articles (7.4%),
and seemed to appear in order to further press home the unjustified nature
of the attacks, since they were used to describe “President Mubarek's
moderate regime” (The Times, 18 November, 1997).

There were three themes around which the Luxor atrocity was
reported: fourism; security issues, and the human costs of the atrocity,
presented in a human interest format. These were the only themes used in
the domestic reporting of the Luxor atrocity, often appearing together in
reports, but always in such a way that a ‘primary’ theme dominated. A tree-

diagram illustrating these thematic priorities is shown below:
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Figure 4.1: Thematic development of the Luxor atrocity

The Event Causes
Effects
Tourism /Security\ Human costs of atrocity
in Egypt UK companies UK Egypt George & Ivy Turners  foreign deaths
Developed in Terrorists —— New laws —— Threat of ‘Bodies mix up'
later travel living here | UK terrorists |
articles | Police raids further mix up

...on benefits! I

burial

Figure 4.1 also attempts to represent a sense of time across the sample, with
the later developing stories appearing closer to the bottom of the ‘tree’.
‘“Tourism’ was rarely mentioned in domestic reports (n= 3), due to its basic
association with overseas activities in general and, in the case of this story,
the effects on Egyptian tourism in particular. The third theme, ‘the human
costs of atrocity’, was mentioned more often (n= 9) but was so tightly
focused upon tragic narrative - specifically the appaling story of three
generations of the Turner family first being killed, then being mis-identified,
buried, exhumed and finally reburied in Britain - that it has little relevence
regarding the representation of Islam in Britain and therefore littie relevence
for this chapter. Therefore, only items including the second theme - ‘security

issues’ - will be analysed in this chapter.

4.6.1.1 SECURITY

Security issues were the most frequently reported theme of the Luxor
articles, having centralised importance in 15 items and secondary references
in the 12 remaining. This agenda was essentially focused on the ‘threat’
which ‘Islamic terrorists’ represented to both Egyptian and British societies,

and how this threat could be minimised.
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The lead editorial of The Daily Telegraph entitled ‘Islam’s fifth
column’ (19 November 1997) contained remarkable argument concerning
the activities of Muslims in the UK - considered threatening by their very
presence. The essential “problem” identified by the newspaper was
“immigration”, specifically the way in which “the United Kingdom has, in
recent years, become a safe haven for a diverse array of extremist groups”
whose “quarrels often spill over with lethal effect on to our soil, as
exemplified by the assassinations of dissident elements here in London.”
The textual ambivalence of this passage acts to conceal the agency of the
actions described, contributing to the generally threatening tone of ‘the
Muslims’ identified in the editorial.

These villains have found their way here, the paper claims, because
of “our highly liberal asylum laws”. “The truth is”, the editorial continues
rhetorically, “that there are too many people resident in this country today
who use British liberty in order to take liberties.” Among these villains are
“Middle Eastern and Far East Asian students’, here because of the
“‘indiscriminate recruitment” of British Universities which has brought “in its
wake a small contingent of subversives” “from countries with terrorist
regimes, who specialise in such disciplines as nuclear physics - no prizes for
guessing what they’re up to.” Throughout terms such as “Islam”, “the Muslim
world”, “terrorism”, “terrorist regimes®, “perilous activities”, “threat” and
others, are woven together into a prejudicial argument in which Muslims are
collectivised under broadly and specifically negative accusations, in order to
facilitate the success of the editorial's principle argument - ‘We should keep
Them out’.

The Security agenda gained in momentum with the introduction of the
British government in the debate - as reported in articles such as ‘Commons
pledges to resist terrorism’ (The Times 19 November 1997), ‘Anti-terror
bill sparks fears of witch-hunt' (Guardian 20 November 1997) and ‘New
law to combat foreign terrorists in Britain' (The Times 20 November
1997). The involvement of the British government started with “Ministers and

MPs speaking in the House of Commons, express[ing] their sympathies and
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condolences to the families bereaved by the Luxor massacre” (The Times,
19 November 1997), but by the next day had developed into proposed
legislation directed at “Foreigners living in Britain who plot terrorist attacks
abroad” (The Times, 20 November 1997). In the second paragraph of this
article, the Home Secretary Jack Straw was paraphrased as saying “The
new legislation will end Britain's reputation as a haven for Middle Eastern
and other international terrorists”, creating a new offence of conspiring “to
commit violent outrages abroad” and possibly “making it illegal to raise funds
in Britain for terrorist organisations abroad”.

Such proposals were met with criticism. The report in The Times
quoted the director of Liberty, Mr John Wadham, as saying we need “to take
a careful look at how we can uphold Britain's place as a safe haven for the
persecuted of the world ...Locking up dissidents is not the solution” (The
Times, 20 November 1997). The Guardian on the other hand took the
approach of stating that “Muslim charities and groups, in particular, [...] fear
the Government's proposal could lead to a witchhunt” (Guardian, 20
November 1997) unfortunately suggesting that “Muslim charities and groups”
had a “particular’ reason for fearing the proposal. A few days later, following
another accusation from President Mubarek that Britain was harbouring

terrorists, Jack Straw pushed the envelope further by saying:

There is a very serious problem of people from abroad, particularly from the
Middle East, seeking to use this country as a base, on the whole not for
organising terrorism abroad, but for financing it or for seeking support for it.

The Times, 24 November 1997 (emphasis added)

The headline of another report, ‘London is not terror haven, say
Ministers’, (The Times, 24 November 1997) paraphrased the Government
as saying they “unreservedly condemned terrorism and took the threat from
Muslim radicals very seriously”. In a startling example of over-lexicalisation
(Fowler et al, 1979), these “Muslim radicals” are also described in the text as
“Islamic extremists”, “militant Islamists”, “Islamic radical exiles”, “Islamic
exiles”, “terrorists”, groups involved in “Islamic terrorism” and even “Islamic

asylum seekers”. From this, it appears that the reporter, Michael Binyon,
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thinks the terms referred to above can be used interchangeably. Therefore,
“Islamic terrorists” are “Islamic militants” are “Islamic radical exiles” are
“Islamic asylum seekers”, who “promote action against friendly governments”
and “seek support from British Muslims’. The promotion of such an
interpretation is therefore particularly dangerous for the well-being of
Muslims - British or otherwise - living in this country.

As before, The Daily Telegraph adopted a particularly vitriolic line
towards the alleged ‘terrorist threat’ and the activities of (more) radical
Islamic groups in the UK. One headline, ‘Leaders try to curb deadly threat
from the world’s Islamic fanatics’ - it's letters standing 2 centimetres high,
printed across the top of two pages and summarising four articles
underneath - presents The Daily Telegraph reading of events quite well. In
the largest of these four articles underneath, ‘Law allows dissidents to plot
from British bases’, Phillip Johnston places the presupposed “deadly
threat” posed by Muslims firmly in a domestic context (Daily Telegraph, 20
November 1997). Muslims are presented not only as a threat to the countries
which they are “campaigning to destabilise”, but their activities also threaten
to “spill onto the streets of London”. His argument is achieved via a four part

structure, illustrated in Table 4.18.
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Table 4.18: Dichotomised representation of social actors and agendas

Sympathetic presentation

Unsympathetic presentation

Sources

Sources

Jack Straw; Mr Straw (x4); Home Office (x3);
Security authorities; MI5; Special Branch;
British authorities; British citizens; Salman
Rushdie; Algerian and French governments;
French Security Chiefs; Israeli Security Chiefs.

Kalim Siddiqui, ‘who supported the fatwa’; Sheikh
Omar Abdel-Rahman; ‘the Blind Sheikh’ (x2);
Omar Bakri Mohammed (x5); Mohammed al-
Massari (x3); terror organisations (x3); terror
groups (x2); Islamic groups (x2); Islamic
extremists; Islamic fundamentalists; overseas
fundamentalists; militants; militant organisations;
militant Islamic organisations; extreme British
Muslim organisation; dissidents (x2); Hamas (x4);
Hizbollah; Algerian GIA; Algeria’s FIS; Gama’a al
Islamia (Islamic Group); al-Muhajiroun (x3);
Islamic Observation Centre; Hizb ut-Tahrir;

Arab newspapers; Hamas' monthly magazine
Filistine al-Muslima (Islamic Palestine)

Quoted sources

Quoted sources

Lord Lloyd of Berwick (42 words); Mr Straw (18
words); David Pryce-Jones, ‘an authority on

Muslim-Arab society’ (64 words)

John Wadham, Liberty (33 words)
Omar Bakri Mohammed (14 words)

Politics/Ideology

Politics/Ideology

democracy (x2); liberal democracy; free

society

Muslim regime; Islamic militancy; khilafah - an
Islamic state

‘Place as subject’

‘Place as subject’

Britain (x4); London (x2); Western society (x2)

the Islamic world; Muslim-Arab society; ‘their
homelands’; ‘their own tyrannical country’

This four part structure fitts with what Blommaert and Verschueren (1998)

have called a ‘management paradigm’. Accordingly, these Muslims

do not only symbolise the intra-European enemy. They are the enemy. They
seem to have penetrated in our midst, abusing our openness. They seem to
form a threat to our society which risks destruction as a result of its own
tolerance (Blommaert & Verschueren, 1998: 21)

First the ‘threat’ of Islam and Muslims is symbolically represented through

the seemingly endless list of ‘shadowy figures’ and groups bent on “the
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overthrow of Western society”. All cited Muslims are labelled with the
negativised descriptive terms and, with the exception of Kalim Siddiqui, are
labelled as being either foreign organisations or immigrants. Occasionally, it
is only the perceived ‘foreign-ness’ - or more specifically, ‘Middie Eastern-
ness’ - of these actors which marks them out as threatening. Johnston claims
for example that “More Arab newspapers are published in London than
anywhere else in the world”, implying, through its very inclusion in an article
about terrorism, that “Arab newspapers” - or perhaps Arabs in general - are
involved in terrorist activities.

These ‘Muslim’ actors are contrasted in the article with a set of almost
universally ‘official’ actors, suggesting an authority and a legitimacy which
the unsympathetic actors lack. The only two sympathetic non-official actors
are first, “British citizens” who “fall victim to terrorism abroad”, and second
Salman Rushdie, himself the victim of a “death sentence” “supported” by
some of those on the other side of the table. The extent to which negative
action is dichotomised in this article, is therefore quite astonishing.

Second, the sources presented by Johnston in a sympathetic light are
disproportionately quoted, weighting the article towards the individuals and
groups offering critiques of these “Islamic groups”. David Pryce-Jones for
example, is first given complimentary introduction as “an authority of Muslim-

Arab society”, and is then quoted as saying:

They [Muslims?..] show great sophistication in knowing how a Western society
operates and what its weaknesses are. They can exploit the legal system, the
human rights and asylum laws and other elements of a democracy to which
they don't themselves subscribe. (emphasis added)

Whether Mr Pryce-Jones knew that his words were to be used in this way is
unclear, but the quote above certainly appears to betray a underlying
prejudice towards Muslims. ‘Our’ presupposed tolerance on the other hand is
represented, as Blommaert and Vershueren (1998) suggested above, as a
threat to our own society. In contrast to the sympathetic presentation of
Pryce-Jones, John Wadham's opinion that “Locking up dissidents is not the

solution”, identical to the quote in the earlier article printed in The Times (20
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November 1997), is held up as ridiculous. This again illustrates the
functional way in which sources are often used by journalists in order to
construct their own (prejudicial) arguments.

Third, through the negativisation of both actions and politics, the
‘threat’ of the “militant Islamic organisations’ is foregrounded to the detriment
of more positive work that some of them do in the communities in which they
are based. The opinion of Johnston on this matter is made clear in Table
4.18 above, by the dichotomies he sets up between “democracy” and
“Muslim regime”, between “liberal democracy” and “Islamic militancy”, and
most tellingly between “free society” and “Islamic state”’. Here we see the
constructive negativisation of Islam in action, whereby the previously fluid
term of “Islamic state” is presented in opposition to “free society” without any
further support.

Fourth, in case the reader has not received the message, the
“tyrannical countries” of “the Islamic world’ are referred to, seemingly as
examples of places in which such “Islamic militancy” has a more established
hold than the sympathetically represented “British” and “Western society”.
The “free society” which ‘We’ enjoy is still represented as threatened
however, since, as the concluding paragraph suggests, “there is concern
that Britain could be increasingly vulnerable to international terrorism unless
additional powers of the sort proposed by Mr Straw are forthcoming.”

The extent to which the news agenda of the “deadly threat’ of
Muslims in Britain developed in the domestic sample, is illustrated in the
presence of a ‘benefit scrounger’ story as a spin-off of the Luxor atrocity.
The story was alluded to in The Daily Telegraph article analysed above,
where the leader of al-Muhajiroun, Omar Bakri Mohammed, is referred to as
having “five children and claims income support and disability benefit”
despite being “dedicated to the overthrow of Western society”. The
schematic story received a full hearing in the Sunday Times (23 November
1997), in an article headlined ‘Convicted Egyptian ‘terrorists’ living on
benefits in Britain'. This article reports “Three men sentenced to death for
terrorist offences in Egypt [who] have been allowed to live in Britain where at

least one of them has claimed thousands of pounds in social security
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benefits”. The article goes on to develop tenuous links between the three
men and “Muslim terror organisations” (both Egyptian and not) based on
these convictions, despite protestations from one of the men that “The
charges against me are based on testimony given under torture” and the
admission that the system of justice operating in Egyptian military courts has
“been strongly criticised by international human rights organisations”. At
about two thirds of the way through article, the journalists go into a free-fall
‘Muslim association’, citing individuals and groups - Abu Hamza and the
Finsbury Park Mosque, the Algerian GI/A, the al-Ansar (Victory) newsletter -
only tangentially related to the subject at hand. This builds a similar picture
as The Daily Telegraph article above: an “underworld” of “Islamic extremists
in Britain”, whom Scotland Yard's terrorist branch are already having to
arrest, seizing their “chemicals for making bombs”. The message of the
article is clear: ‘Us against Them', ‘They are terrorists’, ‘They are already
here’, and ‘We are supporting Them through Social Security benefits’. It is

hard to imagine a more negative representation of British Muslims.

4.6.2 Muslim terrorism in domestic reporting: a summary
As stated at the outset of this third qualitative section, articles mentioning
‘terrorism’ represent 18.1 per cent (n= 50) of items in the domestic sample.
In addition there is a highly significant statistical relationship (p< 0.000)
between articles in which Islam is cited as being influential and articles in
which ‘Terrorism’ is mentioned.

The majority of the domestic articles were written on the topic of the
Luxor atrocity, and the reports were summarised into one of three broad
themes - tourism, security and the human cost - with ‘security’ being the
most significant for the representation of Islam and Muslims in Britain. Of the
99 actors cited in the Luxor articles, 23 were Muslim, only 2 of whom were
not terrorists yet were still represented as ‘threatening’ by implying an
ulterior motive for their ‘alleged’ preference for studying nuclear physics. The
exclusion of a ‘Muslim voice’ on this matter is particularly worrying.

Although The Daily Telegraph and The Times were undoubtedly most

responsible for the prejudicial tone of articles written on terrorism, the
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Independent and the Guardian, were not wholly blameless. Indeed there was
a great deal of shared xenophobia printed across the newspapers on this

topic, amounting to an unacceptably negative representation of Islam and

British Muslims

4.7 Muslim schooling and Muslim pupils

The theme of Muslim pupils and schooling was an almost constant agenda
running throughout the sample: 38 articles were recorded within the parent
topic of ‘Education’ across the four month sample period. Within this parent
topic, the topics of ‘Religion in Education’ and ‘Funding religious schools’
received the most coverage, being coded as either primary or secondary
topics in 11 and 29 articles respectively. These articles reported the
campaign for denominational Muslim schools, and the response to such a
campaign from Government, journalists and members of the public.

The story took a dramatic turn when voluntary aided status was
granted to two Muslim schools on 9 January 1998, signally the end (or just
the beginning?) of a long fought campaign for such recognition, and
producing a flurry of articles on the subject in broadsheet newspapers. There
are connections between this topic and the ‘ideological square’ previously
discussed (specifically the negativisation of Muslim activity in and upon the
public sphere), connections which will hopefully be made clear in the
following discussion and analysis.

Distinctions exist between the themes of the reports printed before 9
January 1997, when voluntary aided status was granted, and those printed
after. The analysis will therefore be in two sections in order to reflect and

capture this editorial dimension.

4.7 1 Articles printed before the funding of Muslim schools

18 domestic articles were published on Muslim schooling before 9 January
1998. The majority of these cases occurred as part of the ‘Islamophobia’
reporting agenda, previously discussed. Accordingly, most of the articles
printed, and therefore analysed in this section, were letters to the editor (n=

10), and printed in the Independent in response to Polly Toynbee’s column
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(n= 8). The two principle recommendations of The Runnymede Trust's report
- the funding of Muslim schools and new legislation outlawing religious
discrimination - were often cited together in these articles, in order to argue
that the broader theme of ‘multiculturalism’ was either a positive or negative
philosophy in and for Britain. ‘Multiculturalism’ was used in these articles as
short-hand for the greater visibility, and perceived greater influence, of
values and beliefs perceived to be ‘non-British’ in and upon the British
‘public sphere’. Presupposed in these articles was the perception that in its
‘natural state’, Britain and the British public sphere are ‘white’ and ‘Christian’,
into which the ‘acceptable’ values and practices of ‘ethnic minorities’ are
admitted. It was against this frame that the debate on Muslim schools and
schooling occurred: essentially, ‘Are Muslim schools an acceptable
approach to education, here in Britain?’

The debate on denominational Muslim schooling is complex, with
arguments for and against such schools drawing on a variety of discourses,
for example: rights; citizenship and inclusion; pedagogy; and the perceived
‘effects’ of Muslim schools on society (usually in the form of ‘race relations’).
The reporting of British Muslim schooling before the 9 January 1997 was
almost wholly structured around such ‘for’ and ‘against’ argumentation, often
locating arguments at the level of principal as opposed to policy.

Looking first towards the 8 readers’ letters, the main argument
employed by those who disagree with denominational Muslim schools, was
that separate Muslim schools would be socially and racially divisive. Of
course, simply citing ‘divisions’ only succeeds as an argument against
Muslim schools when such ‘divisions’ are thought of as being negative per
se. The exact nature of this negativity differs according to the (political)
assumptions and commitments of the arguments’ protagonists. For some,
the ‘divisions’ approximated a religious or ethnic apartheid and hence ran

counter to their multicultural principles:

1) [...] the segregation of Muslim children would only reinforce the
marginalisation which the Runnymede Trust rightly condemns. The provision
of good secular schools in which all children are educated together would
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surely be the best way to prevent so-called Islamophobia. (Nicholas Waiter,
Rationalist Press Association. Guardian, 24 October 1997)

2) [...] a largely integrated education system has been of immeasurable benefit
to us all. If you don’t believe this, witness [...] the hermetically-sealed
Orthodox Jewish community in Stamford Hill (where | live) where there is no
social interaction between children or adults of that community with anyone
outside their own faith. The Government must do whatever it takes to avoid
funding more religious schools. [...] Nothing less than the social fabric of our
society is at stake. (Sabrina Aaronovitch, Independent, 28 October 1997)

In letters of this sort, the separation of Muslim pupils into denominational
schools tended to be expanded out to mean that they would be ‘isolated’,
‘segregated’ and ‘marginalised’ in society as a whole. This argumentative
approach was based on two presuppositions: first, the (lack of) interaction
between Muslim and non-Muslim in society, whereby schools were thought
to provide the last (or in some letters the only) situation for social interaction
between different faiths and communities. Second, these letters often
presupposed that the standard of teaching in Muslim schools was lower than
in secular schools, and therefore the attending Muslim children would be
socially disadvantaged and marginalised through receiving a poor education.

For a select few, the divisions ‘caused’ by separate Muslim schools
were said to create possible breeding grounds for ‘Islamic fundamentalism’,
isolated from the usual ‘checks and balances’ of the mainstream culture.
More usually, the divisions ‘caused’ by separate Muslim schools were
thought to threaten (the related issues of) ‘Muslim integration’, Muslim
acceptance of ‘British values’ and perhaps British values and identity
themselves. These threatened ‘effects’ were additionally thought to
encourage, or possibly result, in future violence between Muslim and non-

Muslim communities:

3) Having seen the way that sectarian education has reinforced intercommunal
violence in Northern Ireland, he [Jack Straw] should be looking at ways to
reduce support for Christian schools rather than widening the scope of
subsidised religious denominational indoctrination (Eric Thompson,
Independent 25 October 1997)

4) [Criticising Muslim schools...] is not ‘Islamophobia’, but a reasonable and
realistic opposition to the official encouragement of any kind of religious or
non-religious divisions in an already dangerously divided society. (Nicolas
Walter, Rationalist Press Association, Independent 28 October 1997)
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Interestingly, the letters which took the firmest argumentative line against the
supposedly ‘divisive’ nature of Muslim schools, also tended to congratulate
Jack Straw for “resisting demands to introduce legislation to protect Muslims
from religious discrimination” (Eric Thompson, above). The strength of Eric
Thompson's objection to Muslims schools is illustrated in the prejudicial
language with which he describes religious schools: “subsidised religious
denominational indoctrination” (lbid.). Further, his linkage of the schooling
issue with the demands for extending anti-discrimination laws is instructive,
since both his positions are essentially based on denying British Muslims the
advantages of civil society enjoyed by just about everybody else.

Similarly, Nicolas Walter elsewhere in his letter states that “liberals
have the right to criticise objectionable aspects of religious or non-religious
systems of belief and behaviour’. The ‘White fantasy’ (Hage, 1998) of this
“reasonable” man, regarding ‘his’ assumed “right” to manage the national
space, is exposed by the presuppositions contained in his argument. He
implicitly excludes Muslims from the position “liberal”, and hence from having
“the right” to be included and heard in debate, since criticising “objectionable
aspects of non-religious systems of belief and behaviour” was exactly what
Muslims were doing in the campaign for denominational schools. His point
is, essentially, that such requests should be ignored.

News articles arguing against separate Muslim schooling employed
very similar argumentation. ‘Farrakhan opens UK blacks-only schools’
(Independent on Sunday, 19 October 1997) for example, drew upon the
spectre of ‘divisions’, when it warned in its overheadline that “The separatist
ideas of the controversial Nation of Islam are taking hold in Britain". The
article made it clear that these schools not only separated children along
religious and racial grounds, but are run by Louis Farrakhan, who “has been
accused of anti-Semitism and homophobia®. A feature headlined ‘How will
they know who they are?’ (Daily Telegraph, 12 December 1997) presented
a complex argument against Muslim schools. The aim of muiticulturalism -
“to make children from other backgrounds feel at home because their culture

is valued and celebrated” - is described as “praiseworthy’ and yet also
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threatening and dangerous, since it is having negative effects upon “our own
national identity and culture’. Terms such as “multicultural swamp”,
“contested battleground”, “disintegration”, “the decay of our national culture”,
“the advance of multiculturalism” and Tebbit's own description of
multiculturalism as “a divisive force” illustrate the arguments which the
journalist, Graham Turner was presenting. Chris Woodhead, the then Chief
Inspector of schools, is paraphrased as saying “there is a real danger that
bending over backwards to pay attention to minority cultures is bound to
have a negative effect on white children” (emphasis added). Finally, Turner
argues that British schools should be Christian - “our national religion” - and
that Muslim children should ‘integrate’. This is evidenced by the praise he
lays upon “John Cullis, head of Barclay Junior’, who states “I'm trying to
Westernise them [Muslim and Hindu pupils], and unashamedly so
...because if we don’t, they are not going to compete in the world”.

The only news article which did not take an argumentative stance
against separate Muslim schools was printed in The Times (‘Muslim school
may sue Labour, 3 December 1997). Despite the foregrounding of a
“Muslim school” in the headline, the report details the possible legal
proceedings “threatened” by Islamia Primary School in parallel with similar
complaints from both a Seventh Day Adventist Church and “a dozen [others]
waiting to hear if they can become grant-maintained before publication
tomorrow of the Education Bill, which, when enacted, will abolish the
category.” Rather than supporting Muslim schools, the report appears to
have been intended more as a critique of the Labour Government,
suggesting that their approach to these applications was incompetent (see
Poole, 1999 for a similar ‘reading’ of this article).

The campaign for separate Muslim schools on the other hand, is
based on the deceptively simple idea that the ideal environment for the
development of Muslim youth is within a separate school system. This is in
turn based on a critique of the present system, and specifically the

monocultural and secular biases perceived to permeate modern schooling:
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[...] to try to promote multiculturalism after disassociating all faiths from those
cultures will not be accepted by Muslims ...Muslims do not expect the curriculum
in state schools to be Islamic. What they do expect, however, is that the
multicultural, multifaith character of Britain will be reflected in the curriculum and
in the school ethos. (Mabud, (1992:91), cited in Parker-Jenkins, 1995:54).

With the present curriculum lacking such a focus on faith, schools are
increasingly viewed by Muslims “as institutions intent on providing only a
secular interpretation of reality ...[and therefore] in conflict with the overall
aim of raising children within a religious context” (Parker-Jenkins, 1995: 40).
The themes of ‘Muslim values’, the cultural and/or religious needs of Muslim
pupils and the wishes of Muslim parents, appeared frequently in readers’
letters arguing ‘for’ Muslim schools, particularly the letters written in

response to the negative argumentation of Polly Toynbee's column:

1) [...] divisions need not be damaging. They can celebrate the diversity of
culture within multi-cultural societies. To force all children into secular
schools against the wishes of their parents denies multi-culturalism and
places Ms Toynbee alongside the Tebbits of the world.” (Ibrahim Hewitt,
Development Officer, Association of Muslim Schools of UK and Eire,
Independent, 25 October 1997)

2) [Re GCSE Islamic Studies] As part of their syllabus, the girls are taught to
question the assumptions of their religion and to consider the rights and
wrongs of other alternative points of view. [...] They are not cut off from
mainstream culture” (Samiya Mann, Zakaria Muslim Girls High School,
Independent, 28 October 1997)

The fluidity of meaning connoted by societal divisions is clearly articulated in
the letter written by Ibrahim Hewitt: “divisions need not be damaging”, he
argues. Hewitt follows this by making an argument which draws upon a
rights-based discourse, previously used by Toynbee and no doubt
immediately recognisable to the left-liberal audience of the Independent. By
contrast, Samiya Mann argues against the idea that Muslim schools are
culturally divisive, suggesting that the Muslim pupils in her own class are
taught to assess critically “the rights and wrongs” of their own and others’
religion, and are therefore “not cut off from mainstream culture”.

Following the Education Act (1944), the law does not pose any
impediment to the granting of voluntary aided status to properly staffed and

maintained Muslim private schools, since religious affiliation (of the school
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applying for funding) was not mentioned in the relevant section of the Act
(ch.31). There is therefore an additional argument for equality before the
law, whereby independent Muslim schools, of which there were 25 in 1993,
should be accorded similar recognition as (for example) the 21 Jewish
institutions which were receiving government funding at that time (Parker-
Jenkins, 1995: 12).

3) To deny parents in a pluralistic society an input into their children’s religious
and moral education, and to argue for the imposition by the state of one
ideology over others, is the exact same approach which Polly Toynbee finds
unacceptable in certain Islamic states. (Rev. Peter Trow, Independent 28
October 1997)

4) Legislation in this and other countries allows educational pluralism which
caters for all; it is popular with parents and academically successful. Denying
Muslim parents the choice enjoyed by others [...] is unacceptable
discrimination (Ibrahim Hewitt, Development Officer, Association of Muslim
Schools of UK and Eire, /Independent, 25 October 1997)

Arguments for equality, such as those above, appear powerful, perhaps
particularly to the liberal audience of the Independent. By arguing that the
‘right’ to a “religious and moral education” (the two terms rhetorically tied
together by Rev. Trow) is being denied to Muslim children, suggests double
standards, which could in turn be interpreted as “discrimination” (as by
Hewitt). Letter (3) goes a stage further than arguing for ‘equality’ by drawing
an analogy between Toynbee's scorn at “the same approach” in “Islamic
states”. In this way, Rev. Trow manages to accuse Toynbee of acting
hypocritically at the same time as providing argumentative support for

Muslim schools - an argumentative ‘double-whammy’.

4.7.2 Articles reporting the funding of Muslim schools

20 articles were written on Muslim schooling between 9 January 1998, when
David Blunkett, the Education and Employment Secretary approved grant-
maintained status (later changed to voluntary aided status, with a change of
law) to two Muslim schools, and the end of the sample (31 January 1998). 10
of these articles were printed on 10 January, with all five daily broadsheet
newspapers reporting the story, although with differing prominence and

differing slightly in their use of information and argument. Of the remaining
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10 articles: six were readers’ letters written in both praise (n= 3) and criticism
(n= 3) of the decision to grant funding to the two Muslim schools; two were
Guardian columns, one written by Yasmin Alibhai-Brown and the other by
Roy Hattersley;, and the remaining two articles were miscellaneous news
articles. The Financial Times, in their general backgrounding of domestic
news, reported the story in a small article (72 centimetres) headlined
Blunkett offers state funding (10 January, 1997), tucked away in their ‘UK
News Digest’ column. Interestingly, the first line of the article stated that
Blunkett's decision “reversed the government's traditional policy of denying
them [Muslims] equal status with Anglican, Roman Catholic and Jewish
schools” (emphasis added) - a claim which was absent or significantly
mitigated in the remaining newspapers’ reports. This news report was also
the only article printed following the approval of funding, which did not refer
to Yusuf Islam or his two previous incarnations, ‘Cat Stevens’ and ‘Steven
Georgiou’.

The Independent gave the story more prominence than the Financial
Times, placing a large colour photograph flagging the story on the front
page'® and choosing to report it across a news item and a column. The news
report (Muslim schools win historic fight for state funding, 10 January
1998) framed the funding of Muslim schools as an issue of religious and
(seemingly) racial equality, made all the more pressing due to the low
financial resources of many Muslim parents. The first paragraph read: “For
years, Muslims have complained that white middle class parents could send
their children to religious schools free while Muslim, often working class [and
non-white?] parents had to pay”. In addition, the equality of male and female
Muslim pupils in these schools is earmarked as important enough to be
mentioned three times - most significantly in Blunkett's reassurances “that
these new schools will comply with the statutory provisions governing all
maintained schools, such as delivering the national curriculum and offering
equal access to the curriculum for boys and girls” (emphasis added). The
foregrounding of equality in the Independent - both that Muslims should be
treated equally and that, ‘contrary to what you may think’, these Muslim

schools will treat female pupils equally - suggests a desire to convince its
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readership that the decision to fund Muslim schools was the correct one to
make.

A similar argumentative line was also taken in the Independent
column written by Trevor Phillips, printed the same day - ‘Hallelujah! At last
the Government has seen the light. Here, Blunkett's decision is given
further argumentative weight through the use of “fairness”, “choice” (that
most Thatcherite of terms to use in connection with education) and the “vital

recognition of diversity” in support of Muslim schools. Phillips argues that

these three factors show

why the right to have such schools as the ones now backed by the Government
is so important; [they give] a clear signal that in modern Britain being what you
really are is nothing to be afraid of, that we can live with real differences, and
that we genuinely embrace the new traditions among us. (my emphases)

Although | disagree with the implied essentialism of the above excerpt (“what
you really are”), these two articles do represent the Independent standing
behind the campaign for Muslim schooling in a way not seen across the
remainder of the sample in any of the newspapers. This support was not
received well by members of the newspaper's readership however, for

example:

It may sound reasonable for Muslims to want to maintain their culture and
religious differences just as xenophobic whites do [...] It does not however help
the integration of communities that is essential if we are to reduce future
trouble. We should have no state funded schools based on religion. (M. Jones
Independent, 13 January 1998) ’

Here the issue of Muslim schooling is linked with under-defined “future
trouble”. By equating “Muslims” with “xenophobic whites” in the first line of
the excerpt, the author is suggesting either: Muslims are per se “xenophobic”
and as such nominal determiners (*xenophobic Muslims’) can be dispensed
with; or alternatively, the desire of Muslims to “maintain their culture and
religious differences” is comparable, in degree or kind, to the corresponding
desire of “xenophobic whites”. To suggest that the desire of British Muslims

to retain their ‘Islamic-ness’ is ‘reasonable” on the basis of this analogy
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suggests that the argument was chosen “not by selection of premises the
[left-liberal] audience is likely to accept, but by selection of premises the
audience is almost sure to reject’ (van Eemeren et al, 1997: 226). This is
shown in the second line of the excerpt where, in conclusion, the author
associates British Muslims’ abandonment of cultural and religious
differences with ‘“integration”, whilst their sustaining or affirming of
differences (cultural and religious pluralism by any other name) in Muslim
schools is associated with “future trouble”.

The manner in which The Daily Telegraph reported the story also
appeared to depart from the paper's usually fierce position of ‘integration’.
The story was reported across three articles - a frontpage news report
headlined ‘Muslim schools gain state cash’ (the only newspaper to
foreground the story in such a way) which provided the details and reactions
to the decision, and two news-features which followed on page 8. In the first
of these news-features (‘Jewish example helped solve dilemma’), John
Clare, The Daily Telegraph's Education Editor, appears quite critical of the
successive decisions to deny funding to Muslim schools, even asking “why
denial should even have been considered.” Underlying these rejections,
Clare suggests, “was a prevalent view that immigrants should adjust to the
British way of life rather than vice versa and that, in particular, the children of
Asian immigrants should be educated alongside their white peers”
(emphasis added). In a newspaper as generally disdainful of multiculturalism
as The Daily Telegraph, it is entirely possible that its readership would agree
with such discrimination against Muslims and the reasons given in its
justification (indeed an article written by Graham Turner, discussed above,
makes such an argument). However, John Clare seems to have included
such information in order to expose the injustice of the repeated rejections
and the arrogance of demanding capitulative ‘integration’ rather than
suggesting that the previous policy was valid."

The second news-feature (‘Pop star convert wins 15-year fight for
cash’) provided an amiable personal history of Yusuf Islam - a key player in

the story due to his involvement in the funded Islamia school - praising him
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as “a pillar of Britain’s Muslim community”. The Guardian also chose to place
Yusuf Islam centre stage in their reporting of the story (‘Elation breaks over
pioneering school set up by former singer’, 10 January 1998), allowing
the inclusion of some gentle ribbing in reference to his former career at the
start of the second paragraph - “as morning broke yesterday...” - a reference
also picked up in the headline. As suggested above, Yusuf Islam formed the
centre of much of the reporting of Muslim schooling, with the manner in
which he was treated quite accurately summarising the newspapers’
coverage: the Financial Times did not mention him; the Guardian appear
confused, with commentary shifting between describing the school which he
ran as operating “a strict Islamic code”, explaining that Islam was “in
Sarajevo accepting a peace prize” and humourous gibes regarding his
former career'®; and The Daily Telegraph centralised Islam, quoting him in
the second paragraph of their (frontpage) news report. Interestingly, what
appears to be the same quote from Yusuf Islam was used in a slightly
different form in the report printed in The Times (Muslims win right to their
own state-funded schools, 10 January 1998) - a form which reframed the
content and implications of Islam’s response in a subtle but threatening way.

The quotes analysed in Table 4.19 adopt the following rules of transcription:

. text with no coloured highlight: identical text in both articles

. text highlighted in §fé&ii: lexical or phrasiological stylistic differences

. text highlighted in yeliow: textual elements not present in the opposite text

Table 4.19: The comparative use of a quotation from Yusuf Islam

Daily Telegraph The Times

It is only two Muslim schools in an ocean
Muslim schools in an ocean of of thousands of Christian schools, so §{

thousands of Christian and tens

give a gre

it is certainly an historic one.
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In both quotes it is the symbolic nature of the funding which is picked up on -
‘two schools in an ocean of others doesn’'t change the world’ - but the
implications of the quotes are quite different. In The Daily Telegraph, despite
the decision ‘not changing the world’, it is nonetheless “an historic one”, and
as such is important in itself. In The Times however, although the decision
“isn’t going to change the world”, “it will give a great hope to others”. Here,
the journalist uses an elliptical sentence, eliding both who the "others” being
referred to are, and what these “others” hope to do. However, in the
preceding paragraph of The Times’ report, Zahar Ashraf, the parents’
spokesman, is quoted as saying “Now that they know they will receive fair
and equal treatment, other Muslim schools should follow" (emphasis added).
This suggests that The Times thought the decision would “give a great hope
[of funding] to others [other Muslim schools)”, thereby shifting the meaning of
the quote substantially. Further, The Times is not at all comfortable with the
possibility that more Muslim schools will receive state-funding, as illustrated

by the paragraph which followed the quote from Yusuf Islam:

The Rev. David Streater, secretary of the Church Society, said that the decision
could have serious consequences. “Islam is not a quiescent faith - it is probably
more evangelistic than Christianity itself - and this will be seen as just a foot in
the door. We may be in an increasingly secular society, but this is still a
generally Christian country and we have to defend that.” [emphases added]

Here, state-funding for two Muslim schools, and the possibility that such
schools will increase in the future, is represented as having possibly “serious
consequences” to the ‘Christian-ness’ of ‘Our’ country - a ‘Christian-ness’
which “We” must defend. This threat, specifically to Christianity, is also
flagged in The Times' removal of the reference to “tens of thousands of
secular schools” (present in The Daily Telegraph's report) from the quote
from Yusuf Islam. From this evidence, it appears that The Times
manipulated the quote from Yusuf Islam in order to make him ‘suggest’ that
these two schools were only the first of many which would be campaigning
for state-funding. Whether or not the quote from Zahar Ashraf was similarly
altered is unclear due to the lack of a comparative quote. The Times then

imbued the possibility that more Muslim schools will become state-funded
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with threat, specifically a threat to ‘Our’ Christian country posed by an
“evangelistic” Islam with “a foot in the [‘Our’] door”. The source making such
a claim - the Rev. David Streater - is not criticised or contested, illustrating
the ascent given to his opinion by The Times. In contrast, The Daily
Telegraph quote makes no such implication, with Yusuf Islam solely
appearing to acknowledge - albeit joyously - the symbolic and historic nature

of the decision.

4.8 Positive stories

There were domestic articles in which the bifurcation of ‘Islam’ and/vs. ‘the
West' is either not immediately apparent, or in which the dominant negative
representation(s) of Islam and Muslims are backgrounded or wholly absent.
As suggested in the analysis above, most of the items in which an ‘open’
representation of Islam was offered were readers’ letters. The frequency with
which such letters appeared in the domestic sample should not be a matter
of wholehearted celebration, due to their function in contesting or correcting
the inaccuracies of previous reporting and/or letters. As such, readers’
letters will only be included in a backgrounded position in the following
analysis.

News reports and columns which foreground ‘Open’ representative
characteristics are unquestionably a minority in the sample, but the fact that
they exist not only draws attention to the dubious status of the truth claims of
the dominant ‘Closed’ view, but also suggests a possible future for reporting

the British Muslim communities in which a positive view predominates.

4.8.1. Islam vs. the West: a fallacy?

On occasion, articles dissented from the dominant representation of ‘Islam
vs. the West', arguing that such an opposition is erroneous at best. One
approach to this dissent, which tended to be printed in the seven days either
side of Christmas 1997, compared Islam and Christianity, drawing out the
common tradition between the religions. The column ‘Why the other lights
of the world are not fakes', printed in the Independent (2 January 1998) for

example, inclusively referred to “We in the Abrahamic traditions”, “the three
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great Abrahamic faiths” and the doctrines which Judaism, Islam and

Christianity share. In one particularly ‘open’ passage, the author, Reverend
Keith Ward, wrote:

These three ways - the way of the people of the covenant, the community of
divine law, the way of the ‘body of Christ’ - are all ways of mediating light in the
darkness of building beauty from chaos, of incarnating justice and loving-
kindness in the world.

The affirmation of the common heritage of the three Levant religions which
this column includes hardly appears anywhere else in the whole of the
sample. Indeed, in some places it is denied."”

A particularly interesting example of a positive representation of Islam
(as opposed to Muslims) was an editorial, printed in the Financial Times, and
headlined ‘The faith of Abraham’. This article was made all the more
interesting for being printed on Christmas Eve, 1997. Here the Financial
Times which, as the editorial states is “as secular a newspaper as you could
find”, succumbs to the same seasonally affected reporting present across
the rest of the sample at this time of year. But on this occasion, the editorial
comes with a twist: the impending Christian celebrations are connected, and
discussed in relation to, the Muslim Holy month of Ramadan which was due
to start the following week. Perhaps this linkage was a result of the fact,
again acknowledged by the editorial, that the newspaper has ‘readers
around the world of all faiths and none” whose beliefs need accommodating.
Or perhaps it is the newspaper's homogenisation of religious belief - either
intentional or presupposed - which facilitates the comparison. Either way, the

presentation of the common prophetic tradition of the faiths is refreshing:

While abhorring the suggestion that Jesus or any other man could be God, their
[Muslim’s] own faith teaches them to respect both Jesus and Moses as divinely
inspired precursors to their own Prophet. So Jews and Christians are “people of
the book” sharing with Moslems [sic] the common root of the *“religion of
Abraham”’, and thus assured, in principle, of respect within Moslem society.
(Financial Times , Editorial, 24 December, 1997)

There are two problematic features of this paragraph: First, some Muslims

may take issue with the implication of the text that because Mohammed is
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presented as “their own Prophet’, then Moses (Musa) and Jesus (Isa) are
somehow ‘not theirs’. This is clearly incorrect. Second, the use of the term
‘Moslem’, is a particularly inappropriate and unfortunate stylistic feature of
the Financial Times, which is offensive in much the same way as the term
‘Negro’. The sooner this faulty phoneticism and throwback to colonialism is
done away with by the Financial Times, the better.

The editorial continues into its weakest section, stating that despite
the Muslim principles of respect referred to in the paragraph above, “practice
often falls short of principle”. The newspaper attempts to show that there are
injustices carried out “on all sides” - i.e. by Christians and Muslims - but the
manner in which such a comparison is made betrays some very dubious
assumptions. First, an historical enmity is proposed wherein “Moslems [sic]
and Christians have made war on each other down the ages”. This is, of
course true: wars have been fought between Muslims and Christians. What
the syntactic structuring of the sentence does is conceal the agency of such
wars: who in general has been the aggressor? In addition, by the simple act
of expression, the newspaper also implies that this “down the ages” history is
important in understanding the present. It is, rather, the most recent violent
encounters - colonialism in this case - which most strongly affect the present,
and which generally resurface as prejudice in ‘Christian’ and ‘Muslim’ public
consciousness and discourse.

Second, the already backgrounded recent past, is further
euphemistically referred to as “two centuries [in which] Christians generally
had the upper hand’. This past has apparently left “a legacy of resentment
among Moslems [sic] which has made life difficult, sometimes dangerous, for
Christian minorities in Moslem countries”. This massive overgeneralisation
treads worryingly close to the prejudicial writings of American political
scientists such as Daniel Pipes, Bernard Lewis and Samuel Huntingdon.'®

The final inadequacy of this section results perhaps logically from the
other two flaws, in that the intolerance of ‘the West' tends to be played down
or absent. For example, the editorial states without any irony that “Jews

perished in the holocaust after centuries of foleration in western Europe”
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(emphasis added), a reading of history that even Pope John Paul |l now
disagrees with.

In general however, the beneficial aspects of the editorial outweigh
the negative. In addition to the inclusive comparison with Christianity, the
editorial also acknowledges that Muslims are “often (as a recent inquiry
discovered in Britain) the objects of ill-infformed ‘dread and dislike’.” Faced
with this prejudice the editorial argues that the “ready-made solution” offered
by the West of a neutral public sphere “available to all for self-expression
but to none for coercion”, is far from successful in limiting either religiously
inspired or religiously directed prejudice. The Archbishop of Canterbury is
quoted in support of this conclusion, stating that the “tolerance” of the
neutral public sphere “too often ‘equated merely with indifference’. Minorities
that were only tolerated, he said, often ‘end up feeling that they are being
allowed to exist on sufferance, but that their existence is by no means

secured’.” The editorial concludes by stating:

People of different faiths must go further [than toleration], showing respect for
and interest in each other’s traditions. [This means] ...drawing on the values of
peace and compassion that are shared by all the great world religions, and
remembering, in the words of a British Moslem [sic] author the archbishop
quoted, that “both Islam and Christianity are ethical faiths, in which belief
cannot be separated from behaviour”.

Even though the editorial includes the flaws already mentioned - some of
which are serious, others less so - the concluding paragraph cited above
illustrates the generally good intentions of the newspaper. In this editorial,
the principle arguments appear to be that Muslims are equal, interacting and
sincere partners, and that Islamophobia is therefore being implicitly
criticised.

Another approach which some articles took in dissenting from the
dominantly ‘closed’ representation of Islam, was to highlight the ‘Britishness’
of British Muslims. This argument most frequently occurred in readers’ letters
although was also included in some news reports.'® An article headlined
‘Britain’s Muslims join forces to make one voice' (Independent, 24

November 1997) for example, used the launch of the Muslim Council of
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Britain (MCB) as the event upon which a more inclusive representation of
British Islam was placed. The article quotes Abdul-Wahid Hamed,
spokesman for the MCB, as saying:

The aim [of the MCB] is to highlight the fact that we are an asset to the nation
and to celebrate the contribution we have made to society. We are also intent
on sending the message that we are a mature community determined to play a
full role in the future well-being of our country.

A reader’s letter printed in The Daily Telegraph, written in response to a
previous reader's letter written by Ray Honeyford,®® employed historical
supports for the argument that ‘Islam is as British as Christianity’ (29
October 1997):

If Mr Honeyford claims that Islamic civilisations have not contributed to the
development of British institutions and culture, he betrays a breathtaking
ignorance of the history of the British Isles and the extensive interaction
between these islands and the Islamic world since Amr ibn al-As conquered
Egyptin AD 642.

The majority of articles employing such argumentation were written on the
issues and agenda of Muslim pupils and schooling, discussed in the

previous section.

4.8.2 ‘Normalising’ Muslim worship

The ‘favourable comparison to Christianity’ approach is also taken in an
article printed in the Guardian called ‘Fast food lessons of Ramadan’' (19
January 1998). The column, written by John Ryle, essentially aims to show
the social and spiritual benefits of the abstinence associated with Ramadan,
and goes on to draw attention to the very obvious precedent of Lent for
fasting in Christianity. Although the article unfortunately starts with the
familiar bemoaning of being deprived of sleep in Muslim countries, calling
the dawn of the muezzin a “loud noise in the early hours”, a “pre-dawn
racket” and an “early morning din’, the fasting itself is described with ringing
endorsements. “Hunger affects the meaning of food,” Ryle argues, “as well

as the taste of it. Abstinence gives you back your appetite; it also gives you
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a glimpse of the sacred.” As for the communal meal which breaks the fast at
sunset, this “concentrates the mind, it forces you to see food as a blessing.”

Where the articie falters slightly is in the journalists’ use of Ramadan
in the last two paragraphs. After the compliments above, Ryle goes on to say
that fasting

makes you wonder about restaurant critics, people who talk about food all the
time. Do they have any idea of what it is like to go without? ... Those who thank
Marco Pierre White for their daily bread seem to be uninterested in the very
appetite that food satisfies; they are guilty not so much of gluttony, as of
superficiality.

The positive representation loaded onto Muslim fasting in the first two thirds
of the article therefore appears to have been designed as an argumentative
resource with which to attack food writers and restaurant critics. Of course,
he is entitled to do this in an ‘opinion column’, but the argument does seem
to be based on a presupposition that either: a Muslim wouldn’t (or couldn’t)
be either a food writer, or someone who talks about food all the time; or
perhaps that the Muslim food writers do not fast at Ramadan. These
presuppositions are based on generalisations (albeit intended to be
complimentary) of ‘who Muslims are’ and ‘what it is to be Muslim’, and are
probably a result of the fact that the evidence he draws from is taken from
his own experiences of fasting in Afghanistan.

There is, contrary to the functionally ascetic picture painted by Ryle, a
significant tradition of (over)indulgence in Ramadan, both in the nightly meal
and especially the Eid al-Fitr (feast of breaking fast) at the end of the month.
These ‘celebratory’ traditions are checked by, and frequently stand in
opposition to the very spiritual character of the month - a dynamic which is
placed in a much more central position in an equally positive, but ultimately
more successful, second column about fasting and Ramadan printed in the
Guardian. Written by Humera Khan of the women’'s group an-Nisa (‘the
Women') and printed near to the Eid (Guardian, 24 January 1998), the
article ‘Celebrating with British Muslims’, as the name suggests, covers

the British Muslim experience of Ramadan in a way not seen in other
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articles. This experience is related to the reader in four ways: First, from an

internal, British Muslim perspective, Ramadan is described as

a triumph of the spirit over the mundane, the communal over the individual.
After a month of battling with the ‘self through control over mind, body and
matter, Eid al-Fitr ...is a day of joy and sharing marked by an Eid prayer
performed by the community.

This is of course the standard account of Ramadan, as featured in the Ryle
article above. Generally positive in style and content, it does have the
tendency to both reify and homogenise the beliefs of Muslims, due to its lack
of any contextualisation.

Second, Ms Khan builds upon this conventional, rather static
introduction, developing the discussion to show the ways in which the
“second or third generation British Muslims” like herself differ from their
parents generation in their approach to the celebrations. She states that

although the communities

have managed to maintain the values and ethos nurtured by our parents and
grandparents, ...where our Eid has changed is mainly to do with our attitude to
the 30 days which precede it. Ramadan used to be a time of feasting and
fasting with little spiritual reflection. It is now a time when we try to benefit from
all the blessings that the holy month has to offer.

Such a representation of Muslim worship illustrates very clearly the
inevitability of both continuity and change in the beliefs and practices of the
British Muslim communities. The values which the largely immigrant Muslim
communities brought with them to this country are still present - although
undoubtedly to different degrees - in second and third generation Muslims,
but changes in time and context brings changes in attitudes and practices.
Third, mainstream British society is introduced into the discussion in
order to show the context in which such developments take place. This
again, is an extremely positive step in the press’ - and specifically the
Guardian's - portrayal of the British Muslim communities, highlighting the
interaction between the communities’ internal attitudes to Ramadan, and the

reaction(s) of the external communities:
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Bridging the divide between the traditional Eid to an Eid more reflective of our
new lives in a new country has not ...been straightforward. How do you perform
your religious obligations, maintain the positive values and ethos handed down
from generations, and also adjust to a society which is not only ignorant of your
way of life, but sees you as some kind of alien?

Continuing, Ms Khan points out that “despite Islam being Britain’s second
largest religion the general public still do not understand much about us, or
our way of life’. This lack of understanding - or perhaps wilful ignorance -
often translates to mere toleration, as opposed to celebration of diversity in
the public sphere, which, as the Archbishop was quoted earlier as saying,
leads to minority communities “feeling that they are being allowed to exist on
sufferance, but that their existence is by no means secured”.

Fourth and last, Ms Khan offers a hope for a better, more genuinely

multicultural future. This is a future in which

our children can see Eid lights along the high streets, when Blue Peter
highlights more of the Muslim calendar, where schools become more
imaginative in their presentation of Islam and where our children can talk about
their religious celebrations and be fully accepted within the diversity of modern
Britain.

Zokeai (n.d.) has argued that societal “inclusion is equivalent to the
expression of solidarity and identification with wider groups” (p.3). Although
the Muslim exclusion which Ms Khan's column refers to implies that
mainstream ‘white’ society lacks this solidarity and identification with British

Muslims, the column still ‘feels’ optimistic.

4.9 Covering British Islam and Muslims: a summary
There is, therefore, some distance still left to travel before the inclusion of
Istam in British society is celebrated by broadsheet newspapers - a point

also made at a recent conference by the ex-journalist, Edward Mortimer:

| think that it is desirable that there should be something, some sort of superego
implanted in the journalists, as there is effectively now with Jews and | think
there has come to be, more or less, with Blacks. There are certain kinds of
things that you just don’t write because it is so evidently offensive, and
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unfortunately that superego is not yet sufficiently active where Muslims are
concerned. (Edward Mortimer 1999)

The features of a better multicuitural future, mentioned in the article by
Humera Khan discussed in the last section, are all issues of inclusive
citizenship. They are a symbol, however small, of a commitment to the
creation of a truly inclusive muliticultural society: a society in which all Britons
- regardless of tradition and identity - have a voice, a voice which is listened
to, and moreover a voice which is respected. Despite the overwhelmingly
negative representation of British Islam and Muslims, articles such as those
discussed in the last section illustrate that (sections of) the British
broadsheet press already realise that this ‘multi-culture’ is the future of

Britain.

Notes: Chapter 4

' An article was considered ‘domestic’ if: geographically located in the UK; all
actors cited were identified as, or could be construed as being ‘British’; or else all
reported action was located within the domestic sphere. See Chapter 3 and
Appendix 1 for further details on the intricacies of my code sheet.

2 This separation was achieved using the data set in the statistics programme
SPSS. During coding, the variable SETTING recorded whether the coded article
was located in a ‘domestic’ or ‘international’ setting. Using the SELECT CASES
function in SPSS, it was possible to isolate the articles which were coded as
‘domestic’.

3 See Chapters 6 and 7 for detailed applications of the ideological square in
international reporting.

4 These civil suits involved Fayed being sued by: Neil Hamilton; Diana, Princess of
Wales' estate; ‘Tiny’ Rowland; the Union USDAW for tapping Harrods’ phones; an
ex-employee for wrongful dismissal; and his own libel suit against Vanity Fair '
which he dropped. '

® The 5 scalar evaluations coded were: laudatory; favourable; neutral; critical;
abrasive. ,

® This separation was again carried out using the statistics programme SPSS. The
variable IS_FACT recorded whether the coded article cited Islam as an influential
factor. Using the SELECT CASES function in SPSS, it was possible to isolate the
articles which argued for an ‘Islamic agency’.

7 Readers should note that the Graphs use different scales. This is an unfortunate
effect of using the automated statistics package SPSS, which takes unilateral
decisions on matters such as the scale a graph uses.

® The primary actor was, simply, the first individual or group (e.g. pressure group
charity) cited in the text; the secondary actor was the second individual or group’
cited; and so on.

® Articles were recorded if they mentioned Islam or Muslim(s) in a prominent
position. This was taken to mean that they cited Islam or Muslim(s) in: the headline;
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either of the first two paragraphs; or else had a whole paragraph dedicated to them
lower in the text.

10 Only the results for Actor 1 and Actor 2 were crosstabulated, for two reasons:
first, a desire for brevity. The results of the remaining two Actors are comparable to
those of the primary and secondary actors, displaying a lower-than-expected
frequency of quoted Muslim actors and a corresponding higher-than-expected
frequency of quoted non-Muslim actors. Second, for the chi-square statistical tests
to retain validity, the cells of the contingency tables need to have a count of 5 or
greater. The greater the number of cells in which the count is less than 5, the less
valid the results. Such low cell counts increase to an unacceptable level with Actors
3 and 4.

" This, of course is a complex process often resulting in contradictory associations:
we only need compare the (generally) positive light in which Afghan mujahideen
were represented whilst fighting the Soviet Union, with the almost universally
negative representation of jihad and those who engage in jihad activities. Yet, the
two words clearly have an identical etymological root: the mujahideen are people
engaged in jihad. Moreover the mujahideen of Afghanistan, with whom the term is
predominantly associated, were engaging in the most extreme expression of jihad
(trans. ‘struggle’): a ‘holy war'. The positive reporting of their ‘holy war' compared
with the negative perceptions of ‘holy war in general, illustrates the political
functions to which language can be employed.

12 _Labour MP correspondence, written to Clement Atlee on the day the Empire
Windrush landed (PRO HO 213/244, 22 June 1948), cited in Alibhai-Brown (2000:
56.).

" In Toynbee’s column, Islam and Muslims are represented as separate; inferior;
the enemy; and manipulative; criticisms of ‘the West' by Muslim sources are not
considered; ‘Islam’ and ‘the West’ are regarded as incompatible, and in conflict;
and Islamophobia is, as the title suggests, defended.

' The photograph - of an attractive Muslim girl, wearing a veil and playing what
appears to be a ‘ring-of-roses’ with her school friends - was also used by the
Telegraph and The Times reports of the same day. In addition, the column written
by Trevor Phillips in the Independent and the news reports in the Guardian were
also accompanied by two other, different photographs of Muslim girls wearing the
veil. Although | regard this as significant, the content and implications of these
photographs are not discussed any further in this study, due to the focus of
analysis on /exical representation.

'3 These conclusions exist side-by-side with a parallel argument suggesting that
such schools don't really matter that much anyway since most Muslims want to
attend ‘mainstream’ schools: “Those who prize the clear religious and moral ethos
of a faith-oriented school - as very many Catholic parents do - [...] will continue to
press for more State support. The majority, however, will continue to want their
children to be taught in mainstream classrooms.” Here, the granting of funding for
those Muslims who desire it still appears to be approved of, through the Muslim
schooling being described as “moral” and the rhetorical use of “Catholic parents” in
the argument.

18 yusuf Islam was even the ‘star’ of one of the Guardian’s ongoing ‘pass notes’
columns (27 January 1998).

"7 For example, see the Robert Fisk article ‘Religion - the fundamental problem’
(Independent, 3 December 1997) analysed later in the thesis.

8 pipes (1992) for example, ‘blames’ Muslim radicalism on childish feelings of envy
and "magical thinking" (pp. 41-6), whilst Lewis (1990) in his article ‘The Roots of
Muslim Rage’, suggests that Muslim "resentment” of the West is rooted in
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"humiliation - a growing awareness among the heirs of an old, proud, and long
dominant civilisation, of having been overtaken, overborne and overwhelmed by
those they regarded as their inferiors” (1990: 59).

19 Of the 37 articles which argued ‘Islam vs. the West' is ‘problematic’ or
‘erroneous’: 15 were ‘letters to the editor’; 8 were ‘news reports’; 7 were ‘columns’;
4 were ‘features’; 2 were ‘obituaries’; and 1 was a ‘review’.

2 ‘Muslims should change radically’, Daily Telegraph, 25 October 1997, p.15.
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Chapter 5
Conviction, Truth, Blame and a Shifting Agenda: The Reporting of
Algeria

5.1 Introduction

This chapter explores broadsheet newspaper reporting of Algeria between
October 1997 and January 1998, with discussion divided between
quantitative and qualitative results. All ‘Algerian articles’ (n= 242) were
temporarily separated from the remainder of the data-set (n= 2278) in order
to facilitate this analysis. Quantitative results are presented first to provide
an overall profile of coverage, followed by a more detailed qualitative
analysis of the shifting argumentative claims of the reports.

Quantitative results are presented as tables and graphs, with data
drawn from summarised frequencies produced by coding the content of the
sampled items. In this section | first crosstabulate three variables -
newspaper, column size and format - in order to explore the differences in
the news coverage of Algeria between newspapers. Second, the topical
concerns of reporting are summarised and related to the manner in which
broadsheet newspapers represent (Algerian) Islam and Muslims. The
reporting of Algeria is dominated by ‘violence’ and terrorism’, begging the
questions: ‘who is described as being violent?’; and ‘who are labelled
terrorists?’ Quantitative summaries suggest that Algerian ‘Muslims’ are so
identified, although the frequency of such labelling varies across the sample.

From this initial summary of the broad features of domestic reporting,
a more detailed qualitative analysis is adopted, focusing primarily on
changes in the reports’ argumentative claims - particularly with regard to
whom journalists represent as responsible for murdering Algerian civilians.
Ascribed agency for these atrocities was found to vary substantially across
the sample and in order to illustrate and reflect these differences the
analysis was structured into three sub-sections which are presented
chronologically: October 1997; November to December 1997; and January
1998. With the notable exception of the Financial Times, all broadsheets
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frequently redesignated who was ‘to blame’ for the violence in Algeria, both
across and even within these three sub-sections. | conclude by arguing that
these frequent shifts reveal that the newspapers simply did not know who
was killing Algerian civilians - an ignorance which did not, however, stop

them repeatedly declaring that ‘Muslims’ were guilty.

5.2 Quantitative Results and Discussion

Table 5.1: Format and number of Algerian articles, by newspaper

Format of article

Weekly
News News

News Editorial Column Feature Letter summary Review inbrief Total

Financial Times 26 1 1 1 1 13 43
Guardian 27 2 2 1 2 2 18 54
Independent 27 1 1 2 1 13 45
Telegraph 19 2 11 32
The Times 27 2 2 5 18 54
loS 6 1 7
Sunday Times 6 1 7
Total 138 8 4 6 9 3 1 73 242

Table 5.1 illustrates that ‘news’, as opposed to ‘commentary’ and
‘discussion’, dominated the reporting of Algeria during the sample period -
87.2 per cent (n= 211) of Algerian articles were either ‘news’ or ‘news in
brief, slightly higher than for the sample as a whole (84.0%). The
frequencies of news formats differed between newspapers, as illustrated in
Table 5.2 below:

Table 5.2; ‘Hard’ and ‘soft’ Algerian articles, by newspaper

Format: 'hard’ or 'soft' news Total
'Hard' news 'Soft' news
Count Row% Col% Count Row% Col% Count Row% Col %

Financial Times 40 930% 18.0% 3 70% 15.0% 43 100.0% 17.8%
Guardian 49 90.7% 221% 5 93% 25.0% 54 100.0% 22.3%
Independent 41 91.1% 185% 4 89% 20.0% 45 1000% 18.6%
Telegraph 32 100.0% 14.4% 32 1000% 13.2%
The Times 47 87.0% 21.2% 7 13.0% 350% 54 100.0% 22.3%
10S 6 857% 27% 1 143% 5.0% 7 100.0% 2.9%
Sunday Times 7 100.0% 3.2%

100.0% 29%

Total 222 91.7% 100.0% 20 83% 100.0% 242 100.0% 100.0%
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In calculating the frequencies in Table 5.2, ‘hard news’ formats included
news reports, ‘news in brief and editorials, whilst ‘soft news’ embraced the
remaining formats. In total, 91.7 per cent of Algerian articles were ‘hard
news’, slightly higher than the remainder of the sample (87.4%). Of the daily
newspapers, the Telegraph printed the least articles, 100 per cent of which
were ‘hard news' (n= 32); The Times and the Guardian printed equal
numbers of articles (n= 54), with The Times printing marginally less ‘hard

news' formats (87.0%).

The average sizes (cm) of the different formats, according to

newspaper, are given below.

Table 5.3: Mean column size (cm) of news formats, by newspaper

C_SIZE

Format of article Total

Weekly News

News in

News Editorial Column Feature Letter summary Review brief
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
Financial Times 216 152 490 348 . . 280 61 179
Guardian 235 227 294 346 49 39 . 33 157
Independent 267 330 416 410 104 . . 38 208
Telegraph 171 150 . . . . . 31 122
The Times 177 224 . 331 77 . . 32 127
oS 432 . . . 46 . . . 377
Sunday Times 230 . . . . 558 . . 277
Total 226 210 374 363 70 212 280 38 169

The difference between articles printed in the Sunday and daily papers is
striking: articles in the Sunday papers average 327 centimetres whilst those
in the daily papers average 158.6 centimetres. This was expected given
Sunday newspapers’ tendency to summarise and contextualise the events in
a week's news (or, the news in a week's events) thereby taking more column
space.

The Telegraph dedicated less column centimetres than any other
newspaper, across all included formats. This, combined with a low frequency
of news articles overall (see Table 52) shows the low priority
(‘newsworthiness’) which the Telegraph gave to reporting Algeria. The Times

also dedicated very few column centimetres to reporting Algeria - a mean
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177 centimetres for a ‘news report’ and a mean 127 centimetres for all
articles. In contrast, the Independent shows high column centimetres across
all formats, with the average size of its ‘news’ reports (267 centimetres) even
surpassing those of its sister Sunday newspaper (230 centimetres).

Finally, and interestingly, the ‘news-in-brief articles printed in the
Financial Times appear conspicuously larger (61 cms) than those printed in
other newspapers (mean 33.5 cms). In addition, the Financial Times’ news-
in-brief included an average 3.31 actors, in contrast to an average 2.87
actors in the remaining newspapers. 16.28 per cent of these actors in the
Financial Times were also quoted (n= 7), compared to 5.85 per cent of
actors quoted in the remaining four dailies (a fotal of 10 quoted actors).
These differences may, of course, be the result of the larger size of the
Financial Times’ news-in-brief. However, a shorter article should not, in itself,
pose a obstacle for quoting actors unless, by expanding an article’s size, a
journalist is not just enabled to include more information but is also enabled
to include different types of information - moving from the factual ‘what,
where, when and who' to including (informed, authoritative) actors’
commentary on ‘why’ and ‘how’. This appears to suggest that the news-in-
brief in the Financial Times is, in fact, a different format to that included in
the remaining newspapers: that the Financial Times uses news-in-brief to do
different things, both in terms of the reports in themselves and in terms of the
newspaper as a whole. If this is the case, it strongly supports CDA's
argument regarding the essentially indivisible nature of ‘form’ and ‘content’
and also suggests that the notion of ‘space’ should be added to the models
of news discourse suggested by van Dijk (1988) and Bell (1991).

To summarise this section, Table 5.4 below gives the average column

centimetres of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ news formats, according to newspaper.
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Table 5.4: Mean column size (cm) of ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ formats, by newspaper

C_SIZE
Format: 'hard’ or
'soft’ news Total
'Hard' 'Soft'
news news
Mean Mean Mean
Newspaper Financial Times 164 373 179
Guardian 162 206 157
Independent 196 335 208
Telegraph 122 . 122
The Times 123 150 127
oS 432 46 377
Sunday Times 277 . 277
Total 163 229 169

The features of reporting discussed above - the larger articles in Sunday
newspapers; the long ‘hard news’ articles of the Independent, the seeming
low interest of the Telegraph and The Times in reporting Algeria - are clearly
observable in this table.

The next section reviews the distribution of articles across the sample.

Graph 5.1: Number of Algerian articles, by date
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Graph 5.1 shows that the reporting of Algeria fitted broadly into three
sections: the period up to and including the reporting of Algerian municipal
elections, which caused a peak in coverage on 23 October 1997; second, a
mid-period characterised by steadily decreasing press interest, reporting the
ongoing conflict and the deaths of civilians; and third, a rejuvenated interest
in the Algerian conflict in January 1998, corresponding roughly with the start
of the Muslim Holy month of Ramadan. The column centimetres of articles
reporting Algeria also fit this pattern:

Graph 5.2: Algerian articles’ daily column centimetres
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The two graphs above show that, until Ramadan, the reporting of Algeria
was ‘tailing off into occasional and short articles. However, once Ramadan
had started, broadsheet newspapers showed a renewed interest in a conflict
which was now provided with an explicitly Muslim ‘peg’, or angle, on which to
‘hang’ the story. ‘Violence' and ‘Terrorism’ formed integral parts of the
broadsheet reporting of Algeria, as illustrated in two further graphs
representing the occurrences of the words ‘violence (and acts of violence)’

and ‘terrorism (and acts of terrorism)’ across the four month sample:
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Graph 5.3. Frequency of ‘Violence' in Graph 5.4: Frequency of ‘Terrorism’ in

Algerian articles, by date Algerian articles, by date
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Graphs 5.3 and 5.4 closely mirror the distribution of articles in Graphs 5.1
and 5.2, illustrating the importance of ‘violence’ and ‘terrorism’ to broadsheet
newspaper reporting of Algeria. As the number of reports or column
centimetres increased, so did the occurrence of ‘violence’ and ‘terrorism’, in
very closely related quantities. Reports referring to ‘violence’ and ‘terrorism’
peak during Ramadan, giving an insight into the theme(s) of reporting during
the Muslim Holy month.

The by-lined source of an article is an important variable to take into
consideration, particularly in the case of Algeria, where visas and access

were only granted to certain media organisations:

Table 5.5: By-lined source in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Staff writer 160 66.1 66.1 66.1
Reuters 37 16.3 15.3 81.4
Agence France Presse 12 5.0 5.0 86.4
Associated Press 12 5.0 5.0 91.3
No source given 7 29 2.9 94.2
Member of Public 6 25 25 96.7
Other Government 4 1.7 1.7 98.3
'Agencies’ 3 1.2 12 99.6
'‘Other’ 1 4 4 100.0
Total 242 100.0 100.0
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Table 5.5 shows that 66.1 per cent of Algerian articles were written by Staff
journalists - significantly lower than the remainder of the sample (77.1%).
Conversely, the percentage of articles sourced to press agencies is higher
for these Algerian articles than it is for the remainder of the sample, as

illustrated in Table 5.6 below:

Table 5.6: Summarised by-line for Algerian and ‘Other’ articles

Country Total

All other
Algeria countries

Count Col% Count Col% Count Col%
Staff Journalist 160 66.1% 1771 771% 1931 76.0%

Press Agency 64 26.4% 320 13.9% 384 15.1%
No source given 7 2.9% 109 47% 116 4.6%
All other sources 11 4.5% 98 4.3% 109 4.3%
Total 242 100.0% 2298 100.0% 2540 100.0%

Table 5.6 shows that the percentage of Algerian articles sourced to press
agencies (26.4%) is almost twice that of the remainder of the sample
(13.9%). This high figure is no doubt the result of the difficulties newspapers
and journalists had in obtaining access to Algeria. In situations such as
Algeria - a ‘newsworthy' story which British journalists were unable (or
unwilling) to gain physical access to - broadsheets rely upon copy wired from
press agencies based where the story is breaking. This was found to be
significant when the themes and argumentation of press agency reports
were compared to those written by staff journalists - particularly staff
journalists writing from Algeria (see the later qualitative analysis).

Table 5.7 shows the percentage of articles by-lined to press agencies

in each newspaper:

181



Table 5.7: Summarised by-line in Algerian articles, by newspaper

Proportion of staff to agency articles Total
Staff Press All other No source

Journalist Agency sources given *g‘ o\;

r s g = g £ ¢ = 6 @
Financial Times 37 860% &5 116% 1 23% 43 100.0%
Guardian 36 667% 15 278% 2 37% 1 19% 54 100.0%
Independent 27 60.0% 11 244% 1 22% 6 133% 45 100.0%
Telegraph 19 59.4% 13 40.6% 32 100.0%
The Times 29 537% 20 370% 5 93% 54 100.0%
oS 6 857% 1 14.3% 7 100.0%
Sunday Times 6 857% 1 14.3% 7 100.0%
Total 160 66.1% 64 264% 11 45% 7 29% 242 100.0%

The percentage of articles written by the Financial Times' staff journalists
(86.0%; n= 37) was substantially higher than that of all other daily
newspapers. Only the Sunday broadsheets, who are not under the same
daily pressure to ‘break a story’, showed a comparable percentage of staff
written articles (85.7% for both Sunday titles). Both the Telegraph (n= 13;
40.6%) and The Times (n= 20; 37.0%) showed very high percentages of
articles written by press agencies. This corresponds with the previously
discussed findings on these papers’ low interest in reporting Algeria through
their low allocation of resources - staff journalists - to report the story. The
percentage of staff written articles in the Independent would be larger with
the inclusion of the six articles (13.3%) lacking a by-line. These reports
probably were written by staff journalists (in much the same way as their
leader is written by staff but not given a by-line), but they could not be coded
as such because of the commitment to only code ‘manifest’ content.

The next two tables summarise the location of the reports and, due to
the approach to coding these variables (see Appendix 1), the ‘countries’

which were cited in the reported action.
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Table 5.8: Primary country in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Algeria 215 88.8 88.8 88.8
France 15 6.2 6.2 95.0
UK 3 1.2 1.2 96.3
Egypt 2 .8 .8 971
Afghanistan 1 ) 4 975
Israel 1 4 4 97.9
Turkey 1 4 4 98.3
Germany 1 4 4 98.8
China 1 4 4 99.2
Luxembourg 1 4 4 99.6
‘EU 1 4 4 100.0
Total 242 100.0 100.0

Unsurprisingly, ‘Algeria’ was the country most cited as the geographical
location of these reports. What was more unexpected was intensity of focus
on Algeria to the exclusion of other national sites. Only 27 articles (11.2%)
were located in a country other than Algeria, which is perhaps remarkable

considering the difficulties of British journalists in gaining any access to the

country.’

Table 5.9: Secondary country in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
[N} 33 136 38.8 38.8
Algeria 25 10.3 294 68.2
UK 10 4.1 11.8 80.0
France 5 2.1 5.9 85.9
Germany 4 17 4.7 90.6
Saudia Arabia 2 .8 2.4 92.9
‘Western' countries 2 .8 24 956.3
Afghanistan 1 4 1.2 96.5
Iraq 1 4 12 976
‘Arab’ countries 1 4 1.2 98.8
USA 1 4 1.2 100.0
Total 85 35.1 100.0
Missing System 157 64.9
Total 242 100.0
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The predominance of Algerian located articles is also illustrated in Table 5.9,
above. Only 85 articles (35.1%) cited more the one country, meaning that for
the remaining 157 articles (64.9%) ‘Algeria’ was the only country considered
to have had an influence on the reported action. What this framing of the
story inevitably means is that the Algerian conflict will be presented as an
‘internal’ dispute, thereby backgrounding the influence and interests of both
other countries - specifically France - and the oil companies with a stake in
Algeria. It is also interesting to compare the infrequency of Algerian articles
citing either the USA or the UK as ‘countries’, with these countries’ high
presence in Iraqgi reports (see Chapter 7). The lack of reports in which the
USA or UK were coded as the ‘primary country’ (the location of the story)
illustrates the general silence of ‘western’ government in response to the
deaths of Algerian civilians.

The most frequently cited secondary ‘country’ was the ‘EU’ (n= 33
38.8% of secondary countries), here used to refer to the diplomatic
involvement of the European Parliament in general, and the ‘troika’ of EU
officials more specifically, who were sent to Algeria to “look into ‘confronting
terrorism’” (el-Gammal, 1998). The importance of the UK to this diplomatic
mission, through their presidency of the European Parliament at that time, is
suggested by the 10 articles which cited the UK as a secondary country
(11.8% of secondary countries).

The following section summarises the ‘Topics’ used in reporting

Algeria.
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Table 5.10: Primary topic in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

War and civilian death 78 322 322 322
Civil War 49 20.2 20.2 525
EU 34 14.0 14.0 66.5
Int. Relations/Politics, 12 5
Terrorism 0 5.0 7.5
Int. Relations/Politics, 7 59
demonstrations ) 2.9 74.4
Actions of International
leaders / 29 29 773
Int. Relations/Politics, 5 21
elections : 2.1 793
Int. Relations/Politics, 4 17
torture ) 17 81.0
Int. Relations/Politics, 3 12
Meetings between leaders : 1.2 82.2
Int. Relations/Politics, 3 12
Human rights ) 1.2 83.5
Selective/Target Policing 2 .8 8 84.3
Court rulings 2 .8 .8 85.1
Int. Relations/Politics, 5 8
History . .8 86.0
Int. Relations/Politics, 5 g
llegal weapons ) 8 86.8
Int. Relations/Politics, 2 8
Diplomacy ) 8 87.6
Int. Relations/Politics, 2 8
censorship ) 8 88.4
Culture/Custom, 5 8
Media/Press : 8 89.3
Culture/Custom, Islamist 5 8
activites ) 8 90.1
Business, Oil 2 8 8 90.9
Cutture/Custom, Travel 1 4 4 91.3
Culture/Custom, Literature 1 4 4 917
Culture/Custom, Music 1 4 4 92.1
Culture/Custom, ‘'faith’ 1 4 4 926
Psychological Health 1 4 4 93.0
Court cases 1 4 4 83.4
World Court/International 1 4
trials 4 93.8
Business, International 1 4 4 942
Business, arms trade 1 4 4 94 6
'Democracy’ 1 4 4 95.0
Total 242 100.0 100.0
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The reporting of Algeria was dominated by conflict and death. 139 articles
(57.5%) specifically reported the deaths caused by the conflict as a primary
topic: 78 focusing on ‘civilian deaths’ (32.2%), 12 on ‘terrorism’ (5.0%) and
49 on ‘civil war in general (20.2%). Almost every other article reported
Algeria from within a ‘conflict frame’. The EU diplomatic mission to
‘investigate terrorism’ was regularly reported (n= 34; 14.0%), and
additionally reported as ‘diplomacy’ (n= 2; 0.8), the ‘actions of international
leaders’ (n= 7; 2.9%) or ‘meetings between international leaders’ (n=3;
1.2%). The Algerian municipal ‘elections’ were reported (n= 5; 2.1%) as
were the ‘demonstrations’ organised by Algerian citizens following the
announcement of the (fraudulent?) election results (n= 7, 2.9%). By contrast,
the ‘oil’ industry was only reported as a primary topic in two articles (0.8%),
and the ‘cultural’ lives of Algerians received scant coverage in four articles -
‘travel’, ‘literature’, ‘music’ and ‘faith’ (all n= 1; 0.4%).

The dominance of ‘War’ and ‘International Politics’ in these primary

topics is also illustrated in the primary parent topics for Algerian reports:

Table 5.11: Primary parent topic in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

War 130 53.7 53.7 53.7
Int. Relations/Politics 88 36.4 36.4 90.1
Culture/Custom 9 37 3.7 93.8
Policing/Law & Order 5 21 2.1 95.9
Business 5 21 21 97.9
Remtons 2 8 8 988
Immigration 1 4 4 99.2
Crime 1 4 4 996
Health 1 4 4 100.0
Total 242 100.0 100.0

Table 5.11 illustrates that 90.1 per cent of Algerian articles (n= 218) reported
the conflict in a primary position - either in terms of the actual effects of ‘War’
(deaths, destruction, etc.) or else the 'Politics’ of the conflict (actions of

parties, leaders, politicians, etc.). These foci were also adopted in secondary
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topics, here only summarised as parent topics due to the secondary topics’

similarities with the results in Table 5.10:

Table 5.12: Secondary parent topic in Algerian articles

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
War 165 64.0 64.3 64.3
Int. Relations/Politics 64 26.4 26.6 90.9
Culture/Custom 12 5.0 5.0 959
Policing/Law & Order 3 1.2 12 971
munit
e I
Crime 2 8 .8 98.8
Business 2 8 .8 99.6
Wwomen 1 4 4 100.0
Total 241 99.6 100.0
Missing 1 4
Total 242 100.0

Table 5.12 shows very similar frequencies to those of Table 5.11: the vast
majority of articles (90.4%) chose to report ‘War’ (n= 155; 64.0%) or
‘International Relations and Politics’ (n= 64; 26.4%) as secondary parent
topics, with ‘Culture and Custom’ coming in a distant third (n= 12; 5.0%).
When the primary and secondary parent topics were crosstabulated, it
emerged that only seven articles (2.9% of all Algerian articles) reported
Algeria without referring to the parent topics ‘War’ and ‘international Politics’
in either a primary or secondary position.> The supremacy of these parent
topics inevitably ‘framed’ Algeria as a country of simply conflict, death and
politics; a stereotypical representation which was then explained with
reference to Islam and the activities of Algerian Muslims. In 202 (83.5%) of
these articles reporting Algerian conflict, ‘Islam’ was cited as an influential
factor in explaining or accounting for the reported actions. When the variabie
which coded ‘Islamic agency’ is crosstabulated with those which coded the
representation of Islam and Muslims, the role in which broadsheet
newspapers placed ‘Muslims’ in the confiict - as aggressor or victim - can be

inferred:
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Table 5.13: Representation of Islam and Muslims, by ‘Islamic agency’

Is Islam cited as a factor? Total
Yes No
Count Col% Count Col% Count Col%
Represented as: Separate 152  75.2% 4 10.0% 156 64.5%
separate/interacting Interacting 6 3.0% 6 25%
No response 4 21.8% 36 90.0% 80 33.1%
Total 202 100.0% 40 100.0% 242 100.0%
Represented as: Inferior 151 74.8% 5 12.5% 156 64.5%
inferior/equal Equal 18 8.9% 3 7.5% 21 87%
No response 33 16.3% 32 80.0% 65 26.9%
Total 202 100.0% 40 100.0% 242 100.0%
Represented as: Enemy 145 71.8% 2 5.0% 147 60.7%
enemy/partner Partner 12 59% 12 50%
No response 45 22.3% 38 95.0% 83 34.3%
Total 202 100.0% 40 100.0% 242 100.0%
Islam vs the west: Natural 128 63.4% 1 2.5% 129 53.3%
natural/problematic Problematic 9  45% 1 25% 10 41%
No response 65 32.2% 38 95.0% 103 426%
Total 202 100.0% 40 100.0% 242 100.0%

Table 5.13 shows that the majority of Algerian articles represented Muslims
as being ‘separate’ (n= 156; 64.5%), ‘inferior’ (n= 156; 64.5%), an ‘enemy’
(n= 147; 60.7%) and the erroneous enmity between ‘Islam’ and ‘the West' as
‘natural’ (n= 129; 53.3%). These percentages increase markedly when
articles citing ‘Islamic agency’ are analysed separately. When chi-square
tests were performed on the four binary variables in Table 5.13 and the
‘Islamic agency’ variable, the results for all four tests were highly significant:
in each case, p= 0.000 for all measures, suggesting a high dependency
between ‘Islamic agency’ and negative argumentative representation (see
Appendix 4).

Further, Table 5.13 shows that articles which did not cite ‘Islamic
agency’ disproportionately took neither (binaried) argumentative position
regarding Islam: on average, the articles eschewing Islamic agency recorded
‘no response’ to the argumentative binaries in 90.0% of cases. This suggests
that when Islam is not regarded as having an influence on social action, the
need to position the reported action in relation to (‘positive’ and ‘negative’)

stereotypes is almost completely removed.
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These findings show that ‘Islam’ and ‘Muslims’ were represented in
overwhelmingly negative terms when broadsheet newspapers reported
Algeria, and also suggest that ‘Islam’ was used, in itself, as an argumentative
resource in the derogation of Algeria Muslims. The manner in which this was
achieved in the reporting of broadsheet newspapers will now be analysed in

greater depth.

5.3 Qualitative Results and Discussion
5.3.1 Introduction
The broadsheet reporting of Algeria was marked by a strikingly consistent
topical focus - death, ‘terrorism’ and ‘Islam’ - and equally striking shifts in the
apportioning of blame for these deaths. As suggested above, the broadsheet
coverage of Algeria can be divided into three broad periods, distinctive in the
number of sampled items and the total column centimetres which they
dedicated to reporting Algeria (see Graphs 5.1 & 5.2). These periods are, in
turn: the period leading to the Algerian municipal elections (23 October
1997), including the discussion of election results which continued for the
remainder of October 1997; second, a mid-period of lower journalistic output;
and third, the reporting of Algeria through the Muslim Holy month of
Ramadan, from 1 January 1998 onwards. The remainder of this chapter will
be divided into three sections analysing, in turn, the reporting across these
three periods in the broadsheet coverage of Algeria, in order to explore the
changes in content which accompanied the changes in journalistic output.
Second, dividing and analysing broadsheet coverage of Algeria
separately and chronologically in this way is interesting from an ‘intertextual’
or ‘dialogical’ perspective. Since Bahktin (1981; 1986), dialogicality is
regarded as “the idea that any text is a link in a chain, reacting to, drawing in
and transforming other [previous] texts” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997: 262).
This notion seems particularly interesting in the light of the reporting of
Algeria given the news media’s reliance on the information and patronage of
the Algerian Junta. Further, although the broadsheets printed the three
analysed periods concurrently, the claims regarding who was responsible for

killing civilians switched dramatically between, and within, the three time
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periods in striking ways. As | will show, with the notable exception of the
Financial Times (predominantly the reporting of the staff writer Roula
Khalaf), all broadsheet newspapers made frequent shifts, changes and
reverses in identifying the groups they felt were responsible for killing
civilians. | argue that a dominant argumentative position, blaming the civilian
deaths on either ‘Muslim terrorists’ or the Algerian Junta, characterises
broadsheet coverage at any point in each of the three periods (October
1997: November - December 1997; January 1998). The periods are not
separated by clear junctures however, but rather journalists’ dominant
argumentation gradually shifts within each period until, eventually, the
opposing argument becomes dominant. Thus, in the first half of October
1997, journalists blamed ‘Muslim terrorists’ for killing civilians - a position
which had reversed itself by the second half of October and, until the middle
of November 1997, broadsheet journalists predominantly (although not as
vociferously) blamed the Algerian Junta for civilian deaths. In the final two
weeks of November 1997 however, the original argument of the first period
(blaming ‘Muslim terrorists’) was again ascendant - an argument which, at
the onset of Ramadan on 30 December 1997, became both ubiquitous and
stridently asserted by broadsheet journalists. But, with the entry of
broadsheet journalists into Algeria in the final two weeks of January 1998 to
cover the visit of an EU investigative ‘troika’, dominant argumentation was
again reversed and civilian deaths were (again) blamed on the Algerian
Junta - using almost identical evidence as journalists had employed in
reports printed at the end of October 1997. Thus, the coverage of each
period ends with newspapers predominantly adopting the opposite
argumentative position than they had its the start. Within each period,
allegations were made by journalists with a declarative certainty unbefitting
the situation, which often belied contradictory claims-to-truth which they had
made only days before. Excerpts are numbered throughout in order to

facilitate cross referencing.
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5.3.2 October 1997: Benthala, Sidi Rais, Elections and Extremists

In total, 67 articles reporting Algeria were printed during October 1997, the
majority of which (n= 49) were printed in the latter half of the month, once
journalists were allowed to enter Algeria to report the municipal elections. As
a result of journalists not being granted access to Algeria, 12 of the 18
articles printed in the first half of October 1997 were by-lined to press
agencies. The headlines of reports taken from the start of the month, given
below, suggest that these articles were predominantly simplistic, ‘single
event' reports detailing the (number of) deaths caused by an attack on

Algerian civilians:

Algerian carnage continues (Reuters, Guardian 1 October)
Baby is beheaded in Algerian slaughter (AP, Telegraph 1 October)
Baby beheaded in Algerian massacre (Reuters, The Times 1 October)

Each of these reports identify ‘Muslims’ - either “Muslim rebels”, “terrorists”
or “extremists” - as the killers of these civilians. The position of the Algerian
Junta as the ‘identifier’ of the killers is either backgrounded to an embedded
clause, concealed by suggesting that (government backed) Algerian media
identified the killers, or else deleted completely. Excerpts are presented in

the same order as the reports above:

1) Members of the Armed Islamic Group (GIA) killed 40 villagers, including 10
children, on Sunday night in Blida province, South of Algiers, the newspaper
El Watan said. (Guardian, 1 October)

2) Islamic extremists have cut the head off a baby and killed 83 other people
[...lin five separate attacks in Algeria. [...] No group has claimed
responsibility for the outrages. (Telegraph, 1 October)

3) Algerian newspapers reported that more than 60 civilians were killed in
further massacres in Algeria [...] The massacres were blamed on the
extremist Armed Islamic Group (GIA). (The Times, 1 October)

These excerpts show first that the violence reported in these articles is part
of an ongoing story of violence against civilians - in (3) for example, the 60
civilians were “killed in further massacres”; and second that ‘Muslims’ are
blamed, or at the very least suspected, of perpetrating this violence. Even in

excerpt (2) where “No group has claimed responsibility”, “Islamic extremists”
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are blamed for the massacres. An editorial printed in The Times (Iron in the
Soul: Islam must face and condemn the abomination of Algeria, 2
October 1997) perfectly summarised these two aspects of reporting, arguing
that: “The weekend massacre by Islamist terrorists of 40 villagers included
atrocities unspeakable even by the standards of the five-year civil war.”
Here, the newspaper somehow felt empowered to blame “Islamist terrorists”
for these massacres, despite their later acknowledgement that due to
“censorship amid a swirl of rumour there is little way to uncover what is
happening” in Algeria.

This pattern appeared to develop further in the second week of the
month, when, perhaps due to the increasingly forceful claims of the Algerian

Junta, ‘Muslims’ began to be identified as killers in the headlines of reports:

Algerian rebels kill 12 in shell attack (Reuters, Independent 6 October)
Children killed by extremists (AFP, Telegraph, 6 October)

FIS split will worsen Algerian violence (Victoria Britton, Guardian, 8 October)
Algerian rebels slit throats of 43 on bus (AFP The Times, 14 October)
Islamists slip Algerian Army to massacre 54 (Reuters, Independent, 15
October)

The headlines above indicate that broadsheet newspapers quite uniformly
included such allocation of blame in their headlines - only in the Guardian
report of 8 October is “Algerian violence” implicitly, as opposed to explicitly,
connected with Algerian ‘Muslim’ groups.

In contrast, the Financial Times refrained from making such
declarations of ‘Muslim guilt’ - both in its headlines (for example, Bus
passengers massacred, 15 October 1997) and in the content of its reports.
Whilst the other newspapers were confidently blaming ‘Muslims’ for the
deaths of civilians, the Financial Times presented a considerably more
measured account. In its first report of October for example, the Financial
Times quotes Lionel Jospin as saying: “We are confronted with a fanatical
and violent opposition fighting against a regime which [...] has recourse itself
to violence and the power of the state: so we have to be careful [in the
allocation of blame]” (Another 67 die in Algiers, AFP (Algiers), 1 October

1997). In the next report, Roula Khalaf not only develops the suspected
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involvement of the Algerian authorities in violence against civilians further,
but also includes details notably absent from the reporting of other

newspapers:

4) The FIS is the first to admit that, since its armed wing is not involved in
attacks against civilians, it cannot control the violence in the short term. [...]
Its armed wing, the AlS, is present in the east and west of the country, while
massacres of civilians have been taking place in the centre, the domain of
the extremist Islamic group known as the GIA. [...] The FIS claims that this
group has been infiltrated and manipulated by government forces, as many
of the victims today are FIS supporters, a claim dismissed by the
government. (Truce offers scant hope for Algeria, 3 October 1997)

The relationship between the FIS and the AIS is analogous with the (past)
relationship between Sinn Fein and the IRA - a status acknowledged here in
the separation of the FIS and “its armed wing, the AIS” - but the Financial
Times was the only newspaper during this time which presented the FIS as a
political party and not an ‘extremist’ or ‘rebel group’. In presenting the FIS as
a political party, and a party whose public support perturbs or perhaps
endangers the power of the Algerian Junta (earlier, the report acknowledged
that “the [Algerian] crisis was sparked by the cancellation of elections the
FIS was set to win"), Khalaf is able to imply that the murder of FIS supporters
in Benthala is functional to the interests of the Junta. This, in turn, implies
that there may be some weight in the claim that the GIA has been “infiltrated
and manipulated” by the Junta.

The presentation of the Algerian conflict changed in the second half
of October, when, in anticipation of the forthcoming municipal elections, the
Algerian authorities started to admit British journalists to Algeria.’ The first
report by-lined to a staff journalist writing from Algeria was published in the
Guardian (No squaring the death triangle, David Hirst, 18 October 1997)
and almost immediately the presentation of events offered by the Algerian
authorities started to be questioned. For example, the by-line of this first
report read: “David Hirst, allowed into Algiers to witness ‘democracy’ finds
the official propaganda hard to reconcile with reality”.

The strongest criticisms of Algeria’s ‘democratic process’ came from
the pen of Roula Khalaf, writing for the Financial Times. On the day of the
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election, for example, Khalaf wrote: “Today's election will complete the
institutional edifice the government is erecting to legitimise its rule” (‘What
elections? Everyone in my family is dead’, Financial Times, 23 October
1997) The report printed the following day referred to complaints from the
“legal opposition parties” ranging “from physical aggression to a candidate
by security forces to party observers being prevented from inspecting ballot
boxes before the vote started” (Turnout low in Algerian election, Financial
Times, 24 October 1997). Although reports in the other papers questioned
the particularly dubious majority by which the pro-government parties won
the election®, Khalaf's reports contained details regarding the highly

questionable systems of government erected by General Zeroual:

5) The elections were the last step in the army-backed government’s plan to
rebuild elected institutions within a framework that ensures no opposition
party can challenge its rule. Two-thirds of the upper house created by a
constitution voted in last year will be drawn from the local and provincial
councils with the remainder appointed by Liamine Zeroual, the president.
The upper chamber will thus be overwhelmingly dominated by pro-
government parties, which already dominate the lower house.

In addition to repdrting the ‘election’, by talking to survivors and
surveying the locations of the massacres, British journalists ‘on the ground’
in Algeria seemed suddenly to realise that two significant aspects of the
conflict in general, and the murders of civilians in particular, had not been
adequately reported. First, the possibility that the Army may have been
involved in the massacres was bolstered when reporters saw that Sidi Rais
was less than a mile from an army barracks, and Benthala, site of the largest
massacre on 22 September, was barely 500 metres from an army barracks.
In light of this, and echoing the Financial Times’ report printed almost three
weeks before (excerpt 4), journalists started to ask: “Had government agents
with no wish for a cease-fire infiltrated the ranks of the GIA?" (Brutal killers
without faces, /ndependent, 26 October 1997). Second, after talking to
Algerian survivors, the torture and ‘disappearances’ of significant numbers of

civilians by Algerian police and security forces became a lead feature of
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reports. These two ‘missed’ stories were covered in increasing detail across
all five broadsheets for the remainder of October.

Taking the ‘involvement’ of the Algerian army first, some reporters,
principally Anthony Loyd of The Times and Robert Fox of the Telegraph,
seemed to find it difficult to believe that the Algerian Army could be actively
responsible for murdering civilians. Loyd's repeated claims to this effect

sounded remarkably similar, even when he was ‘quoting’ a source:

6) Though it seems unlikely that the army is perpetrating the bulk of the killings
themselves, it does little to prevent them. (Villagers relive terror of night
massacres, The Times, 22 October 1997)

7) [quoting an ex-ALN officer] “They [the army] do not perpetrate the atrocities
themselves, but they do little to stop them” (Zeroual's zombies can’t vote,
The Times, 24 October 1997)

This inability to believe - or perhaps the inability to write - that the army
would be actively involved in murdering civilians was also present in the
Guardian’s reporting, but here the undoubtedly ‘functional’ nature of the

murders of ‘Islamists’ to the Junta were foregrounded to a much greater

extent:®

8) The rest of the world is beginning to ask the same sinister question that
Algerians have been asking themselves for years: who is behind these
atrocities? Is it simply, according to the regime, religious fanatics, bandits or
psychopaths? Or do they enjoy the complicity of others - perhaps of some
die-hard faction of the regime itself... (‘This is where they shot my wife.
Here they killed my daughter with an axe’, Hirst, Guardian, 20 October
1997)

9) [...] does this willingness [of the military] to tolerate a massacre almost under
their noses suggest a political agenda in which the excesses of extremism
strengthen the hand of military hardliners? (The killing suburbs of Algiers.
Unanswered question: why is the military simply standing by? Guardian
Editorial, 21 October 1997)

Whilst Robert Fisk, in his reports for the /Independent, pushed the envelope
a little further:
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10) Why didn’t the army venture across the fields? [...] And who are the so-
called ‘Islamists’ performing these acts of unparalleled butchery? Why
should islamists murder the very same villagers who voted en masse for the
Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) [...] and who have traditionally opposed the
Algerian government? (‘] felt the knife at my neck. My wife was so brave.
She tried to help. So they cut her throat in front of me’, /ndependent, 22
October 1997)

Alongside these ‘editorialising’ reports there also stood more traditionally
structured news reporting. These news reports appeared to support the
implications of Algerian government involvement made in the reports written
in the field by the ‘star reporters’; or perhaps the events they reported simply
seemed a great deal more sinister viewed in the light of the implications in

the larger reports. For example:

11) Gunmen yesterday shot dead a candidate for an Islamist-leaning party
running in local elections, party sources said. Three supporters of the
Movement for a Peaceful Society (MPS) [the only /egal Islamist party] also
died in the shooting inside a mosque (Four murdered in mosque, The

Times, 22 October 1997)

In light of the questions and allegations of the longer, more editorialised
reports - principally, why is it that only islamists are being killed, so close to
the municipal elections? - the Kkilling of four politically active ‘Islamists’
appeared particularly dubious, fuelling journalists’ criticisms of the Algerian
Junta's ‘democratic process’ even further.

Just as powerful political and humanitarian questions were also being
asked in articles which chose to report the torture and ‘disappearances’ of
Algerian civilians. Although much fewer articles reported these issues (n= 6),
the articles in which they did appear often dedicated the whole report to
recounting tales from torture victims and their families. The Independent, for
example, printed three lengthy articles on the subject on one day alone (30
October 1997), the first of which was printed on the front-page and included
testimony from Algerian Security personnel to support the argument of
‘official involvement’ in the death of civilians (Lost souls of the Algerian
night: now their torturers tell the truth). After presenting the personal

cases of four ‘missing’ Algerian women pictured above the article, and

196



quoting members of the Algerian army who “spoke of watching officers
torture suspected ‘Islamist’ prisoners by boring holes in their legs - and in

one case, stomach - with electric drills”, Fisk argues that

12) [...] the first hand evidence from its own former security force personnel of
torture and secret executions provides unequivocal testimony that the
Algerian government has gone beyond the pale of civilised standards of
warfare in fighting its enemies.

Fisk's report stands as damning evidence of the regime’s brutality. Lower
down, the articie quotes the same Army source, adding more inferential
evidence of the Army’s suspected involvement in the reported ‘massacres’ of

civilians:

13)[...] he had found a false beard amid the clothing of soldiers who had
returned from a raid on a village where 28 civilians were later found
beheaded; the soldier suspects that his comrades had dressed up as Muslim
rebels to carry out the atrocity.

The writing of Roula Khalaf on the torture and ‘disappearance’ of
civilians was as insightful as in her previous reports. Khalaf's first article
(Protesters seek news of missing men of Algeria, Financial Times, 21
October 1997) is located at a public demonstration - a setting which enables
it to simultaneously represent the political will and action of Algerian women
(the overheadline reads: ‘Women accuse police of abducting sons and
husbands from homes and workplaces') as well as the repression of the
Algerian police. Just as these articulate and highly motivated women -
significantly different from the fatigued and emotionally paralysed women of
Fisk's reporting® - were retelling their stories, “the police arrived to break up
the protest’. Second, in criticising the Junta, Khalaf cites the opinions of
informed and authoritative sources, who are not directly and personally
involved in the reported action, in a way which draws an implicit comparison
between the activities of the ‘terrorists’ and the Algerian government. For
example. “Human rights organisations have [both] condemned Islamist
kilings and accused the government of responsibility for torture,

disappearances and extrajudicial executions”. And third, Khalaf takes this
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comparison a little further, implying (as Fisk did in excerpts 12 and 13) the
involvement of Algerian officials in the deaths of civilians. “El Houass Diabi”
for example, is quoted as saying “Our children were not taken by terrorists,
they were taken by police’. In using the double plural - ‘our children’ - the
article seems to open up the implication of officially sanctioned
disappearance and murder to include, not only the personal experiences of
these protesting women, but the conflict as a whole: “Our [Algeria's]
children”.

To summarise this first section: during the first half of October,
‘massacres’ of civilians dominated the reporting of Algeria. In all
newspapers, except the Financial Times, these murders were blamed on
‘Muslim’ terror groups despite the lack of evidence supporting such confident
allocation of blame. The Algerian Junta was, for the most part, completely
absent from the reported action. This version of events changed with the
entry of five broadsheet journalists into Algeria to report the forthcoming
municipal elections. Not only did the confidence in blaming ‘Isiamist
extremists’ falter, but reports became dominated by suspicions of Algerian
Army involvement in the ‘massacres’, and the involvement of the Algerian
police in the torture and murder (usually reported as the more euphemistic
‘extrajudicial executions’) of civilians. Robert Fisk, in a report printed after his

stay in Algeria, summarised the reporting of the conflict in the following way:

14) [...] never before have members of the security forces provided the
compelling evidence to prove the brutality of the Algerian regime. And with
documentary evidence that thousands - some say as many as 12,000 - men
and women have been ‘disappeared’ by a government that claim to be
fighting ‘international terrorism’, Algeria’s military-backed government will find
it hard ever again to win sympathy in the West. (Lost souls of the Algerian
night... 30 October 1997; emphasis added)

This summarising passage, particularly the final italicised section, should be

borne in mind throughout the next two sections of this chapter.
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5.3.3 November - December 1997 Shifting Blame

Following the Algerian municipal elections, the reporting of the Algerian
conflict moved into a decline. In total, 51 Algerian articles were published
during November and December 1997: 60.8 per cent (n= 31) of which were
published in November; 39.2 per cent (n= 20) printed during December.
These articles were split almost equally between staff journalists (n= 26) and
press agencies (n= 22), suggesting two characteristics. First that the
reporting of Algeria was returning to a stage similar to that witnessed at the
start of October, with journalists’ access to Algeria being more restricted; and
second, that the conflict in Algeria was becoming increasingly less
newsworthy. These conclusions are given greater weight by the fact that the
vast majority of articles by-lined to staff journalists were printed during
November (n= 22; 84.6% of staff written articles).

The articles printed during the first week of November (n= 7) were all
written by staff journalists and continued the themes developed during the
previous month: the suspected role of the military in the deaths of civilians;
torture; and, in the case of the Financial Times, the civilian protests sparked
by the contrived election results. These themes are clearly observable in the

following headlines:

Post-mortem Algeria authorities dread (Hirst, Guardian 1 November 1997)
Conscript tells of Algeria’s torture chambers (Fisk, /ndependent 3 November
1997)

Algerian MP’s demonstration is broken up (Khalaf, Financial Times 5
November 1997)

No, Algeria, it's not an internal affair (Fisk (column), Independent 6 November

1997)

These articles suggest that the by-lined journalists felt either a degree of
responsibility - or ‘Attachment’ (Bell, 1998) - towards the affected Algerian
civilians, or at least felt that the (Junta’s) dirty war in Algeria needed to be
reported. This is especially apparent in Robert Fisk's articles, where the
sources he used in the reports of 1 and 3 November 1997 were recycled
from reports printed in October.” The messy and contested nature of the

conflict - particularly in the apportioning of ‘blame’ - is still very clearly
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foregrounded in reports printed during the first week of November 1997, as
is the need for an external investigation into the massacres of Algerian

civilians:

15) “This government has constructed an entirely false schema for the outside
world, that of a democratic, secular state doing battle with terrorists. But the
real problem is not the GIA [..but] a system of government basically
unchanged since independence, which has failed on all levels, abuses
human rights no less than the terrorists themselves and uses every
conceivable artifice, including the exploitation of these terrible massacres, to
stay in power.” (Algerian Human Rights lawyer, in Guardian, 1 November

1997)

16) “We were on a roadblock, stopping anyone we suspected of being a
terrorist. If a man had a face like a terrorist, if he had a big beard, he was
shot.” (Reda, an Algerian army conscript, in Independent, 3 November 1997)

Another article, printed during this first week of November and written by
Robert Fisk is interesting for its portrayal of the reporting constraints which
the Algerian press operates under (Prized place in history for free spirit
who dares to be defiant, /ndependent (Eye tabloid supplement) 3
November 1997). Using the journalist Salima Ghezali’s acceptance of the
Sakharov Prize for Freedom of Thought as a springboard, Fisk presents
ways in which the Algerian Junta covertly and overtly manipulate the
Algerian press.8 Despite the award, Ghezali had not had any of her work
published in Algeria for almost a year, after the newspaper she edited - La
Nation - was closed by the Algerian authorities. Acknowledging this irony,
she wryly states “I am certainly the only journalist who has won an award
without a newspaper’, and, in explaining why La Nation was closed,

illustrates the control which the Algerian authorities exert over information in

the public sphere:

17) “We do have a debt to the [government-owned] printing plant, but there are
papers that owe more and which are still printed. [...] We received a fax that
we had to pay our debt of six million Algerian dinars (£100,000) right away
[...because] we condemned the government for increasing the conflict rather
than stopping ‘terrorism™ Salima recalls.

In addition to the censorship of the newspaper, Ghezali suggests that the

government attempts to censor her personally, by making threats on her life®
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and debasing her reputation as a journalist: “Every time | win a prize people
write to the organisations giving the prizes [...] saying that | am an
accomplice of the GIA. These are the vulgar methods of our security
authorities.”

This article is important, not just because it acts to confirm the
Algerian Junta’s draconian grip on power, but also because of what it
reveals of the Algerian newspapers which are not closed by the government.
The implication of Fisk's article is that since the remaining Algerian
newspapers have not had their debt to the government-owned printing plants
‘called in’, the Junta doesn’t regard the news they print as threatening their
continued dominion. This is an important observation to make, given the
reliance of (first) the press agencies and (second) British newspapers on
information taken from ‘reports’ first printed in Algerian newspapers,
exposing the role which the Algerian Junta plays in relaying such information
around the world as ‘fact’. Unfortunately British broadsheets did not make
such a connection, and in the second week of November, the reporting of
Algeria started to revert back to relying on the Algerian Junta's version of
events, as printed in Algerian dailies and wired from press agency sources

(italics, emphases added):

18) Gunmen cut the throats of six foreigners, apparently Asians, and dumped
their bodies in the sewerage system in Algiers, a newspaper said. Their
bodies were found near a beach in Bab el Oued, a Muslim fundamentalist
district. (Algeria slaughter, [no source] /Independent, 24 November 1997)

19) Attackers blew up a bridge and then penetrated an Algerian village in
darkness, slitting the throats of 29 people, hospital sources and newspapers
said yesterday. (Algerians slit 29 throats, [AF] Guardian, 2 December
1997)

20) More than 280 Algerians, mainly suspected extremists opposed to the
government, have been killed in clashes between the Islamic Salvation Army
and the Armed Islamic Group [...] according to press reports. (Rebel shoot-
out, [Reuters] The Times, 4 December 1997)

An Algerian news story which was frequently printed in British broadsheets

during this period referred to civilians being killed at ‘fake roadblocks’:
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21) Attackers disguised as police slit the throats of 28 civilians and then
decapitated some of the victims [...] The attackers stopped cars at a fake
roadblock, took the victims out of the cars [...] and executed them.
(Slaughter in Algeria, [AF] Independent, 10 November 1997)

22) Armed Islamic Group men disguised as police killed eight motorists after
setting up a roadblock in eastern Algeria [...] A dozen assailants dressed in
police uniforms stopped motorists and then slit their throats. (8 killed in
Algeria, [Agencies] Guardian, 19 November 1997)

23) Ninety-seven Algerians have been killed in massacres at fake roadblocks, in
a bomb attack and in raids on remote villages since the weekend the
Algerian press reported yesterday. [...] No one has claimed responsibility for
the killings, which have yet to be confirmed. (97 killed in Algerian
massacres, [Susannah Herbert] Telegraph, 31 December 1997)

An examination of the reported action in these articles, suggests strong
doubts about the veracity of their claims may be appropriate. Why, when the
suspicious role of the Algerian Junta had been reported in all broadsheets
for a period of about four weeks, were these murders being reported in such
a way? How do we know that the roadblocks were “fake” (thereby implying
‘Islamist’ or ‘terrorist’ involvement)? How do we know that the “dozen
assailants dressed in police uniforms” were not actually Algerian policemen,
bearing in mind the testimony of torturers repeatedly printed during this time,
especially in the Independent? In excerpt 23, Susannah Herbert feels able to
argue that the roadblocks were “fake’, even though “No one has claimed
responsibility for the killings which have yet to be confirmed.” Finally (and
although it should be acknowledged that this is not exactly comparing like-
for-like) it is baffling why the Independent printed an article which
unproblematically reported “Attackers disguised as police slit the throats of
28 civilians”, when seven days earlier the paper quoted an Algerian
Inspector who had participated in a roadblock where police officers had shot
anyone who “had a face like a terrorist’ (see excerpt 16).

The confusing manner in which Algeria was reported was made all the
more confusing by occasional articles, quoting authoritative and credible
sources, which should have undermined the factual status of articles such as
those quoted in excerpts 18-23. Both the Independent and the Guardian
printed articles based on revelations from the French daily Le Monde for
example, which quoted senior Algerian officers “accus(ing] Algerian security

services of being responsible for the massacre in September of 200 villagers
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at Beni Messous” (Algeria’s dirty secret, /ndependent, 11 November 1997),
and alleged that other massacres “had been carried out by the secret
services but blamed on Islamic groups to discredit the opposition” (Algerian
agent verifies atrocities, Guardian, 11 November 1997). The Algerian
officers’ allegations were presented as ‘fact’ in both headline and text of
these two reports, yet the allegations appear to have been forgotten by their
respective papers when they printed the wired reports of Algiers-based
press agencies days later.

In addition, the role of actors and interests outside of Algeria were
almost completely absent from reporting. Robert Fisk, in an article printed
before the shift to ‘Muslim-blaming argumentation’ became predominant
once again (No, Algeria, it’s not an internal affair, /ndependent, 6
November 1997), argued that “Soon - very soon - the West is going to have
to link the purchase of Algerian oil and gas exports to human rights
improvements”, but appeared oblivious to the fact that Algerian oil and
human rights were already linked, but in a relationship opposite to that which
he suggested. Algeria’s proximity to Europe makes it especially important in
meeting Europe’'s need for oil, gas and petroleum. A Reuters report,
admittedly wired after Fisk's above article (Foreign oil firms unmoved in
strife-torn Algeria, Sara el-Gammal, 12 January 1998), linked the economic
power of Algerian oil to the apparent apathy of Europe towards the deaths of

Algerian civilians:

24) “Algeria’s importance to the West is its trump card. Its gas supplies to
southern Europe are crucial, and Europe can't afford to isolate Algeria” said
Martin Stone at London-based Control Risks, a political and economic risk
assessment company. Spain depends on Algeria for around 60 per cent of
its gas imports while Italy relies on it for around 40 per cent of its gas.

Therefore, although Algeria relies on oil and gas exports for around 95 per
cent of its foreign earnings and could therefore conceivably be brought to
task for the continuing violence, el-Gammal (1998) shows that “there has
been no indication of any plans among oil firms to pull out of the country” -

quite the reverse in fact:
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25) “[...] what would we achieve by pulling out? Would it solve Algeria’s political
problem? A diplomatic solution is what is needed [...] There’s a lot at stake in
Algeria, huge investments. Companies would not have made them if they
didn’t think there was a future in Algeria” [said an oil company official]. (el-
Gammal, 1998: 1-2)

Of the sampled broadsheets, only Roula Khalaf in the Financial Times
reported the conflict in a revelatory way which showed how the business of
oil continued unabated in Algeria, despite civilian massacres. On 17
December for example, Khalaf reported that both the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund were giving their economic and political support
to establishing three banks - Citibank, Société Générale and the Arab
Banking Corp. - in Algeria (Three foreign banks to set up in Algeria,
Financial Times). Quoting Mr Kelada-Antoun, the World Bank representative
for North Africa, Khalaf shows that “the explosion in violence in recent
months had not delayed plans for the new banks”. Later in the article Khalaf
reports, with characteristic detraction, that “The World Bank and the
International monetary Fund [are] strong supporters of economic reforms in
Algeria, despite criticism that financial aid has only helped to bolster the
army-backed government’. Here, that most flexible euphemism, “economic
reform”, is knowingly used in order to draw attention to the wholly ideological
agenda of both the IMF and World Bank to open up Algeria and her
resources to corporate oil prospectors. The limited nature of Algerian
“economic reform” is illustrated lower down the article where Khalaf states
that “only the oil and gas sector, sheltered in the well-guarded southern
desert, has received significant amounts of foreign investment”.

In a later especially denunciatory article (Opportunities in Algeria
for cynical traders, Financial Times, 22 December 1997), Roula Khalaf
goes even further, exposing how the interests of Capital were continually
maintained and served whilst - or perhaps because - Algerian civilians were

dying. The opening paragraph of the article argues that when the violence
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26) [...] reaches new highs, traders say some European and Japanese
institutions holding Algerian paper tend to dump the bonds, depressing
prices. Others - for example several US hedge funds, some of the biggest
holders of the [traded commercial] debt - are buyers. They take the view that
Algeria's army-backed government is here to stay, whatever the level of
violence.

Here Khalaf shows that, despite Fisk's optimistic prediction, the deaths of
Algerian civilians do not appear to impede the accumulation of capital based
on speculating on Algeria - quite the reverse in fact, with some companies
specifically targeting the depreciated prices caused by the massacres of
Algerian civilians. Lower down, the article quotes a trader who expresses,
with remarkable clarity, the opportunities for profit which the massacres of
Algerian civilians offer: “The hedge funds buy Algeria because it's high yield
paper. If there were no massacres, the spread would narrow and they would
stop buying” (emphasis added).

No newspaper other than the Financial Times reported the material
benefits which the conflict brought to individuals and companies outside of
Algeria.”® By not reporting such information, as both background and
explanation to the conflict in Algeria, the readers’ understanding of the
conflict is limited to a superficial level - a level where the version of events
presented by the Algerian Junta (a ‘fledgling democracy’ fighting ‘terrorism’)
becomes plausible. Although the dubious status of the Junta’s version was
questioned, both implicitly (excerpt 16) and explicitly (excerpt 15) in articles
printed at the start of this mid-period in reporting Algeria, by December only
the Financial Times had maintained a critical reading of the reported events.
The remaining broadsheets, relying predominantly on press agency reports,
had returned to reporting (numbers of) civilian deaths from a position which
implicated ‘extremist’ involvement (‘fake roadblocks’) and elided the

mediating role of the Algerian Junta (‘newspapers said’).

5.3.4 January 1998: Reporting Algeria during Ramadan
As stated above, broadsheet newspapers had been implying that ‘Muslims’
and ‘Muslim terrorists’ were responsible for the deaths of Algerian civilians

since the second week on November 1997 (and for the first two weeks of
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October before that). By the first week of January 1998, which corresponded
closely with the first week of Ramadan'’, the identification ‘Muslims’ and
‘Muslim terror groups' as the agents responsible for the massacres of
civilians in Algeria was explicit, even vociferous, in the majority of British
broadsheets:

27) After prayers, the slaughter. As Islamist militants carry out their biggest
massacre, Algeria’'s army looks increasingly unable to cope, David Hirst

reports [...] An upsurge in terrorist violence in Ramadan has become a
tradition (Guardian, 5 January 1998)

28) The carnage coincided with the first day of Ramadan. [...] Up to 600
civiians have died during the fasting month of Ramadan for the past five
years when Muslim guerrillas have stepped up attacks in their “holy war”.

(Terrorists murder 78 in Algeria as Ramadan begins, Telegraph, 1
January 1998)

29) [The violence represented:] the worst slaughter yet by fundamentalist
terrorists, coinciding with the start of Islam’s holy month of Ramadan.
(Survivors tell of Ramadan massacre, The Times, 5 January 1998)

In excerpt 27, after the Guardian placed obviously juxtaposed imagery of the
sacred (“prayers”) and profane (“slaughter”) in the conspicuous position of
the article’s headline,'* David Hirst suggests that Ramadan bodes ill for
Algeria since it usually brings an “upsurge of terrorist violence” - a noun
which presupposes a background level of terrorist violence from which an
increase is possible. This presupposition is also present in excerpt 27 (which
is taken from the article’s lengthy by-line), where the deaths on the first night
of Ramadan are described as the “biggest massacre” carried out by “Islamic
militants”, as well as in the remaining excerpts given above: “Muslim
guerrillas have stepped up attacks” (28); and “the worst slaughter yet by
fundamentalist terrorists” (29). These reports therefore not only return to
confidently placing blame on ‘Muslim’ terrorists, but also locate the reported
action within a continuum of slaughter/attacks/massacres for which these
‘Muslims’ are responsible - a schema identical to that of the first week of
October 1997. The summarising reports of Sunday newspapers printed in
this first week were especially liable to such reallocation of blame,
particularly the Independent on Sunday, which printed a report by-lined to an

Associated Press journalist named Rachid Khiari (emphases added):
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30) Gangs armed with knives, axes, hoes and shovels methodically slaughtered
more than 400 peasants in four poor villages in western Algeria, the worst
massacre in six years of Muslim fundamentalist insurgency. [...] Until dawn
the next morning the militants slit people’s throats (Survivors tell of worst
Algeria massacre, /oS, 4 January 1998)

In excerpt 30, the reported violence of 30 December 1997 is presupposed to
be part of a “Muslim fundamentalist insurgency”. Khiari believes that it was
‘Muslim’ “militants” who “slit people’s throats” (despite disclosing that “No
one has claimed responsibility for the attacks”) and offers three

argumentative supports to substantiate his claim:

. the murders occurred on “the first night of the Muslim holy month of
Ramadan’,

. “Villagers said the gangs wore baggy grey Afghan-style trousers - the
sign of the most violent insurgents”,

. and the “militants”, specifically the GIA, are “the most militant opponents
of President Liamine Zeroual’'s military-backed government” (with the
added presupposition that the murders were motivated by such an
opposition to the government).

Argumentation which counters the above conclusion of “militant” involvement

was available in articles previously printed in the Independent as well as
within Khiari’s article itself. If it is assumed, for the sake of argument, that the
murders were perpetrated by the Junta - a regime with an almost
pathological fear of Islamism and the FIS - then it would be an entirely
logical that the ‘best time’ to murder Muslims would be when they were
collected in large groups - for example when “the inhabitants of the hamlets
around the town of Relizane]...] were breaking their daily Ramadan fast at
sunset’ (Khiari, /oS, 4 January 1998). There were similarly large groups of
fast-breaking Muslims and, unfortunately, similarly large massacres of
Muslims for the remainder of Ramadan.

Second, given that an earlier article written by Robert Fisk contained
an Algerian soldier’s allegation that he had found a false beard amongst one
of his comrade’s belongings (excerpt 13), the observation that “the gangs
wore baggy grey Afghan-style trousers” should by no means be taken as

unequivocal evidence of ‘Muslim’ involvement. Khiari, working for AP, could
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not be expected to have known about either this article or its revelations, but
the Independent should have and should therefore have judged Khiari's
claim accordingly.

Third, the murdered Algerians were supporters of the FIS, many of
whom, Khiari claims, were now planning “to move to the nearby port of Oran”
because of the massacres. Unfortunately Khiari does not explain the
significance of such a move of rural peasants nor its benefit to the Junta: by
displacing and relocating the (potential) opposition to the city of Oran, they
would be easier monitor, or, in the words of the army, ‘easier to protect’.’™ In
addition, the plain of Relizane is an area earmarked as a potential oil field
which BP, amongst others, had been desperate to explore since investing in
Algeria in 1995 (el-Gammal, 1998). The depopulation of the area would
mean that such exploration could finally go ahead - obviously important to
the Algerian Junta, due to the monopoly held by the state-owned oil
company Sonatrach and the reliance of the country on oil revenue." These
three readily available counter arguments throw doubt on the certitude of
Khiari's conclusion of ‘Muslim’ involvement in the massacre.

Alternatively, the massacres could have been committed by ‘Islamist’
guerrillas - the AIS or more probably the GIA since, as Robert Fisk points
out, “The villagers at Ouled Sahnine, Kheraba, El Abadel and Ouled Tayeb
were themselves Islamists and had voted in the 1991 elections for the
islamic Salvation Front (FIS)” (Algeria terror touches the world,
Independent, 7 January 1998). In addition, the affected hamlets were located
particularly close to the oil refinery at Arzew, in an area hitherto untouched
by violence on this scale: these villages could therefore have been chosen in
order to cause maximum disturbance to the regime through its reliance on
oil. However, any evidence ‘proving’ the involvement of ‘Islamists’ is just as
circumstantial as that ‘proving’ the involvement of the Junta and, as | have
attempted to show above, can be questioned by interpreting the presented
evidence from a different ontological position - one which assumes the guilt
of the Junta as opposed to the guilt of the ‘Islamists’.

Should the relocation of blame in broadsheets’ news reports not have

influenced their readers’ recollection of the Algerian conflict - which had
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been reported with such circumspect and hedged accusations of the Junta's
culpability only six weeks previously - then the confident and often strident

accusations of editorials printed during the first week of Ramadan certainly

may have done:

31) Each year, terrorists have chosen the period of fasting to intensify their “holy
war’ against the regime. [...] The Western world breathed a sigh of relief
when the FIS bid for power was scotched. Six years on it is faced with a
country a short distance across the Mediterranean whose instability
threatens an exodus of refugees to Europe. (Holy Terror, Telegraph, 5

January 1998)

32)[...] in Algeria, Ramadan has acquired a new, terrible and alien identity as
the season in which armed terror strikes most forcibly. Murdering in the name
of Allah by methods of unspeakable deliberate cruelty, the fanatical Algerian
Armed Islamic Group (GIA) - the group behind most if not all Algerian
atrocities - has butchered as many as 850 people in the week since
Ramadan began. (Algeria’s great fear, The Times, 5 January 1998)

These articles, better than any others printed at this time, illustrate the
explanation of the Algerian massacres which the newspapers (as opposed to
journalists or the cited sources) felt most accurate. The Telegraph editorial is
full of bombast and hyperbole so immediately apparent that no further
analysis is needed. Lower down they call the GIA “a canker’, whose
justification of terror “makes a mockery of a book [the Qu'ran] that begins by
invoking a merciful and compassionate God” (emphasis added), making their
position quite clear. The reference to “an exodus of [Algerian] refugees” was
revisited in later reporting, as discussed below.

The editorial in The Times is much more interesting, since the
newspaper felt able to open with ringing declarations of ‘Muslim’ guilt despite
acknowledging further down the article that “the killings continue amid
uncertainty about who is behind all of them®. In addition, despite making one
of the few references during Ramadan of suspected army involvement in the
massacres,'® both excerpt 32 and the conclusion of the editorial - “The GIA
is the most murderous fanatical force the world has seen since Pol Pot's
Khmer Rouge; it must be stopped” - make it abundantly clear that The Times
believes the GIA were to blame for the killings. In order to make their

argument appear more plausible in the face of as much (or as /ittle) evidence

209



suggesting the involvement of the army, the newspaper employs emotive
words and phrases - “fanatical’; butchers (from “butchered”); “terror”; and
“unspeakable deliberate cruelty” - in order to draw a rhetorical (i.e. not
evidential) association between the massacres of Algerian civilians, the GIA,
Ramadan and finally Islam.

By way of contrast, the Financial Times printed three articles during
the first week of Ramadan - a news report; a news feature; and an editorial.
The topics reported and argumentation employed reveals the same,
‘alternative’ view of the conflict which the Financial Times presented
throughout the sample. In the news article, printed on 5 January 1998, Roula
Khalaf was the first journalist to report the call for an independent
investigation into the massacres in Algeria, and what's more, to properly
identify the initiative as originating with Germany (Germany calls on EU to
act over Algerian killings; see below for further analysis). This German
proposal called for “a diplomatic effort to help end the killings” - killings,
which Khalaf illustrates, continued to be a matter of much debate, with
“human rights groups” still calling “for independent investigations into
responsibility for the massacres” due to their proximity to army barracks.

The news feature continued the topic of the proposed EU involvement
in Algeria further, and in doing so exposed: the protected and privileged
position enjoyed by international oil and gas companies in Algeria; and these
same companies’ worries that the increased interest in the deaths of
Algerian civilians “risks disturbing the isolated existence” (Algerian killings
fuel oil groups concern, Roula Khalaf & Robert Corzine, Financial Times, 6
January 1998). With the increase in violence, “confusion over why the
killings occur, and lack of independent information, comes criticism of the
army-backed government's human rights record” and concern, from both
human rights organisations and others, that oil companies should not be
investing in, and therefore supporting, such a regime. The profitable
investment opportunities which the massacres in Algeria provide (see 24-26)
are drawn out again by Khalaf and Corzine, with a view to criticising the

mercenary attitude of the executives and corporations involved:
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33) “The big money is in countries whose names end in ‘ia’ or ‘stan’ ...places
other people don't want to go”, said a senior executive of a US oil
engineering group active in Algeria.

Another “European oil company executive” is quoted as saying: “It is a
concern. There is a feeling opposition groups might be able to capitalise on
human rights concerns”. This quote alone makes it immediately apparent
where ‘concerns’ of these individuals lie: in profit and not human life.

The Financial Times' editorial (Algerian horrors, 6 January 1998),
printed on the same day as the news feature discussed above, is a rare and
remarkable piece of journalism: objective without being indifferent; exegetical
without tripping over itself in an attempt to apportion blame; and critical in
the truest sense of the word. In response to the question central to the
reporting of Algeria - ‘who is killing civilians?’ - the Financial Times was

honest and measured: they simply did not know:

34) No one is sure who to blame, what to demand, or what action to take if
demands are ignored. No one wants to reward or encourage such activities
by reacting as the perpetrators wish, but even that is hard to avoid so long
as it is unclear who the perpetrators really are.

The version offered by the Junta - that the “massacres are the work of
Islamic extremist terrorists” - is described as having “the merit of being clear,
but is so self-serving that few believe it to be the whole truth”. An alternative
explanation - that “the regime itself must have a hand in the violence [with
the GIA...] widely assumed to have been infiltrated, if not created by the
regime's security apparatus” - is “not fully convincing either” since the
massacres “make nonsense of its claim to have achieved stability”.

In light of the uncertain identification of murderers in Algeria, the
editorial argues that the Junta needs to “accede to the growing demand, [...]
for impartial external investigators to be given full access so that
responsibility for the massacres can be established as clearly as possible”.
By coincidence, although clearly in response to the German request for a

“diplomatic effort to help end the killings” (Financial Times, 5 January 1998),
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both the topic of an independent investigation and the Financial Times’ line
of argumentation were adopted by the remaining broadsheets the following
day when the final ‘rolling story’ of the sample started to develop: the EU
announced its intention to send a diplomatic mission to Algeria. The exact
intended purpose of the proposed mission was none too clear from the initial
reports, with a “European Official” involved in the formation of the plan
appearing as uninformed as the journalists: “We don’t know what to do, so
we will send a few ministers there and give money to victims, but it will not
solve the problem” (EU ponders Algeria stance, Financial Times, 8 January
1998). The broadsheets tended to place Robin Cook ‘centre stage’ in these
reports, suggesting that the diplomatic mission was his and not the German

Foreign Minister, Klaus Kinkel’s, plan:

35) Britain is leading a European Union attempt to intervene in Algeria after
reports that hundreds of civilians were killed last weekend [...] (Cook steers
plan to send EU mission to Algiers, Guardian, 7 January 1998)

36) Robin Cook, the Foreign Secretary, yesterday said that the European Union
was considering sending a delegation of senior officials to Algeria to discuss
the situation with the military government [...] Mr Cook said: “I want to record
the shock and horror that we are feeling about the reports of the appalling
atrocities in Algeria” (Cook says EU plans to send mission, The Times, 7
January 1998)

A Telegraph editorial which discussed the planned mission (Terror in
Algeria, 9 January 1998) managed to completely reverse an earlier
representation of the conflict in Algeria (which was itself a reversal), in order
to continue its usual antagonistic position towards the European Union. “The

EU”, the newspaper argued

37) [...] will not address the heart of the problem, which is the theft of the 1992
elections by the generals and their subsequent refusal to enter into serious
dialogue with moderate members of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS).
[emphasis added]

The theft of the election in 1992 was an event which the Telegraph
previously had little complaint about - in fact, as excerpt 31 shows (printed 5
January 1998), they “breathed a sigh of relief when the FIS bid for power

was scotched”. Within this reversal of argument there remained - indeed the
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argument was based upon - the presupposed civilising influence of ‘the
West' and the assumed right of ‘the West' (seeming, in this case to mean

only Britain) to manage the affairs of other nations:

38) The West should now be urging the government in Algiers to reopen
dialogue with the FIS leaders [...] The West's acquiescence in the curtailing
of the electoral process six years ago has been cowardly and inconsistent
with democratic principle. [...] It is time for a change, and the West should
say so. [emphasis added]

The arrogance of excerpt 38 is accompanied by the somewhat remarkable
ability of the Telegraph to implicitly exclude itself from “The West's
acquiescence’, despite the support they gave to the “cowardly and
inconsistent” curtailing of democratic principle in their editorial printed only
four days beforehand.

Noticeably underplayed in the reporting of the EU mission to Algeria,
was the recognition that the diplomatic initiative had originated in Germany.
Following the initial report in the Financial Times, and an article in the
Guardian which actually followed the lan Black report of 7 January
(Germany proposes Algeria mission, lan Traynor, 8 January 1998), the
mission was overwhelmingly represented as either Robin Cook’s or a British
initiative. That Britain would take the baton from Germany in this way is to
some extent understandable given that Britain occupied the EU presidency
during this time. However, the reports of British journalists showed the relish
which they also took in the ‘historic opportunity’ that Britain appeared to

have been given to solve the ‘problem of Algeria’:

39) Europe is awakening late to this terrible story. Babies with their throats cut,
women raped, entire families massacred by bands of bearded men [...]
outrage and revulsion at 1,000 killings over the past fortnight now need to be
translated into action. (We need to save lives [column, lan Black], Guardian,
16 January 1998)

40) The anguish and revulsion are universal, but nowhere more deeply felt than
in Europe, linked by history and geography to the lands of North Africa ...}
Something must be done, the world demands. The question is, what? (If
Algeria cannot be helped, at least let the UN gather the facts, [editorial]
Independent, 7 January 1998; emphasis added)
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From the representation of the conflict in excerpt 39, it is immediately
apparent who lan Black is implying are responsible for the killings with his
reference to “bands of bearded men”. Other reports employed similar
imagery: Thierry Oberlé and John Phillips, writing for The Sunday Times for
example, blamed the massacres on “men with heavy beards and kohled
eyes” (Algeria sees 1,000 die in holy month, 11 January 1998). Elsewhere
reports contained suggestions that throat slitting may be an especially
‘Islamic’ way of killing."®

In excerpt 40, the Independent’s claim appears to be based on the
presupposition that ‘We’ in Europe are somehow more ‘civilised’, more
‘caring’ than the rest of the World. How else could the paper claim that

n ou

Europe feels “anguish and revulsion” “more deeply” than anywhere else,
based on its proximity to and colonial ‘history’ (nicely obfuscatory) shared
with Algeria? Any country in Northern Africa is similarly linked by
‘geography’, but in addition, may also have social, cultural, linguistic,
religious and often familial ties to the tragedy in Algeria, therefore making a
nonsense of the Independent’s argumentative supports.

Running alongside this discourse of Algerian salvation, but in a
distinctly backgrounded position to it, other far less noble reasons why
Britain and the EU may have a vested interest in ‘solving’ the ‘problem of

Algeria’ were being reported: Muslim terrorism and Muslim refugees:

41) [Robin Cook:] "We have leamed too often in the past that if we allow
terrorism to take root in any one country, it can all too quickly be exported to
other countries.” (Cook seeks to satisfy Algerians after snub, Guardian, 15
January 1998)

42) [...] the Austrian Foreign Minister, Wolfgang Schussel, warmned: “We believe
this is a European problem and that if we don't try to stop the kilings now, at
some point in the future there will be huge waves of refugees coming to
Europe.” (Algeria mission saved as EU reacts to snub, Guardian, 16
January 1998)

The schematic nature of these prejudicial themes are well-known and hardly
need further discussion here. But consider this: were the ‘threat’ of “a flood
of Algerian refugees” a motivating factor in dispatching the EU diplomatic

mission, as the quotes above seem to suggest it was, then all the EU would
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have to do in order to stem this threatened ‘tide’ would be to confirm that the
murders were being committed by ‘Islamist terrorists’ rather than the Algerian
Junta. The EU guidelines on asylum operating at this time “took a ‘restrictive
approach’ by recognising as refugees only people who feared persecution at
the hands of a state” (no headline [Reuters], The Times, 21 January 1998).
Sure enough, following the 24 hour visit of the ‘troika’ of EU diplomats,
various reports were printed declaring the EU's belief in the complete

innocence of the Junta:

43) “My personal feeling is that there is no involvement on the part of the
government vis-a-vis what is happening; no responsibility at all”, Manuel
Marin, responsible for EU relations with the southern Mediterranean and
Middle East said in Brussels. (EU official rules out Algiers link to killings,
Sunday Times, 17 January 1998)

44) Mr Fatchett said no evidence existed to support the perception of
government implication in the violence. (Faint hopes as Algeria mission

ends, Financial Times, 22 January 1998)

These conclusions are, again, to a certain degree understandable given that
the EU delegation: were not allowed to visit any of the massacre sites; were
not allowed to speak to either members of the opposition nor the Algerian
public; and, if the statements of Robin Cook to the EU Parliament are

anything to go by, had already decided who was the innocent party before

they had left:

45) [Robin Cook:] We have seen no evidence to support allegations of
involvement by the Algenan Security Authonties [...] It is in the interests of
the Algerian authorities to let the press see for themselves what is going on
in their country and who is responsible for the terrorism. (Reuters Press
Release, 14th January 1998; emphasis added)

In addition: the Algerian press were ‘leant upon’ during the visit of EU
delegates, to the extent that several massacres of civilians were not reported
by even the larger newspapers, and several opposition leaders were
arrested on trumped up or non-existent charges either immediately previous
to or during the visit itself. The editor of Liberté, for example, said: “it was
hard to report yet another atrocity that seemed to show the state is incapable

of protecting its citizens” (Press holed up in no man’s land, Guardian, 23
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January 1998). In a related incident, AbdelKader Hachani (FIS) was arrested
“for giving interviews to two French newspapers” in which he requested the
intervention of the UN in Algeria (Algeria relents over visit from EU team,
Independent, 16 January 1998; also reported in Leader of banned activists
arrested, The Times, 15 January 1998). With such suppression of material
contesting the Junta’s version of events, the EU delegation found itself quite
able to announce they had “come up with no evidence to support allegations
of direct government complicity” (EU uses rights as weapons against
Algeria, /oS, 25 January 1998).

Contrary to the EU’'s assessment, evidence was in fact mounting
against the Algerian Junta. Many of the reports wired from lan Black
(Guardian), who had been allowed into Algiers to cover the EU visit,
contained accusations of military complicity in civilian massacres similar in
style and content to those printed at the end of October 1997. Perhaps more
damning however, was the testimony of former Algerian security personnel

to Anne Clwyd's all-party Parliamentary human rights group:

46) Captain ‘Joseph’ Harnoun, described as a former member of the Algerian
secret service, told the Commons all-party Parliamentary human rights group
that his former colleagues were implicated in “dirty jobs, including the killing
of journalists, officers and children” [...] He also claimed that the militant GIA
had been infiltrated by the Algerian security forces. This charge was also
made by Rashid Messaudi, an Algerian-born journalist [...] (Security service
linked to killings, Guardian, 23 January 1998)

The Times’ report of this same story was even more declarative, placing
accusations of the Algerian army’s involvement in the first clause of the first

sentence of the article, thereby facilitating a ‘factual reading’:

47) Algeria’s state authorities are behind the torture and murder of civilians, a
former member of the Algerian secret service alleged to an all-party group of
MPs and peers. (Zeroual secret agents accused of massacres, The
Times, 23 January 1998)

Notice in excerpt 47 the declaration of ‘fact’ in “are”, whilst the ‘alieger’, the
“former member of the Algerian secret service’, is placed in a subordinate

clause.
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Even Tim Butcher, the Telegraph’s Defence Correspondent, started to
seriously doubt the official version of the massacres after he was allowed
into Algiers to cover the visit of the EU delegation.'” After talking to “half a
dozen” survivors of a massacre at Sidi Hamed, on the outskirts of Algiers,

Butcher wrote:

48)[...] It appears that a group of men dressed in army uniforms knocked on
some of the doors and told the villagers to be quiet. Others in baggy clothes,
described as “Afghan-style Mudjahideen” then surrounded the hamlet. There
was an army outpost about 300 yards away but the survivors said that the
soldiers did not emerge until the attack was complete (EU unable to end the
nightmare of Algeria, Telegraph, 21 January 1998)

Although the report does not state as such, the implication again appears to
be that since the army “did not emerge until the attack was complete”, they
had conspired with the Killers - perhaps the first group of men were the army
whilst the “Afghan-style Mudjahideen” were the army wearing disguises.
Such an account of the massacre was also implied by the article written from
Sidi Hamed by lan Black' (Blood runs cold in Algeria, Guardian, 21
January 1998), although Anthony Loyd's article in The Times (Algeria
massacre village barred to EU visitors, 21 January 1998) took the
opposite view - that the first group were militants disguised in army uniforms
- illustrating the possibilities for different interpretations, even amongst
journalists working side-by-side, in the same location (Algiers), at the same
time. In the absence of ‘informed, authoritative and credible’ sources it
appears that the interpretation of journalists working ‘on the ground’ is all we

are left with.

5.4 Summary

The reporting of Algeria between October 1997 and January 1998 is
characterised by conflicting and contradictory shifts in broadsheet
newspapers’ ‘claims-to-truth’ - specifically regarding their identification of
who is ‘to blame’ for the deaths of Algerian civilians. In general, during the
periods in which broadsheets relied upon the reporting of press agencies

based in Algeria, ‘Muslims’ were blamed for the violence. Needless to say
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the influential hand of the Junta in the production of such claims, whereby
information is “first produced by the security services in Algeria, passed
through the Algeria press and the AFP, then reproduced in the Western
media” (Slisli, 2000: 53) was backgrounded or deleted in these reports.
Broadsheet journalists were only allowed to enter Algeria at such time as an
opportunity arose to promote the Junta's preferred image of a ‘fledgling
democracy’ - during the municipal elections and later during the visit of the
EU delegation. That journalists did not represent Algeria in such a way is
testament to the availability of evidence in Algeria which contradicts the
explanation of the Junta.

It could therefore be argued that the improved detail and critical
analysis of Algerian reporting during the periods in which broadsheets had
sent staff journalists to Algeria, illustrates the importance of having
independent journalists ‘at the scene’ of the events being reported. This is
unquestionably true, although it is not the most significant argument of this
chapter. Both following and, on occasion, during the periods in which staff
journalists were in Algeria, broadsheet newspapers reverted back to the
simplicity and clarity of blaming ‘Muslims’ for murdering (other Muslim)
Algerian civilians, despite the veracity of such claims being repeatedly and
comprehensively brought into question. The origin of such reports can be
traced back to the Algerian Ministry of Internal Affairs - the only source in
Algeria allowed to divulge ‘security information’, and a propaganda arm of
the Junta which intended to build, “on the basis of western stereotypes, a
deliberate campaign of misinformation” (Slisli, 2000: 49). How and why such
transparently falsifiable claims were repeatedly printed - especially following
the detailed and circumspect reports of staff journalists ‘in the field' - is
mystifying. Roula Khalaf, critical as ever, quoted a French diplomat whose
view on Algeria is quite instructive:

49) “It has always been that policymakers convinced themselves of the goodwill
of the regime, insisting that it was close to our values and it couldn’t be
totally negative”, says a French diplomat. “This made our policy rational. The
worst fear has always been Islamic fundamentalism and the spread of
terrorism to France.” (EU ponders Algeria stance, Financial Times, 8
January 1998)
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It appears that a similar perspective ruled the coverage of Algeria in the
broadsheet press: this was, after all, a secular ‘government’ fighting a war
with ‘Muslims’. Faced with massacres in a Muslim country; given the ‘choice’
between apportioning blame for such crimes to ‘Muslims’ or a military-
backed government (Junta by any other name), given that the evidence
pointing to the connivance or complicity of the army in such killings was only
circumstantial, albeit increasingly persuasive; broadsheet newspapers found
the racist stereotypes and misinformation provided by the Algerian Junta
were much more convenient to print than the messy and uncomfortable
reality: they did not know what the truth was. This, combined with the fear of
European governments that any meaningful intervention may result in a
‘flood of Muslim refugees’ and the estrangement of their local petroleum
provider, has since contributed to the deaths of countless more men, women

and children in Algeria.

Notes: Chapter §

! Later in the chapter | argue that the almost exclusively Algerian location of these
242 articles, coupled with journalists’ difficulties in gaining access to the country,
had significant implications for the reliability of broadsheet reporting of Algeria.

% The ‘primary’ and ‘secondary parent topics’, respectively, of these seven articles
were: Race and Community Relations--Culture and Custom; Policing and Law &
Order--Race and Community Relations; Policing and Law & Order--Policing and
Law & Order (twice); Policing and Law & Order--Business; Culture and Custom--
Women; and Business--Business.

3 All the British broadsheet dailies sent a journalist to Algeria to cover the municipal
elections. In alphabetical order: the Financial Times sent Roula Khalaf: the
Guardian sent David Hirst; the Independent sent Robert Fisk; the Telegraph sent
Robert Fox; and The Times sent Anthony Loyd.

4 For example: in ‘Claims of fraud as ruling party wins Algeria poll’ (Telegraph,
25 October 1997) Robert Fox wrote that “During the campaign, 10 [opposition)
candidates were murdered, allegedly by the GIA.” Robert Fisk was a little more
polemical, and in ‘Algerian election results beggar belief (/ndependent, 27
October 1997) he wrote that “last week'’s election results in Algeria suggest that the
people’s voice was distorted beyond recognition to produce a fraudulent victory for
the two pro-government parties [...] an incredible - a truly incredible - 70 per cent of
Algerians voted for these two parties.”

5 Although the reports printed in the Guardian did not explicitly allege that the
Algerian army were actively involved in Killing civilians, the implication that the Army
were culpable for the deaths of civilians was clear - as evidenced by the angry
response their articles provoked from Ahmed Benyamina, Algeria’s Ambassador to
the United Kingdom. In one letter Mr Benyamina argued: “only the terrorists benefit
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from your articles: not only do they commit these massacres, for which they have
claimed responsibility [...] but they are assured, thanks to the leniency shown by
articles such as yours, that at least part of the responsibility for their acts is pushed
onto the shoulders of the government.” (Murder and conspiracy in Algeria,
Guardian, 23 October 1997)

® See Fisk's report 'Women who wait for lost souls to come home’ (31 October
1997) and compare his representation of Algerian women with that of a male
lawyer in his report ‘One man’s heroic fight against a regime with a taste for
torture’ (30 October 1997). Obviously in contrasting Fisk's representation of
(Algerian) gender in these reports we are not comparing like for like: active,
educated, emotionally detached male lawyer; and passive, uneducated, female
relations of victims. But Roula Khalaf’s reporting illustrates a wealth of contrasting
(Algerian) female experience and political activity, which neither Fisk nor (to be fair)
any other reporter mentioned or appeared to notice when reporting the torture and
murder of civilians by the Algerian Army and Security forces.

" The “exiled witness” of Fisk’s 1 November report was also used (albeit not
centrally) in Witness from the front line of a police force bent on brutality
(Independent, 30 October 1997); whilst the “Conscript” in his 3 November report
was the same conscript quoted in excerpt 13 (Lost souls of the Algerian night:
now their torturers tell the truth, /ndependent, 30 October 1997). These sources
are used by Fisk in order to state and restate his argument regarding the brutality
of the Algerian regime.

® Further: in January 1997 Salima Ghezali and the Algerian human rights lawyer
Abdennour Ali Yahia were awarded the Oscar Romero Award from the Rothko
Chapel in Houston, Texas, presented every alternate year to organisations or
persons who distinguish themselves by their courage and dignity; and in March
1997, Ghezali was named "international editor of the year" by the World Press
Review.

® These threats occur “whenever she writes freelance articles for the European
press. ‘I've never been called in by the authorities’, she says. ‘It's very perverse -
friends of friends are told by ‘someone’ that | talk too much, that my body will one
day be found in a ditch with my throat slashed’.”

1% The lack of interest which other broadsheets showed the story is no doubt the
result of these newspapers own particular definitions of ‘newsworthiness’ - a
concept, in part, the result of audience taste and therefore (arguably) not wholly
under the control of the newspapers themselves.

" Ramadan actually started on the 30 December 1997 but, due to a ‘time-lag’,
presumably caused by the New Year and British newspapers printing the reports of
Algerian or French newspapers (who had in turn reprinted Algerian newspaper
articles), the murder of Algerian civilians on the first night of Ramadan was not
reported until 1 January 1998.

2 The juxtaposition of ‘innocence’ and ‘malevolence’ is a common stylistic feature,
of course, particularly when tabloid newspapers report (for example) the murder of
mothers and children where it tends to develop to the point of rhetorical parallelism
- the presentation of the virtuous home, forever sullied by the degeneracy of
murder.

3 General Kamel Abderahman, the military commander for western Algeria, had
earlier warned that “People must either arm or take refuge in the towns. The state
does not have the means to put a soldier outside every front door” (Algeria terror
touches the world, Independent, 7 January 1998).

" This depopulation of the Relizane province - by murder and the subsequent
exodus of surviving villagers - continued over the next week, and was reported
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mainly in small ‘news reviews’: “Further massacres in Algeria’s western province of
Relizane have cost the lives of 62 civilians and left 48 wounded, according to state-
run radio [...] Hundreds of civilians fled the remote mountainous region after a
massacre a week ago and the exodus continued after gunmen attacked two more
villages at the weekend” (Algerian terrorists add to death toll, The Times, 8
January 1998).

'S The editorial states: “even where army garrisons are close by, troops
mysteriously almost never arrive until the killing squads have gone. The army [...]
has armed semi-official militias, some of which are themselves suspected of
participating in the killings”.

'8 For example, two articles reported that Brigitte Bardot had been taken to court
(again) for making racist comments - more specifically, she had “made an explicit
connection between the slaughter of animals in Islamic rituals and the slaughter of
people by fundamentalist groups in Algeria” (Racist slur puts Brigitte Bardot in
court again, /ndependent on Sunday, 18 January 1998). The ‘siur’ was made in an
article Bardot had written for Parnis Match, who did not appear to have been
reprimanded in any way for printing such bigoted nonsense. Contrary to the
triumphalism with which her conviction was treated in a follow-up report (Bardot
guilty of race hate, /ndependent, 21 January 1998), the allegedly ‘Islamic’
character of throat slitting was implied in a great many articles reporting civilian
massacres.

'7 Previous to visiting Algeria, Tim Butcher (Telegraph, Defence Correspondent)
blamed ‘Muslims’ and ‘Islamist groups’ for the massacres of civilians. Take, for
example, the presentation of the Algerian conflict in his report ‘EU considers
sending mission to Algeria’ (7 January 1998): “When the war began in 1992
these [Islamist] groups attacked police stations, post offices and other totems of
the state, but their violence was soon extended to a holy war against any person
perceived not to be sufficiently Muslim.”

'8 1an Black did not, however, appear to realise the ideological significance of
referring to @ massacre at “a fake roadblock set up by militants disguised as police”
two days beforehand (British minister urges candour from Algeria, Guardian, 19
January 1998; emphasis added).
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