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The Centre for Media Monitoring (CfMM) was set up in 2018 by the Muslim Council of Britain (MCB). 

Our aims are to: 

 Create an evidence base on how Islam and Muslims are reported in national print and 

broadcast media. 

 Develop insights on potential areas of improvement through evidence-based analyses, 

reports, and guidelines. 

 Advocate change through constructive engagement with key stakeholders. 

 Empower Muslim communities to proactively engage with the media and help change 

the narrative. 

CfMM monitors and analyses thousands of articles and broadcast clips daily. Our monitoring 

methodology has been developed and approved by leading academics and experts in the field of 

corpus linguistics. CfMM is recognised as an authority in this field and a valuable resource by all 

stakeholders, including the media, regulators, politicians, and community organisations. 

CfMM works closely with editors and journalists from the national print and broadcast media to 

highlight inaccuracies, generalisations and misrepresentations of Muslims and Islam in the media as 

well as promote good practice and increase Religious Literacy. We hold roundtable discussions and 

‘Meet the Media’ events between media executives and community organisations. We deliver media 

skills training, publish evidenced-based reports, sit on advisory boards, and make submissions to 

inquiries and consultations such as OFCOM’s Thematic Review of Representation and Portrayal on the 

BBC, the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines Consultation, the Editor’s Code Review, and the Lords Select 

Committee Inquiry on the Future of Journalism. CfMM was also part of IPSO’s working committee, 

inputting into developing guidelines for journalists on the reporting of Islam and Muslims.  

CfMM welcomes the opportunity to respond to this important call for evidence. Our submission below 

relies on our evidence based on monitoring online and print media. The final Appendix contains links 

to our other publications and research reports. 

  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=94xT1If-LZU&ab_channel=CentreforMediaMonitoring
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Response-to-OFCOM-Review-On-BBC.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/Response-to-OFCOM-Review-On-BBC.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/BBC-Draft-Guidelines-Consultation-Submission-.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CfMM-Response-to-Editors-Code-review.27.03.2020.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CfMM-Submission-Lords-Select-Cttee-on-Future-of-Journalism.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/CfMM-Submission-Lords-Select-Cttee-on-Future-of-Journalism.pdf
https://cfmm.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/Briefing-for-IPSO-Reporting-on-Islam-and-Muslims-in-UK-press.pdf


 

Submission to the IMPRESS Standards Code Review Call for Evidence 

1. The MCB’s Centre for Media Monitoring’s remit is the representation of Islam and Muslims in the 

media, especially print and broadcast mainstream media.  As such, this submission will only refer 

to those areas of the IMPRESS Standards Code that relate to our work, namely Accuracy and 

Discrimination. 

 

2. In our experience, the most problematic publications, in terms of misrepresentation of Islam and 

Muslims, are not regulated by IMPRESS.  CfMM has never submitted a complaint to IMPRESS in 

our three years of media monitoring; the examples and evidence we cite below are therefore 

examples from papers which are not IMPRESS members.  We note that majority of IMPRESS 

regulated publications are local news outlets and online news outlets, or news providers serving 

specific communities.   

 
3. As a whole, CfMM recognises that the IMPRESS Standards are better than IPSO’s, and for this 

reason we feel strongly that IMPRESS needs to work to bring national publications on board. 

 

4. Section 1 Accuracy:  Whether the Code embodies best practice around signaling news content, 

the use and placement of corrections, and clarifications (for example, practices around labelling, 

positioning and transparency), the conflation of fact and opinion and the use of click-bait 

headlines. Whether the Code embodies best practice for testing veracity, verifiability and robust 

news gathering, particularly online. 

 

4.1. The Code states: ‘Publishers must take all reasonable steps to ensure accuracy.’ 

4.1.1. The criterion of ‘all reasonable steps’ leaves significant room for interpretation.  Many 

of the complaints that have been made by CfMM on the basis of accuracy have been 

due to papers reporting hearsay without verification.  This is likely due to the nature 

of the news cycle and the pressure that editors are under to publish quickly; however, 

in terms of reporting on incidents involving religious minorities, the impact of such 

reporting on these communities must be considered. 

4.1.2. Many times, hearsay is published as fact, and then corrected later, however this has 

serious implications in the case of mis-reporting of violent attacks.  In particular, 

CfMM has noted several cases of attackers reportedly screaming ‘Allahu akbar’ (God 

is great) during attacks, purely on the basis of eyewitness accounts and with no 

verification from authorities. 



 

4.1.3. This ‘after the fact’ correcting is damaging, especially where it concerns phrases and 

actions that are in daily use by Muslims.  The real-world impact of this carelessness is 

that normal Islamic practices are demonised, and by extension, the people who 

practice them also come under suspicion. 

4.1.4. For examples of corrections made after publication of unverified information, please 

see Appendix A. 

 

4.2. The Code states: ‘Publishers must correct any significant inaccuracy with due prominence, 

which should normally be equal prominence, at the earliest opportunity.’ 

4.2.1. The phrase ‘any significant inaccuracy’ is again open to interpretation; an editor may 

consider the examples above to be minor, whereas for many in the Muslim community 

they are perceived as very misleading falsehoods.  In such cases, where a member of 

a minority community who may be subject to discrimination is the complainant, we 

suggest the decision as to the ‘significance’ of the inaccuracy be determined by the 

complainant.  This is simply because the editor in such cases will not likely have first-

hand experience of the issue and may unintentionally downplay the significance due 

to this. 

4.2.2. The inclusion of the phrase, ‘which should normally be equal prominence’ is of 

particular merit with regards to the work of CfMM, as we have long observed that the 

alternative requirement of ‘due prominence’ leaves too much to be desired.  When 

corrections are made, they are far less likely to be seen by the same people who saw 

the original inaccuracy, as ‘due prominence’ is usually satisfied by a few lines of 8 pt 

text on the ‘Corrections and Clarifications’ page of a paper or website, or a single line 

at the bottom of an online article. 

4.2.3. To ensure ‘equal prominence’ of corrections, we would suggest the following 

guidelines for ensuring as wide a reach of corrected articles as possible: 

4.2.3.1. Corrected online articles to contain the word, ‘Correction’ in front of the 

headline. 

4.2.3.2. Corrected print articles to be re-run with the same prominence, with the word, 

‘Correction’ in the front of the headline, and a note in the article body outlining 

the inaccuracy and the correction made, and an apology if warranted. 

4.2.3.3. If the inaccuracy was posted on social media, the original Tweet or post 

should be quoted with the ‘Correction’. 



 

4.2.3.4. If a story ran for more than one day in a print publication, the correction must 

run for the same number of days. 

4.2.4. For examples of corrections CfMM has secured, please refer to our website:  

 

4.3. The Code states: ‘Publishers must always distinguish clearly between statements of fact, 

conjecture and opinion.’ 

4.3.1. While CfMM respects and upholds the right of freedom of speech and expression, we 

also argue that conjecture/opinion must not be an excuse for publishing inaccurate 

information, especially with regards to any protected category. 

4.3.2. Opinion and comment pieces in certain publications have far too often given 

journalists and writers the liberty to propagate inaccurate, misleading, and blatantly 

racist views while hiding behind the cloak of opinion, humour, and satire. Racism is 

sometimes articulated in subtle and restrained ways but can be more explicit. 

Regulators should: 

4.3.2.1. Explicitly discourage columnists (via the newspapers) from propagating 

hatred; 

4.3.2.2. Encourage newspapers to provide column space (rather than solely letters) to 

respond to such bigotry; and 

4.3.2.3. Call out hateful bigotry as part of encouragement for best practice. 

4.3.3. For some examples of opinion pieces which have carried such inaccuracies, please see 

Appendix B. 

 

5. Section 4:  Discrimination 

 

5.1. Whether Clause 4 of the Code is fit for purpose, and adequately reflects how discrimination 

is experienced by those with protected characteristics, particularly in an online context. 

Specifically whether the discrimination standard adequately addresses the degree, manner, 

and extent to which journalism practices impact on discrimination in society and whether 

they sufficiently reflect the relationship between discrimination and other clauses of the 

Code such as accuracy, privacy, and harassment. 

 

5.2. CfMM feels that the IMPRESS Clause 4 is more fit for purpose than the equivalent IPSO Clause 

12 for the following reasons: 

https://cfmm.org.uk/media-corrections/


 

5.2.1. The IMPRESS code includes inciting hate against groups of people.  This is in line with 

current legislation and as such is not included in IPSO Clause 12.   

5.2.2. IMPRESS Standards also provide for ‘other characteristics’ that may make someone 

vulnerable to discrimination, which the IPSO code does not.  CfMM has made 

complaints on the basis of irrelevant mention of nationality which have been rejected 

due to this omission.  These can be seen in Appendix C. 

5.3. However, we do not feel that the IMPRESS code on Discrimination is sufficiently robust, and 

we suggest the following amendments:  

5.3.1. The first and second part of the code should also apply to groups, organisations and 

institutions with a protected category identity (e.g. mosques, Islamic charities, schools, 

etc.). 

5.3.2. As is the case with current legislation, ‘Inciting hatred’ is a very high bar to set and 

difficult to prove.  It does not prevent the more insidious discrimination that may 

happen in opinion pieces.  We suggest expanding this to include language that has 

been proven to potentially incite hatred in the past.  For examples, see Appendix D.  

5.3.3. We suggest that the Discrimination clause be open to third party complainants 

without restriction. 

5.3.4. We suggest that the mention of any identifying factors be avoided when reporting on 

suspected crimes unless they can be proven to be directly relevant to the story, such 

as a case where someone’s gender identity or religion can be proven by authorities to 

be a motivating factor.  Such mentions must also be unambiguous in identifying the 

perpetrator vis a vis the victim.  See Appendix E for examples of ambiguous reporting. 

 

5.3.5. The IMPRESS Guidance states:  When applying this provision to non-racial groups, 

and especially to those groups who are not covered by existing UK hate speech laws, 

IMPRESS will interpret it narrowly and cautiously and with a strong presumption in 

favour of freedom of expression. In relation to religious groups in particular, this 

clause will be interpreted in line with section 29J of the Racial and Religious Hatred 

Act 2016, which gives a list of matters that do not constitute incitement to hatred: 

‘discussion, criticism or expressions of antipathy, dislike, ridicule, insult or abuse of 

particular religions or the beliefs or practices of their adherents.’  Thus, under Clause 

4.3, beliefs or practices may be subject to the fiercest criticisms, insults or ridicule. It 

is people who are protected by this clause, not religion itself. 



 

5.3.6. We feel that this last line shows a degree of myopia when it comes to the real-world 

implications of such criticisms, insults and ridicule of religious beliefs and practices.  

Religion is very difficult to separate from its adherents, whatever that religion may be.  

To ridicule a religious practice is, in fact, to ridicule those people who perform that 

practice in their daily lives. 

5.3.7. We have seen examples of the press publishing opinion pieces that, due to the fame 

of the author, resulted in community level abuses of Muslim citizens. For examples, 

see Appendix F. 

5.3.8. For this reason, we feel that, while critique and disagreement with any religious 

practice is part of religious freedom, and debate and discussion are to be encouraged 

in this arena, insults and ridicule are not, and should not be condoned so readily where 

an oft-attacked minority community is concerned. 

 



 

1. Appendix A: Examples of unverified reports of Allahu akbar reported as fact. 

1.1. https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/1060898645959196672?s=20 

 
1.2. https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/819821028784349184?s=20 

 

  

https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/1060898645959196672?s=20
https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/819821028784349184?s=20


 

 

1.3. https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/826483372750946304?s=20 

 
1.4. https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/1180195537980727296?s=20 

 
1.5. https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/841185778478796801 

  

https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/826483372750946304?s=20
https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/1180195537980727296?s=20
https://twitter.com/miqdaad/status/841185778478796801


 

2. Appendix B:  Opinion piece which included inaccurate information which required correction. 

On 26 June 2018, The Sun published a comment piece by Rob Liddle titled, ‘Trump is right to pull 

the US out of the hypocritical United Nations Human Rights Council – we should follow him,’ in 

which Liddle referred to the United Nations Human Rights Council as a convention of “Muslim 

nations with skeletons in their closets.”  After our complaint, the reference to Muslim nations was 

removed, although the offensive reference to the ‘burqa’ remained. 

  

  

https://www.thesun.co.uk/news/6586602/trump-is-right-to-pull-the-us-out-of-the-hypocritical-united-nations-human-rights-council-we-should-follow-him/


 

3. Appendix C:  Complaint rejected under IPSO Clause 12 due to nationality. 

3.1. On 4 December 2020, the Mail Online published the headline: ‘Schizophrenic Albanian 

woman who stabbed seven-year-old girl to death at random in front of her parents in park on 

Mother's Day was brought to UK by people smugglers and had been in and out of institutions.’  

We wrote to the Mail Online to complain on the basis of irrelevant mention of the 

perpetrator’s nationality; Albania is a majority Muslim country, and there is a history of anti-

Albanian sentiment in neighbouring countries and in Europe.  However, the Mail Online 

declined to make any changes to the headline or the article in question, because IPSO Clause 

12 does not include nationality. 

 

 

  

https://www.ft.com/content/ceb13144-4669-11ea-aee2-9ddbdc86190d


 

4. Appendix D:  Examples of potentially inciteful language in opinion pieces 

4.1. Examples tweeted by @miqdaad 

 
4.2. Rod Liddle in the Sunday Times.  https://hackinginquiry.org/rod-liddles-sunday-times-article-

may-incite-hatred-but-ipso-is-powerless-to-act/

 
4.3. Rod Liddle in the Spectator. https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/we-ve-been-rotherhamed

 

https://hackinginquiry.org/rod-liddles-sunday-times-article-may-incite-hatred-but-ipso-is-powerless-to-act/
https://hackinginquiry.org/rod-liddles-sunday-times-article-may-incite-hatred-but-ipso-is-powerless-to-act/
https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/we-ve-been-rotherhamed
https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/we-ve-been-rotherhamed
https://hackinginquiry.org/rod-liddles-sunday-times-article-may-incite-hatred-but-ipso-is-powerless-to-act/
https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/we-ve-been-rotherhamed
https://www.spectator.co.uk/article/we-ve-been-rotherhamed


 

4.4. Mail Online article explaining how Katie Hopkins was reported to, and questioned by, police 

for her Sun article about refugees that drew widespread condemnation. The original article 

was deleted by the Sun. 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3185983/Katie-Hopkins-questioned-police-

allegations-inciting-racial-hatred-described-migrants-cockroaches.html 

 
4.5. Guardian article explaining how IPSO Editors’ Code does not cover the inciteful language used 

by Katie Hopkins in an article about refugees that drew widespread condemnation. 

https://www.theguardian.com/media/2016/jul/28/katie-hopkins-migrants-ipso-sun-

cockroaches 

 
 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3185983/Katie-Hopkins-questioned-police-allegations-inciting-racial-hatred-described-migrants-cockroaches.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-3185983/Katie-Hopkins-questioned-police-allegations-inciting-racial-hatred-described-migrants-cockroaches.html
https://www.theguardian.com/media/2016/jul/28/katie-hopkins-migrants-ipso-sun-cockroaches
https://www.theguardian.com/media/2016/jul/28/katie-hopkins-migrants-ipso-sun-cockroaches


 

5. Appendix E:  Ambiguous reporting example. 

5.1. The headline on the right was ambiguous and could be understood to be reporting a crime 

committed by Muslims, when in fact it was an attack on two Muslim women. The amended 

version makes the situation clear.  

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-8867987/Two-women-charged-wilful-gang-

violence-following-Muslim-stabbings-Eiffel-Tower.html 

  

  

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-8867987/Two-women-charged-wilful-gang-violence-following-Muslim-stabbings-Eiffel-Tower.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-8867987/Two-women-charged-wilful-gang-violence-following-Muslim-stabbings-Eiffel-Tower.html


 

6. Appendix F:  Examples of abuse of Muslims resulting from opinion pieces on Islam and Muslim 

practice 

On 5 August 2018, the MP Boris Johnson published this opinion piece in the Telegraph, drawing 

widespread criticism for his comments about the face veil (niqab or burqa) which many felt were 

Islamophobic and dog-whistle politics.  As can be seen in the articles below, as a result of this 

opinion piece, hate crimes against Muslims, and mainly Muslim women, rose by 375%, with 

perpetrators echoing the language used by Johnson. 

6.1. Islamophobic incidents rose 375% after Boris Johnson compared Muslim women to 

‘letterboxes’, figures show (Independent, 2 Sept 2019)  

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/boris-johnson-muslim-women-

letterboxes-burqa-islamphobia-rise-a9088476.html 

6.2. ‘Significant spike’ in Islamophobia after Boris Johnson’s letterbox comments (ITV, 2 Sept 2019) 

https://www.itv.com/news/2019-09-02/significant-spike-in-islamophobia-after-boris-

johnsons-letterbox-commentss 

 

  

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2018/08/05/denmark-has-got-wrong-yes-burka-oppressive-ridiculous-still/
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/boris-johnson-muslim-women-letterboxes-burqa-islamphobia-rise-a9088476.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/boris-johnson-muslim-women-letterboxes-burqa-islamphobia-rise-a9088476.html
https://www.itv.com/news/2019-09-02/significant-spike-in-islamophobia-after-boris-johnsons-letterbox-commentss
https://www.itv.com/news/2019-09-02/significant-spike-in-islamophobia-after-boris-johnsons-letterbox-commentss


 

7. Appendix G:  Links to Centre for Media Monitoring publications 

7.1. The following documents form the research published to date by the MCB’s Centre for Media 

Monitoring.  Our findings are more comprehensive than can be included in this brief 

submission, and we encourage anyone to make use of these documents, citing the Centre for 

Media Monitoring as the source. 

7.1.1. CfMM Submission to the APPG on British Muslims Report on COVID-19 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-to-the-appg-on-

british-muslims-covid-report/ 

7.1.2. CfMM Special Report: How The British Media Reports Terrorism 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-special-report-how-british-media-

reports-terrorism/ 

7.1.3. CfMM Response to the IPSO Editors Code Review 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-response-to-the-ipso-editors-

code-review/ 

7.1.4. CfMM Submission of Evidence to the Lords Select Committee on the Future of 

Journalism 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-lords-select-

committee/ 

7.1.5. CfMM Submission- APPG Religion in the Media 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-appg-religion-media/ 

7.1.6. CfMM Report- State of Media Reporting on Islam and Muslims 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-quarterly-report-launched/ 

7.1.7. Response to the BBC’s Editorial Guidelines Consultation 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-bbc-editorial-guidelines-

consultation/ 

7.1.8. Response to OFCOM: Thematic Review of Representation and Portrayal on the BBC 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-ofcom-thematic-review-of-

representation-and-portrayal-on-the-bbc/ 

7.1.9. Briefing for IPSO: Reporting on Islam and Muslims in UK press 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/reporting-on-islam-and-muslims-in-uk-

press/ 

 

 

https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-to-the-appg-on-british-muslims-covid-report/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-to-the-appg-on-british-muslims-covid-report/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-special-report-how-british-media-reports-terrorism/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-special-report-how-british-media-reports-terrorism/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-response-to-the-ipso-editors-code-review/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-response-to-the-ipso-editors-code-review/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-lords-select-committee/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-lords-select-committee/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-submission-appg-religion-media/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/cfmm-quarterly-report-launched/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-bbc-editorial-guidelines-consultation/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-bbc-editorial-guidelines-consultation/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-ofcom-thematic-review-of-representation-and-portrayal-on-the-bbc/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/response-to-ofcom-thematic-review-of-representation-and-portrayal-on-the-bbc/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/reporting-on-islam-and-muslims-in-uk-press/
https://cfmm.org.uk/resources/publication/reporting-on-islam-and-muslims-in-uk-press/
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