
Annex 6

Complaints by JVL members that have been ignored

The Party has been assiduous in pursuing disciplinary cases against members who have been
critical of Israel or expressed support for Palestinian rights. In a few of these cases it has been
reasonable to conclude that there was antisemitic motivation and the Party was duty bound 
to take firm action; in a number of others members seem to have inadvertently used terms 
that might be interpreted as antisemitic and there was a need to engage with the members 
to ensure they understood the effect of their actions and did not repeat them; in far more 
cases the alleged offences were only motivated by distress at Israel’s actions and any 
reference to Jews was in the context of support by Jewish organisations for Israel’s actions.

Conversely, when Jewish Party members have complained to the Party that the response of 
Party officials and members to their criticisms of Israel has been marked by antisemitism 
their complaints have been ignored. There appears to have been no investigation of their 
complaints and no action taken against the perpetrators.

The document submitted to the EHRC and the Forde Commission include the details of 
complaints submitted by 17 members against individual members of the Party. These are not
included as they contain personal data which is covered by GDPR. Other Jewish Party 
members have told us they have felt offended and harassed but had not taken formal action 
as they believed that no action would follow any complaint.

Complaints against the Party (in alphabetical order of the complainant)

 Jo Bird re Labour Party
 Mike Cushman re GLU
 Murray Glickman re Labour Party - Jews accused of antisemitism
 Murray Glickman re Labour Party - unwelcome as a Jew

Each of these complaints has its own particular circumstance and issue but there is one 
constant theme and a number of recurring issues.

The constant theme is the Jewish socialists, in particular Jewish socialists who are vocal 
advocates for Palestinian rights and for holding Israel to account for its breaches of 
international law, perceive that the Party is unwilling to protect them from abuse by other 
Part members. Indeed, they see themselves as subject to abuse by the Party itself through 
the condoned actions of its officials. They are both insulted as antisemites and their right to 
identify themselves as Jews is constantly denied. An appropriate analogy is when a Black 
member is called a ‘coconut’ the Party, correctly, has no hesitation is describing this as racist 
and taking appropriate action. The difference in treatment of these equivalent circumstances 
is startling and indicative of a pervasive cultural problem within the Party’s organisation.

Most of the cases described in this dossier describe the frustration of the complainants that 
not only are their cases never processed but they never receive any assistance or feedback 
form the Party. No duty of care fulfilled towards members who believe themselves the 
victims of abuse; their feelings, which have every indication of being reasonably grounded, 
are never even acknowledged and the possibility of their hurt never considered.



As Diana Neslen describes it in one of her complaints: 

I felt totally undermined.  My identity was being questioned by Gentiles, people with 
no knowledge of Jewish history, culture or religion felt that they had carte blanche to 
attack me without naming me but clearly pointing the finger at me, implying that I a 
Jew am antisemitic. They question my legitimacy as a Jew to make any criticisms of 
Jewish organisations.  In fact by implying that all Jews are of one opinion they are 
stereotyping the Jewish community which is of course the epitome of antisemitism.  
And they seem to be acting in concert to silence a Jewish voice.  This, itself is a truly 
chilling experience.

I remain devastated.  The whole basis of my identity trashed, made to feel worthless, 
not even respected.  My legitimacy as a Jewish person questioned by a series of 
gentiles and my right to freedom of thought undermined.  

JVL sees itself, and is seen by others, as being ‘on the left’ of the Party and critical of the 
leadership of Starmer and Evans. Consequently, the attacks on members of JVL come from 
those seen as being ‘on the right’ of the Party and the Party seems to be unwilling to 
challenge the actions of those supportive of the current leadership. This is allowing 
factionalism to intrude unacceptably on natural justice in the Party’s disciplinary processes.

A recurrent issue is the apparent inclination of the Party Officials to collude with the 
complaints in putting the worst possible interpretation on events and statements. The 
officials do not fulfil their duty of due diligence in assessing for themselves what is a 
reasonable interpretation. Such an exercise would result in a decision of ‘no further action’ 
and avoid the stress and distress of the alleged offender having to justify their actions.

Some officials may have pursued hostile interpretation beyond any reasonable bounds 
because of their own ideological inclination. Others may have felt extreme pressure from the 
moral panic created around ‘antisemitism in the Labour Party’ to defend the Party from any 
criticism about being soft on antisemitism by taking the most censorious approach. They 
were unable in such a febrile environment to perceive that that they were engaged in 
another form of antisemitism than the one they thought they were expunging by pursuing 
dissident Jewish members. Those harassing the Party often made claims about the shape-
shifting nature of antisemitism and that many seemingly innocuous actions may conceal an 
antisemitic agenda. Such claims are often very ill-grounded but here we have such a 
metastatisation; where the over-enthusiastic hunt for antisemitism becomes antisemitic.

Many of these complained about hold positions of power within the Party: as MPs, Council 
leaders, councillors, party officials, CLP officers, etc. The rule book is explicit about the 
responsibility of members holding positions of authority to conform to appropriate 
standards of behaviour. 

Chapter 5 II 1.A

Labour candidates must meet high standards as determined from time to time by the
NEC.

The Code of Conduct: Social Media Policy explicitly states:



Those with privilege, whether due to their volume of experience, party position or 
status in society should have regard to how their actions may be felt by those in 
different circumstances to themselves.

These duties are not constrained by differences in political outlook. 
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