Statement

RE: ‘What Happens When the Bombs Go Off?’ Cub Magazine. November 2006

This is a statement in response to complaints on the article ‘What Happens When the Bombs go Off?’ which was featured in the November issue of Cub magazine.

Firstly, I must state that we do not intend to ‘give the growing population of radicals’
 a platform from which to speak anymore than we wish to offer anyone with an interesting story that is relevant to QM students a platform to express it. It was always cub’s intention to run a feature in the next issue from a different viewpoint, not necessarily about the arguments that people have against this article but an article entirely detached from the article this month about an Israeli’s view of the conflict, though I understand that now may be difficult (I still wish to ahead with this article). We will of course, print letters we receive about the article in our comment section. I do conclude however, that this idea should have been more clearly expressed at the bottom of the article in question, though we did and still do not have someone to provide this article, so if no-one wished to write it we would find ourselves in trouble with promising things that we were not able to deliver.

When we received the pitch for the article we knew exactly what we were getting ourselves into. Kate Connelly and Malika Barakat are allowed their own political views and they have a right to express them (under the 1986 Education act) and I think it is important to express viewpoints of the QM students. I also think it is important to point out that cub magazine and Queen Mary Students’ Union has no view on the RESPECT party. This is why the article was an interview and not a feature. I, nor cub magazine as a whole could not justify a feature where the reader became slightly detached from those writing or the voice of the article itself: there would be too much interpretation and not enough fact to allow the article to be written in the third person. This issue is far too important and far too open to interpretation for cub magazine or the Students’ Union as a whole to have an opinion on the matter, further from the opinion that cub magazine supports UN resolution 1701 (in which a plan for sustained peace is outlined).

We never wished to make it seem as if it was an opinion that represented the official view of the magazine, Queen Mary Students’ Union or myself. While ‘cub’ has editorial independence from QMSU, it still has a responsibility to the Students’ Union to provide a magazine without political agenda. It is clearly stated that ‘this is her personal account of what the conflict was like’
 about the situation and nothing more. This said, and while I believe whole-heartedly that cub should remain apolitical, it should not shy away from any political issues for fear of controversy. In retrospect, it may have been better to run both articles side by side, though I think both arguments will have more time dedicated to them if they are presented separately.

I do agree that Malika’s account is very one sided, but in the same way, a large number of the Lebonese population, whether rightly or wrongly, have a similar view of the Israelis. With regard to Malika’s comment which compares events in Lebanon to events in World War One, this is a personal opinion. Just as the rest of the article, this is not the view of cub, Queen Mary Students’ Union or the university. 

A complaint has been made on the grounds that a reader ‘find[s] it disgraceful that you printed her anti-Israeli sentiments in a University (and indeed a society) which is currently becoming increasingly anti-semitic. Why fan the flames and give extra support to this sort of sentiment?’
 Religion is never mentioned in this article and while certain elements of religion may underpin the conflict, Malika’s views are not expressed through religion in any way.
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